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Preface

It is not an easy task these days to find an original title for a Festschrift
honoring an eminent scholar. In the case of Thor Sevéenko— a scholar of
Renaissance caliber, given the breadth and depth of his sallies into
several disciplines—the choice came surprisingly quickly.

Professor Cyril Mango and I chose Okeanos in the belief that a volume
honoring a remarkable Byzantinist should have reference to an unusual
Byzantine work. What we had in mind specifically was the well-known
Codex 388 of the Iviron Monastery on Mount Athos, describéd in an old
catalogue as “‘a big book entitled Okeanos.” This ‘“Okeanos,”” which con-
sists of 981 folia, is a kind of encyclopaedia, embracing on the one hand
the physical sciences and on the other-—and this was decisive for us—
excerpts from important literary, philosophical, and theological works.
Professor Psephtogas suggests that the work was compiled by disciples
of Theophanes Eleavulkos, a scholar of the sixteenth century.* This
extremely rich and varied manuscript contains 304 lemmata and gives
a good overview of Byzantine literary production. Many Byzantine
authors that Ihor has studied, including such masters as Nikephoros
Blemmydes, Theodoros Metochites, and Nikephoros Gregoras, are
represented in it. The curious may wish to be told that “Okeanos” was
also the title of a lost work by a certain Patrikios Araraios (or Ararsios),
of whom nothing appears to be known.**

But why publish this Okeanos as a volume of Harvard Ukrainian Studies?
There are good reasons to do so. Christian Rus’-Ukrainian culture came
into being as an offshoot of Byzantium. In the Kievan and Galician-
Volhynian periods of Rus’-Ukrainian history, the majority of literary
and clerical books produced were translations or adaptations from

* Basile Psephtogas, *‘Le codex du monastére Iviron, dit QKEANOZX,” Cyrillomethodia-
num, vol. 5 (Thessaloniki, 1981), pp. 135-145.

**  The Synodicon vetus, ed. John Duffy and John Parker (Washington, D.C., 1979),
p. 24.
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Byzantine Greek. Even original works, such as the Rus’ chronicles, can
be fully understood only with reference to Byzantine literary production.
The same can be said with regard to the Ukrainian religious and cultural
rebirth of the sixteenth to eighteenth century.

Thor Sevienko was invited to join the Harvard faculty at the time
that the foundations for Ukrainian studies were being laid at the
University. When the Ukrainian Research Institute was founded in
1973, Thor was named its associate director. Hence from the very outset
of its activity the Institute profited from his expertise and counsel. This
has helped Ukrainian studies to develop as an academic field of inquiry
and to avoid being overwhelmed by ethnicity.

In the spring of 1982, I suggested‘\‘to the associate editors of Harvard
Ukrainian Studies, Professors George\\G. Grabowicz and Frank E. Sysyn,
that an anniversary volume be dedicated to our mentor and colleague
Thor Sevéenko. Having received their, enthusiastic support, I presented
the matter to the members of the C\bmmittee on Ukrainian Studies,
where I again found approbation. At this point it became clear that such
a volume could not be planned or edited without the collaboration of a
leading Byzantinist. [ was very fortunate to find an expert and devoted
co-editor in Professor Cyril Mango of Exeter College, Oxford, who is not
only one of the world’s foremost Byzantinists, but also a personal friend
of Thor’s and of mine.

The present volume, which has attracted the participation of leading
Byzantinists from around the world, reflects the current state of Byzan-
tine studies. This should help Ukrainists orient their own work on the
Rus’-Ukrainian religious and cultural experience. It is also very satis-
fying that this excellent collection, which contains a number of relevant
contributions, appears on fhe eve of the millenium of Ukrainian
Christianity, which will be marked in 1988.

Professor Mango and I are graﬁ\eful to the fifty-three contributors in the
various fields of Byzantine studies who have enriched Okeanos with their
work, be it in philology, history, literature, or art.

Thor’s wife, Nancy Sev&enko, helped us plan the volume from the very
outset. We turned to her often for advice, and thank her for giving it so
generously and soundly.

Uliana M. Pasicznyk saw the manuscripts that arrived from around
the world through to publication. Brenda D. Sens retyped contribu-
tions needing repair. Thor’s students Miroslav Labunka, Jeffrey Feather-
stone, Sophia Georgiopoulou, Cynthia Stallman, and Thomas Cerbu
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assisted with organization and with proofreading. Nina Pritsak also
read proof. Olga K. Mayo informed the scholarly community about
the appearance of Okeanos and handled subscription correspondence.
Anthony Bryer of the Centre of Byzantine Studies at the University
of Birmingham and Susan Boyd of the Dumbarton Oaks Center for
Byzantine Studies provided their help. Larisa A. Trolle has assisted
in distributing the volume. To them and to other unnamed friends
and admirers of Thor’s this volume owes much of its success.

