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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.

Apart from the 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;
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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 for undertaking 
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
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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 Flellenic 

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
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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 

Flouse, 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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CHAPTER I
BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY

TELEMACHOS LOUNGHIS





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. Pirenne1 
and F. L. Ganshof2 3 - 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 Niccolò Machiavelli 
(Istorie Florentine V, 8) referred approvingly to Livy’s statement (IX, 1) on the absolute need 
to avoid wars: ‘justum 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 
M iddles 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’ ('Ρωμαίων πολιτεία) or the 
‘Roman authority’ ('Ρωμαίων άρχήΥ - 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 Âge, Paris 1963.

2 F. L. Ganshof, Le Moyen Âge (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’, Σύμμεικτα 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 (πρεσβευτής). This second term is well attested in the sources, 
as is the term πρέσβης· (plural: πρέσβεις), 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])4 - 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,5 or even that we need many different monographs on 
Byzantine diplomacy, each one approaching the subject from a different angle.6 These various 
proposals and opinions make it more difficult to give a full picture of Byzantine diplomacy, 
at least in its-basic elements.7

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 οικουμένη (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 Μέγας Βασιλεύς (great king) or Βασιλεύς Βασιλέων (king of kings). Apart from 
the eastern frontier, the barbarians on the other frontiers of the Roman empire, however

4 E. Stein, ‘Introduction à l’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. Moravcsik and D. Zakythinos, ‘The Principles and Methods of Byzantine Diplomacy’, Actes du 
Xlle Congrès international d’Études 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 poiovina VlI-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 οικουμένη 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.8

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.9 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: καί rφ ενπρεπεί τμς 
ξνμμαχίας όνόματι προς των έπηλνδων τνραννούμενοι έβιάζοντο (‘and by the respectable 
name of “treaty” [the Romans] were forcefully made subject to the intruders’).10 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 'Ιστορία τοϋ Ελληνικού "Εθνους, voi. VII, Athens 1978, 127-42.
9 G. Wirth, ‘Zur Frage der föderierten Staaten in der späteren römischen Kaiserzeit’, Historia 16 (1967), 231-51. R. Scharf, 
Foederati. Von der völkerrechtlichen 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 (Geblütsadel, 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, δπως τής πρεσβείας το σχήμα 
κατασκευάσή σεμνότερον (‘to enhance the dignity of the embassy’) as the historian Malchus 
of Philadelphia says.11 How successful these Byzantine diplomatic attempts were to send 
ambassadors of comparable rank to the Barbarian rulers whom they were addressing12 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 political13 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, Οί διπλωματικές σχέσεις Βυζαντίου καί Περσίας έως τον Στ αιώνα, 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 
II14), and conversely when the Great King sought the same (Kavadh I to Justin I [518-27] 
concerning Khusro I),15 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 
(δάνειον) from the Byzantine emperor under written guarantee (έγγραφον ομολογίαν) 
as Kavadh I (488-531) did from Anastasius I (491-518) in 502/3.16 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 Iustinianus, Alamannicus, 
Gothicus, Francicus, Germanicus, Anticus, Alanicus, Vandalicus, Africanus, plus 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’).17 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,18 on the occasion of the fifty-year truce which was signed between the empire and 
Persia in the winter of 561/2: Θείος, άγαθός, ειρηνοττάτριος, άρχαϊος Χοσρόης, βασιλεύς 
βασιλέων, ευτυχείς, ευσεβής, αγαθοποιός, φτινι οί θεοί μεγάλψ τύχψ καί μεγάλων 
βασιλείαν δεδώκασι, γίγας γιγάντων, οςέκ θεών χαρακτηρίζεται, Ιουστινιανό) Καίσαρι, 
άδελφφ ήμετέρω. (‘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: 
άλλην γαρ πολιτείαν ουτω ούκ οιδα ές πλείστας μορφάς τε καί σχήματα μεταβαλοϋσαν

14 Procopius, Wars I, 2, 6-7 (ed. Haury and Wirth I, 8).
15 Procopius, Wars I, 11,6 (ed. Haury and Wirth I, 49).
16 Procopius, Wars I, 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 Iuris Civilis III), Dublin and Zurich 197210, 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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καί έν ταυτφ μένειν ού διαρκέσασαν, άλλα μνρίων εθνών άλλοτε άλλων επικράτειαν 
δεξαμενήν (‘I 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’)·19 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 
άμερμονμνής or άμεραμνοννής (the Greek rendering of emir el-muemini, or ‘commander 
of the faithful’ - the corresponding verb was άμμρενειν, ‘to rule as caliph’).20 As laid down 
in the famous court composition on etiquette, Περί βασιλείου τάξεως (De cerìmoniis), 
attributed to the learned Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (945-59), Byzantine 
ambassadors addressed elaborate adulatory greetings to the caliphs of the Saracens.21 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.22 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 Seljuqs 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:23 
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 II, 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 II, 47 (ed. 1.1. Reiske, CSHB, Bonn 1829, pp. 683-4): χαίροις ό χαί- 
ρων ειρήνη, ό φρόνιμος έν βονλαϊς, καί αγαθός καί πραότατος, ύγιαίνων, εύθυμων, ε’ιρψεύων πάντοθεν, μεγαλο- 
πρεπέστατε καί ένδοξότατε Άμερμονμνή. Ειρήνη σοι ά;το γής καί θαλάσσης, δόξα καί τιμή, ευφροσύνη καί ζωή 
μακροχρόνιος ειρηνικότατε καί εύγενε'στατε άμερμονμνή, εϊη σον το όνομα έντιμον καί ή ζωή μακροχρόνιος, φίλε 
γλυκύτατε τον βασιλέως ημών τον άγιου, περίβλεπτε και περιφανέστατε Άμερμονμνή. 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 authors24 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 Βιβλιοθήκη 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,25 26 27 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 800.26 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 812.27 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 άδελφός (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 άδελφός oi 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’.28 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. I. Bekker, CSHB, Bonn 1838). See also Appendix, no. 3.
25 V. Vlysidou, Σχετικά με την πρεσβεία τοΰ Φωτίου «επ’ Άσσυρίους»’, Δίπτνχα 5 (1992), 270-9.

26 There is a detailed account of relations in C. Tsirpanlis, ‘Byzantine Reactions to the Coronation of the Charlemagne’, 
Βυζαντινά 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 früheren Mittelalter, Hildesheim 1947.
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princes of the classic Middle Ages29 could no longer be the Byzantine emperor, as formerly, 
but the pope, whom both emperors, eastern as well as western, addressed as πνευματικός 
πατήρ (pater spiritualis, spiritual father).

Broadly speaking, although Byzantium, as is now recognized, was developing strongly 
in economic terms in the tenth century,30 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.31 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.32 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. Dölger, 
‘Die “Familie der Könige” im Mittelalter’, Byzanz und die europäische 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 Mächte 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.-J. Lilie, Byzanz und die Kreuzfahrerstaaten. Studien zur Politik des byzantinischen Reiches gegenüber den 
Staaten der Kreuzfahrer in Syrien und Palästina 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 λίζιος(= lige), or liegeman’. In Byzantine 
terminology this means οίκετης καί υποχείριος or δούλος πιστός (‘household servant’ or 
‘faithful slave’),33 as is apparent from the so-called Treaty of Devol of 1108, when Bohemond, 
the Norman duke of Taranto, swore vassalage for h imself and his descendents to h is 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.34 In a letter of 1432 the Emperor John 
VIII Palaeologus (1425-49) addressed the grand vizier as φίλε τής βασιλείας μου (‘friend of 
my Majesty’) and the Sultan Murat II (1421-51) as αδελφόν (‘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.35 To sum up this very 
brief survey,36 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 l’empire byzantin’, Zbornik 
Radeva Vizantoloskog Instituta 7(1961), 91-123.

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

35 Tò δέ την Πάλιν σοι δούναι οϋΥ έμόν έστι οϋΥ άλλου των κατοικονντων έν ταντη: κοινή γάρ γνώμή πάντες 
αντοπροαιρέτως άποθανονμεν καί ον φεισόμεθα τής ζωής ημών, according to the historian Michael Doukas (ed. I. 
Bekker, CSHB, Bonn 1834, 279-280).

36 Analytical presentation of the principles of Byzantine diplomacy before the fall of Constantinople by I. P. Medvedev, 
Ό printsipach visantiiskoi diplomatii nakanunie padenija imperii’, W(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: έγράφησαν 
περσιστÌ καί έλληνιστί, μετεβλήθη τε το Ελληνικόν εις Περσίδα φωνήν καί το Περσικόν 
εις Έλληνίδα...τών ονν έξ έκατέρον μέρους ομολογιών έν σΐ’λλαβαΐς άναληφθεισών, 
άντιπαρεβλήθησαν άλλήλαις τώ ισοδυναμώ των ένθυμημάτων τε καί ρημάτων ( ‘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’).37 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.38 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.39

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 II. La dynastie Macédonienne, 2. Extraits des sources arabes, Brussels 
1950, 172.
39 See the classic handbook on Byzantine documents, F. Dölger 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 ό ρίξ, the 
rix. In a fundamental study published in 1948,40 the great Byzantinist F. Dölger 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 I (840-55); This embassy 
of Theophilus is mentioned in several literary sources, both Byzantine and western.41 In spite of 
the improvements and corrections proposed a little later by W. Ohnsorge42 to Dölger’s readings 
and chronology, the document has retained in scholarly literature the character which Dölger 
attributed to it: the oldest written monument of the Crusades (‘das älteste 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 (narratici) 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 έσχατόκολλον 
prevents us from knowing how it ended (the έσχατόκολλον is the last portion of a document, 
corresponding to the πρωτόκολλον, 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 67843, 
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. Dölger, ‘Der Pariser St. Denis Papyrus als ältestes Kreuzzugsdokument’, Byzantinische Diplomatik, Ettal 1956, 
204-14. (See Appendix, no. 7 and plate I).
41 For the sources see T. Lounghis, Διπλωματία και διπλωματική κατά τον Μεσαίωνα. Ορισμένα παραδείγματα, in 
Διπλωματία και πολιτική. Ιστορική προσέγγιση, Athens 2005, 244.

42 W. Ohnsorge, ‘Das Kaiserbündnis 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 II, 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 II Angelus 
(1185-95): Ίσαάκιος εν Χριστώ τφ Θεφ πιστός βασιλεύς καί αύτοκράτωρ 'Ρωμαίων ό 
Άγγελος Καιλεστίνω τφ άγιωτάτω πάπα 'Ρώμης τιμήν την προσήκουσαν ώς πνενματικφ 
πατρί καί θέλησιν των εύχών αύτοϋ (‘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’).44 Or the invocatio in the letter of Romanus 
Lecapenus written in gold to the Caliph al-Radi in 938: ‘Au nom du Père et du Fils et du 
Saint-Esprit, le Dieu unique’.*5 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 
pn his departure he was given a χρνσοβούλιον, ‘id est epistola auro scripta et signata’, for 
his sovereign, the western emperor, Otto (936-73).46 47 48 49 O. Kresten, a specialist in Byzantine 
documents relating to foreign policy, notes as many as ten examples of χρυσογραφία, 
chrysography (as he calls the method of writing imperial documents in golden letters) from 
938 to 1146,47 one example from Manuel I Comnenus to the German emperor, Frederick 
I Barbarossa (1152-89) dating from 1 179,48 and finally one late example from 1416.49 The 
εσχατόκολλον normally consists of a short form of greeting, e.g. ‘Divinitas te servet per 
multos annos’ (‘May God keep you for many years’) or ερρωσο έν κυρία) (‘Fare well in the 
Lord,’ etc).50 After the emperor’s autograph legimus follows the date with the regnal year of 
the imperial author, the so-called μηνολόγημα (άπελνθη μηνί-ίνδικτιώνος...). (‘issued in 
the month...of the indiction...’). Sometimes, in the last years of the Byzantine empire (15,h 
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 (τφ των Λατίνων δρόμφ [‘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 Πολύπλευρος Νοϋς. Miscellanea für 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 O. Kresten, ‘Correctiunculae zu Auslandsschreiben byzantinischer Kaiser des 15. Jahrhunderts’, RHM 41 (1999), 
271-92. See also Plate 7.
50 Dölger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 92-3.
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sources,51 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 side52 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,53 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 II (575-95), whose text has come down to us in a collection of letters 
preserved in a codex at Heidelberg,54 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 Dölger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 94.
52 Menander, Fr. 6, 1 (ed. Blockley, p. 76).
53 Procopius, Wars V, 5, 8-9 (ed. Haury and Wirthll, 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 l’IsIam. II, 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 III, 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 Zieh, 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,55 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,56 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 (πρανδίοις), 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.57

The classic handbooks58 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.59 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.60 
What the handbooks are probably trying to do, without making it entirely clear, is to show

55 όφρυάζοντά τε και άλαζονείρ un άμυθήτψ έχόμενον.,.έπομενων τε καί θεραπενόντων πάμπολν πλήθος: Pro
copius, Wars Vili, 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 Dölger 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, Ausgewählte Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters, 
Darmstadt 1974), 100, give the most detailed account of this: ‘(Michahel imperator) et suos legates 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 
χρνσόβουλλος λόγος, chrysobull or σιγίλλιον, sigillion61 begins to be used as a document of 
foreign policy (that is to say, from 992 onwards61 62), 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,63 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 προοίμιον, 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 972,64 that is to say, on a document dealing with a matter within the empire: +Ίωάννης 
εν Χριστφ τφ Θεφ βασιλεύς 'Ρωμαίων. (+ 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 II Comnenus (1118-43) in a letter 
which he sent in June 1139 to Pope Innocent II (1130-43): ’ΙΩΆΝΝΗΣ ΈΝ Χ(ριστ)Ω ΤΩ 
Θ(ε)Ω ΠΙΣΤό(ς) ΒαΣιλ(εΰς), ΠΟΡΦΥΡΟΓΕΝΝΗΤο(ς), ’ΆΝΑΞ ΎΨΗ(λός), ΚΡατ(αι)ό(ς), 
’Άυγουστο(ς) Κ(αί) ΆΥΤΟΚρΆτ(ω)ρ 'ΡΩΜαί(ων) Ό ΚΟΜΝΗΝό(ς) (‘John in Christ 
God faithful emperor, porphyrogenitus, high king, powerful, augustus and autocrat of the 
Romans, Comnenus’).65

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.66 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: Λ Study in Diplomatic and Cultural Relations, Cambridge 1992.

64 Dölger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 123, n. 3.
65 Archivio Segreto Vaticano, Signatur AA. Arm. I-XVIII 402 (A). Cf. O. Kresten and A. Müller, ‘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 problème des relations anglo-byzantines du septième au dixième siècle’, 
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 
II (642-68),67 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.68 69 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.611 It was probably in the spring of 117770 
(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.71 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’, ΕΕΒΣ 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, voi. 51). In a shorter form (Benedict of Peterborough), ‘Gesta Regis Henrici Secundi Benedicti Abbatis’, ed. W. 
Stubbs, London 1867 (Rerum britannicarum, voi. 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.72 What is striking in this period and in the events that followed immediately after,73 

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.74 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).75 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 0. 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 (the Ottonids)76 and enjoyed permanent good relations with Byzantium 
- deposed the enfeebled Carolingians, he wrote to the co-emperors Basil II (976-1025) and 
Constantine VIII (976-1028) at Constantinople seeking a Byzantine bride for his son and 
heir Robert,77 78 79 patently to gam greater legitimacy and strengthen the ideological basis of his 
dynasty. This project cannot have met with a satisfactory response from the Byzantine side, 
for there seem to have been no further diplomatic contacts until the time of the Second Crusade 
(1146-9) and afterwards, when we have two letters of Manuel I Comnenus to King Louis VII 
of France (1137-80), one written in 1146,78 the other in 1164,7<Ίη his first letter the Byzantine 
emperor, who is entitled ‘Manne! in Christo f ideliIs Deo rex, porphyrogenitus, celsus, sublimi v 
et Imperator Romanorum’ (‘Manuel in Christ king faithful to God, porphyrogenitus, exalted, 
sublime and emperor of the Romans’), expressed his joy that the French king is to take the 
Cross. He promises that he will receive him in his domains in the best manner and will see 
that he receives supplies. In the second letter, in which the imperial titulature is much more 
elaborate (‘Manuel in Christo Deofidelis impera tor, porphyrogenitus, regnator,fords, excel sus, 
semper augustus et autocrator Rorneon Comninos Medissimo consanguineo cr amico imperii 
sui, Ludovico nobilissimo regi Francorum, salutes et consanguineae dilectionis 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 III (1159-81). As Ö. 
Kresten has already observed,80 the difference between the imperial titulature. of the two letters 
lies in the different Latin translation of the term βασιλεύς that dearly existed in the Greek 
original, which is no longer extant. This term, 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 altogether 
too modest for a Byzantine emperor, the phrase finally chosen was Imperator et autocrator 
(sic), as more appropriately imposing, and perhaps also as the only remaining solution of a 
diplomatic nature. One can see that the expert·, in the imperial chancery at Constantinople 
who drafted these diplomatic documents were anything but inflexible. 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 ‘hierarchy of princes’,81 that is to

76 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Der Verfall des Papsttums im X. Jahrhundert als Ergebnis der deutsch-byzantinischen Annäherung’, 
Βυζανηακά 14 (1994), 230-1, where there is an attempt to interpret events after Theophano’s concession
77 The sole study is A. A. Vasiliev, ‘Hugh Capet of France and Byzantium’, OOP 6 (1951), 229-51.

78 Dom Bouquet, Recueil des Historiens des Gaules et de Frant e, XVI [...,] Nouvelle édition, publiée sous la direction 
de [....] L. Delisle, Paris 1878, 9-10 (no. XXVI). I do not know of a more recent edition.

79 Bouquet, Recueil, 82 (no. CCXLIX).

80 Kresten, ‘Anredestreit’, 8.
81 To the studies on this theme mentioned in note 29 should he added G. Ostrogorsky’s work subsequent to his 1936 
Seminarium Kondakovianum article: ‘The Byzantine Emperor and the Hierarchical 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 Sancii, 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’ (Tn 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’).82 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).83 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,84 we shall

82 Mansi XIV, 417-22. There is a more recent edition in MGH, Leges III, Concilia II, Concilia aevi /carolini I, pars 
II, 1908, 475-80.
83 J. 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 III, 10, 3-8 (ed. Reinsch-Kambylis, 112-14) (see also Appendix, no. 8). On the gifts sent by 
Alexius see T. Lounghis, ‘Die byzantinischen Gesandten als Vermittler materieller Kultur vom 5. bis 11. Jahrhundert’, 
Österreichische 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 XVe Congrès international d’études Byzantines, 
Athènes 1976, vol. IV, 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 interest 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,85 
Justinian I, who styles himself in the protocol: ‘ Victor lustinianuspiusfelix inclitus triumphator 
semper Augustus’ (‘Justinian the victor, pious, blessed, renowned, conqueror, ever Augustus’), 
addresses ‘Iohanni 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 eschatokolloiv. ‘Divinitas te serret per multos annos, sancte et religiosissime pater. Data 
VIII id. lun. Constantinopoli dn. Iustiniano perpetuo augusto III constile’ (‘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 πνευματικός πατήρ, ‘spiritual father’.86 
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 I, 1, 8 (ed. P. Krtiger, Corpus iuris civilis II, 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 foim 
of address is absent.
86 De cerimoniis II, 48 (ed. Reiske, pp. 686 and 688-9). For all this special show of respect, however, the gold hull 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 ΈΙΣ TÒN 'ΑΠΏΤΑΤΟΝ 
ΠΆΠΑΝ (‘To the most holy pope’) on the right of the outer side of the document87 and the pope 
is addressed by the emperor in the same form: άγιώτατε πάπα (‘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 
III Angelus (1195-1203) wrote to Pope Innocent III (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 
sanctìssimo 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’).88And 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: ‘Sanctìssimo patri et domino’ (‘Most holy father and lord’).89

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 authorization90 or safe 
conduct91 that the Byzantine emperor issued to envoys sent on diplomatic embassies or to 
imperial subjects or foreigners chosen by him who w'ere 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’ (δίδωμι) in one of the past tenses (e.g. δέδωκα), survive in 
the original. Both are from the last Byzantine period, one from 1362, the other from 1433.92 
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 III Angelus (1195-1203) from 1199 and 1201.93 These documents begin 
with a cross +, which is thought to be a rnonogrammatic invocalio 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 Müller, ‘Auslandsschreiben’, 422-7.
88 O. Kresten, ‘Diplomatische und historische Beobachtungen zu den in den Kanzleiregistern Papst Innocenz III, 
überlieferten Auslandsschreiben byzantinischer Kaiser’, RHM 37 ( 1995), 46-7.

89 Kresten, ‘Diplomatische und historische Beobachtungen’, 66-72. See plate 4.

90 Dölger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre, 105: Ermächtigungsurkunden.
91 O. Kresten, ‘Der Geleitbrief - Ein wenig beachteter Typus der byzantinischen Kaiserurkunde’, RHM 38 (1996), 
41-83: Geleitbrief.

92 Dölger and Karayannopulos, Urkundenlehre., 105,163 no. 58, 164 no. 59.

93 Kresten, ‘Geleitbrief, 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 σιγίλλια (a word 
likewise written in red ink in the body of the text) is the verb έπεδόθη (‘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 σιγίλλιον 
(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 EUROPE 396-1204

l.The theory of the Reconquest and Hyzantiuin’s orthodox allies

The terms Late Antiquity (Spätantike, 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 in the criteria they use to define 
and describe this particularly important period.94 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 uses here a well known expression of Virgil, and they cannot 
believe the wonders they see.95 For their part, the Romans were growing constantly weaker. 
According to the same historian, they preferred to defeat 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,96 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.

It 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 are towards each other.’97 If suffices to note here that the

94 See T. Lounghis, Η κοινωνία cued την Αρχαιότητα στον Μεσαίωνα, in the collective work : S. Lampakis, S. Troia
ne«, E. Saranti, T. Lounghis, V. Vlysklou and A. Savvkles, Βυζαντινή κράτος και κοινωνία. Σύγχρονες κατευθύνσεις 
της ερευνάς, Athens 2003, 89-106.
95 Jordanes, ‘Getica', 143 (MGH, Auctores Antiquissimi, V/l, 95). Cf. ‘Hue illue votvens oculos’ (Virgil, Aeneid IV, 
363). See also Appendix, no. 11.

96 O. Seeck. Geschichte des Untergangs der antiken VAU, VI, Stuttgart 1919: R. Rémondon, La crise de l’empire ro
main. de Murc-Aurèle à A.nasiase, Paris 1964; A. Η. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire. A Social, Economic and 
Administrative Survey, London 1964. Cf. A. Chastagnol, Le Bas-Empire, Paris 1969; H. Brandt, Das Ende der Antike. 
Geschichte des spätrömischen Reiches, Munich 2001.
97 Ammianus Marcellinus XXII, 5. 4 (ed. J. C. Rolfe, Loeb Classical Ubi ary. London and Cambridge, Mass., 1935), 
vol. Π, 203: 'nullas infestas hominibus bestias, ut sunt sibi ferales plerique Christianomm’. 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,98 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 είλωτες, 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.99 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.100 101 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.m 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 II 
parens, as the highest officials of the empire were called in some of the laws.102

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” après 476; un répétition générale?’, in La no
zione di “Romano tra cittadinanza e universitalità”, Da Roma alla Terza Roma, Documenti e studi. Studi II, Naples 
1984, 309-15.
101 Gregory of Tours, Historia Francorum II, 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 be says, more imposing.103 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 Italy101 as a leader subordinate 
to three successive eastern emperors, Zeno, Anastasius and Justin I (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.105 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 welt, according to Procopius, ‘how to manage the 
current situation’.100 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’.107 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 Roman West, now under Barbarian

103 Malchus, fr. 10 (ed. Cresci, 87) and Malchus, fr. 3 (ed. Cresci, 75-6): όπως τής πρεσβείας το σχήμα κατασκευάσει 
σεμνότερον (see also Appendix, no. 12).

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

106 τα παρόντα εν τίθεσθαι, : Procopius, Wars V, 1, 10 (ed. Haury and Wirth II, 5).

107 ξυγκροϋειν έν σφίσι τους πολεμίους δώροις αυτούς, ε( που δεήσοι, καταθωπενειν και τούτη άμωσγέπως 
άποκρούεσθαι fj έφ’ έαντφ πειτυιθέναι καί μέχρι παντός διακινδυνεύειν: Agathias V, 14,1 (ed. Keydell, 180).
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control, to the overlordship of the eastern Roman empire, which after 476 became a firm 
political objective, also contributed to the factors governing this gigantic enterprise. It is 
often said in schematic terms that this great programme of reconquest was brought to a 
conclusion in the sixth century by Justinian’s generals, Belisarius in Africa, Marses in Italy, 
and Liberi us in Spain, by force of arms.108 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 boundaries 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 empire’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 Nurses' 
final campaigns (and perhaps earlier, as a result of Belisarius’ conduct). With regard to 
Britain, the supreme Frankish king, Theudebert I, sent an embassy to his ally, the Emperor 
Justinian (whom he calls pater), including among the envoys 'some Angles, priding himself 
in the fact that this island too was ruled by him’.109 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, without 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 chestnut 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 treaties as first requiring the exercise of diplomacy, without this implying that 
there were never exceptions to the general rule.

2 The international family of putridi
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 
tht course of time. Thus certain institutions 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.110 This is true for the whole of the period in which the empire is 
large, powerful 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 East, with Persia;

108 M. McCormick, Eternal Victory. Triumphal Rulership in Late Antiquity, Byzantium and the Early Medieval West, 
Cambridge, London, New Yor k, New Rochelle, Melbourne and Sydney 1986.
109 φιλοτιμούμε νος ώς καί ή νήσος ήοε προς αύτον αρχεται: Procopius, Wars Vili, 20,10 (ed. Haury and Wirth, II, 
591) Ct. also Wars Vili, 20, 49 (ed. Haury and Wirth, II, 598).

110 Cf. also Τ'. Lotmghis, Η ευρωπαϊκή ισορροπία στον Μεσαίωνα: η γερμανοβυζαντινή συμμαχία, ire Το Βυζάντιο 
και οι απαρχές της Ευρώπης, 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) at least in the example of the embassies to Odoacer in 476/7 and to Clovis in 507/8 a 
tendency may be discerned for certain foreign rulers in the West to be named putridi, clearly 
of a lower dignity than the Byzantine emperor.

From the time of the administrative reforms made by Constantine T, called the Great 
(306-37), a collective institution begins to appear which contemporary sources call parentes 
publia and modern historians ‘the emperor’s political family’. When addressing various high 
officials in his laws, the emperor sometimes calls them parens amantissime or carissime 
Naturally, all these parentes (= ‘relatives’) are of senatorial rank, and the senators were already 
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 trusted 
colleagues.111

The emperor Zeno, who by an entirely non-fortuitous accident, it appears, found himself 
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 at 
least one of the six highest civil and military offices of the empire.112 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 list 
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 example 
of this in the patricius and magister officiorum Hermogenes, who led the Byzantine embassy 
which in 532 concluded the so-called Eternal Peace (όπεραvroc ειρήνη, acterna pax, quit's 
perpetua). In practice, in spite of its impressive title, this treaty lasted a mere eight years, until 
540).113 The case of the patricius and magister Peter, who negotiated the fifty-year truce with

111 The special monograph for the Medieval period is that of W. Heil, Der konstantinische Patriziat, Basel and Stutt
gart 1966.
112 Codex Iustinianus XII, 3, 3 (ed. Schoell and Kroll, 454), a law which must have been published between 476 and 
484 (see Appendix, no. 15).

113 Codex Iustinianus I, 17, 2 (ed. Schoell and Kroll, 70-4). Procopius, Wars I, 22, 16 (ed. Haury and Wirth, I, 117). Cf. 
Jones, Later Roman Empire, 470.
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Persia in 561/2 is very similar. Very little mention is made of it. Since thepatricius and magister 
Peter was one of the most distinguished of Byzantine ambassadors,114 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 ρήτωρ, 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 patncius-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).115

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 parties 
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.116 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.'11 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.118 The highest Byzantine administration in 
the West, confined now to Southern Italy and Sicily, continued to appoint as its patricii-

114 See P. Antonopoulos, Πέτρος Πατρίκιος: ό βυζαντινός διπλωμάτης, άξιωματοϋχος καί συγγραφέας, Athens 
1990.

115 Loungbis, Ambassades. 297 ff, 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, Ή βυζαντινή κυριαρχία στήν'Ιταλία (395-1071), Athens 1989, 148-54.

118 Codex Carolinus no 82 = MGH, Epistulae III, ed. W. Gundlach, Berlin 1957, 616, 11-13: ‘statim missi Grecorum 
duo spatarìi imperatoris cum diucitin (= διοικητήν), 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 serai-independent buffer-states in the territories that it 
regarded as falling within its jurisdiction.

1(b). Pa/ncM-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 871,119 and other similar 
situations. Now, however, the traditional patrioti alternated as ambassadors to the West with 
the protospatharii, officials with the rank of general like the patrioti, but of a slightly lower 
status.120 121 In general terms, as proved by the composition of dozens of Byzantine embassies 
sent to the West, the protospatharius stood in roughly the same hierarchical relationship to 
thepatricius as (in modern terms) a major-general to a lieutenant-general, or a bishop to a 
metropolitan. From this point of view, the composition of the well-known Byzantine embassy 
which recognized Charlemagne as emperor at Aquisgranum (Aachen) in 812 is typical: one 
bishop and twoprotospatharii.m 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 pain'd«.?, 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 
empire, especially Amalfi and Venice.122 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 onwards123 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 summarize, then, the emperor’s so-called political family, of which the patricii were 
the most distinguished members, it extended internationally 1o the frontiers of Byzantine

119 V. Vlysidou, ’Εξωτερική πολίτικη καί εσωτερικές αντιδράσεις την εποχή rον Βασίλειον A', Athens 1991, 57-9.
120 Lounghis, Ambassades, 320-1.
121 See Annales regni Francorum 812 (especially the text quoted above ill n. 60): Arsafiurn utque Theognostum pro- 
tospatharios...
122 See in general 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 Duke) 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.
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political ί aie, or lo the frontiers of the οικουμένη, a term of complex meaning and content. 
Palncii'-ambassadors, equal in dignity to the princes who theoretically should have been 
subjects oftheByzantineemperor, ensured the ideological coherence of the multi-ethnic empire 
and of its various territorial and constitutive parts with Constantinople, the administrative 
centre. It 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, 
tell into dissuetude and disappeared at the end of the eleventh or beginning of the twelfth 
century, that is to say, very shortly after the loss in 1071 of Southern Italy, the last territorial 
possession of the Byzantine empire in the West.

• The ideology of unlimited ecumenicity

According to the historian Agathias of Myrina, an enthusiastic admirer of Justinian, of 
all the emperors who had reigned in Constantinople (he means from Arcadius, the eldest son 
of Theodosius I, onwards), Justinian was the first who could rightly be called αύτοκράτωρ 
Ρωμαίων όνόματι καί πράγματι,124 ‘emperor of the Romans both in name and in fact’. In 
order ;o appreciate the significance of this title with regard to Arcadius and his successors, 
who reigned in Constantinople as emperors only of the Eastern Roman empire (τών έώων 
'Ρωμαίων), 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 
Berbers, and conquer the whole of Africa [he means Belisarius’ victorious naval expedition 
against the Vandals in Africa in 533] and also Sicily [in 535 Belisarius had just completed 
t he 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 
two oceans, subsequently lost through their indolence.’125

In accordance, then, with this grandiose proclamation of unlimited Roman ecumenicity, 
the 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 
in the East the imperial frontiers already extended to the Red Sea (the Gulf of Akaba),126 
which was regarded as the Indian Ocean, it only remained for the expansion of imperial 
territory as far as the Atlantic to be realized. This was achieved, broadly speaking, by the 
end 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).

125 καίτοιγε εν τοσανταις δαπάναις Hal πολέμοις μεγάλοις, δί ων δέδωκεν ήμιν 6 θεός προς Πέρσας τε δγειν 
ειρήνην Βανδίλους τε και Άλανονς καί Μαυρουσίους χειρώσασθαι, καί Αφρικήν ολψ και ορός γε καί Σικελίαν 
κατοκτήσασθαι καί ελπίδας έχειν άγαθας δτι καί τών λοιπών ήμϊν τήν επικράτειαν νενσειεν ό θεός, ώνπερ οΐ 
πάλαι Ρωμαίοι μέχρι τών προς έκάτερον ώκεανόν ορίων κρατήσαντες ταις έφεξής άπέβαλον ραθυμίαις Novel 30, 
dated 536, ch. 11 (Novellile, ed. Schoell and Kroll, 234).
126 D. G. Letsios, Βυζάντιο καί ’Ερυθρά Θάλασσα. Σχέσεις μέ Νουβία, Αιθιοπία καί Νότια Αραβία ώς τήν 
Αραβική κατάχτηση, Athens 1988.
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onwards, is the only Byzantine historian who mentions the presence of Byzantine troops in 
Spain,127 128 129 130 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, 
he shows for Justinian’s Frankish allies,1'28 through whose theoretically vassal status imperial 
rule in the sixth century extended even to Gaul and Britain. With regard to the Frankish king 
Theudibert I, however, the imperial ally who had tr ied through an embassy to demonstrate 
to Justinian that he was overlord even of Britain, Agathias mentions that Theudibert had 
been exasperated by the fact that in the protocols of the letters Justinian was sending him 
(εν τοϊς βαοιλείοις προγράμμαοιν) the emperor called himself Frankish and Alamannic, 
etc., as if he had made these nations subject to him by force of arms.1'79 It seems to have been 
on account of this serious diplomatic misunderstanding that Frankish military support in 
Spain failed to materialize and that consequently the conquest there was not completed on 
the Italian 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 Italy or Spain to help the Eastern empire 
as it advanced from the south would bring them no benefit. In this problematic situation 
which, by the standards of the age, encompassed the whole of Europe and had far-reaching 
political implications, the formation of the opposing views of East 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 Frankish allies does not appeal 
on maps representing Europe in the last years of Justinian’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 As ian Barbarian kingdoms of Western Europe to 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 (?) the overthrow 
of the Justinianic dynasty and the ideologically unchanging domestic and foreign policy of 
unlimited ecumenicity by the bloody plebeian revolution of 602, which finally recognized the 
empire’s inability to conquer the West by force of arms and concluded a peace treaty with 
the new conquerors of Italy, the Lombards.13® The emperors from Heraclius (6.10-41 ) onwards 
could do no more than attempt to persuade themselves, without of course openly admitting 
it, that these peace treaties which were now being concluded were granted one-sidedly like the 
foedus of the past. It was now evident, however, that the making of treaties and the search for 
allies no longer obeyed the religious criterion of orthodoxy, as the older treaties of alliance- 
with the Franks did. In Central and Eastern Europe, for example, the empire under Heraclius 
was already beginning to seek permanent allies among pagans, as the Khazars then were.131

127 Agathias V, 13, 8 (ecL Keydell. 180).
128 Agathias 1. ?, 1-3 (ed. Keydell, 11 13).

129 Agathias I, 4, 2 (ed. Keydell, 14)

130 K.p. Cm istmi, Byzanz und da’ Langobarden. Von der. \n.Siedlung in Pannonien bis zur endgültigen Anerkennung 
(500-680), Athens 1991,158, 159.

131 T C Lounghis, 'Byzantine Political Kncöuntcrs concerning Eastern Europe’, Bizantina et Slavica Cracoviensìa .3 
(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 itself) 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 empire 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 powerful ally in the West like itself of orthodox faith, namely 
the Franks,132 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 I 
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
eighth century.

4. The ideology of limited ecumenicity

As the title of this section suggests, and on the basis of what lias 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).133 With this forthright imperial 
admission, Byzantium recognized the temporal power and authority of the papacy. When 
it was that this innovation (καινοτομία) 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,’133 134 135 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 III (717-41). 
Independently of the fact that the ‘proclamation’ of the papal state took place a little later, 
in 756,135 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 τών 'Ρωμαίων, ‘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,136 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’.137 The verb which the Byzantine text 
uses in this instance is προαφώρισται. The authoritative Greek lexicon, Liddell-Scott- 
Jones, gives the verb άφορίζω the meaning ‘to mark off boundaries’, whence, with the 
addition of the prefix προ-, 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 II (976-1025) the frontier went up to 
Rome, according to John Scylitzes.138 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 Nvvl δε έγένετο fi καινοτομία αΰτη, δια το την 'Ρώμην άποθέσθαι το βασίλειον κράτος καί ίδιοκρατορίαν έχειν 
καί δεσπόζεσθαι κυρίως παρά τίνος κατά καιρόν πάπα, Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De thematibus II, 10 (ed. A. 
Pertusi, Vatican City 1952, p. 94).

134 έν δε τη πρεσβυτέρα Ρώμη Γρηγόριος, ό πανίερος άποστολικός άνήρ καί Πέτρου τοΰ κορυφαίου σύνθρονος, 
λόγφ καί πράξει διαλάμπων, δς άπέστησε Ρώμην τε καί ’Ιταλίαν καί πάντα τα έσπέρια τής τε πολιτικής καί 
Εκκλησιαστικής νπακοής Λέοντος καί τής νπ’ αυτόν βασιλείας: Theophanes, Chronicle (ed. de Boor), 408.

135 E. Caspar, Das Papsttum unter fränkischer Herrschaft, Darmstadt 1965.
136 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Sur la date du “De thematibus’”, REB 31 (1973), 299-305.