A generous subsidy from the Jarema S. Kurdydyk Trust of the
Ukrainian Studies Fund, Inc., and the contributions of the donors listed
on the Tabula gratularoria have helped to finance the volume. Its oversize
will, it is hoped, please Harvard Ukrainian Studies subscribers, who now
have a unique opportunity to delve into the Byzantine world.

Professor Sevéenko was presented a mock-up of his Festschrift on the
day of his 60th birthday, 10 February 1982, at a gathering of colleagues,
students, and friends. The official presentation of Okeanos took place
at Harvard University in October 1984.

OMELIAN PrITSAK






Thor Sevtenko as a Byzantinist

It is tempting to explain the pupil by reference to his master, and no
one will deny that there are many points of resemblance between Thor
Sevéenko and Henri Grégoire: a solid classical background, an un-
common gift for languages, an ability to make brilliant conjectures
(hence a shared interest in epigraphy), a concern for stylistic elegance, a
love of debunking accepted myths and also (dare I say it?) a multiplicity
of enthusiasms that have prevented both men from writing big books. 1
am sure that when the time comes to compare the achievement of these
two remarkable scholars, Thor’s contribution will be found by far the
more lasting. It is enough to set side by side Grégoire’s intrepid assault
on the Vita Constantini, which failed because of insufficient preparation,
and Thor’s demolition of the Toparcha Gothicus, which, for all its humor,
is based on an enormous apparatus of thorough and far-ranging
scholarship.

The comparison with Grégoire, useful as a point of departure, soon
breaks down. It is not only that Thor prepares his ground very carefully,
with an almost obsessive attention to detail, whereas Grégoire relied on
the inspired guess; Ihor has also explored fields that his master had paid
little attention to, in particular that of manuscript studies. His massive
contribution to our knowledge of the Palacologan period (much of it
conveniently reprinted in Society and Intellectual Life in Late Byzantium)
is very largely based on the exploitation of manuscripts and the
publication of previously unedited texts. There is also in Thor’s writings
an element of reflection, of philosophical speculation that I do not find in
Grégoire— “The Decline of Byzantium Seen through the Eyes of its
Intellectuals™ being a good case in point. Lastly, Grégoire was often
plain dotty and Thor has never been that.

The bibliography contained in this volume shows how many aspects
of Byzantine studies Thor has touched upon, and it would be tedious
to enumerate them all. Fortunately, the list is not closed. We may
confidently expect his new edition of Theophanes Continuatus and an
important contribution to the study of Byzantine inscriptions. I hope he
will also give us the results of his long-lasting preoccupation with the
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Cyrillo-Methodian problem, vu de Byzance. Dare we ask for more? For
my part, I would be glad to enter a plea for a book on Byzantium and the
Slavs and perhaps another on Byzantine hagiography, or at least a long
and thoughtful article on each.

I fear I must end on a somewhat melancholy note. Persons of my
generation have been led to believe that scholarship always advances
and, in a certain sense, Byzantine studies are on the move: there are more
Byzantinists in the world than ever before, and their combined output far
exceeds the powers of a single individual to digest. Scholarship, however,
is not so much the accumulation of ascertainable facts (important as they
are) or the use of trendy techniques (more often than not unhelpful) as
the application of intelligence and knowledge to making those facts
meaningful by establishing connections. How many of our younger
Byzantinists have even a fraction of Thor’s knowledge, not to mention his
intelligence? If 1 ask this question, it is in the light of a very recent
experience. At an international colloquium which I shall not name a
very worthy scholar read what was doubtless a very worthy paper on
reference signs in Greek manuscripts. Thor got up to comment. He
pointed out that he, too, had been studying those reference signs for
many years and that about a dozen of them in manuscripts of the ninth
and tenth centuries were identical to letters of the Glagolitic alphabet.
This remark should have generated a good deal of excitement, but no one
in the audience appeared to understand its implications. Are we
advancing?

CyRrIL MANGO



Thor Sevéenko as a Byzantino-Slavicist and Historian

What makes Thor Sevienko a unique scholar in the vast field of
Byzantino-Slavic studies? The question could have a score of answers.
Certain to be among them are his astounding philological knowledge of
Church Slavonic idioms — Moravian, East European, Balkan — paired
with an extraordinary expertise on Byzantino-Slavic ideas, terms, idioms,
and tropes. These Thor sees within the spectrum of universal history and
through the prism of the history of ideas. All his studies benefit from an
intimate and comprehensive knowledge of both the Byzantine and the
Slavic manuscript traditions, which allows him to consider aspects from
the palaeographical to the art historical.