137 τή καθ’ ημάς νέα 'Ρώμη: 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’.139 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’.140

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’141 they would narrate the deeds and history of only one 
recent emperor, Basil I, who became ‘a great asset’ (μεγα όφελος) 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’ (προαφώρισται) 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 seek an imperial Byzantine bride for the heir to the western throne, also

139 ’Ιταλίαν άποσεσνλήμεθα καί το σεμνότατον τής άρχής άφήρημεθα μέρος: Psellus, Chronogmphy VT, 78 (ed. S. 
Impellizeri, Milan, 1978, II, 10).

140 όνόμαη καί πράγματι : Agathias V, 14, 1 (ed. Keydell, 180). See also Appendix, no. 17(a).
141 τής εν Βυζαντίφ Ρωμαϊκής άρχής: 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.142

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 happens143) 
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.144 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.145 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’,146 which means ‘emperor’ not ‘king’ (rex, or in Greek ρηξ). 
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,147 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.148 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.
143 F. Tinnefeid, ‘Byzantinische auswärtige Heiratspoiitik von 9. zum 12. Jahrhundert. Kontinuität und Wandel der 
Prinzipien und der praktischen Ziele’, Byzantinoslavica 54(1993), 21-8.

144 M. Rentschler, Liutprand von Cremona. Eine Studie zum ost-westlichen Kulturgefälle in Mittelalter, Frankfurt am 
Main 1981.
145 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Le poids spécifique du commandement suprême en Italie dans la formation de l’idéologie politique 
du Xe siècle’, L’Ellenismo Italiota dal VII al XII secolo, Athens 2001, 153-64.

146 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Der Verfall des Papsttums in X. Jahrhundert als Ergebnis der Deutsch-byzantinischen Annähe
rung’, Βυζανηακα 14 (1994) 217-36.

147 N. M. Panayiotakis, Λέων ό Διάκονος, A': Th βιογραφικά, ΕΕΒΣ 34 (1965), 1-38.

148 Leo Diaconus (ed. C. B. Hase, CSHB, Bonn 1828), 81 and 90.
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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,149 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,150 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 III (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 Κωνσταντίνειος Δωρεά, ‘Constitutum Constantini, the 
Donation of Constantine’, which the papacy had adopted.151

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 ή εν Βυζαντίφ ρωμαϊκή 
αρχή (‘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 βασιλεύεται) 
it passed under the sovereignty of....the pope, as Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus’ tenth- 
century treatise περί θεμάτων (De thematibus) puts it.152 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.153 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,154 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,155 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).

154 De administrando imperio (Προς τον ίδιον υιόν ‘Ρωμανόν) 13, 110-22, (ed. G. Moravcsik and R. Jenkins, CFHB
1, Washington D.C. 1967, p. 70). See also Appendix, no. 20. - ·

155 C. Zuckerman, ‘La petite Augusta et le Turc. Epiphania-Eudocie sur les monnaies d’Héraclius’, Revue Numisma
tique 6(1995), 113-23.
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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.156 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.157 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,158 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,159 160 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 impeno.m 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!161 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,162 
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 
Franklin, 109-32.
157 Lounghis, ‘Byzantine Political Encounters’, 23-4.
158 A. G. C. Savvides, Οι Τούρκοι και το Βυζάντιο. A': Προ-Οθωμανικά φύλα στην Ασία και στα Βαλκάνια, Athens 
1996, 204.
159 Savvides Οι Τούρκοι, 202-3.

160 Τ. Lounghis, Κωνσταντίνον Ζ' Πορφυρογέννητου, De administrando imperio (Προς τον ίδιον υιόν Ρωμανόν). 
Μία μέθοδος ανάγνωσης, Thessalonica 1990.
161 De administrando imperio, 53, 493-511 (ed. Moravcsik and Jenkins, 284-6).

162 Scylitzes (ed. Thurn), 354.

55



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

through the so-called ‘apostles of the Slavs’, Cyril and Methodius. Basil I had not hesitated 
to depose Photius from the patriarchal throne of Constantinople163, 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,164 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.165 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,166 who with Byzantine encouragement 
as is evident from the words of Leo VI the Wise (886-912) himself, destroyed the state of 
Great Moravia167 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

163 V. Vlysidou, Ό βυζαντινός αύτοκρατορικός θεσμός κα'ι ή πρώτη έκθρόνιση τοϋ πατριάρχη Φωτίου’, Σύμμεικτα 
7(1987), 33-40.

164 A. Ν. Sacharov, Diplomatija Sviatoslava, Moscow 1982,108-12.
165 T. C. Lounghis, ‘Über die zwei gegensätzlichen Richtungen der byzantinischen Aussenpolitik im osteuropäischen 
Raum im 10. Jahrhundert’, Mainzer Veröffentlichungen zur Byzantinistik 3 (1999), 35-43.

166 G. Moravcsik, Byzantium and the Magyars, Amsterdam 1970.
167 T. Lounghis, ‘Die Slawen und Ungarn innerhalb der “begrenzten Oekumene” der Makedonenkaiser’, Byzantino- 
slavica 54(1993), 65-94.
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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 1 108.168 169 Its lengthy text has been 
included by Anna Comnena in her historical work, the Alexiad,m where, in describing 
her father’s achievements she adds to them the extension once again170 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, ή των Ρουπενίων διακράτησις Αέοντός τε 
και Θεοδώρου των Αρμενίων, ‘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 (ύποκύπτειν τοΐς τής βασιλείας υμών προστάγμασι καί 
θελήμασι καθαπερεί άνθρωπον λιζίου τνγχάνοντος τοϋ αύτοϋ κράτους καί τής αυτής 
βασιλείας (‘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 τον θεοφιλεστάτον έπισκόπου Αμάλφης...δς 
καί πρέσβυς παρά τοϋ πάπα προς τον αύτοκράτορα έλήλύθει (‘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 έγγραφος όρκος, a ‘written oath’, and evidently was 
kept in the Byzantine archives. Bohemond, now an imperial liegeman, received in exchange 
(άντίδοσιν) 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 (δί 
έρνθροβαφοϋς υπογραφής). 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

168 Ja. N. Liubarsky and Μ. M. Frejdenberg, ‘Devol’skii dogovor 1108 g. Mezdu Alekseem Komninom I Boemondom’, 
VV 21 (1962), 260-74.

169 See note 33 above, and Appendix, no. 22.
170 L. Buisson, ‘Eroberrecht, Vassalität und byzantinisches Staatsrecht auf dem ersten Kreuzzug’, Berichte aus den 
Sitzungen der Joachim Jungius - Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, Hamburg 2, 1984, H. 7, Hamburg 1985, 70-81.
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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’ (τα 
τών 'Ρωμαίων όρίσματα- para. 6), and the Byzantine empire is twice called ‘the empire 
of Constantinople’ (ή βασιλεία Κωνσταντινουπόλεως- 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’ 
(δικαίω τής βασιλείας τής νμετέρας - 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’ (φρικωδεσταται) 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,171 172 
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 1138,172 as that of Manuel I Comnenus was by Reynald of Châtillon in 1158.173 
Manuel I personally met the leaders of the Second Crusade, Conrad II Hohenstaufen (1138- 
52) of Germany and Louis VII of France (1137-80).174 For diplomatic reasons a memorable 
reception was organized by Manuell in 1161 for the sultan of Iconium, Kilij Arslan 11(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.).175 176 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),176 and in spite of the fact, too, that the first 
duchess of Austria was a member of the Byzantine imperial family (Theodora Comnena),177 
the humiliating defeat by the Seljuqs under Kilij Arslan at Myriokephalon in 1176 brought 
about an ideological breach between the two emperors which was very difficult to heal. They

171 See R.-J. Lilie, Byzanz und die Kreuzfahrerstaaten, 22-3, passim.
172 Cinnamus (ed. Meineke), 18-19; Choniates (ed. Van Dieten), 27.

173 Magdalino, Manuel Komnenos, 66-75.
174 Magdalino, Manuel Komnenos, 47-50, 52, 72, 246-7.
175 Cinnamus (ed. Meineke), 190-202, 204-8; Choniates (ed. Van Dieten), 118. Narrative account in Magdalino, Manuel 
Komnenos, 76-7. For a list of Manuel I’s imperial letters, as given by Cinnamus, see O. Kresten, ‘Die Auslandsschreiben 
der byzantinischen Kaiser der Komnenenzeit: Die literarische Überlieferung bei Anna Komnene und Ioannes Kinna- 
mos’, RHM 39(1996), 38-40.

176 Cinnamus (ed. Meineke), 236. Cf. K. J. Heilig, Ostrom und das Deutsche Reich um die Mitte des 12. Jahrhunderts. 
Die Erhebung Österreichs zum Herzogtum 1156 und das Bündnis zwischen Byzanz und dem Westreich’, in Mayer, 
Heilig and Erdmann, Kaisertum und Herzogs-Gewalt im Zeitalter Friedrichs 1., Stuttgart 1958, 1-271.

177 Heilig, ‘Ostrom’, 230-2, the Emperor Manuel I’s niece.
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exchanged letters in which the long intitulatio and inscriptio used by each178 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 II 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 Cilicia179) 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.180 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 Άλαμανικός φόρος, in order to avoid war with 
Germany (κατένευσε χρημάτων την ειρήνην άλλάξασθαι, ‘he consented to barter peace for 
money’181). 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 (άνδραποδώδεις χλιδαί: ‘as luxuries fit for slaves’, as Nicetas 
Choniates says) with undisguised sneers at jewels and vestments more suitable for women 
and flowery meadows.182

8. The last Byzantine diplomatic efforts in the face of the Ihrkish 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).183 
The Emperors John V (1341-91), Manuel II (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,184 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’185). 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 1438/9186. But 
they did not have the slightest relation to the general diplomatic principles, methods and

178 Manuel to Frederick: ‘Manuel in Christo Deofidelis imperator, porphyrogenitus, divinitus, coronatus, regnator, 
potens, excelsus, et semper augustus et Romanorum moderator magnificus nobilissimo et gloriosissimo regi Aleman- 
niae et imperatori et dilecto fratri imperii nostri salutem et fraterni amoris affectum.’ Frederick to Manuel: ‘Fridericus 
divina favente dementia inclitus triumphator, Romanorum imperator, a Deo coronatus, sublimis, in Christo fidelis, 
magnus, pacificus, gloriosus, Caesar, Graecorum moderator et semper augustus nobili et illustri regi Graecorum et 
imperatori, Manueli, dilecto fratri suo, salutem et fraternae dilectionis affectum.’ See on this topic (in greater detail!) 
Kresten'Anredestreit’, 66, 68, passim. See also plate 3.
179 H. Appelt, ‘Die Kaiseridee Friedrich Barbarossas’, Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil. Hist. 
Klasse, 252, 4. Heft, Vienna 1967.

180 SeeC. Brand, Byzantium Confronts the West, 1180-1204, Cambridge, Mass. 1968.
181 Choniates (ed. Van Dieten), 477.

182 Choniates (ed. Van Dieten), 477.
183 B. Nerantzi-Varmazi, To Βυζάντιο και ri Avori ( 1354-1369), Thessalonica 1982, 58-9.
184 D. M. Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, London 1993, 271 (John V in 1370).

185 Medvedev, Ό printsipach’, 133 n. 24.
186 J. Gill, Constance et Bâle-Florence (Histoire des Conciles oecuméniques 9), Paris 1965, 213 ff.
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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, London187 and Moscow,188 without entirely abandoning 
the old German-Byzantine alliance either.189 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 Τουρκοκρατία 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 à Paris et à Londres, Paris 1916. Also J. W. Barker, 
Manuel II Palaeologus ( 1391-1425): A Study in Late Byzantine Statesmanship, New Jersey 1969, 163-99.

188 Medvedev, Ό printsipach’, 130.
189 John Cantacuzenus (ed. L. Schopen, CSHB, Bonn 1828) vol. I, 335-6. Cf. T. Lounghis, H ευρωπαϊκή ισορροπία 
στον Μεσαίωνα: η γερμανοβυζαντινή συμμαχία, in Το Βυζάντιο και οι απαρχές τι\ς Ευρώπης, 73 η. 86.
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APPENDIX

Πώς δεϊ πρεσβενεσθαι καί πρεσβεύειν
Περί πρεσβειών (On Embassies), ed. I. Bekker and B. Niebuhr, CSHB, Bonn 1829, pp. 6-8.

Πρέσβεις ή παρ’ ημών η προς ημάς άποστέλλονται. Έάν μεν ονν προς ημάς 
άποστέλλωνται, χρη φιλοτίμως τε καί δαψιλώς τούτους ύποδέχεσθαι (καί γάρ τιμώσι 
πάντες αυτούς), τούς δε ύπηρετοϋντας αύτοίς δι’ ασφαλείας έχειν εις το μηδενότι 
διδάσκειν επερωτωμένους αυτούς. Καν μεν των λίαν άφεστηκότων οί πρέσβεις ειεν, 
ώστε μεταξύ έκείνων τε καί ημών ε’ιναί τινα τών έθνών, έμφανίζειν αύτούς τών ήμετέρων 
όπόσα καί οία βουλόμεθα. Όμοίως δε εί καί πλησιόχωροι μεν ημών καθειστήκεσαν, 
ένδεώς δε προς την ήμετέραν εχουσι δύναμιν. Εί δε κατά πολύ ψιών διενηνόχασιν, είτε 
πλήθει στρατού, είτε ανδρεία, χρη μήτε πλούτον, μήτε γυναικών κάλλη έμφανίζειν αύτοίς, 
πλήθη δε άνδρών καί όπλων εύκοσμίαν καί τειχών ύχβώματα. Εί δε παρ’ ήμίν πρέσβεις 
άποστέλλονται, χρη τούτους πρώτον μεν εύσεβεία γνωρίζεσθαι, καί μή επ’ έγκλήμασι 
κατηγορηθέντας ποτέ δψιοσία κατακριθήναι, είναι δε φρονίμους την φύσιν, εν νους 

τα κοινά, ώς καί προκινδννεύειν τών ιδίων, καθάπερ 'Ρήγουλος, καί την άποστολήν 
προθύμους, άλλ’ ου βεβιασμένους, καθάπερ ό Αιγύπτιος ιατρός. Ών ό μεν παρά 
Καρχηδονίοις δέσμιος ών καί προς 'Ρωμαίους περί ειρήνης πρεσβεύσων άπεσταλμένος, 
δμνυσιν έπανελθεϊν προς αύτούς, τών Ρωμαίων την ειρήνην ού καταδεχόμενων έπεϊ 
δε εις 'Ρωμαίους άφίκετο, άπαγορεύει μεν 'Ρωμαίοις την ειρήνην άσύμφορον αύτοίς 
ούσαν, πείθει δε αύτούς έπανελθεϊν αύτον προς Καρχηδονίους, τφ όρκω φειδόμενος. 
Ό δε κατά τού βασιλέως τής Αίγύπτου τον Πέρσην κινήσας, τα Αιγυπτίων διόλωλέ. 
Χρη δε τούς πρέσβεις παραγενομένους προς ονς άποστέλλονται, φαίνεσθαι έπιχαρεϊς, 
μεγαλόψυχους, εύεργετικούς τα εις δύναμιν, άμφω, τά τε οικεία, τά τε τών πολεμίων, 
έν έπαίνω ποιουμένους, άλλα μή τά έκείνων ένδιαβάλλοντας. Οίκονομεϊν δε δεϊ τούς 
πρέσβεις, καί τοϊς καιροϊς έπακολουθειν, άλλ’ ούκ έξ άνάγκης πράττειν τά κελευόμενα, 
εί μή τι πράξαι πασι τρόποις παρεκελεύσθησαν. Οίον άπεστάλη τις ώς φίλοις δώρα 
τοϊς γείτοσιν έπικομιζόμενος ό δε τούτους καταλαβών τά τών έχθρών πράττόντας τά 
μεν δώρα σύν τφ γράμματι παρακατέσχε, λόγους δε φιλίας άντϊ δώρων άπεκομίσατο. 
Έρεϊ γάρ τις εικότως, ώς έχρήν μάλλον έπιδοϋναι τά δώρα, καθψεροϋντα τών πολεμίων 
το άγριον ή τά μεν τίμιο)τέρα παρακατασχεϊν, τα δε άλλα έπιδοϋναι, άλλα μή πάντα 
κρατεϊν, ώς μήτε τούς έχθρούς πλουτεϊν έθέλειν, καί το πολύ τής ε'χθρας ύποτέμνειν τών 
πολεμίων. Δοκιμάζεται δε πρέσβυς καί προ τής άποστολής, υποτιθεμένων αύτφ τών 
κεφαλαίων, καί έρωτ ώμενος, όπως περί έκάστου αύ τών οίκονομήσειεν, όντως ή έτέρως 
αύτφ τών πραγμάτων έπισυμβαινόντων.

Commentary: Lounghis, Ambassades, 285-8.

62



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY

HI
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’)

...Ότι δύο κυριότητες πάσης τής έν γή κνριότητος, ff τε των Σαρακηνών καί ή των 
"Ρωμαίων νπερανέχονσι καί διαλάμπονσιν, ώσπερ οί δυο μεγάλοι εν τφ στερεώματι 
φωστήρες, καί δεϊ κατ' αυτό γε τούτο μόνον κοινωνικώς έχειν καί άδελφικώς, καί μή διότι 
τοϊς βίοις καί τοϊς έπιτηδεύμασι καί τφ σεβάσματι κεχωρίσμεθα, παντάπασιν άλλοτρίως 
διακεΐσθαι καί άποστερεϊν έαντούς τής διά των γραμμάτων παρά μέρος έντυχίας.

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

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

καί ονδεν έθνος εξ ού το 'Ρωμαίων κράτος έγνωρίσθη ήδννήθη κανχήσασθαι μή ούχϊ 
τον αυχένα κλΐναι αύτφ...

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

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

Γίνωσκε γάρ (φημί κα'ι πάλιν)· ει τι έγώ τα έκ τής βασιλικής κινήσεως καθ’ υμών 
κατενόησα πράγματα, παν γένος ον μή λήξωσιν εις τον καθ’ υμών όλεθρον συγκινονντες, 
ον τε Τούρκους ούτε Άλανονς ούτε Πατζηνακίτας ούτε Ρώς ον'τε τα άλλα Σκνθικα γένη, 
μέχρις αν το των Βουλγάρων εις τέλος έξαπολέσωσι γένος.

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

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

Έπεί δε παλαιφ έ'θει έπόμενος έβούλετο τοϊς τής Άγαρ τα τής αύτοκρατορίας 
ποιήσαι κατάδηλα, είτε δή κοινο)νους ευφροσύνης λαμβάνων είτε μάλλον τφ φοβερός 
μέλλειν όρασθαι αντοις, προς τήν τοιαύτην άξιον διακονίαν κρίνει τον Ίωάννην, τότε 
μεν σύγκελλον, αυτόν δε πρότερον, ώς έφθημεν είπόντες, διδάσκαλον. Πολιτικής γάρ 
ευταξίας τούτον πλήρη τνγχάνοντα, ού μήν δε καί τή αίρέσει τούτον συμπαραμένοντα, έτι 
γε μήν καί το προς τούς άντιρρητικοϋς λόγους κεκτημένον δραστήριον, ήγάπα οντος καί 
διαφερόντως των κατ’ αυτόν απάντων έσέμνννεν ον δή χάριν καί προς τον τής Συρίας 
άρχοντα έξαπέοτειλεν, άλλα τε δούς αύτφ πολλά οίς θαυμάζεται βασιλεία Ρωμαίων καί 
των αλλοφύλων γένος επτόηται, προσεπιδονς δε καί χρυσίον κεντηναρίων τεσσάρων 
ύπερβαινον ποσότητα. Άλλα τα μεν τφ άμεραμνοννή ώς δώρα άπέσταλκεν, το χρυσίον δε, 

ώς εΐη τφ ’Ιωάννη εις φιλοτιμίας έπίδοσιν, έπιδείξεώς τε χάριν άμα καί αύξήσεως ει γάρ
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άμμου δίκην ό άποσταλείς το χρνσίον έχει σπείρειν ώς βούλεται, πολλφ δη που μάλλον 
τον άποστείλαντα έπί πλούτου θημωνας θαυμάζεσθαι χρή. Διό καί σκεύη προς τούτοις 
δύο έκ χρυσόν τε καί λίθων πολυτελών την σύστασιν έχοντα, a η κοινή γλώττα καί μη 
καθαρά καλεϊ χερνιβόξεστα, αύτω έπιδέδωκεν, πάντοθεν έξαίρων τον άπόστολον αυτού 
καί κόσμων. Ύ)ς δη άφικόμενος καί τα Βαγδ'α άρτι καταλαβών πολύς μεν έφαίνετο έκ τής 
ένδον περινοίας καί λόγον τού προφητικού, πολύς δε εκ τού έξωθεν έπανθοϋντος πλούτου 
αύτφ καί σεμνότητος, ον μικρά τινα τοίς άποστελλομένοις καί προς αυτόν φοιτώσι διδούς, 
μεγάλα δε καί τφ βασιλεΐ των 'Ρωμαίων μόνον κατάλληλα. Έκ τούτον έθανμάζετό τε, καί 
το αύτοϋ διαπρύσιον έγίγνετο όνομα. Άλλα πρώτον μεν άρτι τοίς όρίοις τών βαρβάρων 
προσβας έξέπληξέ τε πάντας, καί τής έρωτήσεως χάριν αυτών ύπηντηκόσιν καί όπως εχοι 
πνθομένοις μόνον ό βασιλεύς, τή δαψιλεία τών δώρων καί τού χρυσίου θανμάσαι τούτους 
έποίησεν. Τότε δη πλησιάσας τφ ’Ισμαήλ καί κατά πρόσωπον στάς, καί άπαγγείλας τούς έκ 
βασιλέως λόγους αντφ, έπεϊ άπηγγέλκει, άπεισι προς το άναπαύσεως καταγώγιον. Μάλλον 
δε καί μάλλον βονλόμενος έξάραι τα των 'Ρωμαίων πράγματα, τούς έφ’ οίαδηποτοϋν αιτία 
προς αυτόν φοιτώντας, μεγάλη τε καί μικρζι, σκεύος τι άργύρεον χρνσίον πληρών έκάστω 
έπεδίδον φιλοτιμούμενος. Καί ποτέ δε τοίς βαρβάροις σννεστιώμενος τών είρημένων δύο 
χειρονίπτρων τοίς ύπηρετοϋσι παρήγγειλεν άπολέσαι τούτων έκουσίως το έ'τερον, δ ε’ις 
υπηρεσίαν έκέκτητο. ώς δε θροϋς τις ονκ άγεννής έπί τή άπωλεία τούτον έγένετο, καί πάντες 
οι βάρβαροι τφ κάλλει τούτου καί τή σεμνότητι, ετι γε καί τή μεγαλοπρεπείς βεβλημένοι 
την ψυχήν πολλήν συζήτησιν έποιοϋντο και έρευναν, καί πάντα κάλων, το δή λεγόμενον, 
έσειον, ώς αν εις φως άχθή το κλαπέν, τηνικαϋτα ούτος το έτερον έκβαλεΐν κελεύσας, καί 
«τούτο έα φθείρεσθαι» έπειπών, εις θάμβος ήγε τούς Σαρακηνούς, τήν τοιαύτην ζήτησιν 

αύτοϋ καταπαύσαντος, όθεν καί ό άμεραμνουνής άντιφιλοτιμούμενος, καί τούτου δεύτερος 
όφθήναι μή βονλόμενος, άλλοις τε δώρο ις αν τον έθεράπενεν, οισπερ αυτός ούχ ήλίσκετο άλλ’ 
ώςχονν αυτού κατενώπιον έρριπτεν, καί έπεδίδον αιχμαλώτους έκατόν άρτι τής φρουράς 
έξαγαγών καί άμφιάσεσι κοσμήσας εύπρεπέσι, τα τής αιχμαλωσίας περιελόμενος ράκια. 
Άλλα καί ούτος έπήνει μεν πάνν καί άπεδέχετο τού διδόντος το μεγαλόδωρον, έλάμβανε 
δέ ούδαμώς, ε’ιπών τούτους έν άνέσει μεν τέως καί έλενθερία μένειν παρ’ έαντοΐς, μέχρις αν 
τήν άντισήκωσιν έξεργάσεται καί άλλους αιχμαλώτους Σαρακηνούς έπιδούς έκείνοις τούς 
ήμετέρους έκλήψεται. Τούτο γοϋν γενόμενον έξέπληξε τον Σαρακηνόν καί ούκέτι ώς ξένον, 
ώς οικειον δε ηγούμενος τούτον συνεχώς μετεκαλείτο, καί θησαυρούς έδείκννε τους έαυτοϋ 
καί τα τών οικημάτων κάλλη καί τήν αύτοϋ σεμνοπρέπειαν, καί ούτως δή τιμών γε τούτον 
έφαίνετο, άχρις ου μεγαλοπρεπώς πάλιν προς τήν Κωνσταντινούπολή έξαπέσταλκεν.

a

(a) Letters of Theudibert I (534-48), Frankish king of Austrasia, to the Emperor 
Justinian I (527-65)

1. Epistola austrasica 19 = MGH. Epistulae III, ed. W. Gundlach, Berlin 1957, p. 132:

Domino inlustro et praecellentissimo domno et patri, Iustiniano imperatore, 
Theodebertus rex
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Litterasgloriae 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 vestrì 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 dementia 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 féliciter 
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, piena 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 Iesu Christi. Imperatore Caesar Flavius Mauricius 
Tiberius, fidelis in Christo, mansuetus, maximus, beneficus, pacificus, Alamannicus, 
Gothicus, Anticus, Alanicus, Wandalicus, Erullicus, Gypedicus, Africus, piusjelix, incleti, 
victor ac triumphator, semper Augustus, Childebertho, viro glorioso, regi Francorum.

Littere vestrae gloriae per Iocundum 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 minim 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 necessaries vestros ligatarios fatigatis, iuvenalis 

sermonis, qui nihil utilitatis induxerunt, iactantes? Nos tarnen imperialem benevolentiam 

sequentis, etpraefatos ligatarios vestros suscipimus, etiamsi non cognovimus, et cum ventate 

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 tuaegloriae 

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 tarn, ea quoque, [que] in scriptis inter nos piacila 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 Manu he l.

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....

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:

Τούτων οϋτω προελθόντων καί εν κόσμω καί τάξει γενομένων, έπε'ι άνεδέξαντο οι 
γε ές τούτο τεταγμένοι τας σύλλαβός τοϊν δνοϊν βιβλίοιν καί άπηκρίβωσαν τφ ’ισορροπώ 
τε καί Ισοδννάμω τών ρη/,ιάτων τα ένθνμήματα, αύτίκα οι γε ίσόγραφα ετερα επετέλονν. 
Καί τα μεν κνριώτερα ξννειληθέντα τε καί κατασφαλισθέντα έκμαγείοις τε κηρίνοις 
έτέροις τε οΐς είώθασι Πέρσαι χρησθαι, καί έκτυπώμασι δακτυλίων imo των πρέσβεων, 

έτι γε μην καί έρμηνέων δέκα προς τοΐς δύο, έξ μεν 'Ρωμαίων, ονχ ήττον δε Περσών, 

άμοιβαία τη δόσει τα τής ειρήνης βιβλία παρέσχοντο άλλήλοις. Καί το μεν τή Περσών 
φωνή γεγραμμένον ένεχείρισε Πέτρω ό Ζίχ, καί Πέτρος δε τφ Ζιχ το τή Έλληνίδι, 
καί αύθις τού Ζιχ το ’ισορροπούν τή γραφή τή Έλληνίδι βιβλίον γράμμασι Περσικοϊς 

διασεσημασμένον άνεν τής τών έκτνπωμάτων ασφαλείας είληφότος, <ές> το σωθήσεσθαί 

οί τας μνήμας, κα'ι Πέτρος ούκ άλλως έπετέλεσεν άμοιβαίως.

Εϊτα έπί τούτοις διελύθησαν τών τε ορίων απο έγένοντο...
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ti)
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) voi. 1, p. 26:

Γότθοι, Ιταλίαν την ήμετέραν βία έλόντες ούχ όσον αυτήν άποδιδόναι ονδαμή 
έγνωσαν, άλλα καί προσηδικήκασιν ημάς ούτε φορητά ούτε μέτρια. Διόπερ ημείς μεν 
στρατεύειν έπ’ αυτούς ήναγκάσμεθα, υμάς δε είκός ξυνδιαφέρειν ήμϊν πόλεμον τόνδε, 
ον ήμϊν κοινόν είναι ποιεί δόξα τε ορθή, άποσειομένη την Άρειανών γνώμην, καί το ες 

Γότθους άμφοτέρων εχθος.

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

SI
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 Kaiserbündnis 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.. .COV, ότι εν τφ τα[ξιδ]ίω τούτο) δ[εϊ..

3.. .ε.ε.ε.,α γενές[θ]αι, ϊ[ν]α καί [κατά

4.. .θεού δό]ξ[α]ν αυτού τού φ[ιλαν]θρώπο[υ καί

5 εν τώ έπιγ]είω ή άγάπη τής ήμετέρας έκ [θεού

6 βασιλείας] έφαπλωθή ύμϊν καί εσητα[ι καί

7 ομόνοια τή]ς έκ θεο[ϋ βασ]ιλείας ή]μών

8 μετά τού ή]γαπημένον ημών τέκ[νον] [τού

9 ρίγος καί ό]πως καί ό θεός δοξάζ[ηται

10 παρά πάντων κ]αϊ εις τά πέρατα τών χριστιανό)]ν ή δι-

11 καί a άποκ]ατάστασις φθάνη καί οί κ[οινοϊ

12 άντίπαλοι] όλονται καί οί φίλοι σώζοντ[αι.

13 Ή χάρις] τού θεού καί ή ειρήνη αυτού κ[αί ή

14 εύφροσύν]η έστω μεθ’ υμών. Καί περί το] ύτου

15 τού σκοπού] άρμόδιόν σοι εστιν καί ύπομνη]στι

16 κώς έγκελ]ε[ύ]ειν τφ προδηλωθέντ[ι άγα-

17 πητφ εν Χρι]στφ ημών τέκνο) τφ ριγ]ι, έπει-

18 δη δεσπότη]ς αυτών έκτίσθης καί έπίτρ]οπος
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19 έπεδόθη]ς αύτφ παρά τοϋ δψιονργήσα[ντος +

20 + legimus +

21. [Άπελύθη άπό τί\ς] θ[εοφυλάκτον μεγα]λ[ο]πόλ[εως] μ(ηνϊ) 

μαΐω έκτ[η] (ινδικτιώνος) έκτης

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:

Τα κατά, τήν σήν μεγαλοδύναμον εξουσίαν καλώς έχειν καί προκόπτειν επί το βέλτιον 
ευχής έστίν εργον τή βασιλεία μου, πανευγενέστατε καί τώ δντι χριστιανικώτατε άδελφέ. 
Καί πώς γ'αρ ούκ εξέσται τή τοϋ κράτους ήιιών θεοσεβεία έπεύχεσθαί σοι τα κρείττω τε καί 
λυσιτελέστερα τψ εν σοι καταμαθούση θεοσέβειαν; Ή γάρ προς τψ ήμετέραν βασιλείαν 
άδελφική σου αυτή ροπή καί διάθεσις καί ό μετά τοϋ κακομηχάνου άνδρ'ος συμφωνηθείς 
άναδεχθήναί σοι κάματος, ϊνα τον παλαμναΐον καί άλιτήριον καί τοϋ Θεοϋ πολέμιον καί 
τώνΧριστιανώνάξίοκ μετέλθης τήςκακοφροσύντιςαύτοϋ, πολλήνσοι τήνάγαθοθέλειαν τής 
ψυχής διαδείκνυσι, καί το εργον τοϋτο φανερόν τήν π λ ηροφορ ία ν παρ ίστησι τοϋ κατά Θεόν 
σου φρονήματος. Τά δε κατά τήν ψετέραν βασιλείαν τάλλα μεν έχει καλώς, εν έλαχίστω δε 
άστατεΐ καί ταράττεται τοϊς κατά τον Τομπέρτον κυμαινόμενα, άλλ’ εΐτι δεϊ πιστεύειν Θεφ 
καί τοϊς έκείνου δικαίοις κρίμασι, ταχεία ή καταστροφή τοϋ άδικωτάτου τούτου άνθρώπου 
παρέσεταε ούδ'ε γάρ άνέξεται πάντως Θεός ράβδον άμαρτωλών κατά τής κληρονομιάς αύτοϋ 
έπϊ τοσοϋτον όφίεσθαι. Τα μέντοι παρά τοϋ κράτους ημών συμφωνηθέντα άποσταλήναι τή 
μεγαλοδυνάμφ σου έξουσίρ, αϊ έκατον τεσσαρακοντατέσσαρες χιλιάδες τών νομισμάτων 
καί τα έκατον βλαττία, άπεστάλησαν νϋν διά τοϋ πρωτοπροέδρου Κωνσταντίνου καί 
κατεπάνω τών άξιωμάτων κατά τήν άρέσκειαν τοϋ πιστοτάτου καί εύγενεστάτου κόμητος 
τοϋ Βουλχάρδου. Καί το ρηθεν ποσδν τών άποσταλέντων άπεπληρώθη διά τε ε’ιργασμένου 
άργνρου καί ρωμανάτου παλαιάς ποιότητας. Καί τελειουμένου τοϋ όρκου παρά τ ήςεύγενείας 
σου σταλήσονταί σοι καί αί υπόλοιποι διακόσιοι δεκαέξ χιλιάδες τών νομισμάτων καί ή 
ρόγα τών δοθέντων εΐκοσιν άξιωμάτων διά τοϋ πιστοτάτου τή σή έξουσία Βαγελάρδου, 
όπηνίκα εις Λογγιβαρδίαν κατέλθης. 'Όπωςμέντοι οφείλει τελεσθήναι ό όρκος, προεδηλώθη 
πάντως τή εύγενεία σου, άπαγγελεϊ δ’ έτι σαφέστερον καί ό πρωτοπρόεδρος Κωνσταντίνος 
καί κατεπάνω ώς καί παρά τοϋ κράτους ημών ενταλθείς έκαστον τών κεφαλαίων, απερ 
μέλλουσι ζητηθήναι καί διά τοϋ γενησομένου παρά σοϋ όρκου βεβαιωθήναι. Όπηνίκα γάρ 
ή συμφωνία άναμεταξύ τής βασιλείας μου καί τών παρά τής εύγενείας σου άποσταλέντων 
πρέσβεων έγίνετο, διεμνημονεύθησαν τινα τών άναγκαιοτέρων κεφάλαια' ότι δε περί τούτων 
μή έχειν πρόσταξιν ειπον οι τής εύγενείας σου άνθρωποι, κατά τοϋτο καί ή βασιλεία μου 
τον όρκον αυτής άνήρτησε. Τοίνυν καί τελεσθήτω ό όρκος παρά τής εύγενείας σου, ώς ό 
πιστός σου’Αλβέρτης άνωμότως τή βασιλεία μου έβεβαίωσε καί ώς το ήμέτερον κράτος κατά
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προσθήκην άναγκαιοτέραν αντοϋ ζητεί. Ή δε βραδντής τον πιστοτάτον καί εύγενεστάτον 
σου κόμητος τον Βονλχάρδον γέγονε δια το την βασιλείαν μον βούλεσθαι τον φίλτατόν μοι 
άνεψιόν, τον υιόν τοϋ π a νευ τνχεοτά το υ σεβαστοκράτορος καί περιπόθητου αύταδέλφου 
τής βασιλείας μον, θεαθήναι παρ’ αύτοϋ, ώς αν έλθών άπαγγείλη σοι την εν ηλικίας άπαλφ 
καταστήματι βεβηκνίαν σύνεσιν τοϋ παιδός. Τα γάρ έξω καί σωματικά δευτέρου τίθεται 
λόγου ή βασιλεία μον, εί καί έν τούτοις πολύ εχει το περιούσιον, ώς γαρ τή μεγαλοπόλει 
ένδημήσας εθεάσατο το παιδίον καί όσα είκός ώμίλησεν, άπαγγελεΐ σοι ό πρέσβις σον. Καί 
έπεί παιδίον μεν οϋπω ό Θεός τή βασιλεία μου έχαρίσατο, τόπον δέ μοι γνησίου παιδός 
ό φίλτατος οντος επέχει άδελφιδοϋς, Θεοϋ ενδοκοϋντος ονδέν έστι τό κωλύον ένωθήναι 
ημάς δι’ αίματος συγγενικού καί φίλα μέν άλλήλοις φρονεΐν ώς Χριστιανούς, οίκειοϋσθαι 
δε καί τα άλλήλων ώς συγγενείς, ϊν εντεύθεν δι’ άλλήλων έκαστος δυναμούμενοι φοβεροί 
τοϊς έναντίοις ώμεν καί άήττητοι μετά Θεοϋ. Τή μεντοι ενγενεία σου νϋν άπεστάλησαν 

δεξιωμάτων έ'νεκεν έγκόλπιον χρυσοϋν μετά μαργαριταρίων, θήκη διάχρνσος έ'χονσα 
ένδον τμήματα διαφόρων άγιων, ών έκαστον διά τοϋ έφ’ έκάστω αυτών έντεθέντος χαρτιού 

γνωρίζεται, καυκίον σαρδονύχιον καί έμπότης κρύος, άστροπελέκιν δεδεμένον μετά 
χρνσαφίον καί όποβάλσαμον. Μακρύναι ό Θεός την ζωήν σον, πλατύναι τα τής έξουσίας 
σου όρια καί θείη σοι πάντας τούς άντιπίπτοντας εις όνειδισμόν καί εις καταπάτημα' ειρήνη 
εΐη τή εξουσία σου καί γαλήνης ήλιος έπιλάμψοι πόση τή ύπηκόω σον, καί γένοιντό σοι 
άπαντες εις άφανισμόν οι έχθροί τής άνωθεν κραταιάς Ισχύος κατά πάντων σοι χαριζομένης 
τό άμαχον, τοσοντον τό άληθινόν αντοϋ όνομα άγαπώντι καί κατά των έχθρών εκείνου την 
χεΐρα όπλίζοντι.

The protocol and eschatokollon are lacking.

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. Müller, ‘Die Auslandsschreiben der byzantinischen Kaiser des 11. und 12. Jahrhunderts: 

specimen einer kritischen Ausgabe’, BZ 86/7 (1993-4), 425:

+ Τό παρά τής σής μακαριότητος, άγιώτατε πάπα, διά τής άποσταλείσης τή βασιλεία 
μον τιμιωτάτης γραφής σον περί τής των έκκλησιών ένώσεως δηλωθέν τή τών πραγμάτων 
άληθεία καθέστηκε σύνδρομον καί τής έμβριθείας καί τοϋ μεγέθους τής ίεράς σου 
φρονήσεως όντως έπάξιον. Τί γάρ άλλο τής αληθούς τής εκκλησίας ένώσεως προσήκει 
τους Χριστιανούς ημάς προτιμάν ή τίνι πλέον έτέρω πράγματι θεραπεύειν τον τής ειρήνης 
δοτήρα Χριστόν, δς καί μέχρι τής ήμετέρας έσχατιάς έαυτόν φιλανθρώπως έκένωσεν, iva 
καταλλάξη τά διεστώτα καί την έκπεσοϋσαν τήςμακαρίας διαγωγής τών ανθρώπων φύσιν 
έπαναγάγη προς τό πρώτον αξίωμα καί τφ έπουρανίω ταύτην προσαγάγη Θεφ; τούτο 
τό τής ειρήνης χρήμα καί Θεφ προσφιλές καί άνθρώποις ταΐς θείαις έντολαΐς έπομένοις 
άξιοζήλωτον. Εί δέ καί ή σή μακαριότης ολον τον οίκεΐον σκοπόν ύπέρ τής τοιαύτης 
ένώσεως καί πάλαι καί νυν κατεβάλετο, κατάλληλον τούτο πάντως αυτή. Τό μέν γάρ 
μίαν είναι την έκκλησίαν, ήν ό σωτήρ τφ οικείο) έξηγοράσατο αϊματι, ονδενί τών τά τής

69



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

θείας γραφής μεμυημένων δλως ήγνόηται, το δε πολλάκις σπουδάζει τον τής πονηριάς 
γεννήτορα καί τους ύπηρετοϋντας τφ εκείνον θελήματι τήν τοιαύτην τής έκκλησίας 
ομόνοιαν διαιρείν καί τήν ταύτης άδιάλυτον ένωσιν πονηροΐς έπινοήμασι διαλύειν κα'ι 
τοϋτο πάντως άκόλονθον τοΐς τοϋ πονηροϋ μηχανήμασιν. Άλλ’ ή τοϋ σωτήρος άήττητος 
δύναμις εν τή πέτρα τής πίστεως δια των αποστόλων ταύτην οίκοδομήσασα καί πάλιν καί 
πολλάκις τάς τοϋ πονηροϋμεθοδείας διαλϋσαι δεδύνψαι καί τους έπιχειροϋντας τον θειον 
έκείνον χιτώνα διαρρηγνύειν εικότως συντρίψει καί αφανίσει τα τούτων βουλεύματα.

Τοϋτο το τής σής άγιότητος έπαινετδν καί θειον όντως σπούδασμά τε καί βούλευμα 
καί ή βασιλεία ημών άποδεχομένη καί σεβάσματος άξιον κρίνονσα προς τήν παρούσαν 
άπεΐδε γραφήν. Παρεδήλωσεμ'ενγάρ τον περί τούτου σκοπόν καί τοΐς τιμιωτάτοις άνδράσι 
τής σής άγιότητος, άλλα κα'ι διά τής παρούσης γραφής διασημαίνει το πράγμα τή σή 
θειότητν τον δε τρόπον τής άποδοχής σαφέστερον έπιγνώς διά τοϋ άποσταλεντος αυτόθι 
μεγαλεπιφανεστάτον κα'ι πιστοτάτον άνθρωπον τής ήμετέρας ευσεβούς γαληνότητος.

Το τής μέχρι τοϋ νϋν βραδυτήτος τοϋ άντιγράμματος αίτιον πολλαχόθεν έπιγνωσθ'εν 
τή πανιέρω σννέσει τής σής εύκλεεστάτης μακαριότητος, ώς τοϋ ήμετέρον κατά των έν τή 
Ανατολή έχθρών μακρυσμοϋ καταδήλου γεγονότος καί αύτοϊς τοΐς χριστιανικωτάτοις 
Λατίνοις τοΐς έκεΐσε, βραχέων ρημάτων δηλωτικών έκ τής βασιλείας ημών δεηθήσεται. 

Έρρώσθω εν Κνρίω ή σή άγιό της καί τής ήμετέρας ύπερευχέσθω ζωής.
Άπεστάλησαν τή άγιωσύνη σου έξάμιτα μεγαλόγραμμα μεγάλα δώδεκα, κοινά έξάμιτα 

μεγάλα δώδεκα, κατασφίκτονρα κοινά είκοσιτέσσαρα, έσωφόρια κοινά μεγάλα τέσσαρα 
καί τέσσαρακοντάσημα δύο, το εν οξύ καί το έτερον κοινόν, καί διρρόδινα τέσσαρα +. 

Μηνί ίουνίω ίνδικτιώνος βτ (τ)θ(αζ)

+ Άπελύθη μηνί ίουνίω ίνδικτιώνος β" άπό τής θεοφνλάκτον πόλεως 
(A latin translation follows) 
on the exterior 
(to the left)

’Ιωάννης Έν Χ(ριστ)φ τφ Θεφ πιστός βασιλεύς πορφυρογέννητος, άναξ υψηλός, 
κραταιός, αϋγουστος καί αύτοκράτωρ 'Ρωμαίων ό Κομνηνός 

(to the right)
ΊωΆννης

’εΙς tòn Άγγωτατον πΆπαν

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:

+ Τοΐς παροϋσι σννετωτάτοις άποκρισιαρίοις Πίσσης, τφ τε Γιτζούνη καί τφ 
Μοδάνω, ύποστρέφο υσιν εις Πίσσαν το παρόν τής βασιλείας μου επεδόθη σιγίλλιον, ώς
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αν τfi τούτου έμφανεiçt διέλθωσιν άκωλύτως έν ταϊς κατά πάροδον χώραις τήςβασιλείας 
μου μετά τών άνθρώπων καί των άλογων αυτών, μή τίνος των έν αν ταϊς ένεργούντων η 
των έξυπηρετονντων αυτή όφείλοντος παρεμποδίσαι αυτούς ή άναλαβέσθαι άπ’ αυτών 
τί χάριν ποριατικοϋ ή διαβατικού η σαγμαριατικοϋ η κομμερκίον παρά την περίληψιν 
τού προσόντος τοϊς πιστοτάτοις τη βασιλεία μου Πισσαίοις χρνσοβούλλου, τού 
κατατολμήσοντος ποιήσαι παρά την περίληψιν τού παρόντος σιγιλλίου τής βασιλείας 
μου σφοδρόν νφορωμένου την έξ αυτής άγανάκτησιν επί τούτο) γαρ καί το τοιοϋτον τής 
βασιλείας μου σιγίλλιον έπεδόθη αυτοϊς + μην'ι ίουνίω ίνδικτιώνος β'τ (é)q(cç) +.

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 convalidi imperator repperitque cum Gothis et Romanis 
Gradano imperatore pepigisse quod ipse optaverat, admodum grato animo ferens et ipse in 
hac pace consensit, Aithanaricoque rege, qui tunc Fritigerno successerat, dads 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 hue illue oculos volvens nunc situm urbis 
commeatuque navium, nunc moenia claraprospectons 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. Quern princeps affecdonis gratia pene plus mortuum 
quam vivum honorons dignae tradidit sepulturae, ipse quoque in exequiis feretro eius praeiens. 
Defuncto ergo Aithanarico cunctus eius exercitus in servino Theodosii imperatoris perdurans 
Romano se imperio subdens cum milite velut unum corpus effecit milidaque illa dudum sub 
Constantino principe foederatorum renovata et ipsi died sunt foederati. E quibus imperator 
contra Eugenium tyrannum, qui occiso Gradano Gallias occupasset, plus quam viginti milia 
armatorum fideles sibi et amicos intellegens secum duxit victoriaque de praedicto tyranno 
potitus ultionem exegit.

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:

Ότι Ζήνων άνήρ ών άπόλεμος άγαν, καί πολλής πανταχόθεν ταραχής έφεστώσης,
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έγνω προς τον Βάνδιλον εις Καρχηδόνα πρεσβειΐσασθαι καί Σενήρον εκ τής βουλής 
πρεσβευτήν αίρεΐται, ανδρα καί σωφροσύνή διαφέρειν δοκοϋντα καί τφ έθέλειν τα δίκαια, 
καί πατρίκιον αυτόν ποιήσας αποπέμπει, όπως εκ τής αξίας τής πρεσβείας το σχήμα 
κατασκευάση σεμνότερον. Καί ό μεν έξέπλευσεν, ό δε Βάνδιλος, μαθών ότι ήξοι πρεσβεία, 
φάσας «εκπλουν ποιείται» καί Νικόπολιν είλεν. Ό δε πρεσβευτής Σευήρος διαβάς άπό 
Σικελίας εις Καρχτιδόνα άφΐκτο καί πολλά διά τον έκπλουν έμέμφετο τον Βάνδιλον. Ό δε 
τα μεν έλεγεν ώς πολέμιος πρά’ξαν τον δε περί τής ειρήνης, έπειδή πρεσβεύοιτο, νϋν έφη 
λόγον προσδέχεσθαι. Τοϋ δε Σευήρου τό τε σώφρον τοϋ βίου θαυμάσας καί των λόγων 
ήγάσθη, καί τής δικαιοσύνης άεί πείραν λαμβάνων παν έτοιμον ήν ποιε’ιν, όπερ έκεϊνος 
προβάλλοιτο. Μάλιστα δε έδοξεν αύτφ δίκαιος είναι, ότι, τα χρήματα αύτφ τοϋ βαρβάρου 

διδόντος, καί τα πρέποντα δώρα πρεσβευτή δωρούμενος άπεώσατο πάντα είπών, ώς άντϊ 
τούτων δώρόν έστιν εύσχημον πρεσβεύοντι άνθρώπω τούς αιχμαλώτους κομίσασθαι. 
Ό δε τής διανοίας έπαινέσας τον ανδρα* οϋς μεν έγώ, εφησεν, συν τοΐς έμοϊς υίέσι τών 
αιχμαλώτων άπέλαχον, τούτους σοι πάντας άφίημν ήν δε τό πλήθος αυτών κατενείματο 
μοίραν, τούτους σοί μεν έξέσται παρ’ έκόντων, εί βονλει, πρίασθαι τών εχόντων, αυτός 
δ’ άν ου δυναίμην ούκ έθέλοντας ταϋτα τούς ε’ιληφότας βιάσασθαι. Ενταύθα ό Σευήρος 
απέλυσε μεν προίκα οϋς αυτός εΐχεν ό Βάνδιλος a δε είχε χρήιιατα καί έσθήτας καί σκεύη 

πάντα υπό κήρυκι δημοσία πωλήσας τούτοις όσους ϊσχυσε τών αιχμαλώτων επρίατο.
Fr. 10, ρρ. 86-7.

"Ότι ό Αύγουστος ό τοϋ Όρέστου υιός άκούσας Ζήνωνα πάλιν τήν βασιλείαν 
άνακεκτήσθαι τής έω τον Βασιλίσκον έλάσαντα, ήνάγκασε τήν βουλήν άποστεϊλαι 
πρεσβείαν Ζήνωνι σημαίνουσαν, ώς ιδίας μεν αύτοίς βασιλείας ου δέοι, κοινός δε 
άποχρήσει μόνος ών αύτοκράτωρ επ’ άμφοτέροις τοΐς πέρασι. Τον μέντοι Όδόαχον υιέ 
αυτών προβεβλήσθαι ικανόν όντα σώζειν τά παρ’ αύτοίς πράγματα, ‘πολιτικήν έχοντα 
‘σύνεσιν1 όμοϋ καί μάχιμον καί δεϊσθαι τοϋ Ζήνωνος πατρικίου τε αύτφ άποστεϊλαι 
άξίαν καί τήν τών Ιταλών τούτο) έφεϊναι διοίκησιν. Άφικνοϋνται δή άνδρες τής βουλής 
τής έν Τώμη τούτους εις Βυζάντιον κομίζοντες τούς λόγους... καί βασίλειον γράμμα περί 
ών ήβούλετο πέμπων τφ Όδοάχω πατρίκιον εν τούτα) τφ γράμματι έπωνόμασε...

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

Augustus)

Gregory of Tours, Historia Francorum II, 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 argentumque in itenere illud, quod interportam 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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iük
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.m Potamio P(RAE)F(ECTO) AUGUSTALI.

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

Law of Zeno on the promotion of the office of patricius

Codex Iustinianus XII, 3, 3, ed. P. Kriiger (Corpus Iuris Civilis II), 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 fiorentissima 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 VI, 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 vénérant, 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

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 prias moderata mensura a terra elevatum sedere vidi, mox 
aliis indutum vestibus poenes domus laquear sedere prospexi; quod qualiter fieret, cogitare 
non potai, 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.

ID
The first emperors ruling from Constantinople

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

Ό γάρ βασιλεύς έπειδή πρότερον Ιταλίαν ξύμπασαν έχειρώσατο καί Λιβύην καί τους 
μεγίστους έκείνονς πολέμους διήννσε καί πρώτος ώς είπεϊν εν τοϊς κατά το Βυζάντιον 
βεβασιλευκόσι Ρωμαίων όνόματί τε καί πράγματι άπεδέδεικτο....

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

Έβουλόμψ, αν αρα οίός τε ώ, τού σνμπαντος τής έν Βνζαντίω Ρωμαϊκής άρχής χρόνου
των τε αύτοκρατόρων καί των υιέ αυτούς αρχόντων καί στρατηγών καί υποστρατήγων 
καί τών καθ' εκαστα τας άξιυλογωτέρας των πράξεων àναγράψασθαι. Έπέι δε έδεϊτο το 
πράγμα καί χρόνου πολλοί> καί πόνου συχνού καί βιβλίων άφθονίας... τέως ένός βασιλέως, 
έπί μέγα το τής βασιλείας κράτος ύψώσαντος, δς καί τής βασιλείας έπώννμος ήν καί μέγα 
όφελος τή πολιτεία Ρωμαίων έγένετο... τας πράξεις καί τήν όλψ άγωγήν διηγήσασθαι...

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 hue 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 magnifias 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 saltern, 
quae sunt empia; dimittite, quae sunt dono ab amicis donata”.

“Constantinus”, inquilini, “imperator, homo lenis, in palatio manens perpetuo 
huiusmodi rebus arnicas sibi nationes effecerat. Nicephorus vero basileus, homo ταχύχειρ, 
id est militiae deditus, palatium ceu pestem abhorret et vocatur a nobis prope simultatis 
amator atque argumentosus, qui non predo sibi gentes arnicas, sed terrore et gladio sibi 
subditas facit. Atque ut cognoscas, quanti dominos tuos reges habeamus, quae data sunt 
coloris huiusmodi et quae empia, 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 tarn inimica invasione Romam sibi vindicavit, Berengario et 
Adelberto contra ius fasque vi terrain 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 effectuai habere 
non potuit, nunc te malidae huius suggestorem atque impulsorem simulata pace quasi 
κατάσκοπον, 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:

Καί περί τούτης τής νποθεσεως παραγγελία καί διάταξις φοβερά καί όπαραποίητος 
τοϋ μεγάλου καί άγιου Κωνσταντίνου έναπογέγραπται εν τή ιερά τραπεζη τής καθολικής
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τών Χριστιανών εκκλησίας της ’Αγίας Σοφίας τοϋ μηδέποτε βασιλέα ’Ρωμαίων 
συμπενθεριάσαι μετά έ'θνους παρηλλαγμένοις καί ξένοις ηθεσι χρωμένον τής ’Ρωμαϊκής 
καταστάσεως, μάλιστα δε άλλοπίστου καί αβάπτιστου, εΐ μη μετά μόνων τών Φράγγων 
τούτους γαρ μόνους ύπεξείλετο ό μέγας εκείνος άνήρ, Κωνσταντίνος ô άγιος, ότι καί 
αυτός την γένεσιν άπό τών τοιούτων έ'σχε μερών, ώς συγγένειας καί έπιμιξίας πολλής 
τυγχανούσης Φράγγοις τε καί ’Ρωμαίοις. Καί διό τί μετά τούτων μόνων προετρέψατο 
συνιστάν γαμικα συναλλάγια τούς βασιλείς ’Ρωμαίων; Διό την άνωθεν τών μερών 
έκείνων καί γενών περιφάνειαν καί ευγένειαν. Μετ’ άλλου δέ του οίουδήποτε έ'θνους μη 
δυναμένους τούτο ποιειν, άλλ’ ό τούτο ποιήσαι τολμήσας ΐνα, ώς παραβάτης πατρικών 
εισηγήσεων καί βασιλείων θεσμών, άλλότριος κρίνοιτο τών Χριστιανών καταλόγων καί 
τώ άναθέματι παραδίδοιτο...

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, 
sancii nostri imperii ohm servos, nunc rebelles, servituti pristinae tradat.

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. Ή μεν προτέρα συμφωνία, ήτ ις δη καί κατ’ έκεϊνο καιρού γέγονε προς τό θεοστεφές 
κράτος σου, όπόταν μετά τής πολυπληθούς έκείνης στρατιάς τών Φράγγων εις την βασιλίδα 
πόλιν έπιδεδήμηκα, διαβαίνων άπό τής Ευρώπης εις την Ασίαν έπϊ τή τών 'Ιεροσολύμων 
έλευθερία, έπειδή κατά τινας περιπετείας πραγμάτων ήθέτηται, εκείνη μεν σχολασάτω καί 
μη έχέτω τό ένεργόν ώς τό άκυρον άποφερομένη διά την τών πραγμάτων περίστασιν. Καί 
εξ έκείνης ου χρή κατ’ εμού δίκαιόν τι έ'χειν την βασιλείαν σου κάντεϋθεν Ισχνρίζεσθαι
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περί των εν έκείνη συμπεφωνημένων τε καί άναγεγραμμένων. Πόλεμον γάρ άραμένου μου 
κατά τοϋ σοϋ θεοπροβλήτου κράτους καί παραλύσαντος τα συμπεφωνημένα, 
συμπαραλέλυται τούτοις καί τα άπο τοϋ σοϋ κράτους κατ’ έμοϋ αίτιάματα. Νϋν δε αύ 
ώσπερ έκ μεταμέλειας έρχόμενος καί ώσπερ άλιεύς πληγείς καί άπενεγκάμενος νοϋν καί 
μονονουχι τφ δόρατι τφ σφ νουνεχέστερος γεγονώς καί τής κατ’ έκε'ινο καιρού ήττης καί 
τΦν πολέμων άναμνησθείς είς έτεραν συμφωνίαν μετά τοϋ κράτους σου τράπωμαι ταυτηνί, 
ώστε λίζιον γενέσθαι τοϋ σκήπτρου σου άνθρωπον καί, ϊνα σαφέστερον εΐποιμι καί 
φανερώτερον, οίκέτην καί υποχείριον, έπειδή καί συ υπό την σήν δεξιάν έ'λκειν έμε 
βεβούλησαι καί άνθρωπόν σου έθελεις ποιήσασθαι λίζιον. 2 ’Έσομαι τοίνυν άπο τοϋ νϋν 
κατά την δεντέραν ταυτηνί συμφωνίαν, ήν και φυλάττειν έσαεί βούλομαι, καί επόμνυμι 
Θεόν τε καί πάντας τους άγιους αύτοϋ, έπεί καί επί μάρτυσι τούτοις τα συμπεφωνημένα 
καί γράφεται τε καί λέγεται, άνθρωπος πιστός τής σήςβασιλείας και τοϋ τριποθήτου υίοϋ 
σου καί βασιλέως κυροϋ Ίωάννου τοϋ πορφυρογέννητου. Καί όπλίσομαι την δεξιάν κατά 
παντός άνθισταμένου τφ κράτει σου, είτε τοϋ χριστιανικού γένους έστϊν <5 χεΐρας 
άνταράμενος είτε καί άλλότριος έστϊ τής ήμετέρας αυλής, οϋς παγάνους ημείς όνομάζομεν 
ώστε, δπερ καί τφ προμνημονευθέντι συμφώνω περιείχετο καί άμφοϊν τοΐνμεροΐν συνήρεσε, 
τή τε βασιλεύ,ι υμών καί έμοί, των άλλων άνηρημένων τοϋτο μόνον εκειθεν έλκω καί 
ισχυρίζομαι καί άπρίξ έχομαι το δοϋλον τής βασιλείας καί άμφοτέρων είναι καί λίζιον 
άνθρωπον, ώσπερ καταλυθέν άνανεούμενος. Καί ούδ’ άν, εϊ τι γένοιτο, είς άθέτησιν τούτου 
έλεύσομαν ουδέ τις αίτια έσται ή τρόπος, φανερός τε καί αφανής, καθ’ ον έγω παραβάτης 
των συνθηκών καί τών νϋν συμπεφωνημένων φανήσομαι. 3 Άλλ’ έπειδή λαμβάνω τα νϋν 
την ρητώς ένταυθοί δηλωθησομένην χώραν εν τοίςμέρεσι τής άνατολής διά χρυσοβούλλου 
λόγου τής βασιλείας σου, εν φ καί το κράτος το σόν ύποσημαίνεται δι’ έρυθροβαφοϋς 
υπογραφής, ος δη χρυσόβουλλος λόγος καί άμοιβαΐος γεγονώς έπεδόθη μοι, δέχομαι μεν 
τας δοθείσας χώρας ώς άπο τής βασιλείας υμών δεδωρημένας καί το ένδύναμον έχων τής 
δωρεάς έκ τής χρυσοβούλλου γραφής άντίδοσιν τών τοσούτων χωρών καί πόλεων δίδωμι 
την πίστιν την έμαυτοϋ προς την υμών βασιλείαν, σοϋ τε, τοϋ μεγάλου αύτοκράτορος 
κυροϋ Αλεξίου τοϋ Κομνηνοϋ, καί τοϋ τριποθήτου υίοϋ σου τοϋ βασιλέως κυροϋ Ίωάννου 
τοϋ πορφυρογεννήτου, ήν άμετακίνητον καί άσάλευτον καθέξειν ύπισχνοϋμαι καθάπερ 
άγκυραν άσφαλή. 4 Καί iva έπαναλάβω τον λόγον σαφέστερον καί την ιδιότητα φυλάξαιμι 
τών έγγράφως συμφωνούντων, ιδού έγω Βαϊμοϋντος υιός Ρομπέρτου Γισκάρδου συμφωνώ 
μετά τοϋ κράτους υμών, καί την συμφωνίαν άρραγή τίθημι φυλάττειν προς την βασιλείαν 
υμών, τουτέστι σέ τε, τον αύτοκράτορα Ρωμαίων κϋριν Αλέξιον, καί τον βασιλέα καί υιόν 
σου τον πορφυρογέννητον, καί το λίζιον άνθρωπον άνόθευτόν τε καί άπαραποίητον, έως 
άν έμπνέω καί μετά τών ζώντων συναριθμώμαι. Καί έξοπλισαίμην την χεΐρα κατά τών 
έντεϋθεν άναφανησομένων έχθρών υμών καί τής βασιλείας τής ύμετέρας τών άεισεβάστων 
σεβαστών βασιλέων τής τών Ρωμαίων ηγεμονίας. 5 Καί ένθα άν καί προσταχθείην ύφ’ 
ημών, μετά πάσης τής περί έμε στρατιάς άπροφασίστως έκδουλεύσω κατά την παρισταμένην 
χρείαν. Καί εϊ τινες άν καί εΐεν δυσμενώς έχοντες προς το ύμέτερον κράτος, εί μή που τυις 
άθανάτοις άγγέλοις ίσάζοινέ άν καί είσί τοϊς ήμετέροις δόρασιν άτρωτοι ή άδαμάντινά 
τiva περίκεινται σώματα, κατά τούτων πάντων ύπεραγωνισαίμην τής βασιλείας υμών. Καί 
εί μεν ύγιώςεχω τοϋ σώματος καί έλευθεριάζω πολέμου τίνοςβαρβαρικοϋ τε καί τουρκικού, 
αυτός έγω τφ έμφ σώματι άγωνιοϋμαι τον υπέρ ύμΦν πόλεμον μετά τοϋ ξυνεπομένου 
στρατεύματος. Εί δε ή νόσω βαρεία πεδοϋμαι, οια πολλά τα άνθρώπινα, ή πόλεμος 
έπικείμενος προς έαυτόν έλκει με, τότε δη τότε ύπισχνοϋμαι διά τΦν περί έμε γενναίων
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άνθρώπων μου τήν δυνατήν έξαποστέλλειν βοήθειαν ώς έπανασωζόντων εκείνων το έμόν 
έλλειμμα. Ή γαρ ορθή πίστις, ήν σήμερον προς τήν βασιλείαν υμών δίδωμι, τούτο έστ'ι το 
ή δί έμαυτοϋ ή δΤ ετέρων, καθάπερ εϊρηται, άνακρωτηρίαστα διατηρειν τα τής συμφωνίας. 
6 Όρθήν τε πίστιν φυλάττειν διόμνυμι καί καθόλου καί κατά μέρος υπέρ τού ύμετέρου 
κράτους καί τής ύμετέρας ζωής, ταντησί λέγω τής κάτω τε καί γηίνης υπέρ γαρ τής 
τοιαύττις υμών ζωής σιδηροϋς τις άνδριας καί σφυρήλατος γενοίμψ τοίς όπλοις. Άλλα 
μέχρι καί τής τιμής τής ύμετέρας καί μέχρι των βασιλικών υμών μελών έκτείνω τον όρκον, 
εϊ τις αύτοΐς έπιβουλεύεται κάκωσις παρά τινων αλιτήριων έχθρών, ους δυνατόν έστιν εμέ 
καταλύειν καί άπείργειν τού κακού έγχειρήματος. Άλλα καί υπέρ πάσης χώρας τής 
ύμετέρας καί πόλεως μικρός τε καί μείζονος καί νήσων αυτών καί άπαξαπλώς, όπόση τις 
έστι γή τε καί θάλασσα υπό τα ύμέτερα σκήπτρα έξ αυτού δήπουθεν τού Άδριαντικοϋ 
πελάγους καί άχρι πάσης άνατολής καί κατά μήκος τής μεγάλης Ασίας, ένθα τα τών 
'Ρωμαίων όρίσματα ήν. 7 Έτι συμφωνώ, καί έσται τού συμπεφωνψένου μάρτυς καί 
έπήκοος ό Θεός, μηδεμίαν μηδέποτε χώραν τεταγμένην υπό τα ύμέτερα σκήπτρα είτε νϋν 
είτε πρότερον μήτε πόλιν ή νήσον κρατεϊν τε καί έχειν, καί άπλώς, όπόσα ή βασιλεία 
Κωνσταντινουπόλεως περιεΐχεν ή νϋν κατέχει κατά τε τήν ανατολήν καί τήν δύσιν, εκτός 
τών ρητώς δεδωρημένων μοι παρά τού θεοπροβλήτου κράτους ύμών, a καί κατ’ όνομα 
δηλωθήσεται έν τφ παρόντι έγγράφω. 8 Άλλ’ όπόσην αν δυνηθείην χειρώσασθαι χώραν 
τελούσαν ποτέ υπό τήν βασιλείαν ταύτην άπωσάμενος τούς τήν χώραν έκείνην κατέχοντας, 
εις τήν γνώμην τήν ύμετέραν άναρτάν οφείλω τήν περί ταύτης οικονομίαν. Καί ε’ι μεν εμέ 
βούλεσθε έπιτροπεύειν τής κυριευθείσης χώρας ώς άνθρωπον ύμέτερον λίζιον καί δοϋλον 
πιστόν, εσται τούτο· ε’ι δ’ ούν, άλλα παραδοίην αν, ω αν άνδρ'ι ή βασιλεία ύμών βουληθείη, 
μή άμφιβάλλων κατά τι το σύνολον. Χώραν δέ ού δέξομαι άφ’ έτέρου τίνος προδιδομένην 
έμοί ή πόλιν τινα ή πολίχνιον, απέρ ποτέ ύπό τήν τής βασιλείας εξουσίαν έτύγχανεν, ώς 
έμοί διαφέροντα. Άλλα καί τα πολιορκία κρατούμενα καί τά άνευ πολιορκίας, ύμέτερα δ’ 
ήσαν καί πάλιν ύμέτερα έσονται μηδ’ όπωστιοϋν δικαιολογούμενου μου περί τούτων. 9 
Άλλ’ ουδέ όρκον δέξομαι παρά τίνος Χριστιανού ή δώσω προς έτερον ή συμφωνίαν 
ήντιναοϋν προς βλάβην ύμετέραν όρώσαν ή προς ζημίαν καί ύμών καί τής βασιλείας τής 
ύμετέρας. Άλλ’ ουδέ άνθρωπος έτέρου γενήσομαι ή έτέρας αρχής μείζονος ή έλάσσονος 
άνευ τού κράτους τού ύμετέρου. Άλλα μία κυριότης έμοί, ή ύπισχνοϋμαι δουλεύειν, ή 
βασιλεία σοϋ τε καί τού τριποθήτου υιού σου. 10 Τους δέ προσερχομένονςμοι ανθρώπους 
τής βασιλείας σου ώς κατεξαναστάντας τού κράτους τού σοϋ καί έμοί έκδουλεύειν 
έθέλοντας καί μισήσω καί άποπέμιρομαι, μάλλον δέ κατ' αυτών έξοπλίσομαι. Τούς δέ 
άλλως βαρβάρους, έθέλοντας δέ όμως ύπό τό έμόν δόρυ γίγνεσθαι, δεξαίμην μέν, άλλ’ ούκ 
ίδίφ προσώπω, όρκιώ δέ τούτους ένεκα σοϋ τε καί τού περιποθήτου υιού σου, καί τσ,ς έξ 
αυτών χώρας παραλήιρομαι δικαίω τής βασιλείας τής ύμετέρας, καί εντεύθεν το υπέρ 
αυτών προσταττόμενον άπροφασίστως ποιεΐν έπαγγέλλομαι. 11 Ταϋτα μέν περί τών 
πόλεων καί τών χωρών όσαι ύπό τό σκήπτρον τής Ρωμαίων Τύχης έτύγχανον ούσαι. Περί 
δέ τώνμηδέπω δεδουλευκότων τή Ρωμανία, ταϋτα ένόρκως κατεπαγγέλλομαι ώς iva τάς τε 
προσερχομέναςμοι χώρας άνευ πολέμου ή καί μετά πολέμου καί μάχης καί ταύτας άπάσας 
ώς άπό τής ύμετέρας βασιλείας λογίζωμαι, είτε τουρκικαί είσιν, είτε άρμενικαί καί, ώς αν 
τις ειποι τών τήν ήμετέραν έπισταμένων φωνήν, παγανικαϊ ή χριστιανικοί, τούς τε άπό 
τών εθνών προσιόνταςμοι καί δουλεύειν έμοί βουλομένους, οϋτωςϊνα τούτους παραδέχωμαι 
ώς είναι καί αύτοΐς μέλλοντας άνθρώπους τής βασιλείας ύμών. Καί διαβαίνοι καί προς 
τούτους ή έμή συμφωνία προς τό κράτος τής βασιλείας καί οί κατεμπεδωθέντες όρκοι. Καί
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τούτων αυτών ους μεν αν έθέλοιτε ύμεΐς οί άεισέβαστοι βασιλείς ύπ έμε τάττεσθαι, 
τάττοινϊ αν, ους δε πέμπειν προς το ύμέτερον κράτος βούλεσθε, βονλομένων κάκείνων 
άποστελώ, μη βονλομένων δέ, άλλ’ άπαναινομένων την προς υμάς δουλείαν, ουδέ έγώ 
παραδέχομαι. 12 Προςμέντοι τον Ταγγρέ καί άνεψιόνμου άκήρνκτον έξω πόλεμον, ε’ι μη 
έθελήσει καθνφεϊναι τί προς την βασιλείαν υμών δυσμενείας μηδέ άπολύει τής χειρός 
αυτόν τας πόλεις τής βασιλείας τής νμετέρας. Έπαν δε καί θέλοντος αυτού ή καί μη θέλοντος 
άναρρνσθώσιν ai πόλεις, αυτός μεν iva δεσπόζω τή άντιλήψει τού κράτους υμών τα διά 
χρυσοβούλλον λόγου δεδωρημένα μοι, ά καί ρητώς έξαριθμήσεται, ai δέ πόλεις έκεΐναι 
μετά τής έν Συρία Λαοδικείας, καί όσαι είσ'ιν εκτός τών δεδωρημένων έμοί, τώ σκήπτρω 
υμών προσαρμόζωνται. Άλλ’ ουδέ τοϊς τής βασιλείας υμών φυγάδας προσδέξομαί ποτέ, 
άλλα παλιμπορεντονς ποιήσω καί ύποτροπιάζειν προς την βασιλείαν υμών αναγκάσω. 13 
Έτι καθνπισχνοϋμαι καί ταυτί προς τοϊς άνωθεν είρψένοις βεβαιοτέρας τας συμφωνίας 
ποιούμενος συμφωνώ γάρ, iva έγγυητας άποδοίην επί ταύταις ταϊς σνμφωνίαις, ώστε 
όπαραβάτονς καί άπαραθραύστονς μένειν ές το διηνεκές, τους μέλλοντας ανθρώπους μου 
έμφ δικαίψ κατέχειν την δεδομένην μοι χώραν παρά τής βασιλείας σου καί τας πόλεις καί 
τα πολίχνια, a καί προς όνομα έκτεθήσεταν παρασκευάσω γάρ καί τούτους όμόσαι τα 
φρικωδέστατα, ώς αν καί οντοι φνλάττωσι πίστιν ορθήν προς το ύμέτερον κράτος καί 
όπόσην ό τών Ρωμαίων κοσμεί θεσμός καί πάντα τα έν τή παρούση συμφωνία έγγεγραμμένα 
στέργωσιν ακριβέστατα. Καί όρκιώ τούτους εις τας έπουρανίους δυνάμεις καί τήνάστεκτον 
οργήν τού θεού, ώς εϊ ποτέ βουλευσαίμην κατά τής βασιλείας υμών, δ μή γένοιτο, μή ώ 
Σώτερ, μή ώ δίκη θεού, πάντα τρόπον εκείνοι σπουδάζωσι, πρώτον μεν διά 
τεσσαρακονθημέρου τίνος διαστήματος έπαναγαγεϊν με εις τήν πίστιν τής βασιλείας υμών 
καθάπαξ τραχηλιάσαντα τούτο & αν γένοιτο, εί καί γενέσθαι παραχωρηθείη, μανίας 
άντικρυς καί λύττης καταλαβούσης εμέ ή όταν δηλονότι τας φρένας έλαύνωμαι. Ei δ’ 
άνοήτως έχω καί άστεμφώς προς τας παραινέσεις έκείνων καί λάβρως έπαιγίζει τα τής 
λύττης τήν ψυχήν τήν έμήν, άλλα τότε γε έξομόσονται μέν εμέ καί πάντα τρόπον 
άποπροσποιήσονται, μετάθωνται δέ προς το ύμέτερον κράτος καί χεϊρα καί γνώμην, καί 
τας χώρας, ας εμώ δικαίω κατέχουσιν, άποσπάσαντες τής έμής έξουσίας ύμϊν καί τώ μέρει 
τώ ύμετέρω παραδοϊεν. 14 Ταϋτα δέ ένωμότως ποιεϊν καταναγκασθήσονται καί τήν αύτήν 
φυλάξουσι πίστιν καί δουλείαν καί εύνοιαν προς υμάς, ήν κάγώ συμπεφώνηκα, καί ύπέρ 
τής ύμετέρας ζωής καί τής έπιγείου τιμής άροϋνται τα όπλα, άλλα καί ύπέρ τών ύμετέρων 
βασιλικών μερών καί μελών, ώς μή τι πάθοιεν παρά τίνος έχθρού, πολεμησείοντες ούκ 
άνήσουσιν, εϊ γε τέως εις αϊσθησιν έλθοιεν τών έπιβούλων καί σφαλερών. Ταϋτα έπόμνυμι 
καί διαμαρτύρομαι καί Θεόν καί άνθρώπους καί τούς υπέρτατους αγγέλους, ώς άρα 
καταναγκάσω φρικαλέοις όρκοις αύτούς κατειληφώς ποιεϊν τε καί πράττειν εις δύναμιν. 
ώς δέ καί ύπέρ τών κάστρων τών ύμετέρων καί τών πόλεων καί χωρών καί απλώς τών 
όλων μερών τών υπό τήν βασιλείαν υμών, όσα ή δύσις έχει, όσα ή άνατολή περιέχει, 
ενόρκως τα αυτά συμφωνήσουσιν à κάγώ προς υμάς συμπεφώνηκα. Καί ταϋτα ποιήσουσι 
καί ζώντος εμού καί άποτεθνηκότος καί έξει καί τούτους το κράτος ύμών άνθρώπους 
υποχειρίους καί χρήσει τούτοις όσα καί ύπηρέταις πιστοϊς. 15 Καί όσοι μέν ένταυθοϊ 
τυγχάνουσι συνεπιδημοϋντες έμοί, αύτίκα καί τας ένορκους πίστεις καί τας συμφωνίας 
δώσουσι προς υμάς τούς σεβαστούς, τόν τε κϋριν Αλέξιον καί αύτοκράτορα τών ’Ρωμαίων 
καί τον πορφυρογέννητον βασιλέα καί σ'ον υίόν/Όσοι δέ άπώσι τών έμών ιππέων καί 
οπλιτών, ους καβαλλαρίους συνήθως καλοϋμεν, άποστειλάσης άνθρωπον τής βασιλείας 
σουκατά τήν Άντιόχου πόλιν, έκεϊ τούς αύτούς όρκους άποτελέσουσι κάκεϊνοι, όρκιοϋντος
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μεν αυτούς τοϋ άνθρωπον τής βασιλείας σου, εμού δε, έπόμννμι τούτο, παρασκενάσαντος 
όμόσαι τους ανδρας καί συμφωνήσαι τα αυτά τε καί απαράλλακτα. Προσέτι συμφωνώ 
καί έπόμννμι, ώς άρα καθ’ ών μεν αν βούληται ή βασιλεία υμών τών κατεχόντων πόλεις 
καί χώρας, αϊ ποτέ νπέκειντο τή βασιλεία τής Κωνσταντινουπόλεως, άντάρασθαι χεϊρας 
καί ξυγκροτήσειν πόλεμον, τούτο ποιήσω κάγώ καί όπλοποιήσομαι κατ’ αυτών. Έφ’ ών δε 
ούκ εστι σοι θνμήρες στρατόν κινήσαι, ουδέ αυτοί κατ' έκείνων στρατεύσαιμεν διά πάντων 
γάρ βονλόμεθα θεραπεύειν το ύμέτερον κράτος καί πάσαν πράξιν καί πάσαν βούλησιν τής 
σήςβονλήσεως έξαρτάν. 16. Τών τε Σαρακηνών καί τών εκ τον Ισμαήλ όπόσοι σνρρέονσιν 
είςτήνβασιλείαν σου αύτομολτικότες καί ταςπόλεις αυτών παραδιδόντες, οϋτε άποκωλύσω 
ούτε διά σπουδής θείην νποποιήσασθαι εμαυτώ, εί μή που άρα δια τού έμοϋ δόρατος 
καταναγκασθεν το μέρος έκεϊνο καί πανταχόθεν στενοχωρηθεν προς το κράτος το σδν 
άπέβλειρε κίνδυνον ύφορώμενον καί τήν σωττιρίαν εαντώ εκ τοϋ προσέρχεσθαί σοι 
πραγματενόμενον. Άλλα τούς τοιοντονς τε πάντας καί όσοι το φραγγικδν πεφοβημένοι 
ξίφος καί τον έπηρτημένον θάνατον άποκλίναντες τούς σεβαστούς βασιλέας έπικαλοϋνται 
υμάς ον δια τούτο άνθέξεσθε τών ήμετέρων δορυαλώτων, άλλα δηλονότι τών ανευ πόνων 
καί κόπων ήμετέρων καί έθελονσίως εις τήν ήμετέραν δούλωσιν ερχομένων. 17 Προς τοϊς 
άλλοις καί ταυ τι συμφωνώ, ότι τοι, όσοι αν έθέλωσι διαπεράσαι μετ’ έμοϋ τον Άδρίαν 
άπδ Λογγιβαρδίας άνδρες στρατιώται, όμοϋνται καί αυτοί καί σνμφωνήσουσι τή δουλεία 
τής βασιλείας σου, όρκίζοντος δηλονότι τούτους ξνμπαντας άνθρωπον τίνος τοϋ ύμετέρον 
κράτους, ον αν αυτοί έπί τούτοι αύτώ άποστείλψε κατά το πέραν Άδρίον εί δ’ άποπηδώσι 
προς τον όρκον, μή άλλως έάσαι διαπεράν ώς τα αυτά φρονεΐν ήμΐν άπαναινομένους. 18 
Δει δε καί τας διά χρνσοβούλλον λόγου δωρηθείσας μοι παρά τοϋ θεοπροβλήτον κράτους 
υμών χώρας καί πόλεις έκθείναι έν τώ παρόντι συγγράμματε ή κατά τήν Κοίλην Συρίαν 
Άντιόχον πόλις μετά τής περιοχής αυτής καί τής διακρατήσεως σύν αύτώ Σονετίω, δ 
παρά τήν θάλασσαν έδρασταε το Δούξ μετά τής διακρατήσεως αυτού πάσης σύν τώ τοϋ 
Καυκά τό τε τοϋ Λονλοϋ λεγόμενον καί το τον Θαυμαστού Όρους καί τά Φέρσια μετά τής 
νπ’ αυτά πάσης χώρας. Ό Άγιος Ήλίας ή στρατηγίς μετά τών υιέ αυτήν πολιχνίων ή 
στρατηγϊς τό Βαρζε καί τά υπό ταύτην πολίχνια' ή περί τήν στρατηγίδα τό Σέζερ άπασα 
χώρα, ήντινα Αάρισσαν Έλληνες όνομάζονσιν, ώς δε και τό Άρτάχ καί τό Τελούχ ai 
στρατηγίδες μετά τής έκάστης περιοχής σύν τούτοις ή Γερμανίκεια καί τά υπό ταύτην 
πολίχνια' τό Μαϋρον Όρος καί πάντα τά νπ’ έκεϊνο ταττόμενα κάστρα καί ή ύποκειμένη 
τούτοι σνμπασα πεδιάς ανευ δηλονότι τής τών Τονπενίων διακρατήσεως Δέοντος τε καί 
Θεοδώρον τών ’Αρμενίων γεγονότων άνθρώπων τον κράτους υμών. 19 Μετά τών 
άναγεγραμμένων τό στρατηγάτον Παγράς, τό στρατηγάτον τά Παλατζά, τό θέμα τοϋ 
Ζοϋμε καί τά υπό ταϋτα πάντα κάστρα τε καί πολίχνια καί ή έκάστω προσήκουσα χώρα' 
ταντα γάρ πάντα κάκεϊ περιέχεται έν τώ χρνσοβούλλφ λόγω τής βασιλείας υμών ώς 
δεδωρημένα μοι παρά τοϋ θείου κράτους μέχρι πέρατος τής έμής βιοτής, ώς όφειλόντων 
μετά τήν ένθένδε μου μετάστασιν εις τήν βασιλείαν έπανακάμπτειν τής νέας 1Ρώμης καί 
βασιλίδος τών πόλεων Κωνσταντινουπόλεως, έφ’ φ φνλάττειν πίστιν άκραιφνεστάτην 
<καί> εύνοιαν καθαράν δί υμών τών άεισεβεστάτων σεβαστών βασιλέων εις τήν βασιλείαν 
αυτής καί τοϋ θρόνον ταύτης καί τής βασιλικής ράβδον δοϋλον είναι καί λίζιον υποχείριον. 
20 Συμφωνώ δε καί όμνυμι τον έν τή έκκλησία ’Αντιόχειας πρεσβευόμενον Θεόν ώς ούκ έκ 
τοϋ ήμετέρου γένους πατριάρχης εσται ’Αντιόχειας, άλλ’ ον αν προβαλεϊται ή βασιλεία 
υμών έκ τών θρεμμάτων τνγχάνοντα τής κατά τήν Κωνσταντινούπολή μεγάλης έκκλησίας. 
Ό τοιοϋτος γάρ καί τοϋ θρόνου τοϋ κατά τήν Αντιόχειαν έπιβαίη καί πάντα πράξει
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άρχιερατικώς έν τεχειροτονίαις και ταϊς λοιπαΐς έκκλησιαστικαϊς υποθέσεσι κατά τα τού 
θρόνον τοϋδε προνόμια. 21 Ή σαν δε άρα καί ai άπό τής δουκικής άρχής τής κατά τήν 
πόλιν 'Αντίόχου άποτμηθεϊσαι μερίδες καί παρά τής βασιλείας υμών ώς έθελόντων ταύτας 
προσοικειώσασθαι καθ’ ολόκληρον ανταν τό τε θέμα τό Ποδανδόν καί προς τοντοις το 
στρατηγάτον τής Ταρσοϋ πόλεως καί η Άδανα πόλις καί ai τον Móipov έστίαι καί ή 
Άνάβαρζα καί, σννελόντα φάναι, ή χώρα πάσα τής Κιλικίας, όσην ό Κύδνος καί ό "Ερμων 
περιορίζουσιν, ώς δε καί ή στρατηγϊς Λαοδίκεια τής Συρίας καί αυτό δηπουθεν τό 
στρατηγάτον Γαβάλων, δ καί Ζέβελ ύποβαρβαρίζοντες λέγομεν, τά τε στρατηγάτα 
Βαλανέως καί Μαρακέως καί ή Άντάραδος μετά τής Άνταρτοϋς στρατηγίδες γάρ καί 
άμφότερα. Ταϋτα εισίν απερ άποκόιρασα ή βασιλεία ύμιν τής όλης δουκικής αρχής 
Αντιόχειας τφ κύκλω τον κράτους προσένειμεν έκεϊθεν άφελομένη. 22 Καί στέργω καί τοϊς 
τε δεδομένοις καί τοϊς άφηρημένοις ώσαύτως. Καί άνθέξομαι μεν των δικαίων καί 
προνομίων ών παρέλαβον άφ’ ημών, ούκ άντιποιησαίμην δε ών ον παρέλαβον. Ούδ’ αν 
νπερβαίην τούς όρους, άλλ’ έμμενώ τοϊς δεδωρημένοις κρατών αυτά καί καρπούμενος, 
μέχρις αν τφ βίω περιώ, καθα προδεδήλωται. Μετά δε τήν έμήν τελευτήν, ώς καί τούτο 
προγέγραπται, άναδραμοϋνται προς τάς οικείας άρχάς καί όθεν εις έμήν εξουσίαν 
έδόθησαν έπισκήψω γάρ τοϊς εμοϊς έπιτρόποις καί άνθρώποις κατά τήν τελευταίαν μου 
βονλησιν άποδώσειν τας χώρας άπάσας τάς ειρημένας τφ σκήπτρα) τής των 'Ρωμαίων 
άρχής μηδέν περί τήν άπόδοσιν περιεργαζομένοις ή εις άμφισβήτησιν τινα διαπίπτουσι. 23 
Καί όμνυμι καί τούτο καί τήν συμφωνίαν ταυτήν κατεμπεδώ, ώς άννπερθέτως τε καί 
άναμφιβόλως τό προσταττόμενον πράξονσι. Πλήνκαί τούτο προσκείσθω ταϊς συμφωνίαις, 
ώς, επειδή υπέρ τών άφηρημένων παρά τού κράτους υμών έκ τής Άντιοχικής άρχής καί τού 
δουκάτου τής πόλεως εγώ τε κατελιπάρησα τον ύμέτερον θρόνον ποιήσασθαι άντισήκωσιν 
καί οι περεγρϊνοι προσκατελιπάρησαν τήν νμετέραν βασιλείαν, καί κατένενσε τό κράτος 
υμών άντισηκώσαίμοι θέματα καί χώρας τινας καί πόλεις κατά τήν άνατολήν διακειμένας. 
24 Δει καί τούτων ένταυθοϊ μνημονεϋσαι κατ’ όνομα, iva μήτε ή βασιλεία υμών άμφιβάλλοι 
κατά τι καί έγώ έχω περί ών αν έπιζητοίην. Ήσαν δε ταϋτα' τό τε θέμα τής κασιώτιδος 
πάσης χώρας, ής μητρόπολίς έστιν ή Βέρροια, δ κατά τήν τών βαρβάρων φωνήν Χάλεπ 
λέγεται, τό θέμα τής Λαπάρας καί τά υπό ταύτην πάντα πολίχνια, τουτέστι τά Πλαστά, τό 
τού Χωνείου κάστρον, τά Τωμάινα, τό κάστρον Άραμισός, τό τού Άμηρά πολίχνιον, τό 
κάστρον τού Σαρβάνου, τό τού Τελχαμιρών φρούριον, συν οϊς καί τά τρία Τίλια, τό τε 
Σθλαβοτίλιν καί τάλλα δύο, τό φρούριον τό Σγένιν, τό κάστρον τό Καλτζιέριν καί δή καί 
ταντϊ τά πολίχνια, τό τε Κομμερμοέρι καί τό Καθισμάτιν λεγόμενον καί τό Σαρσάπιν καί 
τήν Νέκραν τό πολισμάτιον. Ταϋτα μεν τά έπιτάδε Συρίας κείμενα' τά δε άπό τής μέσης 
τών ποταμών θέματα, τά άγχοϋ που κείμενα τής πόλεως Έδέσης, τό τε θέμα τών Λιμνίων 
καί τό θέμα τού Άετοϋ μετά πάσης τής έκάστου τούτων περιοχής. 25 Μηδέ ταϋτα 
άμνημόνευτα κείσθω τά περί τής Έδέσης μηδέ τά παρά τοϋ θεοφρουρήτου κράτους υμών 
τετυπωμένα μοι έτήσια τάλαντα, λέγω δή τάς διακοσίας λίτρας τής Μιχαηλάτον χαραγής. 
Προσδεδώρηται γάρ μοι διά τοϋ ευσεβούς χρυσοβούλλου λόγου τής βασιλείας υμών καί τό 
δουκάτον έξ ολοκλήρου μετά τών in’ αυτό άπάντων φρουρίων τε καί χωρών, ούκ εις έμδν 
πρόσωπον μόνον περιισταμένης τής δουκικής ταύτης αρχής άλλα γάρ έφεϊται μοι 
παραπέμπειν αυτήν διά τον ευσεβούς χρυσοβούλλου λόγον εις δν αν αυτός έθέλοιμι, 
μέλλοντος δηλονότι κάκείνον νποκύπτειν τοϊς τής βασιλείας υμών προστάγμασι καί 
θελήμασι καθαπερεί άνθρώπον λιζίου τυγχάνοντας τον αυτού κράτους καί τής αυτής 
βασιλείας καί τά αυτά βονλομένον καί σνμφωνονντος, απερ κάγώ, προς υμάς. 26 Αλλά
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καί τό άπό τοϋδε, έπειδή καθάπαξ έγενόμην νμέτερος άνθρωπος καί τον κύκλον τοϋ 
κράτους υμών, οφείλω λαμβάνειν κατ’ ετμαίαν δόσιν άπό τών βασιλικών θτισανρών 
τάλαντα διακόσια τοϋ προβεβασιλενκότος κνροϋ Μιχαήλ ποιότητά τε καί χαραγήν 
άποφέροντα διά τίνος άποστολέως ήμετερον Σνριάθεν πεμπομένον μετά καί γραμμάτων 
έμών προς υμάς εις την βασιλίδα πόλιν, έφ’ ω ταϋτα λαβεΐν εις ήμετερον πρόσωπον. 27 Καί 
υμείς μεν, οι αείσεβαστοι βασιλείς καί σεβαστοί γε καί ανγονστοι τής τών 'Ρωμαίων 
ηγεμονίας, στέρ'ξετε δήπονθεν τα έν τώ χρνσοβούλλω λόγω τής ευσεβούς υμών βασιλείας 
εγγεγραμμένα καί τα υπεσχημένα διατηρήσετε. Έγώ δε διά τοϋδε τον όρκον τα παρ’ έμοϋ 
προς υμάς σνμπεφωνημένα κατεμπεδΰϊ όμννμι γαρ εις τα πάθη τοϋ άπαθοϋς καί Σωτήρος 
Χριστού καί εις τον άήττητον έκείνον σταυρόν, δν υπέρ τής τών απάντων σωτηρίας 
νπέμεινε, καί εις τά προκείμενα παναγεστατα ευαγγέλια, a την οικουμένην άπασαν 
έσαγήνενσε ταϋτα γαρ κρατών έπόμνυμι καί τον πολύτιμον σταυρόν τοϋ Χριστού 
σνμπαραλαμβάνων τώ νώ καί τον άκάνθινον στέφανον καί τους ήλους καί την λόγχην 
έκείνην την διατρήσασαν την δεσποτικήν καί ζωοποιόν πλευράν προς σέ, τον κράτιστον 
καί άγιον ημών βασιλέα κϋριν Αλέξιον τον Κομνηνόν καί τον συμβασιλεύοντά σοι 
τριπόθητον υιόν κϋριν Ίωάννην τον πορφυρογέννητον, ως πάντα τά σνμπεφωνημένα καί 
είρημένα άπό τοϋ στόματός μου φυλάξω καί άπαράβατα διατηρήσω μέχρι παντός, καί τα 
υπέρ τοϋ κράτους υμών καί νϋν φρονώ και είσέτι φρονήσω, μηδ' άχρι ψιλής έπινοίας 
κακοήθες ή δολερόν προς ύμάς ένδειξόμενος, άλλ’ έμμενώ τοΐς νΧ εμού συμπεφωνημένοις 
καί καθ’ οίονδήτινα τρόπον ούτε ψευδορκήσω προς ύμάς ούτε εις άθέτησιν τών υπεσχημένων 
χωρήσω ούτε παράσπονδόν τι επινοήσομαι ούτε αυτός έγώ ούτε οί συν έμοί πάντες καί 
όπόσοι τής έμής έξουσίας είσϊ καί τόν χορόν τών έμών στρατιωτών άπαρτίζουσιν. Άλλα 
καί υπέρ τών σών έχθρών θωρακιούμεθα καί άροϋμεν όπλα καί δόρατα καί τοΐς σοΐς 
φίλοις έμβαλοϋμεν τας δεξιάς, καί πάντα τα πρός ώφέλειαν καί τιμήν τής τών 1Ρωμαίων 
άρχής καί έπινοήσω καί καταπράξομαι. Ούτως όναίμην τής τοϋ Θεοϋ βοήθειας, οϋτω τοϋ 
σταυροϋ καί τών θείων ευαγγελίων.

28 Ταϋτα έγράφη τε καί οί όρκοι συνετελέσθησαν παρουσία τών υπογεγραμμένων 
μαρτύρων κατά μήνα Σεπτέμβριον δευτέρας έπινεμήσεως έτους ήδη διαρρυϊσκομένου ςχιζ 
[6617= 1108],

Οίμέντοιπαρουσιάσαντες μάρτυρες καί ύπογεγραφότες, ώνέναντίον ταϋτα τετέλεστο, 
είσϊν ούτοε οί θεοφιλέστατοι επίσκοποι, ο τε Άμάλφης Μαύρος καί ό τοϋ Τερεντοϋ 
Ί’ενάρδος, καί οί συν αύτφ κληρικοί ό ευλαβέστατος καθηγούμενος τής έν Αογγιβαρδία 
σεβάσμιας μονής τοϋ άγιου Άνδρέον τής έν τή νήσω τοϋ Βρεντησίου καί τινες αυτόν δύο 
μοναχοί οί άρχοντες τών περεγρίνων, ών τά μέν σίγνα αυτοί διεχάραξαν οίκειοχείρως, 
τα δέ τούτων ονόματα διά χειρός τοϋ θεοφιλεστάτου έπισκόπου Άμάλφης τοΐς σίγνοις 
προσπαρεγράφησαν, ος καί πρέσβις παρά τοϋ πάπα πρός τόν αύτοκράτορα έληλύθεε 
οί άπό τής βασιλείου αυλής, ό σεβαστός Μαρίνος, Τογέρης ό τοϋ Τακουπέρτου, Πέτρος 
Άλίφας, Γελίελμος ό Γανζή, 'Ριτζάρδος ό Πριντξίτας, Ίοσφρέ Μαλής, Ούμπέρτος ό υιός τοϋ 
Γραούλ, Παύλος ό 'Ρωμαίος οί έκ τών Δακών ήκοντες άποκρισιάριοι παρά τοϋ κράλη καί 
συμπενθέρου τής βασιλείας, ζουπάνος ό Περής καί Σίμων, καί οί άποκρισιάριοι Ύισκάρδον 
Σινισκάρδου, Βασίλειος νωβελίσσιμος ό ευνούχος καί Κωνσταντίνος νοτάριος.

Τόν μεν ούν έγγραφον όρκον τοΰτον ό αύτοκράτωρ παρά τοΰ Βαϊμούντου έλαβεν, 
άντιδεδωκε δέ πρός αυτόν τόν είρημένον άνωθεν χρυσόβουλλον λόγον ένσεσημασμένον 
δία κινναβάρεως, ώς έθος, δια βασιλικής δεξιάς.
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POLITICAL AND ECCLESIASTICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS
IN EAST AND WEST

Papal involvement in imperial affairs first becomes apparent when the problem of 
heresy arises.1 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.2 The territorial 
limitation of the Church of Rome’s extensive jurisdiction and thestrengtheningof 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, 19592,1, 1, 198-200; I. Karayannopoulos, 'Ιστορία 
Βυζαντινού Κράτους, vol. I, Thessalonica 1987 (repr.), 185. See also Μ. 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.
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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.3

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)4 
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.5 
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.6 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).7 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,8 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 Viysidou, ‘Byzantine diplomacy and the papacy 
(800-1054)’, pp. 123-144.
4 J. 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 lohannis Episcopi 
Constantinopolit.’, Epistolae Imperatorum Pontificum aliorum ind. ab a. CCCLXV1I usque ad a. DLIIIdatae Avellana 
quae dicitur Collectio, ed. O. Guenther, Prague, Vienna and Leipzig 1895, voi. I, no. 38, pp. 85-8.
6 P. Bernardakis, ‘Les appels au Pape dans l’Église grecque jusqu’à Photius’, Echos d’Orient 6 (1903), 30-42, 118-25 
and 249-57.
7 B. Baldwin, A. Kazhdan and Nancy Patterson Sevcenko, ‘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, 'Ιστορία Βυζαντινού Κράτους, vol. I, 13F G. Dagron, Naissance d’une capitale. Constantinople 
et ses institutions de 330 à 451, Paris 19842, 475 [= Ή γέννηση μιας πρωτεύουσας. Ή Κωνσταντινούπολη καί οι θε
σμοί της, transi, 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).9 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 
I (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 J. 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.10 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 II (408-50) at Ephesus (431).11 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.’12 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: Tit μέν ουν προς tω τής άρχομένης πολεμίων 
άπήλλακτο και συν κόσμω πολλφ τα τήδε ίθύνετο παρά των πάντων δόξαν ην γαρ ετι νέος ό κρατών. Τα δε προς 
δύσιν έν άταξίαις rjv πολλών άπανιαταμέων τυράννων On Sozomen’s tendency to present the East as the more 
important part of the empire see A. Karpozilos, Βυζαντινοί Ιστορικοί καί Χρονογράφοι (4ος-7ος αί·), vol. I, 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. B idez 
and L Parmentier, London 1898, repr. Amsterdam 1964,1, 3, 8.7-18; Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig 
1883, voi. I, 89.5-8.
12 Hie propter nomen Romanum suscipiens legationem ambulavit ad regem Unnorum, nomine Atthela et liberavit 
totam Italiam a periculo hostium: ‘Life of Leo’, Le Liber Pontificalis: Texte, introduction et commentaire, ed. L Duchesne, 
Bibliothèque des Écoles françaises d’Athènes et de Rome, vol. I, Paris 19552, 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 ciuctoritas (au
thority), in comparison to the imperial potestas (power).13 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.14 A partisan of Alexandrian patriarchate, called Eutyches, 
archimandrite of a Constantinopolitan monastery, under the protection of Chrysaphius, the 
primicerius cubiculariomm, 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’15 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).16

This turn of events was bound to displease Pope Leo,17 who requested a new council in 
Italy to review the Council of Ephesus, now termed the latrocinium, or ‘Robber Council’.18

13 F. Dvornik, ‘Pope Gelasius and Emperor Anastasius Γ, 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, Ιουστινιανός, Πέτρος Σαββάτιος. Κοινωνία, Πολιτική και 
Ιδεολογία τον 6ο μ.Χ. αιώνα, Thessalonica 2005, 87-96.
14 Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle Ages, 9-12.
15 βία στρατιωτών καί ξιφών. Theophanes, Chronographia 101.1-2.

16 Chr. Papadopoulos, Ιστορία τής Εκκλησίας Αλεξάνδρειάς (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’, Θεολογία 65 (1994), 479-93.

18 Pope Leo’s protests addressed to Theodosius through the western Emperor Valentin ian are described by Theophanes, 
Chronographia 10. 5-8.
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The pope, moreover, persuaded the Western emperor, Valentinian III (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 451.19 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.20

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.21 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’,22 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.23

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.24

19 Aikaterini Christophilopoulou, Βυζαντινή Ιστορία, I: 324-610, Thessalonica 19922, 2 1 2-14. On the Council of 
Chalcedon see G. E. M. De Ste. Croix, Η Σύνοδος της Χαλκηδόνος 451 μ.Χ. Ο Χριστιανισμός και η Ρώμη. Διωγμοί, 
Αιρέσεις καιΉθη, ed. D. Kyrtatas, Athens 2005, 319-65.
20 Papadopoulos, Ιστορία τής Εκκλησίας Αλεξάνδρειάς, 425-38.
21 Christine Angel idi, Pulcheria: La castità al potere ( c. 399-455), Milan 1996, 117-19.
22 Μαρκιανός καί Πουλχερία έγραψαν Λεοντι τφ Πάπρ 'Ρώμης, πάσαν αντφ αυθεντίαν παρέχοντες (Έκλογα'ι 
άπο τής ’Εκκλησιαστικής 'Ιστορίας Θεοδώρου ’Αναγνώστου: Theodoros Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte, ed. G. Chr. 
Hansen, Berlin 1995, 100,23-24).

23 E. Chrysos, Ή διάταξις των συνεδριών τής èv Χαλκηδόνι Οικουμενικής Συνόδου, Κληρονομιά 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 Ένωτικόν. 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 monophvsites, 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 Ένωτιχόν Zeno sought to prevent negotiations between Rome and the eastern 
patriarchates, provoking papal anger. The text of the Ένωτιχόν, 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.25 In essence, the Ένωτιχόν 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 III (483-92) sought the revocation of the 
Ένωτιχόν.26 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 Ένωτιχόν 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 ill (483-92) sought 
the revocation of the Ένωτιχόν. 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. II, 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 1 and the revoking of the Ένωτικόν. 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.27

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.28 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 Ένωτικόν 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.29 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.30 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.31

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.32 The revolt of 
Vitalian (count of the foederuti of Lower Moesia), which had ‘orthodoxy’ as its watchword,

21 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. II, 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, Ιστορία Βυζαντινόν Κράτους, vol. I, 356.

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

32 L Magi, La Sede Romana nella corrispondenza degli imperatori e patriarchi bizantini ( VI- VII see.), 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.33 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.34

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.35 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. II, 182-5.
34 Βιταλιανός ό Θράξ πρόφασίν τiva λαβών, ότι δια τούς έξορισθέντας έπισκόπους...: Malalas, Chronographia, 
ισΤ, 16, ed. I. Thurn, Berlin 2000 (CFHB 35), 329 ; cf. Περί επιβουλών κατά βασιλέων γεγοννιών Β. Έκ τής Ιστορίας 
Ίωάννον Άντιοχέως (On conspiracies against the emperors B. From the History of John of Antioch): Excerpta historica 
iussu Imp. Constantini Porhyrogeniti, voi. Ill 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, Ιουστινιανός, 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).36 
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.37 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.38 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, Ελληνικά Γράμματα καί Λατινικός Μεσαίωνας. Από τον Ιερώνυμο στον Νικόλαο Κουσανό, transi, 
by D. Ζ. 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.39 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,40 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.41 
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.42 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.43

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.44 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.45 According

39 Theophanes, Chronographia, 165,3-23.
40 Karayannopoulos, 'Ιστορία Βυζαντινόν Κράτους, vol. I, 379; T. Loimghis, Ή Βυζαντινή Κυριαρχία στην ’Ιταλία. 
’Από το Θάνατο τον Μ. Θεοδοσίου ώς την Άλωση τον Μπάρι, 395-1071 μ.Χ., Athens 1989, 76-80.
41 N. E. Karapidakis, Ιστορία της Μεσαιωνικής Δύσης (5ος-1 Ιος αι.), 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, Ιουστινιανός, 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 römische 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 ( I, 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, 'Ιστορία Βυζαντινόν Κράτους, vol. I, 394-5; Lounghis, 
’Ιταλία, 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.46 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 I. 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.47

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.48 
Nor did he wish to deal with intransigent popes such as Silverius, which would have meant a 
return to the age of Justin I. 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, Ιστορία Βυζαντινού Κράτους, 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, Ιστορία Βυζαντινού Κράτους vol. 
I, 497-9. For the social origins and similarity of views of Silverius and Belisarius see Lounghis, Ιουστινιανός, 230-23.
48 Βασιλεύς τής εσπερίας, 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.49 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.50 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.51 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.52

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 1963,1, 13-14, 27-8. Procopius’ disapproval of the humilia
tion of the pope and his subsequent deposition is mirrored by the Liber Pontificalis I, 292-3 (‘Life of Silverius’): Berschin, 
Ελληνικά Γράμματα καί Λατινικός Μεσαίωνας, 145.
50 Ε. Chrysos, Ή έκκλησιαστικη πολίτικη τον ’Ιουστινιανού κατά την εριν περί τα Τρία Κεφάλαια καί την Ε' 
Οικουμενικήν Σύνοδον [Άνάλεκτa Βλατάδων 3], Thessalonica 1969, 25 ff.; J. 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, 
Ιουστινιανός, 291-3.
52 Justinian’s successive manoeuvres are described in detail by Karayannopoulos, ’Ιστορία Βυζαντινού Κράτους 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.53

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.54 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.55 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.56

53 Karayannopoulos, 'Ιστορία Βυζαντινού Κράτους, 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, Ιουστινιανός, 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, 50C-55D; see also Appendix, nos 6 and 7(a).

99



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

Justinian then sent a detachment to arrest the pope but the commander of the praetorian 
guard, Dipundiaristos, returned without having fulfilled his mission.57 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 a 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.58 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 I. 
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, of, 111; ed. Thurn, 412-13.
58 Lounghis, ’Ιταλία, 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.59 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 I.60 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.61

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).62 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 Sören 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 l’empire byzantine du Vile siècle, l’exemple de l’exarchat et de la Pentapole 
d’Italie, Rome 1969, 249-50.
62 J. L Van D ieten, ‘Geschichte der Patriarchen von Sergios I. bis Johannes VI. (610-715), Geschichte der griechischen 
Patriarchen von Konstantinopel IV, Enzyklopädie der Byzantinistik 24, Amsterdam 1972, 33.
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At any rate, the remaining Arians, such as the Visigoths in Spain63 and the Lombards who 
were to invade Italy in 568,64 were converted by the papacy alone without the help of the 
eastern emperor.65

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.66 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 situation 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, ’Ιταλία, 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.67 The doctrine of monothelitism68 69 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,611 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.70

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.71 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 άνανεωσις (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 III (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, Θρησκευτικές πεποιθήσεις και γλωσσική διατύπωση τον 7° αιώνα, in: Οι σκοτεινοί αιώνες του 
Βυζαντίου, ed. Eleonora Kountoura-Galaki, Athens 2001, 73-87.
69 Maria Leontsini, Από τη βασιλική δορυφορία στην τελετουργική συνοδεία: η ανάδειξη των σκριβώνων από τη 
Σύγκλητο, Σύμμεικτα 15 (2002), 53-65. On the activities of ambassadors in general see J. Shepard, ‘Messages, ordres et 
ambassades: Diplomatie centrale et frontalière à Byzance (IXe-XIc siècles)’, in Voyages et voyageurs à Byzance et en Oc
cident du VT au XT siècle (Bibliothèque de la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres de l’Université de Liège, 278), ed. J.-M. 
Sansterre and J.-L. Küpper, 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, Κωνσταντίνος A (668-685). Ο τελευταίος πρωτοβυζαντινός αυτοκράτορας, 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.72 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.73

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 Lxontius, 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.74 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, Ή Πενθέκτη Οικουμενική Σύνοδος καί το νομοθετικό της έργο, Athens 1992.
73 T. K. Lounghis, Δοκίμιο για την κοινωνική εξέλιξη στη διάρκεια των λεγομένων «Σκοτεινών Αιώνων» (602- 
867), Athens 1985, 24-5.
74 Lounghis, ’Ιταλία, 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’.75

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 iconographie programmes confirm76 - 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.77 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 II addressed to the popes78 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,79 not only strengthened the role of the central government in the East, but put

75 έπϊ τα δυτικά μέρη εωςΡώμιις, 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 
siècle’, Mesogeios 13-14 (2001) (Hommage à J. Irmscher), 109-22.

78 F. Dölger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des oströmischen Reiches, I 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, Θέμα Ανατολικών, in: Η Μικρά Ασία των Θεμάτων, Athens 1998, 69-89.

105



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

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,80 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 Cibyrraeots as its commander.’81 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 conciliomm oecumeniconim, Series secunda, volumen secundum, Concilium Universale Constantinopolita- 
num tertium, Partes 1-3, ed. R. Riedinger, Berlin 1990-1993, voi. 2, 2, 2, 886. See also Appendix, no. 11.
81 ό δε βασιλεύς έμαι'νετο κατά τον Πάπα καί τής άποστάσεως 'Ρώμης καί Ιταλίας, καί έξοπλίσας στόλον μεγαν 
άπέστειλε κατ’ αυτών Μάνην, τον στρατηγόν τών Κιβυραιωτών, κεφαλήν ποιήσας εις αύτούς :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.82 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.83 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.84 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.85 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.86 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, ’Ιταλία, 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 III (717-867), Washington 19932, 87-91; Cécile Morrison and J. N. 
Barrandon, ‘La trouvaille de monnaies d’argent byzantines de Rome (VIIe-VIIIe siècles): analyses et chronologie’, Revue 
numismatique 30(1988), 149-65.

84 N. Oikonomidès, ‘Les premières mentions des thèmes dans la Chronique de Théophane', Zbornik Radeva 
Vizantoloskog Instituta 16 (1975), 1-8; M. Nichanian and V. Prigent, ‘Les stratèges de Sicile. De la naissance du thème 
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, Η ιδεολογία της Βυζανηνής Ιστοριογραφίας, 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.87 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.88 Although the political rivalry 
in the East meant defeat for the iconophiles, the Lombards under Liutprand’s successor Ais- 
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.89 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.90 
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 
century91- 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 Châlons-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.92

87 Theophanes, Chronographia 427.29-428.12.
88 Marie-France Auzépy (introduction, édition et traduction), La vie d’Étienne le jeune par Etienne le Diacre, Alders
hot 1996, 125-6.
89 Lounghis, 'Ιταλία, 147-9. See also Appendix, no. 12(b).

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

91 For the interest of the popes in theological texts see P. Leraerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin. Notes et remarques 
sur enseignement et culture à Byzance des origines au Xe siècle, Paris 1971, 17-21 [greek transi, by Maria Nystazopou- 
lou-Pelekidou, Ό πρώτος βυζαντινός Ουρανισμός, Athens 1985, 21-26; english trans, by Fielen 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,93 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.94

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.95 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, Ιστορία Βυζαντινόν Κράτους, vol. II, 151.

95 Epistolae Merovingici et Karolini Aevi. Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Epistolarum tomus III, 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.96 97

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

□

Letter of Pope Julius to the Eusebians at Antioch

Athanasius of Alexandria, Defence against the Arians, PG 25, 308AB:

Τονένάγίοιςπατρός ημών ’Αθανασίου ’Αρχιεπισκόπου ’Αλεξανδρείας ’Απολογητικός 
κατά Αρειανών

’ΙούλιοςΔανίω καί Φλακίλλω, Νάρκισσοι, Ενσεβίω, Μάρι, Μακεδονίω Θεοδώρω καί τοϊς 
συν αύτοίς τοϊς άπ'ο ’Αντιόχειας γράψασιν ήμϊν, άγαπψοϊς άδελφοϊς, ένΚνρίω χαίρειν.

Δια τί δε περί τής Άλεξανδρέων Εκκλησίας μάλιστα ούκ έγράφετο ήμ'ιν; ’Ή 
αγνοείτε, ότι τούτο έθος ήν, πρότερον γράφεσθαι ήμϊν καί ούτως ένθεν όρίζεσθαι τα 

δίκαια; Εϊ μεν ονν τι τοιοϋτον ήν ύποπτευθεν εις τον έπίσκοπον τον εκεί, εδει προς 
την ενταύθα Εκκλησίαν γραφήναν νϋν δε οί ήμας μη πληροφορήσαντες, πράξαντες δε 
αυτοί ώς ήθέλησαν, λοιπόν καί ήμας ον καταγνόντας βούλονται σνμψήφονς είναι. Ονχ 
ούτως αί Παύλον διατάξεις, ονχ ούτως οί πατέρες παραδεδώκασιν άλλος τύπος έστίν 
οντος, καί καινόν το έπιτήδενμα. Παρακαλώ μετά προθυμίας ένέγκατε ύπερ τού κοινού 
συμφέροντος έστιν a γράφω' ά γαρ παρειλήφαμεν παρά τού μακαρίου Πέτρον τού 
άποστόλου, ταϋτα καί ύμϊν δηλώ' καί ούκ αν έγραφα, φανερά ηγούμενος είναι ταϋτα 
παρά πάσιν, εί μή τά γενόμενα ήμας έτάραξεν (...).

Pope Leo I goes to meet Attila

Jordanes, Getica 42, 219-24 = Priscus, ed. R.C. Blockley, The Fragmentary Classicising Historians of the 

Later Roman Empire, Eunapius, Olympiodorus, Priscus and Malchus, Liverpool 1983, vol. II, pp. 310-12:

Cumque (Attila) ad Romani 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 régis 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. Nani Leo papa per se ad eum accedens in agro Venetum Ambuleio, ubi 
Mincius amnis commeantium frequentatione transitin'. Qui mox deposuit exercitatu furore 
et rediens, quo venerai, iter ultra Danubium promissa pace discessit (...)
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Pope Simplicius writes to Zeno

Evagrius, The Ecclesiastical History, III, 15 (ed. J. Bidez and L. Parmentier, London 1898 [repr. Amsterdam 

1964]), 114, 8-17:

Ό δε γε Ιωάννης ον πρότερον έμνήσθημεν, την Αλεξάνδρου πεφευγως την 

άρχαιοτέραν καταλαμβάνει Ρώμην, καί διετάραττε φάσκων ύπερ των Λεοντος 

δογμάτων κα'ι τής έν Καλχηδόνι συνόδου τοϋ οικείου έκπεπτωκέναι θρόνον, έτερον δε 

άντεισελθειν αντίπαλον τούτοις καθεστώτα. Προς τοϋτο ταραχθέντος Σιμπλικίου τοϋ 

τής πρεσβυτέρας 'Ρώμης έπισκόπον καί προς βασιλέα Ζήνωνα γράχραντος, αντιγράφει 

ό Ζήνων έπιορκίρ τφ Ιωάννη έγκαλών, καί ώς τούτου χάριν τής επισκοπής ον δι ’ 

ετερον άπηλάθη.

a

Pope Felix writes to the emperor and Acacius

Theodore Anagnostes of Constantinople, selections from The Ecclesiastical History III, 431, ed. G. Chr. 

Hansen, Theodores Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte, Berlin 1995, p. 119, 10-28:

Οι τής βασιλίδος καί τής εω δεήσεις έ'πεμψαν Φίλικι {καί} τφ μετά Σιμπλίκιον 

έπισκόπφ Ρώμης, διδάσκοντες τα γενόμενα καί ότι Ακάκιός έστιν ό ταϋτα μάλιστα 

δρών. Έν τοσοϋτο δε καί Ιωάννης ό Ταβεννησιώτης την Ρώμην κατέλαβεν καί πάντα 

άπήγγειλε. Φίλιξ δε συνέδρων ποιήσας έν τφ άποστολικφ τοϋ κορυφαίου ναφ, δύο 

έπισκόπονς καί εκδικον έπεμψεν εις Κωνσταντινούπολή, γράήιας Άλεξανδρεϋσι καί 

τοις (τής) εω ορθών δογμάτων άντέχεσθαν βασιλεΐ δε καί Άκακίω εγραχμεν εκβαλειν 

τον Μογγόν ώς αιρετικόν έγραχρε δε καί τα έν Αφρική γενόμενα φοβερά παρά των 

Άρειανών κατά των ορθοδόξων έν έκείνω τφ καιρφ διορθώσασθαι. έντεταγμέναι δε είσι 

καί ή προς Ζήνωνα καί προς Ακάκιον έπιστολαί.

Προμαθόντες ό βασιλεύς κα'ι ό Ακάκιος τών άπό Ρώμης σταλέντων την αφιξιν, 

έν Άβύδω τούτους κρατηθήναι παρασκευάσαντες, όσους ειχον χάρτας άφείλοντο και 

ούτως εις Κωνσταντινούπολή ήγαγον.

Οι πεμφθέντες άπό τής Ρώμης, Ζήνωνος μεν αύτοϊς μεθ’ ύποκρίσεως άπειλήσαντος, 

Ακακίου δε χρήμασι πείσαντος, παρά τα ένταλθέντα αύτοϊς έκοινώνησαν Ακακίφ 

καίπερ τών τής πίστεως ζηλωτών τρεις διαμαρτυρίας δεδωκότων αύτοϊς ών την μίαν 

άγκιστρο) περιθέντες καί σχοινίω ένός αυτών δημοσία έξήρτησαν, την δε δευτέρανβίβλω 

ένέβαλον, την δε τρίτην κοφίνω λαχάνων ένέθηκαν.
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a
(a) Life of Gelasius (492-6)
Le Liber Pontificalis: Texte, introduction et commentaire, L. Duchesne, Bibliothèque des Écoles françaises 

d’Athènes et de Rome, vol. I, Paris 19552, 255:

...Huius temporibus herum venit relatio de Grecias eo quod multa mala et homicidia 
fièrent 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 edam et sedem secundam praebuit. Ipsis temporibus fecit synodum et misit 
per tractum Orientis et herum 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. I, 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 régis 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 egerunt. Idem secundo misit Ennodium ipsum et Peregrinum, episcopum Mesenense, 
portantes epistulas confortatorias fidei et contestationes sécrétas numero XVIIII 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 
Iustinum Augustum ut legatio acceptabilis esset in conspectu eius.

(d) Life of Agapitus (535-6)

Liber Pontificalis, vol. I, 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, ha 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 Iustinianus: «Aut consentis nobis aut exilio te deportari faciam». 
Tune beatissimus Agapitus papa respondit cum gaudio, dicens ad imperatorem: «Ego quidem 
peccatorad Justinianum imperatorem christianissimum venire desideravi; nunc autem Diocle- 
tianum inveni; quod tarnen minas tuas non pertimesco.» Et dixit ei iterum Agapitus venerabilis 
papa: «Tarnen ut scias te idoneum non esse religioni christianae, episcopus tuus confiteatur 
duas naturas in Christo.» Tunc ex praecepto Augusti adeersito 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 conviât 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.

Pope Vigilius in Constantinople

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

Τούτφ τφ ετει παρελήφθηήΡώμη υπάτων Γότθων. Καί ό Πάπας Βιγίλιος παρεγένετο 
εν Κωνσταντινουπόλει, καί δεχθείς υπό τον βασιλέως μετά μεγάλης τιμής ύπισχνεΐτο 
ποιεΐν έ'νωσιν τής καθολικής έκκλησίας καί άναθεματίζειν τα τρία κεφάλαια, τοσοϋτον 
τιμηθείς υπό τού βασιλέως, ώς έπαρθεντα άκοινωνησίαν τεσσάρων μηνών δούναι 
Μηνά, τφ Κωνσταντινουπόλεως έπισκόπω, εις έπιτίμιον. Καί Μηνάς δε αύτφ το αυτό 
έπιτίμιον δέδωκεν. άγανακτήσας δε ό βασιλεύς κατά Βιγιλίου διά το έπιτίμιον καί διά το 
ύπερτίθεσθαι πληρώσαι τά δό'ξαντα περί τήςένώσεως τώνέκκλησιΦνάπέστειλεσυλλαβεΐν 
αυτόν, ό δε φοβηθείς την οργήν τού βασιλέως τφ θυσιαστηρίω Σέργιου τού μάρτυρος 
μονής τών Όρμίσδου προσέφυγεν. κάκεΐθεν έλκόμενος κατέσχε τους βαστάζοντας το 
θυσιαστήριον κίονας καί τούτους κατέστρεψεν, βαρύς ών καί μέγας τφ σώματι. ό δε 
βασιλεύς μεταμεληθείς έδέξατο τον Πάπαν Βιγίλιον. Καί παρακληθείς Βιγίλιος υπό 
Θεοδώρας τής αύγούστης έδέξατο Μηνάν, τον πατριάρχην Κωνσταντινουπόλεως, τή 
κ(Τ τού Ιουνίου μηνάς τών άγιων αποστόλων.
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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 vestmm 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. I, 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. I, 337:

Ip sis diebus direxit imperator in Italiam Olimpium cubicularium et exarchum ad regen- 
dam omnem Italiam, praecipiens ei, dicens: «Oportetgloria tua ut sicut nobis suggessit Paulus 
Patriarcha huius a Deo consetvandae 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 habitatomm 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, taciturn 
habetote donee optinueritis provinciam et potueritis vobis exercitum adgregare, tarn Romane 
civitatis atque Ravennate, ut ea quae vobis praecepta sunt quantocius explere valeatis.»

Maximus the Confessor interrogated by the imperial secretaries

PG 90, 128AC:

Έξήγησις τής κινήσεως γενομένης μεταξύ τοϋ κνροϋ άββα Μαξίμου καί των συν 
αντφ καί των άρχόντων επί σεκρέτου
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Καί ε’ισάγονσι τον γέροντα, καί λέγει προς αυτόν κϋρις Τρώϊλος είπε άββά, βλέπε, 
είπε τήν άλήθειαν, και ελεεί σε ό δεσπότης έπε'ι εάν δια της νομίμου διηγήσεως έλθωμεν, 
καί εύρη καν εν των κατηγορηθέντων σου άληθές, ό νόμος φονεύει σε. (...) Καί λέγει αύτφ· 
ονκ άνεθεμάτισας τον τύπον; Άπεκρίθη; πολλάκις εϊπον ότι άνεθεμάτισα. Λέγει αύτφ 

τον τύπον άνεθεμάτισας; τον βασιλέα άνεθεμάτισας. Άπεκρίθη ό τοϋ Θεόν δούλος Έγώ 
βασιλέα ονκ άνεθεμάτισα, άλλα χάρτην άλλότριον τής ορθοδόξου καί έκκλησιαστικής 
πίστεως. Καί λέγει αύτφ πού άνεθεματίσθη; Ύπ'ο τής συνόδου Κώμης, άπεκρίθη, εις 
την έκκλησίαν τοϋ Σωτήρος, καί εις την Θεοτόκον. Τότε λέγει προς αυτόν ό έπαρχος 
κοινωνεϊς τή Έκκλησίρ των ώδε, ή ού κοινωνεϊς; Άπεκρίθη καί είπεν ού κοινωνώ. 
Λέγει αύτφ διά τί; Άπεκρίθη' ότι έξω έβαλε τας συνόδους. Καί ειπεν εάν έξω έβαλε τάς 
συνόδους πώς εις τά δίπτνχα άναφέρονται; Καί λέγει' καί τίς όνησις ονομάτων, των 
δογμάτων εκβεβλημένων; Καί δύνασαι, έφη, τούτο δειξαι; Καί ειπεν εάν λάβω άδειαν, 
καί κελεύετε, δειχθήναι έχω τούτο πάνν εύχερώς. Καί σιωπησάντων αύτών, λέγει αύτφ 
ό σακελλάριος διατί άγαπάς τούς ’Ρωμαίους καί τους Γραικούς μισείς. Άποκριθεϊς ό τοϋ 
Θεού δούλος είπε παραγγελίαν έχομεν τοϋ μη μισήσαί τινα. Αγαπώ τους Ρωμαίους, ώς 
όμοπίστους τούς δε Γραικούς, ώς όμογλώσσους (...).

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:

Συνοδική άναφορα τοις εύσεβεστάτοις δεσπόταις καί γαληνοτάτοις νικηταις 
καί τροπαιούχοις ποθητοΐς τέκνοις τού Θεού καί δεσπότου ημών Ιησού Χριστού 
Κωνσταντίνω μεγάλω βασιλεϊ Ήρακλείω καί Τιβερίω Αύγούστοις

Άγάθων έπίσκοπος δούλος τών δούλων τού Θεού σύν πάσαις ταϊς Συνόδοις ταΐς 
άνηκούσαις τή Σννόδω τοϋ Άποστολικοϋ Θρόνον

(,..)πρός τούτοις όπολογητέον έστίν ήμϊν τοΐς έλαχίστοις οΐκέταις προς την 
εύμένειαν τών γαληνοτάτων ημών δεσποτών χάριν τής βραδύτητος τών σταλέντων εκ 
τής ήμετέρας συνόδου προσώπων, ονς σταλήναι διά τής σεβάσμιας αύτής σάκρας ή 
ύμετέρα κορυφή παρεκελεύσατο, πρώτον μεν ούν, ότι άναρίθμητον πλήθος τών ήμετέρων 
μέχρι τών κλιμάτων τοϋ ώκεανοϋ έπεκτείνεται, ήστινος οδού τό μήκος εν πολλή καιρού 
παραδρομή διατείνει. Εϊτα ήλπίζομεν άπό Βρετανίας Θεόδωρον τον σννδονλον ημών καί 
συνεπίσκοπον τής μεγάλης νήσου Βρετανίας άρχιεπίσκοπον καί φιλόσοφον μετά άλλων 
έκεΐσε <μέχρι τοϋ παρόντος> διαγόντων καί έκεΐθεν τή ήμετέρα ένωθήναι μετριότητι 
καί διαφόρους ταύτης τής συνόδου έπισκόπους εν διαφόροις κλίμασι τυγχάνοντας, 
ϊνα έξ όλης τής κοινότητος τής δουλικής ημών συνόδου ή ήμετέρα άναφορα γενήσεται, 
μήπως, έάν μονομερώς τό πραττόμενον γνωσθήσεται, τό μέρος λάθη, καί μάλιστα επειδή 
εν μέσω τών εθνών τών τε Λαγγιβάρδων καί Σκλάβων, ού μήν άλλα καί Φράγγων,
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Γάλλων καί Γότθων καί Βρετανών πλεϊστοι έκ των συνδονλων ημών είναι γνωρίζονται, 
οϊτινες καί περί τούτον περιεργάζεσθαι ούκ άφίστανται, ΐνα γνώσονται τι εις το πράγμα 
τής άποστολικής πίστεως πράττεται, οϊτινες, όπόσον ώφελήσαι δύνανται, επάν εν τή 
συμφωνία τής πίστεως μεθ' ημών κρατούνται καί ήμϊν όμοφρονοϋσι, τοσοϋτον, όπερ 
άπέστω, εάν σκανδάλου τι ποτέ έν τώ κεφαλαία) τής πίστεως ύπομείνωσιν, εύρίσκονται 
εχθροί καί ενάντιοι (...)·

Life of Benedict II (684-5)

Liber Pontificalis, vol. I, 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 Iustiniani et Heraclii 
filiorum clementissimi principis, simili et jussionem per quam significai eosdem capillos 
direxisse.

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 
Chrìstianorum 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 Chrìstianorum fidei. Sed mox adduximus nostros patres san- 
ctissimos ac beatissimos patriarchas cum vestrae beatitudinis apocrisario et sanctissimum 
senatum verum edam 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 edam quosdam de Christo dilectis exercitibus, qui inuenti sunt 
tam ab a deo conservando imperiali obsequio quamque ab orientali Tracisianoque, similiter 
et ab Armeniaco, edam 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 Chartas in medio adduci et coram supra- 
dicds 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 sancdsque patribus, qui propriae linguae et manu fidem apud 
dominum nostrum Jesum Christum verumque deum existentem confirmasse dinoscuntur et 
confitentes earn docuissent. Nos speramus in clemendssimum 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. I, 415:

Fuit autem temporibus Leoni et Constantini imperatoribus, ea persecutione crossante 
quae per ipsos mota est ad depositionem et destructionem sacrarum imaginum domini nostri 
Jesu Christi et sanctae Dei genetricis, sanctorum apostolorum omniumquae sanctorum et 
confessorum. Pro quibus idem sanctissimus vir, ut ab hoc resipiscerent ac se removerent er
rore, commonitoria scripta vigore apostolicae sedis institutionis, quemammodum 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; tune quemadmodum praedecessores eius beate memoriae domni Gregorius 
et Gregorius atque domnus Zacharias beatissimi pontifices Carolo excellentissime memorie 
regi Francorum direxerunt, petentes sibi subveniri propter oppressions ac invasions 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 buie provinciae inherenti conscriptas.

(c) Life of Hadrian I (772-95)
Liber Pontificalis, vol. I, 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 IPs coronation of Pippin the Short

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

Th περί τοϋ μακαρίου Στεφάνου, τοϋ πάπα 'Ρώμης, όπως τε έφυγεν εν Φοαγγική καί 
έσώθϊΐ, λέ'ξων έρχομαι.

Ούτος ό αοίδιμος Στέφανος πολλά κακά ύπίστη υπό Άστούλφου, τοϋ ρηγός τών 
Λογγιβάρδων. προσφυγών δε τοΐς Φράγγοις έπί Πιπίνου προοίκου καί έξάρχου τής δι- 
οικήσεως τών όλων πραγμάτων καί τοϋ τών Φράγγων έθνους έθος γάρ ήν αύτοϊς τον 
κύριον αυτών, ήτοι τον ρήγα, κατά γένος άρχειν καί μηδέν πράττειν η διοικεΐν, πλ'ην 
άλόγως έσθίειν καί πίνειν, οίκοι τε διατρίβειν καί κατά Μάϊον μήνα πρώτη τοϋ μηνάς 
προκαθεζεσθαι έπί παντός τοϋ έθνους καί προσκυνεΐν αυτούς καί προσκυνεϊσθαι ύπ 
αυτών καί δωροφορεϊσθαι τα κατά συνήθειαν καί άντιδιδόναι αύτοϊς καί ούτως εως 
τοϋ άλλου Μαΐου καθ’ εαυτόν διάγειν. έχει δε τον λεγόμενον πρόοικον γνώμη έαντοϋ 
καί τοϋ έθνους διοικοϋντα πάντα τα πράγματα, έλέγοντο δε οί έκ τοϋ γένους έκείνον 
καταγόμενοι κριστάται, δ έρμηνεύεται τριχοραχάτατ τρίχας γάρ είχον κατά τής ράχης 

έκφυομένας, ώς χοίροι, ό γοϋν ειρημένος Στέφανος τή ώμότητι τοϋ Αϊστούλφου βιασθείς 
καί άβουλάχ, άμα δε καί έπιτραπείς παρ’ αύτοϋ άπελθεϊν εις Φραγγικήν και ποιήσαι δ
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αν δννηται, έλθών χειροτονεί τον Πίπινον άνδρα το τψικαϋτα λίαν ενδόκιμον, προ
ϊστάμενον άμα καί των πραγμάτων άπ'ο τον ρηγός καί προπολεμήσαντα τους περαι- 
ωθέντας Άραβας άπό τής Αφρικής έπ'ι τήν Σπανίαν, τους καί κρατήσαντας έως τοϋ 
νϋν τής αυτής Σπανίας, δοκιμάσαντας δε καί κατά των Φράγγων παρατάξασθαι. οίς 
άντιταξάμενος συν τφ πλήθει ό αυτός Πίπινος κτείνει μεν καί αυτόν τον εξαρχον τον 
έθνους Άβδεραχμάν, σνναναιρεϊ δε καί πλήθοςονκ εύαρίθμητον παρά τον Ήριδανόν πο
ταμόν, καί θαυμάζεται καί φιλεΐται παρά τοϋ έθνους, ου μόνον διά τούτο, άλλα καί δι’ 
άλλα προτερήματα, καί προτιγεΐται τον έθνους πρώτος ού κατά γένος, λύσαντος αυτόν 
τής έπιορκίας τής προς τον ρήγα τοϋ αντοϋ Στεφάνου, καί άποκείραντος τον προ αντοϋ 
ρήγα καί εν μοναστήρια) μετά τιμής καί άναπανσεως περιορίσαντος. οΰτος ό Πίπινος 

δύο νίονς έσχεν, Κάρονλον καί Καρουλόμαγνον, τον άδελφόν αντοϋ.
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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.1 The rise of Rome as an 
independent state (Ιδιοκρατορία) now ‘ruled chiefly by whomsoever was pope at the time’2 
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 Κωνσταντίνειος Αωρεα (Constitutum Constantini, 
the ‘Donation of Constantine’) according to which Constantine the Great granted the elder 

Rome spiritual overlordship over the whole of the West.3

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)4 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.5 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 III (796-

1 For the founding of the papal state and its Roman character see, for example, E. Caspar, Das Papsttum unter 
fränkischer 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 Αεσπόζεται κυρίως παρά ηνος κατά καιρόν Πάπα: 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. 
J. R. Strayer), voi. 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),6 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,7 Byzantine diplomacy had to use its 
adaptability and flexibility to the utmost to preserve the empire’s ecumenicity, enshrined in 
the emperor’s title, βασιλεύς καί αντοκράτωρ 'Ρωμαίων.

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.8 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.9 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 Ill’s (842-67) contentious letter to Pope Nicholas I (858-67) 
was conveyed by the protospatharius Michael,10 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).11 Finally, the documents which were 
sent to the pope were sealed with a gold bull weighing one gold nomisma or solidus.12

6 Theophanes, Chronographia 472,30-473,4; Annales regni Francorum a. 801 (ed. R. Rau [Quellen zur karolingischen 
Reichsgeschichte I], Darmstadt 19742), p. 74. See P. Classen, Karl der Grosse, das Papsttum und Byzanz: die Begrün
dung des karolingischen Kaisertums [Beiträge 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, Lex 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 ανδρας ενλαβείρ καί 
λογιότψι διαπρέποντας καί διά των έργων τα λόγων έπιβεβαιονντας (‘men distinguished for their piety and lear
ning and confirming their words by their deeds’). See the Letter of Theodore Daphnopates (ed. J. Darrouzès and L G. 
Westerink, Paris 1978), no. 1, p. 37. See also below, note 71.
10 Mansi XV, 187A. The contentious letter of Michael III 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’; cf. 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’ («θεοφιλής», 
«τιμιώτατος», «κατά πάντα άξιάγαστος άνήρ», «άγχινους», «έχέφρων», «άξιόπιστος»).
12 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De cerimoniis II, 48, (ed. 1.1. 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.13 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’.14 The exchange of diplomatic envoys resulted 
in defining the frontiers between the two empires and concluding a peace on the basis of 
equality in 817.15 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’.16

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,17 nor, 
of course, the restoration to the pope of the Southern Italian and Illyrian sees which the 
iconoclast emperors had detached from him.18 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-à-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, ηγούμενος 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.19 A significant

13 Annales regni Francorum a. 803, p. 78.
14 Annales regni Francorum a. 812, p. 100: ‘imperatorem eum et basileum appellantes’. 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, [CFF1B 31/1-2], Berlin and New York 1991, p. 601): αντι\ γάρ,
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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 1 
(817-24) at the dismissal of the ‘heretical envoys’ as ‘muggers’.20 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,21 the Emperors Michael II 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.22

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.23

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 III (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

χριστομίμητε βασιλεύ, ή κορυφαιοτάτη τών εκκλησιών τον θεού, ής Πέτρος πρωτόθρονος, προς δν ό Κύριός φησιν 
συ ει Πέτρος, και επί ταντη τη πέτρα οικοδομήσω μου την εκκλησίαν καί πνλαι ρδου ού κατισχύσουσιν αυτής wrote 
Theodore Studites in 821 to the Emperor Michael II. See S. Salaville, ‘La primauté de saint Pierre et du pape d’après saint 
Théodore Studite (759-826)’, Échos d’Orient 17 (1914/15), 23-42.

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

21 Letter of Theodore Studites, no. 271, p. 401: βοήθησον ήμίν ό υπό θεού τεταγμένος εις τούτο, ό'ρεξον χειρα 
καθ’ όσον οϊόν τέ έστιν έχεις το ίσχνειν παρά θεφ εκ τοϋ πάντων πρωτεύειν εν φ καί έτέθης. πτόησον, δεόμεθα, 
τούς αιρετικούς Θήρας σύριγγι τοϋ θείου λόγου σου ... άκουσάτω η νπ’ ουρανόν ότι ύφ’ υμών άναθεματίζονται 
συνοδικός οί ταύτα τετολμηκότες ...
22 Mansi XIV, 420Β-422Β. See I Gay, L’Italie méridionale et l’empire byzantin depuis l’avènement de Basile 1er jusqu’à 
la prise de Bari par les Normands (867-1071), New York 1904, 58.

23 There is a detailed analysis of the edict of 824 in the classic monograph of L. Halphen, Charlemagne et l’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 päpstlich-fränkischen 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.24 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 II (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.25

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 III, 
who was still in his minority. Michael III 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 Studile 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 III of judgements by Patriarch Ignatius.26

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.27 The common front presented by the lay 

aristocracy and the higher clergy was crowned with success during the reign of Michael III, 
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,’28 and the second dreaming of the reconstitution of the 
empire within its old Justinianic frontiers and seeing himself as the spiritual leader of the 
οικουμένη,29 a rift was inevitable.

Diplomatic contacts in the years 860 and 861, chiefly for negotiating the recognition

Dar^taduSÌTTn3,843 ^ r, *** lQ'x^a“sgeschichte III], Darmstadt 1969^ [repr. 
uaimstadt 1982J), p. 30, Reginoms Chronica a. 842 (op. cit.) pp. 184-6. p
watf0rJhet,lela!i<r betWeen the Western empei0r and the pope from this period until the end of the ninth century see 

ttenbach and Levison, Deutschlands Geschichtsquellen im Mittelalter, Vorzeit und Karolinger, IV Hefr H tiiwe
ZUm Hemckaftsantm ^Herrscher aus dem SäJsiUen Haux'.ÌS,

XVIT428B-Dement referS t0 the depOSÌtÌOn and anathematizing of Gregory Asbestas, archbishop of Syracuse. See Mansi 

ml'iLnsms8 Sst"'"10 710 Τψ εξέλίξΗ σΤ” δφκεία Των λεγ°'μενων πεινών αιώνων» (602-

28 Reginonis Chronica a. 
prefuit...

868, p. 218: Regibus ac tyrannis imperavit eisque ac si dominus orbis terrarum auctoritale

130-? A' R KaZhdan' ‘S0dalyne 1 Pohtiœskie vzgliady Fotija’, Ezegodnik museja is,orti religii i ateizma 2 (1958),
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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.30

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.31 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.32 

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 86633 - prompted Photius to compose his famous encyclical to the eastern 
patriarchates against the Roman Church,34 to convoke a synod in August/September 867 and 
to anathematize Pope Nicholas I.35 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 Constantine-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.36 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 
II 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 (ρήγες) 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.37 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.38 The only help which could save her lay very close at hand, and reconciliation 
with Pope Nicholas’s successor, Hadrian II (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 συ εϊ Πέτρος, καί επί ταυτμ τή πέτρα οικοδομήσω 
μου τήν έκκλησίαν... (‘you are Peter, and on this rock I shall build my Church’),39 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).40

36 Vita Ignatii, PG 105, 537BC and 541C. See also Appendix, no. 4.
37 See V. Vlysidou, Ό βυζαντινός αυτοκρατορικός θεσμός και η πρώτη εκθρόνιση του πατριάρχη Φωτίου’, Σύμμεικτα 
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. Moravcsik and R. J. H. Jenkins [CFHB 1], Washington D.C. 
1967, pp. 128-34); Annales Bertiniani a. 871 (ed. R. Rau, Ausgewählte 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. Ονκ άγνοεΐτε δε, ou fi τοϋ Φωτίου πτώσις εντεύθεν την άρχην ελαβεν (‘You 
are not unaware that the fall of Photius was caused by this’), Pope Hadrian II peremptorily 
warned the Patriarch Ignatius,41 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,42

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.43 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.44 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.45 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 877,46 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.47 This radical change in the 
stance of the papacy - from Nicholas Ts rift with Byzantium under Michael III and Photius 
to John VIIPs 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 II, 184-5. For Hadrian II see H. Grotz, Erbe wider Willen. Hadrian II. (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, Η ευρωπαϊκή ισορροπία στον Μεσαίωνα: η γερμανοβυζαντινή συμμαχία, in 
Το Βυζάντιο καί οι απαρχές ττις Ευρώπης, Athens 2004, 53-74.

45 Reginonis Chronica a. 875, p. 246; Annales Fuldenses a. 875, p. 98.
46 The mordant note of Regino of Prüm 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 Rome48 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 τοϋ σνμπαντος κόσμον την έπ(στάσιν 
(‘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 (έξ Ιταλίας) flock.49

The cause of Pope John VUI’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 III (884-5) - were those who remained ‘inactive’ in the face of Photius’ ecumenical 
ambitions.50

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 Εισαγωγή 
('Επαναγωγή) 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.51 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 (ήνιοχείαν) 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 XVI, 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, ’Εξωτερική πολίτικη καί 
εσωτερικές· αντιδράσεις τήν εποχή τον Βασιλείου Α'. ’Έρευνες για τον έντοπισμο τών άντιπολιτευτικών τάσεων 
στα χρόνια 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, Οι πηγές τον βυζαντινού δικαίου, Athens and Komotini 19992, 171-6.
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the ancient Roman world.52 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’ 
(παροδηγηθείς ό βασιλεύς υπό Φωτίου εγραψεν έν τή Ρώμη) 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 Vs 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’ (ΰβρις) 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 χελάνδια 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’.53

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.54 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.55 
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),56 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, ’Εξωτερική πολίτικη, 154-159.
53 οϋτε ελαιον είς φωταύγειαν τής εκκλησίας κατά την όφειλομένην τιμήν. V. Grume! ‘La lettre du pape Étienne V 
à l’empereur Basile 1er’, REB 11 (1953), 137-47. See Appendix, no. 8.

54 Pseudo-Symeon (ed. I. 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, ’Εξωτερική πολιτική, 164-89.
56 Letter of Theodore Daphnopates, no. 2, p. 45. See G. T. Kolias, Βιογραφικά Στεφάνου A' Οικουμενικού Πατριάρχου 
(886-893), Προσφορά είς Στίλπωνα Π. Κυριακίδην, 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,’57 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.58 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.59 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’.60

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,61 to stir up strife against him, ratified Leo Vi’s exile of the patriarch in 907.62

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 Προς μόνην την Βασίλειον πρόνοιαν τε καί διοίκησιν άνήρτηται πάντα : 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: Ή μεν άξίωσις τής ύμετέρας μακαριότητος ύφ’ υμών μάλλον δικαία προέχεσθαι 
ήν ή παρ’ ημών την γένεσιν λαβείν εδει γάρ τής ύμων Ιερότητος θέσπισμα είναι ύπόθεσιν ίεράν. Έπεί δέ φάτε 
ώς ον δέον έφ’ ένϊ κεφαλαία) συνοδικήν γενέσθαι διάσκεψιν, ... δεχόμενοι την προτροπήν ών άξιοντε, διάταξιν 
έκφέρομεν.
59 N. Oikonomidès, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IXe et Xe siècles, Paris 1972, 163, 6-9. Vita Euthymii, 65. 
See V. Grumel and J. Darrouzès, Les Regestes des actes du patriarcat de Constantinople, I: Les actes des patriarches, fase. 
II-III: Les regestes de 715 à 1206, Paris 198 92, no. 596.
60 Vita Antonii Kauleae (ed. P. L. M. Leone, Orpheus 10 [1989]), 421: ... to τής εκκλησίας προς τα κρείττω 
μετερρνθμίζετο πλήρωμα, κα'ι θεός ευμενής, και βασιλεύς ό μέγας γανννμενος ένευφραίνετο τής δε άδεκάστον 
γνώμης επί τή ιρήφφ τήν κρίσιν όρων έπ'ι των πραγμάτων το άδιάψευστον εχουσαν, κα'ι δι’ αύτον το παλαιόν τής 
έκκλησίας έλκος, ήτοι σχίσμα, εις σννούλωσιν προθέμενος άγαγεΐν, εις εν συνάγει τα Έφα και τα Έσπέρια...
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, 
‘Σχετικά με τα αίτια της εκθρόνισης του πατριάρχη Νικολάου Α' Μυστικού (907)’, Σύμμεικτα 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 III 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.63 A year 
after Alberic’s death his son Octavian was elected pope, taking the name John XII (955-63).64

On the political level, the papacy’s decline, in conjunction with the absence of a western 
emperor65 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 III (911-13), demanding that Leo’s fourth marriage should be 
condemned, together with the papal legates who in 907 had confirmed Nicholas’s exile,66 
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 
Τόμος ένώσεως (‘Tome of Union’, 9 July 920) roundly condemned the fourth marriage.67 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.68 Good relations with the elder Rome

63 Liutprand, Antapodosis III, 46 (ed. J. Becker, Hanover and Leipzig 19153 [repr. 1993], p. 98): ‘Romanae urbis Albe
rimi 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 
Études sur l’Italie 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 Darrouzès, Regestes, no. 715.

68 For the Lacapeni and the demotion of Constantine VII see the recent monograph of O. Kresten and A. Müller, Samt
herrschaft, Legitimationsprinzip und kaiserlicher Urkundentitel in Byzanz in der ersten Hälfte 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.60 Although in his last letter 
to Pope John X the patriarch does not insist on any conditions,69 70 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.71 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.72 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’,73 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 Basila, 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.74 he most important matter, 
however, was that by turning to Otto I (936-73),75 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’ (παραγγελία καί διάταξις φοβερά καί 
άπαραποίψος), 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 I. 
Konstantinidis, Νικόλαος A' Μυστικός (ca. 852-925 μ.Χ.), πατριάρχης Κωνσταντινουπόλεως (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: ... έξκαίδεκα μεν έτών ών, ότε τούς τής Εκκλησίας άκανονίστως παρείληφεν οϊακας, υπό παιδαγωγούς δε... 
μέχρι τίνος διετελεσε. Cf. V. Stankovic, ‘When was Theophylaktos Lakapenos born?’, JÖB 55(2005), 59-67
73 Theophanes Continuatus (ed. I. Bekker [CSHB], Bonn 1838), 444: Ό δε πατριάρχης Θεοφύλακτος... ονκ ένέδωκεν 
εαυτόν τής πονηράς μοχθηρίας καί τοϋ μετά δώρων χειροτονείν τούς άρχιερεϊς καί έπιμελεϊσθαι των ίππων καί 
βλακειών. Scylitzes, 243:... καί άλλα πράττων, όσα τοίς άληθινοΐς άρχιερενσιν άπεοικότα έτνγχανεν, ίππομανών 
καί κυνηγεσίοις ένασχολονμενος, καί λοιπός άπρεπεις διαπραττόμενος πράξεις...

74 Vita Basilii = Theophanes Continuatus, 288-97. De administrando imperio, eh. 29, pp. 126-34. De thematibus, 97-8. 
See T. Lounghis, Κωνσταντίνον Z' Πορφυρογέννητου De Administrando Imperio (Προς ròv ίδιον viòv’Ρωμανόν). 
Μια μέθοδος ανάγνωσης, 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.76 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 XII.77 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.78 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,79 the papacy, represented by the decadent John XII,80 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.81 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.82 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.83

John XII’s 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.84 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).85 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 ιδιώτες καί άγράμματος: De administrando imperio, eh. 13, pp. 70-2.
77 Liutprand, Historia Ottonis III (ed. J. Bekker, Hanover and Leipzig 19153 [repr. 1993], p. 160). Liber Pontificalis II, 
p. 246.
78 For details see A. M. Drabek, Die Verträge der fränkischen 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. Schneidmüller, Stuttgart 
1981) III, 49, p. 202.

80 Liber Pontificalis II, 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: Βονλοσουδτις δέ τάς προς θεόν σννθήκας ήθετηκώς πολλάκις συν παντί τφ εθνει κατά 'Ρωμαίων 
έξήλασε. το αυτό δε τοϋτο καί κατά Φράγγων ποιήσαί διανοηθε'ις καί άλοϋς άνεσκολοπίσθτι ύπο Ώτου τοϋ 
β ασιλέως αυτών.
83 For this interpretation see T. C. Lounghis, ‘Der Verfall des Papsttums im X. Jahrhundert als Ergebnis der deutsch
byzantinischen Annäherung’, Βυζαντιακά 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 I.86 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,’87 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.88

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 archiépiscopal to metropolitan rank (at about

86 See Liutprand, Historia Ottonis IX, pp. 164-6. Lamperti Hersfeldensis Annales a. 963 (ed. W. D. Fritz, [Ausgewähte 
Quellen zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters XIII], Darmstadt 1957 [repr. 1973]), p. 32.
87 Scylitzes, 245: προς πάσαν άσε'λγειαν καί κακίαν... Ωτος ό των Φράγγων βασιλεύς άπελάσας έτερον άντεισήγαγε 
xfl έκχλτισίρ ποιμένα.

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.89 
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,90 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 969.91

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 Crescentius92 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 VII. It only took Otto
II 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).93

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),94 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.95 Moreover, 
Tzimiskes’ decision to replace the deposed patriarch, Basil I Skamandrenos (970-3), with Antony
III 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 
Darrouzès, 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 II, 15 (ed. W. Trillmich, [Ausgewählte Quel
len zur deutschen Geschichte des Mittelalters IX], Darmstadt 19574[repr. 1970], p. 50).

92 See C. Romeo, ‘Crescenzio di Theodora’, Dizionario biografico degli Italiani, vol. 30, Rome 1984, 664-5.

93 Liber Pontificalis II, 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’.96 97 
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 III (983-1002), with establishing her authority and neutralizing rival 
claimants to the throne, which she only succeeded in doing in April 986,97 while in the East 
real power was exercised not by Basil II but by his all-powerful παρακοιμώμενος, the bastard 
son of Romanus I, Basil Lacapenus. The fact that the fall of Lacapenus occurred ‘suddenly’ in 
985/698 99 allows us to suppose that another probable reason for his dismissal was a degree of 
involvement in the affair of Boniface VII. 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 
II," 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.100 101 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),101 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 III, 21, p. 10: ‘fratrem meum, cerium, ut spero, mets necessitatibus amicum’.
97 Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon IV, 1-9 pp. 115-23. See R. Holtzmann, Geschichte der Sächsischen Kaiserzeit 
(900-1024), Munich 19796, 279-8.
98 Michael Psellus, Chronographia I, 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 Bizantina 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 (Aprii/May 980 - 16 
December 992) // 4-year gap // Sissinius II (12 Aprii 996 - 24 August 998) // 3-year gap // Sergius II (June/July 1001 
- July 1019). See V. Grumel, La Chronologie, Paris 1958, 436. J. Darrouzès, ‘Sur la chronologie du patriarche Antoine 
III 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.102 In response to the western request, Basil II 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’ -(δϊ έμον <δε> τοϋτο 
ποιήσαι θελήσαντος) installing Philagathus as the new pope with the name of John XVI.103 
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.104

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 interference105 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 (!)106 reveal that the ambassador was the partisan of 
an ecumenical policy opposed to that pursued by the Macedonian dynasty,107 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 III, 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 Juniorìs, 89-90 (ed. P. G. Giovanelli, Badia di Grottaferrata 1972, pp. 126-7): μη χορτασθείς έφ’οιςέδρασεν 
εις τον προρρηθέντα Φιλάγαθον άγαγών τε αυτόν, καί την ιερατικήν στολήν διαρρήξας èri αντφ, περιήγαγεν 
αυτόν πάσαν την'Ρώμην. See also Annales Quedlinburgenses a. 998, p. 74. Lamperti Hersfeldensis Annales a. 998, p. 38: 
‘Crescentius ab imperatore decollatus cum XII suis ante Urbem suspenditur. Iohannes pseudopapa cecatuY.
105 The sole party responsible seems to be Crescentius. See Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon IV, 30, p. 146. Lamperti 
Hersfeldensis Annales a. 997, p. 38: ‘Iohannes Placentius episcopus sedem apostolicam invasit consilio Crescendi.’ In the 
Vita Nili Junioris (p. 126) responsibility for the event is attributed to Philagathus’ vanity: Ήνίκα γαρ ό ρηθείςέπέβη τφ 
Ρώμης άπλήστως θρόνω, μη άρκεσθεϊς τή του κόσμου μεγαλειότητι, ή Θεός αύτδν παραδόξως ύπερϋψωσεν ...
106 Ή Ρώμη ρώμης δεϊται καί ρωμαλέου καί στφαροϋ άνδρδς καί έμβριθοϋς φρονήματος, απερ, οϊδα, ό ήμέτερος 
μύγας καί υψηλός βασιλεύς κέκτηται των προλαβόντων πλέον and την Ρώμην forò χεϊρας καί πόδας του μεγάλου 
καί ύψηλοϋ ημών βασιλέως τοϋ Θεοϋ θέλοντος... Letters of Leo of Synada no. 6, p. lOand no. 11, p. 16.

107 The distance between the political views of the emperor and the ambassador has already been noted by J. Darrouzès, 
Epistoliers byzantins du Xe siècle, Paris 1960, 43. See also I. Sevcenko, ‘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’.108 109 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 Vbut 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 
II m? -pjjg 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.110 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’,111 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.112 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.113 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.114

108 Letter no. 53, p. 82: οικουμενικόν πάντως καλέσετε - καί πατριάρχων ό πρώτος...
109 On Pope Silvester II see the monograph by P. Riche, Gerbert d’Aurillac, le pape de Tan mil, Paris 1987.
110 MGH. Diplomata regum et imperatorum Germaniae II/2: Die Urkunden Otto III (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. Darrouzès, ‘Les documents byzantins du Xlle siècle sur la primauté romaine’, REB 23 (1965), 51-9.

111 ‘Greci omni sapientia pieni... , viri degnissimi’; 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: προεβλήθη Σέργιος, ηγούμενος ών τής μονής τον Μανουήλ και το γένος άναφερων προς Φώτιον 
τον πατριάρχην.
114 Rodolfo il Glabro, Cronache dell’anno mille: storie III, 1, 3 (ed. G. Cavallo and G. Orlandi, Milan 19913, pp. 114-16).
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The stage was set for schism, which of course came, probably between 1014 and 1019,115 
when Sergius II, the first patriarch after one and a half centuries to model his policy on Photius, 
removed the pope from the diptychs and anathematized him.116 Basil II 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 άλληλέγγνον, the 
tax liability for defaulters, which the emperor transferred from the village community to the 
great landowners. In his struggle with Basil II, 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.117 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 867.118

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),119 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.'20 
In spite of the interpretations which have been put upon this request,1211 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.122 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

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: Καί έπ'ι Σέργιον, τοϋ έπι Βουλγαροκτόνου πατριαρχεύσαντος, 
λέγεται πάλιν σχίσμα γενέσθαι κατά ποιαν αιτίαν, άγνοώ δοκεϊ γαρ δια τους θρόνους. There is a detailed discussion 
of the sources with annotation in Grumel and Darrouzès, Regestes, no. 819.
117 Scylitzes, 347 and 365. Zonaras (ed. Th. Büttner-Wobst [CSHB], Bonn 1897) III. 561 and 567.

118 Grumel and Darrouzès, 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, siculi Roma in universo, universalem dici et haberi.'
121 See, for example, Gay, Italie meridionale, 426-8; Grumel, ‘Les préliminaires du schisme’, 19-21; K.-J. Hermann, Das 
Tuskulanerpapsttum ( 1012-1046): Benedikt Vili, Johannes XIX., Benedikt IX. (Päpste und Papsttum 4), Stuttgart 
1973, 63-6.
122 For a brief account of the beginnings of the Cluniac reform see N. Giantsi-Meletiadi, Η επίδραση της ιδεολογίας 
του Cluny στο σχίσμα του 1054, in: Η αυτοκρατορία σε κρίαη(;). Το Βυζάντιο τον 1Τ αιώνα (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, 

ον ιρήφω άρχιερέων (‘without the vote of the episcopate’), the ηγούμενος of the Stoudion 
monastery, Alexius (1025-43) as patriarch.123

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’.124 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.125

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.126 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 Dölger’s 
Regesten by A. Müller and A. Beihammer (Munich 2003) the embassy of 1024 is wrongly put in doubt (op. cit. no. 817; 
see, however, Grumel and Darrouzès, Regestes, no. 828), and the enthronement of Alexius Studites has been omitted 
altogether. Yet the terms used in the sources (πέμψας ενθρονίζει, προστάζει Βασιλείου τοϋ βασιλέως) suggest the 
existence of an imperial document.
124 Michael Psellus, Encomium on Michael Cerularius (ed. K. Sathas, Μεσαιωνική Βιβλιοθήκι\ IV, Paris 1874), 325. 
See also Scylitzes Continuatus (ed. E. Tsolakis, Thessalonica 1968), 105: Έπεβάλετο δε καί κοκκοβαφή περιβαλεσθαι 
πέδιλα τής παλαιός ίερωσννης φάσκων είναι το τοιοΰτον έθος καί δεϊν τοντοις καν τή νέρ κεχρήσθαι τον αρχιερέα. 
Ίερωσννης γάρ καί βασιλείας το διαφέρον ονδεν ή καί ολίγον έλεγεν είναι...

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 
über die byzantinische Herrschaft in Süditalien 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.127

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 1059,128 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’.129 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 diplomatically130 and sometimes negatively,131 monotonously 
repeating the same arguments...

With Michael Cerularius the first to add the word ‘ecumenical’ to his title,132 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?’133

127 From the very rich bibliography see the recent monograph of A. Bayer, Spaltung der Christenheit. Das Morgenlän
dische Schisma von 1054, Cologne 2002, 63-116.
128 See F. Chalandon, Histoire de la domination normande en Italie et en Sicile I, Paris 1907, 139-42.
129 το σεμνότατον ττις άρχης. Michael Psellus, Chronographia VI, 78, vol. II, p. 10.
130 As is apparent from the exchange of letters in 1173 between Pope Alexander III (1159-81) and the Patriarch 
Michael III 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’, ΕΕΒΣ 
23 (1953) 76-80 (and Appendix, no. 13). Cf. Grumel and Darrouzès, 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 Darrouzès, Regestes no. 1196.
132 V. Laurent, Le Corpus des sceaux de l’empire byzantin V/Ί: L’Église, 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

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:

Τφ παναγεστάτφ πατρί, κορυφαίω φωστήρι οικουμενικό, κυρίω ημών δεσπότη 
άποστολικφ πάπα, Ιωάννης, Θεοδόσιος, Αθανάσιος, Θεόδωρος, ελάχιστοι πρεσβύτεροι 
καί ηγούμενοι των Καθαρά, τοϋ Πικριδίου, τού Παυλοπετρίου, τών Στονδίον.

Έπεσκέψατο ημάς άνατολή έξ ύψους, Χριστός ό θεός ημών, την σήν έν τη δύσει 
μακαριότητα ώσπερ τινα λυχνίαν θεαυγή εις έπίλαμψιν τής ύπ ουρανόν έκκλησίας έπί 
τον άποστολικόν πρώτιστον θρόνον θέμενος. καί γαρ ήσθημεν φωτός νοερού οι εν σκότει 
καί σκιρ θανάτου ένισχημένοι τής πονηρός αίρέσεως καί τό νέφος τής άθυμίας άπεθέμεθα 
καί πρόςχρηστός έλπίδας άνενεύσαμεν, μεμαθηκότες δί ων άπεστείλαμεν άδελφών ημών 
καί συνδούλων οία καί ήλίκα πέπραχέ τε κα'ι λέλεχεν ή άγια υμών κορνφαιότης, τούς 
μεν αιρετικούς άποκρισιαρίονς ώς λωποδύτας μηδε εις ιερόν αύτής θέαν προσηκαμένη, 
πόρρω δε όντας ένδίκως άποπεμψαμένη, το’ις δε ήμετέροις ταλαιπωρήμασι διό τής 
έπακροάσεως τών γραμμάτων καί διηγήσεως τών άποσταλέντων έπιστυγνάσασά τε 
καί έπιστενάξασα θεομιμήτως ώς έπί οίκείοις μέλεσι. καί όντως εγνωμεν οί ταπεινοί ώς 
έναργής διάδοχος τοϋ τών άποστόλων κορυφαίου προέστη τής Τωμαϊκής έκκλησίας 
... υμείς συν ώς άληθώς ή άθόλωτος καί άκαπήλευτος πηγή έξ αρχής τής ορθοδοξίας, 
υμείς ό πάσης αιρετικής ζάλης άνωκισμένος εϋδιος λιμήν τής όλης έκκλησίας, υμείς ή 
θεόλεκτος πόλις τοϋ φυγαδευτηρίου τής σωτηρίας....

Οί μεν συν άσεβοϋντες τό συνήθη σύν πάση σπουδή καί μανία ποιεΐν ούκ ένδιδόασι, 
πάντας ύφέλκοντες καί κατασπώντες εις τό τής αίρέσεως βάραθρον, δεδιττομένους τον 
θάνατον άνάγκη γόρ πόσα τόνμή εϊκοντα τή πονηρά φλογί τών μαστίγων ύποβληθήναι 
σύν τοϊς άκολούθοις, ώστε κατό μικρόν ύπορρέειν (τό σχετλιώτατον) καί έξ αυτών 
τών ήθληκότων. ημείς δε καί αύθις οί ταπεινοί καί έσχατοι έν τοϊς μέλεσιν, υπέρ τε τής 

οικείας ιερός κεφαλής καί τής ένισταμένης ύπερεχούσης πατρότητός τε καί άδελφότητος 
τολμώντες, πρεσβεύομέν τε καί έκλιπαροϋμεν παρακληθήναί σου την άγίαν καί 
άποστολικήν ψυχήν πρώτον μέν, όπερ καί πιστεύομεν ποιεΐν, μή καταλήξαι τής ύπερ 
στηριγμοϋ καί διασώσεως απάντων θεοκλινοϋς προσευχής (vai, δεόμεθα τα ίερώτατα 

σπλάγχνα), έπειτα, a πνευματοκινήτως αυτή βεβούλευται καί ώρισται έπ’ ώφελεία 

μεν ημών τών ταπεινών, αίωνίω δε μακαρισμφ τής οικείας άρετής, εις πέρας σύν θεφ 
άγαγεΐν.
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(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:

Oui 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, quern vos ut depositum habetis, 

immoderate exarsistis: in cujus depositione, nisi prius veracissime illius cognoverimus 

transgressionem, vel culpam, inter depositos ilium non numeramus, neque damnamus: 

quia valde cavendum est, ne sine caussa innocens damnetur: et sicut ilium in pristino 

honore mansurum, si ei damnationis crimina non comprobantur, sancta Romana retinet 

ecclesia; sic vos, qui incaute et contra patentas 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 /, Mansi XVI, 301B-304E:

Νικόλαος επίσκοπος τής άγιας καί καθολικής καί άποστολικής των ’Ρωμαίων 

έκκλήσίας, πάσι τοΐς τήςάληθοϋςθρησκείαςλειτονργοϊς, τοΐςάγιωτάτοις τεπατριάρχαις, 

... καί πάσι πιστοίς τοΐς κατά την Ασίαν τε καί Ευρώπην καί Λιβύην σννεστώσι.

... επιστολάς δύο ... έπέμιραμεν προς τον γαληνότατον βασιλέα Μιχαήλ περί τού 

άδελφοϋ καί συλλειτουργού ημών Ιγνατίου, πώς καί διά τί εξεβλήθη, καί περί τών 

άγιων εικόνων, άλλα καί προς Φώτιον ότι ουδόλως αυτόν έν κλήρω άποδεχόμεθα, εως 

αν άκριβώς παρά τών ημετέρων άποκρισιαρίων τά κατ’ αυτόν εξετασθή, καί ήμΐν δοθή 

είδησις....

... τούς επισκόπους συνοδικώς έκαθήραμεν καί άφωρίσαμεν, καί Φώτιον ομοίως τον 

μοιχόν τε καί έπιβήτορα τής Κωνσταντινουπολιτών άγιας εκκλησίας,....

... ουδέ γάρ ό Πέτρου θρόνος ύπ’ άλλου κρίνεται, ή άπο τού δεδωκότος αντώ 

τάς κλεΐς τής βασιλείας άλλ’ ϊνα υμείς κατά το άρχα'ιον διαφνλάττησθε μή κρίνειν, ή 

συναινειν αν ευ τής ημών παραδόσεως....

(c) Pope Nicholas I rejects Michael Ill’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 injuriant 

irrogaretis, hanc in epistola vestra barbaram et scythicam appelantes ... . Jam vero si ideo 

linguam barbaram dicitis, quoniam Ulani non intelligitis, vos considerate quia ridiculum est 

vos appellati Romanorum imperatores et tarnen 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:

Εγκύκλιος επιστολή προς τους τής ανατολές άρχιερατικονς θρόνους, Αλεξάνδρειάς 
φημί καί των λοιπών έν fi περί κεφαλαίων τινών διάλνσιν πραγματεύεται, καί ώς ον χρή 
λεγειν έκ τον πατρ'ος καί τον υίοϋ το πνεύμα προέρχεσθαι, άλλ’ εκ τού πατροςμόνον

Ούκ ήν άρα, ώς έοικεν, κόρος τω πονηρώ των κακών, ούδέ τι των έφενρψάτων καί 
μηχανημάτων πέρας a κατά τού άνθρωπίνον γένους έξ άρχής άνακινεΐν έμελέτησεν....

... άλλά γε δη καί Βουλγάρων έθνος βαρβαρικδν καί μισόχριστον εις τοσαύτην 
μετέκλινεν ημερότητa καί θεογνωσίαν, ώστε τών δαιμόνιων καί πατρώων έκστάντες 
οργίων καί τής Ελληνικής δεισιδαιμονίας άποσκευασάμενοι την πλάνην, εις την τών 
Χριστιανών παραδόξως μετενεκεντρίσθησαν πίστιν.

Άλλ’ ώ πονηρός καί βασκάνον καί άθέον βουλής τε καί πράξεως. ή γ'αρ τοιαύτη 
διήγησις, ευαγγελίων ο ύσα ύπόθεσις, εις κατήφειαν μετατίθεται, τής ευφροσύνης καί χαράς 
εις πένθος τραπείσης καί δάκρυα, οϋπω γ'αρ έκείνου τού έθνους ούδ’ εις δύο ένιαυτούς την 
ορθήν τών Χριστιανών τιμώντος θρησκείαν, άνδρες δυσσεβεΐς καί άποτρόπαιοι - καί τί 
γ'αρ ούκ αν τις ευσεβών τούτους έξονομάσειεν; - ανδρες έκ σκότους άναδύντες - τής γ'αρ 
έσπερίου μοίρας ύπήρχον γεννήματα - οΐμοι, πώς το υπόλοιπον έκδιηγήσομαι; - ούτοι προς 
το νεοπαγές εις ευσέβειαν καί νεοσύστατον έθνος ώσπερ κεραυνός ή σεισμός ή χαλάζης 
πλήθος, μάλλον δε οίκειότερον είπεΐν, ώσπερ άγριος μονιάς έμπηδήσαντες, τον άμπελώνα 
κυρίου τον ήγαπημένον καί νεόφυτον καί ποσίν καί όδοϋσιν, ήτοι τρίβοις αισχρός πολιτείας 
καί διαφθορά δογμάτων, τό γε εις τόλμαν ήκον την αυτών, κατανεμησάμενοι ελυμήναντο.

Άπ'ο γ'αρ τών ορθών καί καθαρών δογμάτων καί τής τών Χριστιανών άμωμήτου 
πίστεως παραφθείρειν τούτους καί ύποσπαν κατεπανουργεύσαντο. Καί πρώτον μεν αυτούς 
ούχ όσίως εις την τών σαββάτων νηστείαν μετέστησαν ... . έπειτα δε την τών νηστειών 
πρώτην έβδομάδα τής άλλης νηστείας περικόψαντες, εις γαλακτοποσίας καί τυρού τροφήν 
καί τήν τών όμοιων αδηφαγίαν καθείλκυσαν, έντεϋθεν αύτοις τήν οδόν τών παραβάσεων 
έμπλατύνοντες καί τής ευθείας τρίβου καί βασιλικής διαστρέφοντες.....

Άλλά γε δ ή καί τούς ύπό πρεσβυτέρων μύρφ χρισθέντας άναμυρίζειν αυτοί ού 
πεφρίκασιν, επισκόπους εαυτούς άναγορεύοντες καί το τών πρεσβυτέρων χρίσμα άχρηστον
είναι καί ε’ιςμάτην έπιτελεΐσθαι τερατευόμενοι..... πόθεν ό νόμος; τίς δ’ ό νομοθέτης; ποιος
τών άποστόλων; τών πατέρων δέ; άλλά τών συνόδων ή πού καί πότε συστάσα;....

Άλλα γ'αρ ούχ'ι μόνον εις ταϋτα παρανομειν έξηνέχθησαν, άλλα καί εϊ τις κακών έστι 
κορωνίς, εις ταύτην άνέδραμον. πρόςγάρ τοι τοΐς ειρημένοις άτοπήμασιν καί τό ιερόν καί 
άγιον σύμβολον, ο πάσι τοΐς συνοδικοις καί οίκουμενικοΐς ψηφίσμασιν άμαχον έχει τήν 
ίσχύν, νόθοις λογισμοϊς καί παρεγγράπτοις λόγοις καί θράσους υπερβολή κιβδηλεύειν 
έπεχείρησαν (ώ τών τού πονηρού μηχανημάτων), τό πνεύμα τό άγιον ούκ έκ τού πατρος 
μόνον, άλλά γε καί έκ τού υίοϋ έκπορεύεσθαι καινολογήσαντες.....

Διά τί δέ καί έκπορευθείη τού υίοϋ τό πνεύμα; εί γ'αρ ή έκ τού πατρος έκπόρευσις 
τελεία (τελεία δέ, ότι θεός τέλειος έκ θεού τελείου), τίς ή έκ τού υίοϋ έκπόρευσις, καί διά 
τί; περιττόν γ'αρ αν εϊη τούτο καί μάταιον.
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Έη δέ, εί εκπορεύεται τοϋ υίον το πνεύμα, ώσπερ έκ πατρος, τί μη καί ό υιός έκ 
τού πνεύματος γεννάται, ώσπερ έκ πατρος, iva εΐη πάντα τοΐς άσεβοϋσιν ασεβή, και αί 
γνώμαι καί τα ρήματα, καί μηδέν αντοΐς άτόλμητον ύπολείποιτο;....

Όράςώςμάτην οντοι, μάλλον δ’ εις πρόχειρον Θήραν τών πολλών, το τών Χριστιανών 
έαντοίς επέθεσαν όνομα; έκπορεύεται το πνεύμα τοϋ υιού, πόθεν ήκουσας τούτο; έκ 
ποιων ευαγγελιστών την φωνήν έχεις ταύτην; ποιας συνόδου το βλάσφημον τούτο ρήμα; 
ό κύριος καί θεός ημών φησιν «το πνεύμα, δ παρά τοϋ πατρος έκπορεύεται»....

Ταύτην την άσέβειαν οι τοϋ σκότους έκεΐνοι έπίσκοποι (έπισκότους γ'αρ έαντούς 
έπεφήμιζον) μετά τών άλλων άθεμίτων εις το άπαλ'ον έκεΐνο καί νεοσύστατον τών 
Βουλγάρων έθνος ένέσπειραν. ήλθεν ή τούτων φήμη εις τας ήμετέρας άκοάς έπλήγημεν 
δια μέσων τών σπλάγχνων καιρίαν πληγήν...

Άλλ’ έκείνουςμεν έθρηνήσαμέν τε καί θρηνοϋμεν, καί άνορθωθήναι τού πτώματος ού 
δώσομεν τοΐς όφθαλμοΐς ημών ύπνον ουδέ τοΐς βλεφάροις νυσταγμόν, έως αν αυτούς εις 
το τοϋ κυρίου κατά το δυνατόν ήμϊν είσελάσωμεν σκήνωμα, τούς δε νέους τής αποστασίας 
προδρόμους, τούς θεραπευτας τοϋ αντικειμένου, τούς μυρίων ένοχους θανάτων, τούς 
κοινούς λυμεώνας, τούς το απαλόν έκεΐνο καί νεοσύστατον εις την ευσέβειαν έθνος 
τοσούτοις καί τηλικούτοις σπαραγμοϊς διασπαράξαντας, τούτους καί άπατεώνας καί 
θεομάχους συνοδική καί θεία κατεκρίναμεν ψήφον ού νϋν την άπόφασιν καθορίζοντες, 
άλλ’ έκ τών ήδη συνόδων καί άποστολικών θεσμών την προωρισμένην αύτοϊς καταδίκην 
ύπεκφαίνοντες καί πάσι ποιούντες έπίδηλον....

Καί γάρ ού μόνον το έθνος τούτο την εις Χριστόν πίστιν τής προτέρας άσεβείας 
ήλλάξατο, άλλά γε δη καί το παρά πολλοϊς θρυλούμενον καί ειςώμότητα καί μιαιοφονίαν 
πάνταςδευτέρους ταττόμενον, τούτο δη το καλούμενον’Ρώς, οΐδή καί κατά τήςΤωμαϊκής 
αρχής, τούς πέριξ αύτών δουλωσάμενοι κάκεϊθεν υπέρογκα φρονηματισθέντες, χεϊρας 
άντήραν. άλλ’ όμως νϋν καί ούτοι την τών Χριστιανών καθαρόν καί άκίβδηλ ον θρησκείαν 
τής Ελληνικής καί άθέου δόξης έν ή κατείχοντο πρότερον άντηλλάξαντο, έν υπηκόων 
έαυτούς καί προξένων τάξει άντ'ι τής προ μικρού καθ’ ημών λεηλασίας καί τοϋ μεγάλου 
τολμήματος άγαπητώς έγκαταστήσαντες.....

Αεί ούν τούς παρ’ υμών άνθ’ υμών στελλομένους κα'ι το ύμέτερον ύποδυομένους ιερόν 
καί όσιον πρόσωπον την ύμετέραν αυθεντίαν ήν υμείς έν πνεύματι άγίφ έκληρώσασθε 
έγχειρισθήναι, ώς αν περί τε τούτων τών κεφαλαίων καί περί ετέρων τούτοις παραπλήσιων 
έξ αύθεντίας ώσιν άποστολικοϋ θρόνου καί λέγειν ικανοί κα'ι πράττειν άκώλυτοι. καί γάρ 
δη καί άπό τών τής Ιταλίας μερών συνοδική τις έπιστολή προς ημάς άναπεφοίτηκεν άρρήτων 
έγκλημάτων γέμουσα, άτiva κατά τοϋ οικείου αύτών έπισκόπου οί την Ιταλίαν οίκοϋντες 
μετά πολλής κατακρίσεως καί όρκων μυρίων διεπέμψαντο, μη παριδεΐν αύτούς ούτως οίκτρώς 
όλλυμένους καί υπό τηλικαύτης βαρείας πιεζομένους τυραννίδος, κα'ι τούς Ιερατικούς 
νόμους ύβριζομένους καί πάντας θεσμούς έκκλησίας άνατρεπομένους.... νϋν δέ, ώς έφθην 
είπών, καί γράμματα διάφορα καί έκ διαφόρων έκεΐθεν άναπεφοίτηκεν τραγωδίας άπάσης 
καί μυρίων θρήνων γέμοντα. ών τά ίσα κατά την έκείνων άξίωσίν τε κα'ι έξαίτησιν (καί γάρ 
εις πάντας τούς άρχιερατικούς και όποστολικούς θρόνους διαδοθήναι ταϋτα μετά φρικτών 
όρκων καί παρακλήσεων έδυσώπησαν, ώς αύτά έκεϊνα παραστήσει άναγινωσκόμενα) τφδε 
ημών τφ γραμματεία) ένετάξαμεν, ΐνα καί περί τούτων, τής άγιας καί οικουμενικής έν κυρίω 
συνόδου άθροιζομένης, τά τφ θεφ καί τοΐς συνοδικοϊς κανόσι δοκοϋντα ψήφω βεβαιωθείη 
κοινή καί ειρήνη βαθεϊα τας τοϋ Χριστού έκκλησίας καταλήψοιτο.
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Καί γάρ ού μόνον την ύμετέραν μακαριότητα επί τούτο προκαλούμεθα, άλλά γε δη 
καί των άλλων αρχιερατικών καί άποστολικών θρόνων οι μεν ήδη καί πάρεισιν, οι δε 
ον μετά πολύν χρόνον παρεϊναί είσι προσδόκιμοι, μη ονν ή ύμετερα έν κυρίοι άδελφότης 
άναβολή τινι καί παρατάσει χρόνον τους αδελφούς αυτής διατρίβειν ύπερ το δέον 
ποίηση, γινώσκονσα ώς εΐ τι παρά την αυτής νστέρησιν ού κατά το δέον ελλειπές τι
διαπραχθείη, ούχ έτερος τις, άλλ’ εις έαντήν αυτή το κατάκριμα έπισπάσαιτο......

Ύπερευχόμεθα υμών κατά χρέος τής πατρικής όσιότητος μεμνήσθαι καί αυτοί τής 
ημών μη διαλίποιτε μετριότητος.

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:

ούτως ούν πλαστογραφήσας ιδιοχείρους πάντων ύπογραφάς, άνηγόρενσε καί 
άνεφήμισεν εις την άναπλασθεΐσαν αύτφ σύνοδον βασιλέα τον Αοδόηχον, καί την 
Ίνγελβέραν Αύγοϋσταν προς ήν καί γέγραφεν έπιστολήν ευφημίας πεπληρωμένην, ώς 
άξιωθεΐσαν άναρρήσεως έν οικουμενική δήθεν σννόδω τή Πουλχερία παραπλησίως, ώς 
ωετο... καί παρεσκεύαζε καταπεϊσαι τον ίδιον σύζυγον Αοδόηχον, άπείρξαι τής Ρώμης 
τον πάπαν Νικόλαον, ώς υπό συνόδου καθηρημένον οικουμενικής καί καθολικής, ής το 
ίσον καί προς αυτήν έξαπέστειλε μετά δώρων ...

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:

Τφ θεοτιμήτω ήγαπημένω μοι άδελφφ καί συλλειτουργφ, Νικολάω τφ άγιωτάτω 
πάπα τής πρεσβυτέρας'Ρώμης, Ιγνάτιος έλέω Θεού άρχιεπίσκοπος Κωνσταντινουπόλεως 
νέας 'Ρώμης.

Τών έν τοις μέλεσιν άνθρώπων παρυψισταμένων τραυμάτων τε καί μωλώπων πολλούς 
ιατρούς ή τέχνη προεχειρίσατο τών έν τοΐς μέλεσι δε τού Χριστού καί Θεού καί σωτήρος, 
τής πάντων ημών κεφαλής καί νυμφίου τής καθολικής καί Άποστολικής έκκλησίας, ενα καί 
μόνον έξηρημένον τε καί καθολικώτατον ιατρόν αυτός ό θεαρχικώτατος καί παναλκέστατος 
λόγος προεχειρίσατο, τήν σήν δηλονότι άδελφικήν καί πατρικήν όσιότητα, δί ών φησι 
Πέτρω τφ τιμιωτάτω καί κορυφαιοτάτω τών Αποστόλων σύ ει Πέτρος καί έπί ταύτη τή
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πέτρα οικοδομήσω μου την έκκλησίαν, καί πύλαι ζώο ν ού κατισχύσουσιν αυτής, καί πάλιν 
σοί δίδωμι τάς κλ εις τής βασιλείας, καί δ αν δήσης επί τής γής, έσται δεδεμένο ν έν τοΐς 
ούρανοίς καί δ αν λύσης, εσται λελυμένον. τάς δε τοιαύτας μακαρίας φωνάς ού κατά τινα 
πάντως άποκλήρωσιν τφ κορυφαία) μόνοι περιέγραψεν, άλλα δί αυτού καί προς πάντας 
τούς κατ’ έκεΐνον ίεράρχας τής πρεσβυτέρας Ρώμης παρέπεμ ψε. καί τούτου χάριν έκπαλαι 
καί άνέκαθεν έν ταϊς άναφυείσαις αίρέσεσι καί παρανομίαις έκριζωταί τών πονηρών 
ζιζανίων γεγόνασιν οί τού Άποστολικοϋ θρόνου υμών διάδοχοι, καί νϋν δε ή σή μακαριό της 
άξίως διατεθεϊσα τής δεδομένης σοι Χριστόθεν έξουσίας, τους τής άληθείας άντιπάλους 
κατέβαλε, καί τον διά τής θυρίδος εις την αύλήν τών προβάτων ληστρικώς είσελθόντα, 
καί καταλαζονευσάμενον του Θεού τοσοϋτον, ώστε καί σύνοδον άναπλάσαι κατά τής σής 
άνεπιλήπτου ιεραρχίας, καί προς τον ρήγα λανθανόντως εκπέμψαντα, τή χειρουργία τής 
ίεραρχικής σου καί Άποστολικής έξουσίας, τού κοινού τής έκκλησίας έξέτεμες σώματος, 
καί τούς ήδικψένους ήι,ιάς ώς φιλάδελφος έδικαίωσας δικαίως, καί τή καθ’ ψάς έκκλησία, 
δί ών έγραήιας άποκατέστησας. ό γ'αρ θεοπρόβλητος ημών βασιλεύς τή γνώμη καί ιρήφφ 
τής σής όσιότητος έξυπηρετούμενος, ώς τέκνον υμών πιστότατον, έκατέρω καί άξίαν 
άπένειμεν. άνθ’ ών άπάντων τω Θεω τάς ευχαριστηρίους εύχας πέμψαντες, πεπόμφαμεν 
Ίωάννην τον εύλαβέστατον μητροπολίτην Συλαίου, άμα μεν άνθ’ ημών άπολογησόμενον, 
άμα δε καί περί τών εφεξής έκκλησιαστικών διοικήσεων ληιρόμενον τάς δοκούσας Θεω καί 
τή ύμετέρα σοφία διατάξεις

Διττής γ'αρ οϋαης τής τού ιερατικού καταλόγου χειροτονίας καί τών μεν έξ ημών 
αυτήν δεδεγμένων καί χειρογραφησάντων υπέρ ημών αύθαιρέτως, τών δε παρά τού 
άνοσιωτάτου καί παλαμναίου Φωτίου, άλλων μεν εκόντων, άλλων δε βιαζομένων 
παρ’ έκείνου περί τούτων πάντων άξιοϋμεν δούναι διάταξιν. έτι γε μην ζητοϋμεν καί 
τοποτηρητάς τής ύμετέρας μακαριότητος έπισκόπους άξιολόγους έλθε'ιν, ϊνα συν αύτοΐς 
καλώς κα'ι προσηκόντως διοικήσωμεν την καθ’ ημάς έκκλησίαν.

Letter of Hadrian II to Ignatius: renewed friction on account of the Bulgarian 

problem (872)

Mansi XVI, 413C-E:

’Έγραήιας, iva τά πολλά παρεάσωμεν, όπως οί πρεσβύτεροι ημών έκ τής χώρας 
τών Βουλγάρων μετά όνειδισμοϋ μεγάλου καί αισχύνης έξωσθώσι, κα'ι οί επίσκοποι 
ού μετά μικρός έκεϊθεν άτιμίας άπελαθώσι καί ταϋτα μηδέποτε γεγονυίας περί τούτου 
κρίσεως ένώπιον υμών, ούδε γάρ προσεκλήθημέν ποτέ εις κριτήριον διά τούτο, εί γοϋν 
λέγεις προτέρους ημάς τούς πρεσβυτέρους τής Κωνσταντινουπολιτών διοικήσεως εις 
την προρρηθεϊσαν χώραν λειτουργείν άποκωλϋσαι, ούκ άρνούμεθα. ήσαν τού Φωτίου 
κοινωνοί καί συμμύσται, οϋς ού μόνον εις την Βουλγάρων χώραν, άλλά καί εις πάσαν 
έκκλησίαν ώς ιερείς ένεργεΐν έκωλύσαμεν καί κωλύομεν. έδει ούν σε είδότα τούτο, μηδέν 
εις την τών Βουλγάρων τοιοϋτον διαπράξασθαι. έμάθομεν δέ καί άλλα πολλά έναντία 
τών πατρικών όρων ύμάς διαπράττεσθαι, άλλά δή καί τούτο, τινάς γάρ νεωστί άπό τών
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λαϊκών αφνω διακόνους έχειροτονήσατε, εναντία μεν καί τοϊς πάλαι πατράσι, άλλα 
δί} καί τή προσφάτως συναθροισθείση οικουμενική συνόδφ. ούκ άγνοεϊτε δε, ότι ή τοϋ 
Φωτίου πτώσις εντεύθεν την άρχήν έλαβεν.

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 XVII, 488B-E:

Κεφάλ. a'. "Ως τε μηκέτι εις Βουλγαρίαν χειροτονειν τον Κωνσταντινουπόλεως, μήτε 
ώμόφορον άποστέλλειν μήτε εΐ δεομήσομεν αυτούς, καί καταφύγωσι προς την ημετέραν 
άγιωσύνην, συμπάθειας άξιοΰσθαι.

Προκόπιος ό θεοφιλέστατος άρχιεπίσκοπος Καισαρείας Καππαδοκίας ειπεν 
εϊπομεν καί πάλαι, εϊ τι μέμνηται ή υμών άγιωσύνη, ότι το κεφάλαιον τούτο καιρόν 
ίδιον έπιζητεΐ. έλπίζομεν γάρ εις τούς οίκτιρμονς τού Θεού, καί εις την ευσέβειαν τών 
βασιλέων ημών τών άγιων, καί την ευχήν τοϋ άγιωτάτου ημών δεσπότου, καθώς καί αυτά 
τα πράγματα προκόπτοντα όρώμεν, ότι ό Θεός άποκαταστήσαι έχει τή βασιλεία αυτού 
τα άρχαϊα όρια, καί πάσης τής ύφ’ ήλίω την ήνιοχείαν. καί έπειδαν τούτο γένηται, τότε 
καθώς αν το κράτος αυτού βονληθή, διαστελεΐ τάς ενορίας τών άρχιερατικών θρόνων, 
ως τε μηκέτι έριδας εν αύτοϊς άναφύεσθαι....

Θεόφιλος ό θεοφιλέστατος μητροπολίτης Ίκονίου ειπεν ούτως έλπίζομεν ότι έχει 
γενέσθαι καί τότε πλέον ών επιθυμεί ο άγιώτατοςπάπαςΡώμης έχει προσλαβέσθαι, μάλιστα 
τοϋ άγιωτάτου ημών πατριάρχου κυρίου Φωτίου, τοσαύτην προς αυτόν την αιδώ καί τό 
σέβας κεκτημένου, καί έτοιμου όντος, εί δυνατόν, καί τα οίκεϊα μέλη παρασχειν αύτώ.

Νικήτας ό θεοφιλέστατος μητροπολίτης Σμύρνης ειπεν τοσαύτης ονσης άγάπης 
καί φιλίας πνευματικής άναμεταξύ τού τε άγιωτάτου πάπα Ρώμης καί τοϋ άγιωτάτου 
πατριάρχου ήιιών Φωτίου, τίς ούκ οίδεν άκριβώς, ότι ώσπερ την ψυχήν έχουσι μίαν, 
οϋτω καί τον υπό χειρα λαόν, καί τάς υποχειρίους χώρας κοινός ηγούνται, καί έκάτερος 
αυτών οίκεΐον κέρδος εν τφ τοϋ πλησίον καί φίλου τίθεται κέρδος; ή άγια σύνοδος είπε 
τα αυτά πάντες καί ημείς συνεπιστάμεθα καί λέγομεν.

(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 XVII, 408D-E:

Μετά γοϋν τό άναγνωσθήναι την έπιστολήν Προκόπιος ό θεοφιλέστατος 
άρχιεπίσκοπος Καισαρείας Καππαδοκίας ειπεν ημείς, ώς πολλάκις εϊπομεν, καί προ 
τής ύμετέρας τιμίας έλεύσεως, καί προ τής έγκειμένης τώ τιμίω γράμματι παραινέσεως, 
Φώτιον τον άγιώτατον πατριάρχην άρχιερέα ημών καί ποιμένα καί άπεδεξάμεθα καί 
άποδεχόμεθα καί ώς οίκείω ποιμένι καί δεσπότη έκολλήθημέν τε καί περιεπτυξάμεθα 
καί αυτός πατρικοΐς ημάς σπλάγχνοις ένηγκαλίσατο άσμενέστατα. τούτο δε άγαθόν καί
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άξιον ττις αύτοϋ εύλαβείας ό άγιώτατος πάπας ’Ιωάννης έποίησεν δη τό ευσεβές θέλημα 
των υψηλών καί μεγάλων βασιλέων ημών καί τής ήμετέρας ταπεινώσεως έξεπλήρωσε καί 
άπέστειλε την υμών άγιωσύνην συμφωνούσαν ήμΐν κατά πάντα.

Mansi XVII, 420D:

Πέτρος ό θεοσεβέστατος πρεσβύτερος καί καρδηνάλις τον όποστολικοϋ θρόνον έφη 
ό άγιώτατος καί οικουμενικός πάπας Ιωάννης έρωτρ υμάς δι’ ημών τών δούλων αύτοϋ, 
πώς άνήλθεν ό κύριος Φώτιος ό άγιώτατος πατριάρχης νϋν εις τον θρόνον αύτοϋ. λέγομεν 
γάρ ότι ούκ ήν καλόν προ τής ελεύσεως ημών άνελθεϊν αύτον. Ήλιας ό θεοσεβέστατος 
πρεσβύτερος καί τοποτηρητής Ιεροσολύμων είπε τά τρία τής άνατολής πατριαρχεία άεί 
πατριάρχην αυτόν εϊχον οι εν Κωνσταντινουπόλει άρχιερεΐς καί Ιερείς μικρού πάντες 
πατριάρχην αυτόν έχονσι καί τί έκώλυε τον άνελθεϊν αύτόν;

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

Mansi XVII, 488E-489B:

Κεφάλ. β'. Ώς τεμηκέτι άπό λαϊκών προάγεσθαι εις τον Κωνσταντινουπόλεως θρόνον, τά 
γάρ γινόμενα σπάνια, εί καί λίαν άγαθά εΐη, νόμος τοϊς μετέπειτα καθίστασθαι ού δύναται.

Βασίλειος ό θεοφιλέστατος μητροπολίτης Μαρτνροπόλεως καί τοποτηρητής, καί 
Ήλίας ό θεοσεβέστατος πρεσβύτερος καί τοποτηρητής, έτι δε καί Κοσμάς άποκρισιάριος 
Αλεξάνδρειάς εϊπον τούτο κατ' ούδέν έναντιοϋται τφ έκκλησιαστικφ θεσμφ. καί γάρ 
ή Αλεξάνδρεια, καί ό πατριαρχικός τής Αντιόχειας θρόνος, άλλά μην καί ό τής άγιας 
πόλεως, έν οϊω δ’ αν τάγματι, είτε λαϊκών, είτε κληρικών εϋρωσιν άρετή τούς λοιπούς 
πλεονεκτοϋντα, έπί τον άρχιερατικον θρόνον όναβιβάζειν ού παραιτούνται, ού γάρ 
διά μόνους κληρικούς κατήλθεν έπί γής ό Χριστός, ούδε τούτοις μόνοις άπέκλεισε τά 
τής άρετής άθλα, άλλά παντι τφ χριστιανικφ πληρώματι. τούτο ούν ε’ι δοκιμασθείη 
παραδεχθήναι, πάντες οί άρχιερατικοϊ θρόνοι εις ερήμωσιν καί άπώλειαν έχουσι 
καταστήναι. οί γάρ πλείους τών διαλαμψάντων έν ήμϊν, άπό λαϊκού τάγματος τούς 
άρχιερατικούς κατεπιστεύθησαν θρόνους, ημείς έπί τούτη) σνναινέσαι ού δυνάμεθα, iva 
μη κατά τών άρχιερέων ημών φωραθώμεν ψήφον έξάγοντες.

Ή άγια σύνοδος εϊπεν έκαστος θρόνος έσχεν άρχαϊά τινα παραδεδομένα έθη. καί ού 
χρήπερϊ τούτων προς άλλήλουςδιαφιλονικεϊν καί έρίζειν. φνλάττειμέν γάρ ητών Ρωμαίων 
έκκλησία τά έθη αύτής, καί προσήκόν έστι. φυλάττει δε καϊ ή Κωνσταντινουπολιτών 
έκκλησία ίδιά τινα έθη άνωθεν παραλαβοϋσα ώσαύτως καί οί τής άνατολής θρόνοι....

(d) Recognition of Photius as spiritual leader of the whole world
Mansi XVII, 521D-524C:

Οί άγιώτατοι τοποτηρηταί τής πρεσβυτέρας ‘Ρώμης εϊπον εύλογητος ό Θεός δτι ή 
άγαθή φήμη τού άγιωτάτου Φωτίου τού πατριάρχον, ού μόνον εις την καθλ ημάς χώραν, 
άλλά καί εις άπαντα τον κόσμον έξελήλυθεν. ού τοσοϋτον λόγοις τά βέβαιον έχονσα, 
δσον έργοις τά πέρατα περιλαβοϋσα καί ού μόνον έν Γαλλία καί Ιταλία διήχθη, άλλά 
καί έν πάση τή ύφ’ ήλιον γή καί τούτο μαρτνροϋσι ούχί μόνοι οί την έλλάδα μετιόντες 
γλώσσαν, άλλά καί αυτό τό βαρβαρικον καί ώμότατον γένος, δτι ούκ έστιν αύτφ όμοιος 
έν σοφία καί γνώσει, ούτε εν ελεημοσύνη καί συμπάθεια, ούτε έν χρηστότητι καί 
ταπεινοφροσύνη, καί πάντοτε τά έργα αύτοϋ πλείονα τών λόγων είσίν....
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Προκόπιος ô θεοφιλέστατος αρχιεπίσκοπος Καισαρείας Καππαδοκίας εΐπεν 
τοιοϋτον επρεπεν επί άληθείας είναι τον τον σύμπαντος κόσμου την έπίστασιν λαχόντα, 
εις τύπον τοϋ άρχιποίμενος Χριστού τού Θεού ημών....

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

Mansi XVII, 497DE:

Κεφάλ. a. Ώρισεν ή άγια καί οικουμενική σύνοδος, ως τε εϊ τινες των εξ Ιταλίας 
κληρικών η λαϊκών η επισκόπων εν τη Ασία η Ευρώπη η Λιβύη διατρίβοντες, υπό δεσμόν 
ή καθαίρεσιν η άναθεματισμόν παρά τοϋ άγιωτάτου πάπα Ίωάννον έγένοντο, ϊνα ώσιν οί 
τοιοϋτοι καί παρά Φωτίου τοϋ άγιωτάτου πατριάρχου Κωνσταντινουπόλεως εν τφ αντφ 
τής έπιτιμίας δρω τουτε'στιν ή καθηρημένοι, ή άναθέματι καθυποβεβλημένοι, ή άφωρισμένοι. 
οϋςμέν rot Φώτιος ό άγιώτατος ημών πατριάρχης κληρικούς ή λαϊκούς ή τοϋ άρχιερατικοϋ 
και ιερατικού τάγματος, έν οϊα δήποτε παροικίρ, υπό άφορισμόν καί καθαίρεσιν καί 
άναθεματισμόν ποίηση, iva έχη αυτούς καί ό άγιώτατος πάπας Ιωάννης καί ή κατ’ αυτόν 
άγια τοϋ Θεόν τών'Ρωμαίων εκκλησία έν τφ αύτφ τής έπιτιμίας κρίματι....

(f) Comment on Canon I

Mansi XVI, 473A:

... οϋτω Φώτιος ού μόνον τής ίσης άπολαύειν έξουσίας τφ πάπα διϊσχυρίζεται, άλλα 
καί έαντφ μεν την ύψήλιον άπασαν, τφ δε πάπρ μόνους άποδίδωσι τούς εξ Ιταλίας.

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 Étienne V à l’empereur Basile 1er’, REB 11 (1953), 137-47:

Στεφάνου του άγιωτάτου πάπα Ρώμης επιστολή προς τον βασιλέα κϋρ Βασίλειον, 
σταλεϊσα παρά έπισκόπον τών Όρων όπηνίκα παροδηγηθεϊς ό βασιλεύς υπό Φωτίου 
εγραιρεν έν τή Ρώμη κατά τοϋ άγιωτάτου πάπα Μαρίνον.

Τό γράμμα τό παρά τής ύμετέρας γαληνότητος άποσταλεν προς Άδριανόν τον 
προηγησάμενον ήμ(ών) έδεξάμεθα, καί τούτο όνεγνωκότες, εϋρομεν αυτό ... ού μην δε 
αυτήν την άλήθειαν παραχαράττον...

Έδόθη σοι, ..., τα γήινα καί βιωτικά διοικεϊν καί φροντίζειν, ..., πράττειν δίκαια 
τοϊς ύποχειρίοις, ταϊς πολιτικαϊς άρχαϊς τε καί δνναστείαις νόμους σνγγράφειν, γή τε 
καί θαλάσση τά πολιτικά στρατεύματα διενθετεϊν,... αυτή ούν έστι τής ύμετέρας αρχής 
ή φροντϊς καί διοίκησις τό δε καταπιστενθεν ήμΐν ποίμνιον τοσοϋτόν έστιν ύψηλότερον 
όσον διάφορον ουρανών προς τά έπίγεια....

Άλλ’ είπέ, τίς σε ήπάτησεν άρχιερέα οικουμενικόν κωμωδήσαι, καί την ίεράν τών 
Ρωμαίων κακοφημήσαι έκκλησίαν, ή τών τής οικουμένης έκκλησιών αυτή κατάρχει καί 
ώςμελών κεφαλή τούτων καθάπτεται, καί ει τις εαυτόν έκ ταύτης άποσχίζει, γίνεται τής 
τών χριστιανών θρησκείας άλλότριος....
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Έγραψας αυτόν έπίσκοπονμη είναι. Πόθεν δ ήλον τούτο εγνως; καί έπεί βεβαίως ούκ 
εγνως, πώς κατέκρινας;... Ή ούκ εγνως την δνναμιν ήν κέκτηνται οί άρχιερεϊς; μάνθανε 
τοίνυν εκ τού μακαρίου Αμβροσίου. Ούτος γάρ τον βασιλέα Θεοδόσιον τής άγίας 
κοινωνίας άφορίσας, έξω των πρόθυρων τής έκκλησίας στήναι τούτον πεποίηκεν όθεν 
καί οί μέχρι σήμερον βασιλείς εξω τού θυσιαστηρίου ϊστανται, παρ’ αυτού διδαχθέντες, 
εξω τής ιερός κιγκλίδος ιπταμένους, οϋτω τής ιερός λειτουργίας εϋχεσθαι....

... Προς riva δε άπέστειλεν ή των 'Ρωμαίων έκκλησία έρωτας. Προς λαϊκόν δηλονότι 
τον Φώτιον άπέστειλεν. Ei γαρ είχες πατριάρχην, συχνοτέρως αν ταϊς έπιστολαΐς ή καθέ 
ημάς έκκλησία αυτόν έπεσκέπτετο, καί άδελφική διαθέσει πάση τε διαπύρω άγάπης 
τούτον εσέβετο. ΆλΕ ώ, ότι ή τοιαύτη δεδοξασμένη καί έκ Θεού φνλαττομένη πόλις 
άργεί καί μόνη τή ύμετέρα βασιλική παρουσία λαμπρύνεται,....

... Αύτοκράτορ αϋγουστε, ό διαφόρων εθνών την θηριότητα σιδήρω τεμών ..., ό 
κόσμιος καί ευγνώμων, ό θεία σοφία διαλάμπων, ό άλλοις νόμους έπιτιθείς, πώς τφ 
οίκείω νόμοι ούχ ύπείκεις, άλλ’ είς την τού ίερέως ϋβριν ταχύς έκδικος υπάρχεις;...

Ύποχωρησάτω συν ή νέα προπέτεια ... Διά τούτο, πνευματικόν ημών τέκνον, 
νομοθετοϋμέν σε, όπως φροντίδι εαυτόν άσφαλίση έπιμελώς, καί μη κατά τής άγίας 
τών !Ρωμαίων καθολικής καί άποστολικής έκκλησίας έπανίστασο,.... Επειδή δε έκ τού 
άγιου σου σπέρματος προς ύπερουσίαν όλοιρύχως άνιέρωσας, τούτο μαθόντες, τοσαύτης 
χαράς έπλήσθημεν, όσον ουδέ γλώσσα δύναται άναγγείλαι ούτε κάλαμος διαγράψεσθαι. 
Εύχομαι δε όπως ή τού ήγαπημένου ημών τέκνου άρετή έκφύγη πάντα τα τής άνατολής 
σκοτεινά νέφη, iva μη έν τή ρίζη ταύτη πηχθή όπως ό μέλλων φυήναι τή ρίζη καρπός
πάντα τον κόσμον βλάιρη τώ Ιδίω σπόρο)......

Παρακαλώ δε τό άγιον ύμών κράτος χελάνδια έξωπλισμένα μετά τών χρειών αυτών 
ένιαυσιαίων άπό μηνάς Άπριλλίου έως Σεπτεμβρίου άποστεΐλαι, όπως φυλάττωσι την 
παραθάλασσαν ημών άπό τής τών Αγαρηνών παγάνων έκπορθήσεως ... Περί δε τών 
λοιπών σιωπήσομεν, έπειδή ούτε έλαιον είς φωταύγειαν έχομεν τής έκκλησίας κατά την 
όφειλομένην τιμήν.....

a
Letters of the Patriarch Nicholas I Mysticus

(a) To Pope Anastasius III (2nd half 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:

... Παρήσαν οί τής πρεσβυτέρας ’Ρώμης μετά μήνα όγδοον ή ένατον τής συνάφειας 
τής γυναικός, καί τό πράγμα ύπέρδεινον πάση τή καθ’ ημάς έκκλησία. Προπεφήμιστο 
γ'αρ ύπέ αυτού τού βασιλέως ώς άγοι Ρωμαίους έπιτρέφοντας αύτώ τον γάμον. ... Πού 
γ'αρ θεμιτόν, πού δε τή καταστάσει τής έκκλησίας πρέπον, ημάς μεν έξωθείσθαι τής παρά 
θεού δεδομένης έξουσίας, ετέρους δέ διοικεϊν ά ούδ’ ήμΐν δυνατόν διά την τών κανόνων 
άπαγόρευσιν έπιτελείν;....
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... Προσκαλείται το (νυν τιμάς εν τοΐς βασιλείοις ώς δϊ\θεν σννεορτάσοντας... καί... 
ύπερορίονς καθίστιισιν, μήτε χιτωνίσκον, μήτε στρωμνής τι μέρος, μή βιβλίον, μηδενα 
των εις παραμύθιον έσομένων σνγχωρήσας άκολουθήσαι άνθρωπον, πλήν συν δνσίν 
άγραμμάτοις, άγλώττοις, μικροϋ μηδ'ε εαυτών έπαισθανομένων, εις τήν υπερορίαν 
έκπέμιρας....

Καί οί προς κατάστασιν των πραγμάτων άπεσταλμένοι Ρωμαίοι παρόντες ενταύθα, 
ώσπερ επί το αυτό τούτο ήκοντες έκ Ρώμης τού πόλεμον άρασθαι καθτ ημών, έκύρουν 
εξορίαν μηδέν μήτε πολνπραγμονήσαντες μήτε μαθεϊν βουληθέντες παρ’ ημών καίτοι γε 
καν μηδείς άλλος, αυτούς εδει τούτο ποιεΐν, άντεχομενονς προνομίου έκκλησιαστικής 
υπεροχής, καί μάλιστα μέλλοντας εντεύθεν προς υμάς άπαίρειν καί των πραγμάτων 
εσεσθαι άγγέλους, καί όφείλοντας διά τούτο καί ίδεϊν, εί καί μή ημάς έβούλοντο, αλλά 
τινα τών καθ’ ημών συγκινδυνευόντων, καί πυθέσθαι κα'ι μαθεϊν άκριβώς, IV εχοιεν 
άκριβή κα'ι τήν προς υμάς άγγελίαν ποιεϊσθαι....

... Έπιστράφητε προς έαυτούς, άδελψοί τιμιότατοι, καί τών πραχθέντων το 
παράλογον κατανοήσαντες... μηδεβουληθήτε γενεσθαι διήγημα, ώς'Ρωμαϊοι τετραγαμίαν 
προφάσc! βασιλικής χάριτος εις το τών Χριστιανών άγιον έθνος είσήγαγον....

... τούς ô‘ άλλους καί τφ βίω περιόντας τή όφειλομένη παράδοτε καταδίκη, καί διά 
τών ήμετέρων γραμμάτων μαθόντες όσα έπονηρεύσαντο καί οϊς ό φιλόχριστος ημών 
βασιλεύς πρόνοιαν εθετο γνώναι υμάς τα έκείνοις δραματοποιηθέντα καί μηδέν λαθεϊν 
τής ψευδούς αυτών συσκευής εν τφ καταπράξασθαι διά τού περιβλέπτου μαγίστρου 
προς υμάς κομισθήναι τα κακώς μελετηθεντα, πολύ δε χείρω καί γραφής άξιωθέντα....

(b) Το 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:

Πολλάκις, εί καί μή διά γραμμάτων, άλλα διά τών έκ τής ύμετέρας 'Ρώμης ενταύθα 
καταλαβόντων άνδρών, τούτο μεν καί μοναζόντων, τούτο δε καί ιερατικών, vai δή καί 
τής λαϊκής τυγχανόντων τάξεως, έδηλώσαμεν, άδελφε ιερότατε, ώστε άποστόλους υμών 
ενταύθα παραγενέσθαι ... . Ιδού χρόνος ένατος εξ ού κρίμασιν οίς οϊδεν θεός εις τήν 

εκκλησίαν έπανήλθομεν, εξ ής ούκ εν δίκη άπηλάθημεν, κα'ι ούδεν ολως ήμϊν περί ταντης 
έδηλώθη τής ϋποθέσεως.

... Αιά τούτο γράφομεν άποσταλήναι προς ημάς τής υμώνμακαριότητος άποστόλους, 
οΐ καί έτι το τής τετραγαμίας μύσος σύν ήμϊν παντελώς άποκηρύξουσι....

(c) Το 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:

... Γράφομεν δε τούτο μόνον, ώς τον τάραχον τής καθ’ ημάς έκκλησίας ιδού
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πεντεκαιδέκατον έτος ή ύπερέχονσα πάντα νουν ειρήνη ό κύριος ήμών ’Ιησούς ό Χριστός 
καί θεός, εις το άτάραχον διελύσατο, καί την δεινήν καταιγίδα ... προς βαθεΐαν γαλήνην 
όθρόον μετήνεγκεν....

Άλλα τα μεν ήμετερα τοιαϋτα. Επειδή δε καί τήν ύμετέραν άδελφικήν έξ άρχής 
ενωσιν έπιζητονμεν...,τούτον δή χάριν γνωρίζομεν σοι, μακαριότατε ήμων άδελφέ, iva 
καί υμείς τή ήμων ειρήνη σννευφραινόμενοι, πρώτονμέν, ο καί χωρίς των ήμετερων λόγων 
ακόλουθόν έστιν, δοξάσητε τον καταλιπόντα τον τής ειρήνης κλήρον ήμΐν καί τούτον 
όσαι ήμέραι, εί καί σνλάν ό πονηρός άγωνίζεται, όμως έπανασώζοντα τοΐς άγαπώσιν 
αύτόν επειτα δε ΐνα καί τής των σκανδάλων λελνμένης αιτίας ή προς άλλήλονς άποστολή 
καί συνομιλία τήν άνακαίνισιν δέξηται ού μήν άλλα καί τού ιερού υμών ονόματος ή 
άνάρρησις μετά τής ήμών τεταπεινωμενης κλήσεως έν τοίς ίεροΐς συνάπτηται διπτύχοις.

... Διά ταύτα καί ό φιλόχριστος ήμών βασιλεύς Βασίλειον τον ενκλεεστατον 
πρωτοσπαθάριον καί έπί τού χρνσοτρικλίνουμετά τού οικείου έ'ξαπέστειλεν γράμματος, 
καί ήμεις Εύλόγιον τον ενλαβέστατον πρεσβύτερον καί κουβουκλείσιον καί άνθρωπον 
ήμών μετά τού ήμετέρου γράμματος συνεξαπεστείλαμεν, εκείνα καί συν τοίς γράμμασι καί 
προ τών γραμμάτων οικεία γλώσση έπιτρέψαντες προσειπεϊν, ώστε τα κατατυπωθεντα 
έν τή καθ’ ήμάς έκκλησία καί ειρηνικήν λαβόντα κατάστασιν, οϋτω καί τα εν ύμΐν 
τυπωθήναι καί εις τήν με& ήμών ενωσιν δια τού τοιούτου καταστήναι τύπου.......

Εϋύ
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 tarnen papa est vocandus, qui Alberici f ilio apostatae, adultero, 
sacrilego communicavit, comministravit - literas nostro sanctissimo imperatori se dignas 
illoque indignas misit, Grecorum ilium et non Romanorum imperatorem vocans, quod tui 
domini consilio actum esse non est άμφίσβητον”.

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

“Sed papa, audi”, aiunt, “omnium hominum stolidior, scimus, dicere, dicere vis, nosque id 
profitemur”. At ego:“Non id aio”. -“Audi ergo; sed papafatuus, insulsus ignorât Constantinum 
sanctum imperialia sceptra hue 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 régis; 
quod quam periculosum ambobus fuerit, nisi resipuerint, proximo tempora declarabunt”.

“Sedpapa”, inquam, “simplicitate clarus ad laudem hoc imperatoris, non adcontumeliam 
scribere putavit. Constantinum Romanum imperatorem cum Romana militia hue 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 comité ostendetur epistolis, quarum superscriptio haec erit: “Iohannes
papa Romanus Nicephoro, Constantino, Basilio, magnis Romanorum imperatoribus atque 4
augustis”. Quod curnam dixerim, quaeso advertite.

Nicephorusperiurio 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 necpermittat 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 fìlio eius Iesu Christo coaeternus et consubstantialis, sine initio, sine 
fine, permanens verus, qui predo 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 sanciipatris nostripermissu.... Est ergo 
meum consilium sanctam fieri synodum et ad eandem vocari Polyeuctum. Quod si venire et 
σφάλματα sua, id est vitia, superius scripta canonice emendare noluerit, quod sanctissimi 
canones decreverint, fiat.

Si
Letters of Leo, metropolitan of Synada

(a) Preparations for the election of a patriarch of Constantinople, perhaps Sisinnius 
11(12 April 996)

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

Πατριάρχες μέλλει δοθψαι τη οικουμένη; οϋτω γαρ αυτόν οικουμενικόν πάντως 
καλέσετε -καί πατριάρχων ό πρώτος (τί γαρ εί δεύτερος, του πρώτου δντος άφανείρ 
τετιμημένου καί μόνω σεμνυνομένου τφ όνόματι;)....
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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. Μ. P. Vinson), pp. 8-10:

Ιωάννη όστιαρίω τφ τον πρωτοβεστιαρίον 

Γελάν μεν οΐδά σε, καταγελάν δε νϋν υπονοώ σε άκούσαντα orι πάπαν τον 
Φιλάγαθον προεχειρισάμην, ον έδει με καί άποπνϊ'ξαι καί προσεπειπείν το άξιος, τον 
μορίων σκηπτών άξιον. Όρώ σε τούτοις έπιγελώντα καί χαίρω καί εύχομαι αεί γελάν σε. 
... Ή'Ρώμη ρώμης δεΐται καί ρωμαλέου καί στιβαροϋ άνδρδς καί έμβριθοϋς φρονψατος, 
άπερ, οιδα, ό ήμέτερος μέγας καί υψηλός βασιλεύς κεκτηται τών προλαβόντων πλέον, ώς 
καί αυτός πλέον τών άλλων οϊδας, πλέον καί συνομιλών καί τών άπορρήτων κοινοίνών 
τοΐς βασιλεϋσι. Συ δε μη δόξης παίζειν, άλλ’ άληθεύειν ταυτά με γράφοντα.

Letter no. 11 (ed. Μ. Ρ. Vinson), pp. 14-16:

Τφ πατριάρχη

El καί έτέρω τοϋτο συνέβη το καί ίδεΐν εν ταύτφ καί λιπεΐν καλόν τοιοϋτον, 
την θεσπεσίαν σου φημι κεφαλήν, καί γεύσασθαι μέν, μη έμπλησθηναι δέ, άλλ’ δσον 
προγενσασθαι καί άποσχέσθαι, θεομακάριστε δέσποτα, άγνοώ ....

Την Ρώμην υπό χεϊρας <κα\> πόδας τον μεγάλου καί υψηλόν ημών βασιλέως τοϋ 
Θεού θέλοντος καί άγαγόντος καί εγώ διάκονος έγενόμην, την καρδίαν τοϋ κρατοϋντος 
Κρισκένζον έκείνον μεν ενθνναντος, δί έμοϋ <δε> τούτο ποιήσαι θελήσαντος. Τα ούν 

καθ’ έκαστον καί τα έπί λεπτφ δια τον άποκομιστοϋ μάθηση σαφέστερον.... Την ιεραν 
έκείνην καί θανμασίαν γραφήν, ώς ε’ιπεΐν στήλην ορθοδοξίας, ούδεϊς εύρέθη πάπας 
άξιος άξίως νποδέξασθαι καί τίμησαι, άλλ’ ό προς ον ή επιστολή Ιωάννης μετήλθεν ό 
δε μετ’ έκεϊνον Γρηγόριος ούδ’ δσον συγχωρηθείς εϋξασθαι άπήλθε. τή τοϋ προέχοντος 
έν Ρώμη Κρισκένζον δυνάμει τοϋ τε θρόνον καί τής άξίας άπελαθείς ό δ’ νπεισήλθεν 
ό μηδέ ζην άξιος, ό έμδς φόρτος, ô θρασύς Φιλάγαθος, ό πάντολμος, ή νηδνς, ό ρύπος, 
ή κηλίς,....

... Προσήξα τοίννν το σεβάσμιον έκεΐνο γράμμα καί προσεπαττάλωσα τφ τάφο) 
τοϋ Κορυφαίου καί οικεία χειρί το τ ίμιαν σου όνομα προσέγραψα. άνάξιον κρίνας 
μνημονεύεσθαί σε καί άναφέρεσθαι παρ’ έκείνον τοϋ μοιχοϋ, τοϋ βδελνροϋ, τοϋ μισητού, 
τοϋ θεοστνγοϋς. Το ούν έκείνον παραινώ άποτρόπαιον όνομα μηδέ έν τφ προνάω, μηδέ 
έν τοΐς προθνροις, μηδέ έν τοΐς προανλείοις, μηδέ έσω τειχών, άλλ’ έξω καί εις αυτό 
το έξώτερον άπογραφήναι σκότος πλήν οικονομίας ένεκεν, ών έγράψαμεν, σβεσθήναι 
και κατασιγασθήναι προς το παρόν έγώ συμβουλεύω, την τοϋ καλού καί μεγάλου 
ημών βασιλέως εύδοξίαν πραγματευόμενος, ή καί σννεργεϊν δοκεϊ καί κατατίθεσθαι ό 
άλιτήριος, οντι «έκών, άλλ’ άκοντί γε θνμφ», γεωμετρικαϊς, ό φασι, άνάγκαις, ή μάλλον 
Κρισκενζικφ κατεχόμενος φόβο), Έρμοϋ ένεκεν ζών.

(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. Μ. P. Vinson), p. 12:

Ei καί έδοξα άργήσαι, θεοφιλέστατε πάτερ καί δέσποτα, άλλ’ ούκ ήργησα την γάρ
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Ρώμην είδον, πράγμα μέγα, σοφόν καί ύπέρογκον καί ανδρα μη έχουσαν ανδρα αυτή 
δέδωκα τον αρχιεπίσκοπον Φραγγίας τόν τφ Ιουλίω την ευχήν σου λαβόντα. Τούτο μη 
θαυμάσης εδει γάρ οντω προβήναι, άλλως δ’ άποβήναι τα γάρ έξ άρχής άννπόστατα 
ράδια πάντως καί ευχερή προς καθαίρεσιν. Ή ονν 'Ρώμη τον ίδιον έχει πάπαν, προς 
καιρόν μεν έκδιωχθέντα βία καί άνάγκη πλην καί τον μοιχόν ευρήσοντα καί μετά ζήλον 
τιμωρήσοντα. Τά ονν καθ’ έκαστον ώς έπράχθη ταϋτα καί τα μείζονα παρά τού κνροϋ 
Καλοκυρού μάθηση. El ονν καλώς ύποδίζεται την δουλείαν ημών ό βασιλεύς, εν αν εχοι 
ε’ι δ’ ούκ άποδέξεται καί τών ανθρώπων δσοι το διακριτικόν άκέραιον έχουσιν -αυτός 
δε σκόπησον- τί αν έγώ εϊποιμι αυτόν μη άποδεχόμενον εύρίσκων; Ύγιαίνων, ευθυμών, 
τής ημών ύπερεύχου ταπεινώσεως.

Letter no. 12 (ed. Μ. Ρ. Vinson), pp. 18-20:

Τώ Σάρδεων

Τά μεν άλλα μοι κοϋφα καί ώς ειπεΐν εύφορα, τό τε τής όδοϋ μήκος καί τά ίνθαλάσσια 
ναυάγια καί τά εν τή χέρσο) κλώσματα τό δ’ αυτής τοσοϋτον διαστήναι τής καλής σου 
όψεως καί θέας καί ομιλίας, τις ένέγκοι ψυχή;....

Την Ρώμην είδον καί είλον καί τό έμδν έδειξα πρόθυμον, τοσοϋτον τολμήσων ή 

τολμήσας, όσον ovö‘ εις νοϋν αν έβάλετο έτερος. Ei μεν ονν καί βασιλεύς ό μέγαςχωρήσοι 
τούτο, καλά καί επί καλοϊς έμοχθήσαμεν εί δ’ ανάξιον κρίνη τούτο τής αυτού βασιλείας, 
σόι καταλιμπάνω σκοπεϊν. Τί αν εγώ εϊποιμι; Τον κακώς γνωρισθέντα καί κολληθέντα 
μοι επί κακω τής έαυτοϋ κεφαλής πάπαν πεποίηκα, τον εκ Καλαβρίας ή Σικελίας ή καί 
αυτής τής Αϊτνης, τον έξ ής έκριφήναι ή ενριφήναι άξιον, τον άβέβαιον, τον άφιλον, 
τον τού ψεύδους άρχηγδν καί πατέρα καί θύλακον, τον πάντολμον, τον λοίδορον, τον 
βλάσφημον, τον κύνα, ..., τον όφιν, την δολίαν γλώτταν, τον τρόπον άνώμαλον,..., τον 
πάσης άξιον βλασφψίας, τον πάσης κολάσεως, τον πάσης τιμωρίας, τον βόρβορον, ..., 
τον αιρετικόν, τον άβάπτιστον,..., τόν, iva συνέλω, υιόν διαβόλου.

Εγώ δε τόν έκ τών κατ’ αυτόν καί περί αυτόν τοιοϋτον είναι καταμαθών, τώ μεγάλοι 
καί άποστολικώ θρόνο) όλος καί πας έγενόμην, ου χηρεύοντι... άλλα ζώντος τού άνδρός, 
μοιχόν καταστήσαι τούτον διανοησάμενος. ... και νύν οιμώζει καί την εκ Θεού καί την 
έξ άνθρώπων καί την έκ τού Ώτου καί την έκ τού πάπα έλπίζων ύφέξειν τιμωρίαν. Ό 
γάρ πάπας έκείνος οπλίζεται «μεστόν ζήλου θυμόν» έχων, οΐμαι δε ώς ου φείσεται, ουδέ 
αλλάζεται, ουδέ μη διαλυθή πολλών δώρων ό δ’ ύποπτήσσει καί δέδιε καί τρομαλέος 
έστι καί μερμερίζων όνήτυτα.

(d) Deposition and abusive treatment of Philagathus by the German cavalry of Otto 
III (May 998)

Letter no. 1 (ed. Μ. P. Vinson), p. 2:

Ιωάννη όστιαρίω τώ τού πρωτοβεστιαρίου Λέοντος

Γελμςάρτι τδνπλατύν γέλωτα, ώ καλή κεφαλή, ώ καλή ψυχή,... Ό Φιλάγαθοςέκείνος 

ός, ϊνα συνέλω, ούδένα είχε τόν Ισοστάσιον, «ού άράς τό στόμα καί πικρίας έγεμε» καί 
βλασφημίας καί πονηριάς καί λοιδορίας, ώ παρόμοιος ούδείς, δν τίνι άντιτάξομεν ού 
γινώσκομεν, ουτος έκείνος ό παλαμναϊος πάπας, ό σοβαρός καί ύπέροφρυς, ώ θεέ καί

159



BYZANTINE DIPLOMACY: A SEMINAR

δίκη καί ήλιε, σνμποδισθείς έπεσε. Καί τίμη τφ άδελφφ λέγω καί το τοϋ πτώματος είδος; 
Προ παντός άνάθεμα γέγονε τήςδντικήςΈκκλησίας, εϊτα τούς οφθαλμούς έξωρύχθη, την 
ρίνα τρίτον έξετμήθη καί το χείλος τέταρτον, πεμπτον την γλώτταν την πολλά καί άρρητα 
λαλοϋσαν καί άμαχον επόμπευοεν επί τοντοις εκτον όνίσκω πτωχφ οεμνυνόμενος 
ούροκρατών καί τούτον, την δε κεφαλήν εσκεπε ασκού παλαιού τεμάχιον τας προτομας 
εχον όρθιους το & έβδομον εις κρίσιν ήλθε, κατεψηφίσθη, την ιερατικήν ένεδνθη καί 
έξεδϋθη στολήν, όπισθοφανΦς έσνρη <κατα> τον ναόν αυτόν, τον πρόναον, την φιάλης 
αυλήν καί ώς εις αναψυχήν εις τον κάρκαρον ένεβλήθη.

Anathematism of Michael I Cerularius by Humbert (July 1054)

H.-G. Beck, ‘Storia della Chiesa’, in La civiltà bizantina dal IXall’ XI secolo, Bari 1978, pp. 234-7:

Όστις αν τή πίστει καί τή θυσία τής 'Ρωμαϊκής καί άποστολικής καθέδρας 
άντιλέγη, άνάθεμα έστω καί μήτε δεχεσθω ορθόδοξος, άλλα λεγέσθω προζυμίτης κα'ι 
νέος Αντίχριστος. Οϋβερτος θεού χάριτι τής άγιας των ’Ρωμαίων εκκλησίας έπίσκοπος, 
Πέτρος των Άμαλφ,ηνών άρχιεπίσκοπος, Φερεδέριχος διάκονος καί καγκελλάριος πάσι 
τοΐς τής καθολικής έκκλησίας τέκνοις. Ή άγια Ρωμαϊκή πρώτη καί άποστολική καθέδρα, 
..., τής εκκλησιαστικής ειρήνης κα'ι χρείας χάριν, προς ταυτην τήν βασιλικήν πόλιν 
ημάς άποκρισιαρίους αυτής ποιήσαι κατηξίωσεν, iva καθώς γεγραπται κατέλθωμεν 
καί ίδωμεν, ε’ι άρα εργω πεπλήρωται ή βοή, ή άδιαστίκτως εκ τηλικαύτης πόλεως 
άνέβανε προς τα ώτα αυτής, εί δε καί μή ήν ούτως, γνφ όθεν γινωσκετωσαν προ μεν 
πάντων οί δεδοξασμένοι αύτοκράτορες, ό κλήρος, ή σύγκλητος καί ό λαός ταϋτης τής 
Κωνσταντινουπόλεως καί πάσα ή καθολική έκκλησία ημάς ένταϋθα διεγνωκέναι, όθεν 
πλειστα χαιρόμεθα, άγαθόν κα'ι μέγ ιστόν, όθεν έλεεινώς λυπούμεθα, κακόν, καί γάρ 
όσον προς τούς κίονας τοϋ κράτους, καί τούς αύτοϋ τετιμημένους κα'ι τούς πολίτας 
σοφούς χριστιανικωτάτη καί ορθόδοξός έστιν ή πόλις όσον δε προς τον Μιχαήλ τον 
καταχρηστικΦς λεγόμενον πατριάρχην καί τής αύτοϋ άνοίας τούς σύνεργούς, πλειστα 
ζιζάνια των αιρέσεων καθ’ έκάστην διασπείρεται έν μέσω αυτής,.... Ύπ'ερ ών πλανισμών 
καί έτέρων πλείστων έργων αύτοϋ αύτός Μιχαήλ γράμμασι τοϋ κυροϋ ημών Λέοντος 
τοϋ πάπα νουθετηθείς, πεισθήναι κατεφρόνησεν, έπειτα ήμίν τοΐς άγγέλοις αύτοϋ τας 
ύποθέσεις των τηλικούτων κακών λογικώς άντιστήναι λέγουσι τήν παρουσίαν αύτοϋ κα'ι 
τήν συντυχίαν παντελώς άπηρνήσατο οϋτε τφ νγιεΐ βουλενματι των αύτοκρατόρων καί 
των σοφών νουθετούντων κατασπάσασθαι αυτόν, ούχ ύπήκουσεν, καθώς καί πρότερον 
τας τών Λατίνων έκκλησίας ήσφαλίσατο, καί αύτούς άζυμίτας άποκαλών ρήμασι καί 
έργοις άπανταχή κατεδιώξατο έπ'ι τοσοϋτον, ώστε εν τοΐς υίοΐς αύτοϋ άναθεματίζειν 
τήν άποστολικήν καθέδραν, καθ’ ής έαυτόν έτι υπογράφει οικουμενικόν πατριάρχην. 
Όθεν ημείς τής αύτής άγιας καί πρώτης άποστολικής καθέδρας τήν έξάκουστον βίαν 
καί ύβριν ούχ ύποφέροντες ..., άπο πάσης τής άποστολικής έκκλησίας τφ άναθέματι, 
όπερ ό κύριος ημών ό ευλαβέστατος πάπας τφ Μιχαήλ καί τοΐς αύτφ έπομένοις, έαν μή 
πεισθώσιν, άπεφήνατο, ουτω καθυπογράφομεν. Μιχαήλ ό καταχρηστικΦς πατριάρχης,
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ô νεόφυτος καί μόνφ άνθρωπίνφ φόβφ το μοναστικόν σχήμα δεξάμενος, νϋν δε 
έγκλήμασιν άνηκέστοις παρά πολλών διαπεφημισμένος, καί μεέ αύτοϋ Λέων ό τής 
Άχρίδος επιλεγόμενος, καί ό σακελλάριος τοϋ αύτοϋ Μιχαήλ ό Νικηφόρος, όστις την 
των Λατίνων θυσίαν προφανώς κατεπάτησε τοίς ποσ'ι καί πάντες οί έπόμενοι αύτοΐς 
έν τοίς προκειμένοις πλανίσμασι καί τολμήμασιν εστωσάν άνάθεμα μαραναθα συν τοίς 
Σιμωνιακοϊς, Βαλεσίοις, Άρειανοϊς, Μανιχαίοις, συν οίς δογματίζουσι, καί τοίς αλλοις, 
ότι το ένζυμοV έμψυχον είναι, καί συν πάσι τοίς αίρετικοΐς, μάλλον δε καί μετά τοϋ 
διαβόλου καί τών άγγέλων αύτοϋ, εάν μη πεισθώσιν, άμήν, άμήν, άμήν.

(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’, ΕΕΒΣ 23(1953) 76-7.

Επιστολή τοϋ πάπα προς τον πατριάρχην Κωνσταντινουπόλεως.

Άνέφερεν ήμΐν ό άγαπητδς νιος Πέτρος ό ύποδιάκονος ημών, ό άποκομιστής τών 
παρόντων γραμμάτων, σε διακαή έπιθνμίαν έν τφ στηθεί φέρειν, τοϋ τήν άνατεθεΐσάν σοι 
έκκλησίαν τή ρωμαϊκή έκκλησία, ήτις πασών εκκλησιών ύπ’ αύτοϋ τοϋ Κυρίου μήτηρ κατέστη 
καί διδάσκαλος, καθώς εύσεβες καί δίκαιον καί κανονικόν έστιν, ένωθήναι. ... Οΐδας γάρ 
πάντως ως άνήρ προσεκτικός καί διακριτικός, όπως ή τοϋ θεοϋ έκκλησία ούδεμίαν ύποφέρειν 
οφείλει κατατομήν καί πώς μόνφ τφ Πέτρω είρηται παρά τοϋ κυρίου συ ει Πέτρος καί έπ'ι 
ταύτη τή πέτρα οικοδομήσω μου τήν έκκλησίαν,.... Έπε'ι ούν πρέπει τής διακρίσεώς σου τή 
φρονήσει το ζέον τής τοιαντης έπιθνμίας εις αποτέλεσμα έργου άποδεϊξαι, τήν άδελφότητά 
σου παρακαλοϋμεν, ύπομιμνήσκομεν καί σνμβουλενομεν ένδιαθέτως, iva τον περιπόθητον 
έν Χριστώ υιόν ήμών Μανουήλ τον κράτιστον καί δόξης πλήρη Κωνσταντινουπόλεως 
βασιλέα, ον πιστεύομεν τον αύτον ζήλον έχειν, ύπομιμνήσαι σπουδάσης έπιμελέστερον καί 
άγαγειν, iva εις το ένωθήναι τήν έκκλησίαν τής βασιλείας αύτοϋ τή ρωμαϊκή έκκλησία, 
ώσπερ οφείλει διακαώς σκοπήση, καί λόγον τον έπ'ι τού τφ μικρώ τφ χρόνφ τρακταϊσθέντα, 
εις συμπλήρωσιν άγαγειν μή ύπερθήση, ως αν αυτός αιωνίου έπάθλου δυνηθείη έπιτυχεϊν, 
καί ή σή εντεύθεν μέριμνα καί σπονδή ίσχνση άξίως έπαινεθήναι. Έδόθη εν πόλει λεγομένη 
Σίγνια, προ δύο καλανδών μαρτίου, ήτις έστϊν κζ φεβροναρίου.

(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.

Άντίγραμμα τοϋ άγιωτάτον πατριάρχον Κωνσταντινουπόλεως προς τον πάπαν τής 
πρεσβυτέρας 'Ρώμης.

Άγιώτατε πάπα, καί έν κνρίφ αγαπητέ άδελφέ.

Ψυχής ένδειγμα θεολήπτου τήν ένοποιόν μεταδιώκειν ειρήνην, καί τον τοϋ πνεύματος 
σύνδεσμον. ... Διά τούτο ό τής βασιλείας τών ούρανών κλειδοϋχος τήν περιτομήν
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πεπιστευμένος, έκήρυττε καί τοίς έ'θνεσι, καί πρότερον έν Ιερουσαλήμ μετά τής θεολέκτου 
όμάδος τήνέκκλησίαν τοϋ θεοϋ συνεστήσατο, επειτα εν Αντιόχεια, καί όντως άπανταχοϋ την 
έαντοϋ διδασκαλίανέξήπλωσε καί το κήρυγμα. Διά τούτο καί δρά τήν κατά θεόν ενωσι ν καί 
συνάφειαν καί ό μακάριος Παϋλος εις τα έθνη άπεσταλμένος, όμως και Ιουδαίοις κηρύττειν 
ονκ άνεβάλλετο.... Πάντες ούν όπόσοι τήν κατά θεόν ομόνοιαν προαιρούμεθα καί τήν άπ 
άλλήλων μισοϋμεν διάζευξιν, όφείλομεν τούτον καί μόνον γενέσθαι τοϋ άγαθοϋ, καί τα 
εις τούτο οπωσδήποτε προσιστάμενα εκ μέσον ποιήσασθαι, καί μή τινα προσεπισυνάπτειν 
έ'τερα περιττά καί άνόνητα, καί τής έντολής πόρρω φέροντα, iva μή δοκώμεν έμπορικώς 
το άγαθόν ζητεϊν καί μετέρχεσθαι. Ζητητέα γάρ καλά, ότι καλά, καί μή δι’ εναλλαγήν 
πραγμάτων άρχαίων καί τής άνέκαθεν κρατούσης έκκλησιαστικής καταστάσεως. Όταν 
γάρ τις επιχειρή κατορθώσαί τι των έπαινε των καί φιλονμένων θεφ, μετά ταπεινώσεως 
χρή τούτο μετέρχεσθαι καί παν ύψωμα καθαιρεΐν. Οντω γάρ έ'ξει συνεργούσαν αντφ καί 
τήν τοϋ θεοϋ αγαθότητα. El δ’ άλλως πως, άννσει ούδέν. Διότι δίχο. θεοϋ ουδέ τα βλέφαρα 
ημών κινείσθαι π ιστενομέν τε καί διδασκόμεθα. Έπεί ούν ή σή άγιό της προαιρείται τήν 
των άγιων έκκλησιών ενωσιν, συντρέχει δε καί ευδοκεί καί σπουδάζει εις τούτο καί ό 
πανευσεβέστατος καί άγιος ημών αντοκράτωρ, ή μετά θεόν μία ημών καί υμών άληθώς καί 
κατά φνσιν άρχή, εις τούτο δε καί ή ταπεινότης ημών έχει διακαώς, τίς γάρ οΰτω μισόκαλος 
ώστε μή προτίθεσθαι παντός ετέρου το κοινόν άγαθόν; "Έτοιμον το αίσιον άποτέλεσμα. Καί 
ό εις τούτο παρεμποδίσων εν τφ σπεύδειν συνιστάν το ίδιον θέλημα, έ'ξει πάντως από θεοϋ 
το κατάκριμα. Το δε μέγιστον ύψος τοϋ θεοστεφοϋς ψών αύτοκράτοροςχάριν τούτον ούχ 
ύπομνήσεως δεΐται παρά τίνος. Μόνος γάρ καί προ ημών καί προ πάντων, μελέτην ποιεί 
διηνεκή τάς άποπερατώσεις τών άγιων εντολών τοϋ σωτήρος ημών Χριστοϋ ποιούμενος, καί 
ταύτας τή αυτοϋ χάριτι ώς ούδείς έτερος κατορθών, ούδε τήν τών άγιων έκκλησιών ενωσιν 
τής αυτοϋ προμήθειας άφήκεν έκτος, άλλα προ μακρών χρόνων καί ώς ή τής σής ιεραρχίας 
έκτελεστάτη γνώσις έπίσταται, διά μερίμνης ότι πολλής τά περί ταντης έποίησε. Τήν δε 
γραφήν τής σής άγιότητος άποδεξάμενοι, καί κατά το εϊκός άσπασάμενοι, εύχαριστήσαμέν 
σοι, ότι ούκ άνεβάλον ρωνννειν ημάς εις το άρέσκον τή σή άγαθότητι.

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 III: An Unpublished 

Correspondence’, Byzantinoslavica 33 (1972), 35-41:

Τοϋ άγιωτάτον καί οικουμενικού πατριάρχου κϋρ Ίωάννου τοϋΚαματηροϋ έπιστολή 
άντιρρητική προς τά προς αυτόν γραφέντα παρά τοϋ πάπα.

Έδεξάμην σου το γράμμα, τιμιώτατε πάπα, καί άνελίξας τούτο καί άναπτύξας 
ηνχαρίστησα τφ Θεφ τους διεστηκότας τόπων μακροΐς διαστήμασι συνάπτεσθαι 
άλλήλοις διά γραμμάτων προνοησαμένω,....

διά ταϋτα μετά περιχαρείας μάλα πολλής έδε<ξάμη>ν το γράμμα τής σής ίερότητος, 
άλλα τό βονλημα τής γραφής, ό, τι ποτέ καί θέλης δηλοϋν, σαφώς <ού>κ εσχον κατανοεϊν.
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.... που των θείων εύαγγελίων εύρίσκεται λέγων ό Χριστός την των Ρωμαίων εκκλησίαν 
κεφαλήν είναι καί μητέρα γενικήν τινα καί καθολικωτέραν <καί> περι<εκτικήν> των 
άπανταχή τής κοσμικής τετραμερείας εκκλησιών, ή παρά τίνος των οικουμενικών 
συνόδων οντω τα περί τούτον διατετύπωται, καθώς υμείς περί τής ήμετερας έκκλησίας 
διανοεϊσθε;... εΐ δε δια το τον ίερώτατον Πέτρον αυτόθι δια μαρτυρίας την ένταϋθα 
μεταλλάξαι ζωήν, άλλ’ όράτε μήποτε αρα ούκ εις σέμνωμα τούτο (όκνώ γαρ τουναντίον 
είπεΐν) τή ’Ρωμαίων λογισθήσεται έκκλησία. ... λείπεται αρα μη διά ταϋτα την 'Ρώμην 
μητέρα τών λοιπών τνγχάνειν έκκλησιών, άλλα πέντε τυγχανονσών τών μεγάλων 
εκκλησιών αϊ καί πατριαρχικοϊς σεμνύνονται άξιώμασι, πρώτην, ώς εν άδελφαίς 
τνγχάνειν όμοτίμοις αυτήν.

... εί δε τον Π<έτρον> τών λοιπών άποστόλων άπομερίζεις καί ιδίαν αύτφ 
διδασκαλίαν άποκλ<ηροΐς>, ής άμέθεκτος ή λοιπή τών άποστόλων λογάς άπελείφθη, 
ώρα σοι σκοπεΐν το εντεύθεν άν<α>φαινόμενον, έναντιότης γαρ οϋτω καί έτερότης εν 
τοϊς διδάγμασι εισάγεται τού Χριστού, άλλα μεν Πέτρω ίδικώς παραδόντος, έτερα <δε> 
τοϊς άλλοις τών μαθητών.....

... καί πάντως ούκ άγνοεϊται τή άγχινοία σου ώς έν Ίεροσολύμοις πρώτον ή πίστις 
ημών έπαρρησιάσατο, κάκεΐ πολλοί καί κρείττονς άριθμοϋ πιστεύειν κατήρξαντο 
τω κηρύγματι, το δε τους πιστεύοντας καλεισθαι Χριστιανούς έν Αντιόχεια πρώτως 
κατήρξατο, δθεν καί Θεούπολις αϋτη κατονομάζεται, ή δε καθ’ υμάς έκκλησία έσχε 
το πρώτην τνγχάνειν τή τάξει τών έκκλησιών τών μεγάλων, διά το (καθώς άνώτερον 
εϊρηται) τηνικάδε χρόνου βασιλεία καί συγκλήτω σεμνύνεσθαι, καί τούτο εχειν παρά 
τάς λοιπός το άξίωμα....

ταϋτα προς την σταλεΐ<σαν> ήμΐν παρά τής σής ίερότητος έπιστολιμ<αίαν> γραφήν 
a καί εί μεν ώς άπό αδελφικής διαθέσεως γραφέντα άποδέξεταί σου ή άγιότης, καλώς αν 
εϊη ποιούσα καί άξίως τού άρχιερατικοϋ έπαγγέλματος εί δε τοϊς παρ’ ημών γεγραμμένοις 
άχθέσ<εταί> σου ή άγιότης, άλλ’ ήμεϊς γε τής άληθείας ούκ άφεξόμεθα, ούκ αν μυριάκις 
εϊη τις άπειλούμενος ήμιν τα δεινότατα.
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THE MULTIFACETED ‘DIPLOMACY’ OF MICHAEL Vili PALAEOLOGUS

The case of Michael VIII Palaeologus brings this series of lectures to a 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’1 
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.2 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 strategics of Melnik and Serres, once again had to face the 
charge that he was plotting to seize the throne.3 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, Ρωμαϊκή 'Ιστορία 
I, 2 (ed. L. Schopen, CSHB, Bonn 1829, 13): τής γάρ rοι Κωνσταντινουπόλειυς υπό τών Λατίνων άλονσης συνέβη 
την των 'Ρωμαίων ηγεμονίαν καθάπερ όλκάδα μεγάλην. άνέμοίς άγρίοις καί κύμασι θαλαττίοις συνειλημμένην 
κατά τεμάχια καί μέρη πλεϊστα διαιρεθήναι. Of the abundant literature see esp. A. Carile, ‘Partitio terrarum imperii 
Romaniae’, Studi Veneziani 1 (1965), 125-305.

2 On the empire of the Grand Comneni see most recently the comprehensive survey of A. G. C. Savvides, Οί Μεγάλοι 
Κομνηνο'ι τής Τραπεζούντας καί τοΰ Πόντου. 'Ιστορική έπισκόπηση τής αύτοκρατορίας τοΰ Μικρασιατικόν 
έλληνισμοϋ (1204-1461), Athens 2005. On Nicaea and Epirus A. Miliarakis’ book, Ιστορία τοϋ βασιλείου τής 
Νίκαιας καί τοΰ Δεσποτάτου τής Ηπείρου, 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, Νίκαια και Ήπειρος τον 13° αι. Ιδεολογική αντιπαράθεση στην προσπάθειά 
τους να ανακτήσουν την αυτοκρατορία, Thessalonica 1991.
3 This episode is described very fully by George Acropolites, Χρονική Συγγραφή (ed. A. Heisenberg, Leipzig 1903), 
92-100. See the detailed study by G. Czebe, ‘Studien zum Hochsverratsprozesse des Michael Paläologus im Jahr 1252’, 
Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbücher 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.4 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: Ί 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: Tf 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.5

The episode throws into relief Michael’s agility of mind and ‘diplomacy’ in the broader 
sense of the word.6 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.7

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, Βυζαντινών Βίος καί πολιτισμός, 
vol. 3, Athens 1949, 356-7, refers to two well-known lines from Sophocles’ Αντιγόνη (ήμεν δ’ έτοιμοι καί μύδρους α'ίρειν 
χεροίν, καί πϋρ διέρπειν, νν. 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. Beiträge zur byzantini
schen Geschichte und Kultur, ed. L M. Hoffmann, with the assistance of A. Monchizadeh (Mainzer Veröffentlichungen 
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, Χρονική Συγγραφή, 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.8 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.’9 
This gate in the Έπταπύργιον (Yediküle) 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 πρωτοβεστιάριος (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.10 Rumours quickly began to spread that the πρωτοβεστιάριος 
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, ’Ρωμαϊκή Ιστορία III, 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. I. Polemis, The Doukai. A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, 
London 1968, 131,156-8.
9 rHv δε το λεγόμενον ώς εύγε τφ βασίλεϊ τής Πόλεως καί ώς κατά την Χρυσέαν πύλην είσελθεΐν μέλλοι καί 
ώς το καί το έκεϊσε μεγαλυνόμενος έκτελεσειεν: Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι, II, 23 (ed. A. Failler, Georges 
Pachymérès, Rélations Historiques, Paris 1984, vol. I, 181).
10 Andronicus was appointed μέγας δομέστικος (i.e. head of the army) and Theodore πρωτοκννηγός (i.e. 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 μέγας κοντόστανλος (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 πρωτοβεσηάριος. 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.11 12 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.13

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.14 
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 Acropolites15 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, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι I, 15-19 (ed. Failler, voi. I, 65-89). See also S. 
Lampakis, Γεώργιος Παχνμερης, πρωτέκδικος καί δικαιοφύλαξ. Εισαγωγικό δοκίμιο, Athens 2004, 57-60.
12 καί ι)ν επί τών κοινών πραγμάτων ό Κομνηνός Μιχαήλ, πλήν τών βασιλικών συμβόλων, πάσαν τήν έξουσίαν 
άνειλημμενος ('Ρωμαϊκή 'Ιστορία III, 4, ed. Schopen, 70).

13 These events and the ‘legal’ aspects are discussed in detail by Aik. Christophilopoulou, ’Εκλογή, άναγόρενσις καί 
στέψις τον βυζαντινού αύτοκράτορος [Πραγματεΐαι τής ’Ακαδημίας ’Αθηνών, 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 Χρονική Συγγραφή (ed. Heisenberg, 165).
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able to accomplish their mission.161 simply mention the fact here as one of the curious minor 
details in our information concerning Byzantine embassies. It has also been thought likely,17 
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,18 
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 κουμπαριά (a mutual relationship between parents 
and godparents), as an anonymous versifier wrote in the Chronicle of the Morea:

Ό βασιλεύς είχεν υιόν μειράκιον và βάφτιση,

Τον πρίγκιπαν έζήτι\σε κ’ εποΐκαν συντεκνίαν.

Στες συμφωνίες που εποικαν ητον κι έτοϋτο μέσα,

Ποτί μάχην να μη εχονσιν, αγάπην νά κρατοϋσιν.19

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,20 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 Lascaris21 and sister of John, who had been 
thrust aside by Michael VIII. 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 
Michael’s 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: Χρονικό τοϋ Μορέως(εd. 
P. Kalonaros, Athens 1940), verses 4336-9, p. 183. Cf. also verse 5542 (p. 230): καί σύντεκνον σε εποικεν và στερεωθεί 
ri φιλία σας.
20 Χρονική Συγγραφή (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.22 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.23

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.24 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.’25

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 
IV26 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: ονδ’ amò to σχήμα των πρέσβεων παρτιτεϊτο (‘not even the status itself of 
ambassador protected them’) observes Pachymeres.27 One of them, probably Nicephoritzes, 
was flayed alive, not only to punish him personally but also ‘to dishonour the one who sent 
him’ (επ’ άτιμία τοϋ πέμψαντος) as Pachymeres comments.28 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’ (σκηνΐται),29 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, Παχυμέρης, 71-4.
24 Geanakoplos, Michael, 106-10.
25 'Ώσπερ καταπεσούσης τούτης, συγκατε'πιπτον τα λοιπά, ούτως, άνακληθείσης τούτης, ούκ for tv δπως ονκ 
άνακληθήσεσθαι τούτα: Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι, 11.30 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 211); cf. Miliarakis, 609-12.

26 On this see the recent article by B. Milios, Ενωτικές διαπραγματεύσεις μεταξύ Παλαιός και Νέας Ρώμης αμέσως 
μετά την απελευθέρωση της Κωνσταντινούπολης από τους Λατίνους. Μιχαήλ Η' Παλαιολόγος και Ουρβανός Δ' 
(1261-1264), Βνζαντιακά 23 (2003), 229-48.

27 Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι, 11.36 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 227).

28 See note 27.
29 Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι, 11.24 (ed. Failler, vol. 1, 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.30 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.31 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.32 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.33 When 
the ambassadors arrived he had taken care to have troops in full armour drawn up along the

30 Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι, III.3 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 233-5)

31 Άλλα Νογάν μεν κηδεύσας ό βασιλεύς τψικάδε, τον έκείνων άρχοντα, πέμπων ονκ άνίει πλεΐστα, δσα τε προς 
ένδυμάτων χρήσιν καί δσα προς τροφών ποικιλίαν, προς δε καί άνθοσμιών οίνων δλας πιθάκνας φιλοτιμούμενος. 
Ό δε τα μεν εις βρώσιν καί πόσιν μαθών ήγάπα λαμβάνων καί χρυσόν δε καί άργυρον εν έκπώμασι προσεδέχετσ 
τα δε ποικίλα ή προς καλύπτρας ή προς ένδύματα -έφιλοτιμεΐτο γάρ καί ταϋτα προσαποστελλων ό βασιλεύς- 
άφώμενος ταίςχερσίν, άνηρώτα τον διακομισάμενον ε’ι χρησιμεύοι προς κεφαλήν έπί τφ απονον είναι καί άνάλγητον 
ή καλύπτρα, εί καί ό έπανεσπαρμενος μάργαρος άμύνειν εχοι ταύτη τάς άστραπάς, εί εις βροντών κτύπους ώστε 
μή έμβρόντητον γίνεσθαι τον φορούν τα, ό λίθος συναίροιτο, εί τα πολυτελή αύθις. ένδύματα εις άπονίαν μελών 
συλλαμβάνοι: Παχυμερης Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι, V, 4 (ed. Failler, vol. Π, 445-9). Cf. also III, 5 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 243).
32 Ό Δούκας Ιωάννης κλέος μόνον έκείνων ήκουε καί κατωχύρου τα φρούρια σίτφ και αρμασιν, ών τον μεν 
καί εις χρόνους προσέταττεν άποτίθεσθαι, βούλλαις μολυβδίναις τον ένόντα τοίς έποίκοις σφραγίζων, φέροντας 
δ’ έξωθεν έπιτάττων σιτίζεσθαι, τα δε καί άναγκαΐα έτίθει τοίς κτησομένοις, ώς έκείνων παν το εις περιουσίαν 
δν ύστερείν προικοδοτοϋντας γάρ μετά την σεβασμίαν εικόνα τα όπλα προαέταττε καταγράφεσθαε μηδε γάρ 
έχειν εΐδέναι τί το έξορμήααν τών σφών φωλεών έθνος καί όποίοις τοίς ήθεσι χράται, καν είρηνεύειν θέλοι, καν 
μάχεσθαι: Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι II. 25 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 187).

33 "Εγνω δ ’ όμως ό βασιλεύς, το φοβερόν πλασάμενος, εκείνους κατασοφίσασθαι. Καί πρώτον μεν προαπέστελλεν 
ώς δήθεν άγγελοϋντας έπί περσίδος ώς επ’ αυτούς εύτρεπίζοιτο, καί οί ταχυδρομοϋντες έπέμποντο.,.είτα δε τοίς 
πρέαβεσι προσελαύνουσι πέμψας τούς ύπαντήσοντας, ώς δήθεν καί σφίσι τάς οδούς όδηγήσαι, δί ότι δυσχώρων 
Εξεπίτηδες τόπων Εκείνους διαβιβάζειν προσέταττε, καν τις άποκναίων έρωτώη την δυσχωρίαν, οΰτω πάσαν έχειν 
την τής 'Ρωμαίδος γήν άποκρίνεσθαι, ώς έτοίμως έχόντων τφ μη εΐδέναι πιστεύειν. Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί 
Ίστορίαι II. 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, 
so 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.34 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.35 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.36 The sultan, Baybars, was of Cuman stock and liked 
to recruit Cumans into his army.37 As the ships bringing them had to pass through the 
Bosporus, with all its geopolitical implications,38 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’ (ζφον άσύνι\θες καί θαυμάσιον),39 
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.40 If 
it materialized, it would have put Michael in a difficult position. How was he to react?

34 Έηεί δε καί προς βασιλέα πολλά πονέσαντες παραγένοιντο, τηνίκα καί άλλ’ άττα φοβερά έπενόει, ώς αύτίκα 
καί έκ τής θέας φοβήσων. Έπέταττε γαρ τας δυνάμεις έν ταυ το) συνελθεΐν καί, όπλισθέντας κατά φρήτρας καί φύλα 
καί τάξεις, έν ποσοις τισι τών οδών διαστήμασιν ίαταμένονς, καταφράκτονς σιδήρφ, φόβον κατά παιδιάς έμποιεΐν 
Το δέ γε τής γερουσίας καί όσον ήν τών έν τελεί καί τφ βασιλει προς αίματος, πάντας προς το μεγαλειότερον 
έσκενασμένους καί στολαΐς καί γενναίο) τής ψυχής παραστήματι ώς αύτίκα το κατά πόδας λαπάξοντας, πολλάκις 
διιόντας έξ άφανών, ές ταϋτα ξυμπίπτειν, ώς τους αυτούς μεν είναι ταίς άληθείας, δοκειν δ’ άλλους καί άλλους 
καί μηδέποτε τούς αύτονς....αυτόν δε βασιλικώς έσταλμένον, μηδέν τών φοβερών έλλείποντα, άνω που καθήσθαι, 
σπάθην φέροντα ταϊς χερσί, βήλοις τε πολντελέσι περικεκλεισμένον, ...έξαίφνης δ’ έξ άδηλου τών παραπετασμάτων 
διανοιχθέντων, όντως έγγενέσθαι σφίσι βλέπειν, τον έπ'ι τού θρόνου μάλα σοβαρευόμενον, ολίγα τε είπείν καί 
άκονσαι, μεταξνλογούντων τινων, φοβερά δε καί ταϋτα δοκοϋντα, ώς μόνον λεγάμενα καταπλήξατ καί ούτως επί 
ολίγον άφοσιωσάμενον τον χρηματισμό ν άποπέμπειν διά τών a ίσων πάλιν δυσχωριών τοις όδηγοίς έπαναγομένους. 
Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί 7στορίαι II. 25 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 189). Cf. Miliarakis, 464-465.
35 Καί οϋτω δεδιότας ξυνέβαινεν άντιφοβεΐν έκ σννέσεως. Τότε & όμαλώς καί ήπίως πάνυ έπεχείρουν 
πρεαβεύεσθαι μεν επ’ εκείνους, έκεϊθεν δε πρέσβεις δέχεσθαι, ώς αύτίκα καί κατά κήδη σπένδεσθαι μελετάν. Pachy
meres. Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι II. 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, Οι Κουμάνοι και to Βυζάντιο, 11°5-130ί αι. μ. X., Βυζαντινά 
13 (1985), 939-955 (repr. in the same author’s book, Βνζαντινοτουρκικά μελετήματα, Athens 1991, 153-70). See also 
Savvides, Οι Τούρκοι και το Βυζάντιο. A'. Προ-οθωμανικά φύλα στην Ασία και στα Βαλκάνια, 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, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι III, 4: (ed. Failler, vol. I, 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.41 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: Τω γοΟν προς αύτήν ερωτι ό βασιλεύς Μιχαί\λ όλους... έν άσφαλεΐ μεν είχεν 
έφ’ φ τάχα μη άποδράναι προς τους οικείους, όμως δ’ έκείνη προνοών των έπιτηδείων 
βασιλικός πάντα τρόπον έπείρα, τής σωφροσύνης έκείνης περιγενεσθαι (‘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’).42 
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.43 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.44 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).45 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.46 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.47

41 'Ρωμαϊκή 'Ιστορία IV, 3 (ed. Schopen, 92): σωφροσύνης ώρρ τόνβίον κοσμούσα καί τρόποίς σεμνότητος την τής 
δψεως αϊγλην λαμπροτέραν δεικνΰσα.
42 Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι III, 7 (ed. Failler, vol. I, 245).
43 μηδε γάρ âv καλόν είναι καί ευπρεπές, βασιλέως άκονσασαν δάμαρτα οϋτω μεγίστου καί φοβερού, έν ύστέρω 
το λέχος αίσχϋναι καί τφ δούλοι, εί καί βασιλενοι νϋν παλλακεύεσθαι. Pachymeres, ΣυγγραφικάÌ Ίστορίαι, III.7 
(ed. Failler, vol. I, 245).

44 Alice M. Talbot, ‘Empress Theodora Palaiologina, wife of Michael Vili’, 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: 

έκεΐ έσκοτώθη ό ρόϊ Μαφρές, τον πόλεμον έχάσε, 

κι όσοι ένέμειναν απ’ αύτοϋ, λέγω άπό τον λαόν τον 

όλοι έπροσκυνήσασιν τόνμέγα ρόι Κάρλον, 

καί οϋτως ένέμεινεν αυτός με άνάπαψιν κ’ ειρήνην 

ρήγας άφέντης Σικελίας καί τοϋ ρηγάτου Πούλιας ...48

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...49

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.50 As Gregoras very aptly says, he 
wanted to revive the ancient Roman empire.51 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.52 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’ (εις 
τάς έσχάτας περιστάσεις ). 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.53 If Michael had not been emperor, Charles would have 
prevailed, and vice versa.54 After Manfred’s defeat, then, έμεγαλύνετο ρήξ ό πρότερον

48 Χρονικόν τον Μορέως, 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: ωριος, ξανθός, μ’ ευγενικό τό διώμα, / μα μοίραζε πληγη σε δνό τό φρύδι... 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, Η Ανδεγανικη κυριαρχία στην Ρωμανία 
επί Καρόλου Α' ( 1266-1285), Athens 1984.

51 την όλην, ώς είπεϊν, ’Ιουλίου Καίσαρος καί Αύγουστον μοναρχίαν ώνειροπόλει: Γρήγορός, ’Ρωμαϊκή Ιστορία, 
V. 1 (ed. Schopen 123).
52 δεινός γάρ ήν ό άνηρ ού μόνον σκέρασθαι τα δέοντα, άλλα καί ρόστα τελεσιουργόν την σκέψιν εν τοίς εργοις 
ένδείξασθαι: Gregoras, 'Ρωμαϊκή ’Ιστορία V. 1 (ed. Schopen, 123).

53 Άλλ’ άντέπραττε αύτφ καθάπαξ είπεϊν ή τον βασιλέως δραστικάπέρα όξύτης καί άντεκάθητο νπερδέξιος. Gre
goras, ’Ρωμαϊκή Ιστορία V, 6 (ed. Schopen, 144). On all this see Geanakoplos, Michael, 145-7.
54 Gregoras, ’Ρωμαϊκή Ιστορία V, 6 (ed. Schopen, 144-5).
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κόντος, ώς τοϋ ρήγός Φραγγίας αύτάδελφος: τούτο γάρ οί καί σνμπεφωνημένος μισθός 
ην παρά τής εκκλτισίας, τής έπ\ τφ Μαφρε άποστατοϋντι ορμής, αν εις τέλος νικφτι 
(‘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.’).5S

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.56

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.57 58

These alliances had been preceded (at the beginning of 1269) by Michael VHI’s failed 
attempt to marry his daughter Anna to the krai 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: ησαν δε καί 
τα κατ’ αυτούς το παράπαν λιτά καί εύτελή58 (‘everything with them was excessively frugal 
and economical’).

The krai 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.59

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 Bibliothèque Nationale 
at Paris.60 In the following year there was a second embassy: επεμπε δε καί ανδρας 
εκκλησιαστικούς πολύ το αξιοπρεπές εκ τε τοϋ τρόπου καί όφφικίων έχοντας) ‘and he 
sent some ecclesiastics as greatly distinguished in their character as in their offices,’ notes

55 Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι IV, 29 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 411).

56 Geanakoplos, Michael, 150-3.
57 Geanakoplos, Michael, 165-7.
58 Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι V, 6 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 453).

59 Pachymeres, Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι V, 6 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 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. Hie 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, Bibliothèque Nationale, 
département des manuscrits. Catalogue des manuscrits grecs. II. Le fonds Coislin, Paris 1945, 178-9.
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Pachymeres..:61

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.62

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 1 
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’ (ό ρήξ έκείνων υιός ήν ρωμογενής, 
έκ μητρός τφ ρηγί γεννηθείς, τής τοϋ παλαιού Λάσκαρι θνγατρός).63 Parallel to this, 
Charles conquered territory in Albania and was proclaimed (at the beginning of 1272) 
emperor of the Albanians. 64In 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.65 Pachymeres66 67 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.'’7 
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 Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι V, 9 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 463).

62 Geanakoplos, Michael, 172-3.
63 Συγγραφικοί Ίστορι'αι IV, 29 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 411). See also Miliarakis, 135.

64 See Maria Dourou - Iliopoulou, Ανδεγαυική κυριαρχία, 68-71.

65 Geanakoplos, Michael, 178-212.
66 Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι V, 21 (ed. Failler, vol. II, 507-9).
67 Pachymeres describes these events in great detail in Συγγραφικοί Ίστορίαι 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: Σικελοί δε 
τής λοιπής ισχύος εκείνον ώς ονδεν ονσης καταφρονήσαντες, αϊρειν έτόλμησαν όπλα 
καί τής δονλείας έαντονς άνεϊναι. Ώοτ’ εί λέγοιμι καί τήν νϋν εκείνων έλενθερίαν Θεόν 
μεν παρασκενάσαι, δι’ ημών δε παρασκενάσαι, τή άληθεία σνμβαίνοντα λεγοιμι.68 (‘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.69 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,70 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.71

68 H. Grégoire, ‘Imperatorie 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 diplomatie correspondence of Michael Vili see now the very useful book of L. Pieralli, La corrispondenza 
diplomatica dell' imperatore bizantino con le potenze estere nel XIII 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, Μιχαήλ Παλαιολόγος, Leipzig 1883. For details see K. Mitsakis, To 
Βυζάντιο στο νεοελληνικό ιστορικό μυθιστόρημα, in the collection of studies, To δοκίμια τής Οξφόρδης, Athens 
1995, 93-107. Latterly, in 2005, another historical novel inspired by Michael’s exploits has appeared: G. Leonardos, 
Μιχαήλ Η' Παλαιολόγος, ό ελευθερωτής.
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Euphrosyne, daughter of Michael VIII.............. 173
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Ganshof, F. L...............................................................17

186



INDEX

Gaul.......................................................................42, 47

Gelasius I, pope............................................... 89, 113

Genoa ....................................... 57, 171-72, 177, 178

George, presbyter, envoy of Pope Gregory III .118

George, protasecretis.............................................109
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Grand Comneni, imperial dynasty.....................167

Gratian, emperor.......................................................71

Gratus, count ............................................................. 95

Great King, Persian title...................................21, 26

Greek language ......... 29,38, 57, 66, 103, 105, 138

Greek palaeography............................................... 26

Gregoras see Nicephorus Gregoras

Gregory I the Great, pope..................................  102

Gregory II, pope ..............................................49, 106
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Honorius I, pope...........................................107, 115

Hormisdas, pope....................................  95, 97, 113
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Humbert, son of Raoul............................................ 82
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John VIII, pope ............................130, 131, 151
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John XI, pope..........................124 n. 9, 134, 135
John XII, pope.............................  134, 136, 137
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Justin I, emperor . 21, 41, 93, 94, 95, 96, 100, 113
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Malchus of Philadelphia, historian .. .20, 40-1, 71
Maleas, Cape ................................................ 178
al-Mamun, caliph ............................... 22, 44, 64
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Maria, daughter of Michael VIII.................... 173
Maria Lascarina,

daughter of Theodore I Lascaris ............... 178
Marinos, sebastos ...........................................82
Marinus I, pope.................................... 131, 132
Marocia (Marotia, Marozia), daughter of

Theophylact .............................................. 134
Marseilles ..................................................... 109
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Michael Doukas, historian ........................25 n. 35
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Nicephorus II Phocas,
emperor . 28, 51-53, 55, 56, 75, 76, 137-8, 156-7

Nicephorus, sakellarios ........................................ 161
Nicephorus Alyates,

ambassador of Michael VIII ........................... 170

Nicephorus Gregoras, philosopher and
historian.........167 η. 1, 169 n. 8, 170, 175, 176
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Ohnsorge, W. ............................................................. 27

οίκετιις........................................................................25
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Ottoman empire .......................................................61
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Ottonid dynasty .......................................................34
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Photian schism........................................... 128-9
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Poitiers, battle of (732)..................... 108, 109 n. 92

Poles............................................................................ 141
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prooemium (προοίμιον)........................................31
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Seljuq Turks .................  22, 32, 54, 58, 59, 172-3
Septem (Centa) .....................................104,106

Serbia......................................................171, 177
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Plate 6
Sigillion of Alexius III Angelus ( 1201)
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Plate 7
Letter of Manuel II Palaeologiis to Ferdinand I of Aragon ( 1416)
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