Byzantino-Slavica as a discipline begins with study of the mission to
the Slavs of the brothers Cyril and Methodius from Thessalonica in the
ninth century. There is hardly an aspect of this subject that Ihor has not
addressed — from the social background of the father of Cyril and
Methodius, the source of the unusual (for Byzantine Greeks) spirit of
equality with which the brothers conducted their mission, and the origin
of the Slavic (i.e., Glagolitic) script that they created, to the quality
of their literary output, the models for the make-up of the earliest
Glagolitic manuscripts, and the artistic influence received by the Slavic
Balkans from South Italy.

Political ideology has always been a crucial factor in shaping man’s
history. This was especially true in pre-modern society, both in the West
and in the East. A Byzantine “mirror of princes,” allegedly from the
times of Justinian I (sixth century), had an unprecedented career as a
transmitter of political thought. The emerging Kievan intelligentsia
included excerpts from an Old Church Slavonic translation of it in Prince
Svjatoslav’s Izbornik of 1076. Centuries later, in 1628, during the rebirth
of Rus’-Ukrainian culture, it was retranslated into Slavic and published
in Kiev by the prelate (later metropolitan) Peter Mohyla.* The tract also

* “The Many Worlds of Peter Mohyla” is the title of one of Thor’s most recent studies, to
appear in the Spring 1984 issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies, devoted to the Kiev Mohyla
Academy.
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provided Muscovite bookmen with the rudiments of a political ideology.
In 1509, soon after printing was invented in Western Europe, the same
tract also appeared there. Its edirio princeps was published in Venice in
the Greek original and in Latin translation. The pamphlet was greeted
with exceptional enthusiasm by the nascent West European reading
public, from erudites to princes, and became one of the most widely read
books of the epoch. During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries it
appeared in at least 61 editions and translations.

It took Ihor Sevéenko to trace the remarkable career of “*Agapetus,”
this “mirror of princes” that traveled from Byzantium to Kiev and then
to Western Europe over several centuries.

I cannot mention here all the many other topics that Thor has studied
with similar detective skill, but one subject that I personally am very
grateful he investigated is the diffusion of Byzantine scientific and
pseudo-scientific knowledge among the Orthodox Slavs.

In 1969 Thor wrote a historiosophical essay in which he characterized
two varieties of historical writers: “‘the brightly colored butterfly flitting
about over a flowerbed” and ‘“‘the crawling caterpillar whose worm’s eye
view covers the expanse of a single cabbage leaf”’—in other words, the
vivid historian versus the technical. The year A.D. 1450 was taken to be
the usual divide between the interests and work of these two types of
historians.

Since Thor’s historical work focuses on Byzantium prior to its demise
in 1453, he would seem to belong in the caterpillar category, an erudir
who has “mastered the auxiliary sciences and who-meticulously polishes
his copious footnotes.”” Nevertheless, while conducting very specialized
palaeographical or epigraphical research, he never loses sight of the
universal cultural and historical context and always explains his dis-
coveries in terms of their contribution to mankind’s knowledge as a
whole.

If we are to characterize Thor’s creativity in terms of his own simile of
fourteen years ago, we must conclude that Thor is that rarity, a butterfly
who is at once his own caterpillar.

OMELJAN PRITSAK



The Bibliography of Thor Sevtenko
compiled by

MIROSLAYV LABUNKA

The compiling of another author’s bibliography is an interesting and
rewarding experience for the compiler, for in the process it is possible
to discern much about that author himself—his personality and his
intellectual development. The themes and topics chosen for study and
research over the years, their relation to subjects and geographical
areas, the languages applied in research and writing—all add up to a
composite picture of the author.

The very first entries in the bibliography of Ihor Sevéenko seem to
reveal the particular interests, directions, and even methodological
preoccupations of the future scholar. Listed as the first entry is the
translation into Polish of an excerpt from Voltaire’s Le siécle de Louis
XIV done when Thor Sevéenko was a sixteen-year-old student at an
academic high school (gymnasium) in Warsaw, Poland. The translation
shows that the young student was trying to learn about an historical
event (the conquest of Flanders by Louis XIV) through and with the
help of an original text on the topic. Most of the subsequent titles in the
bibliography bear witness to the preoccupation of Ihor Sevéenko—
classicist, polyglot scholar, and historian-Byzantinist — with original
source material, that is, official documents and literary tracts. These are
the medium through which he has studied historical personages, events,
and, especially, cultural trends in the Byzantine and Slavic worlds. His
bibliography reveals also the multi-faceted personality of a scholar who
feels equally at home in the Byzantine past and in present-day society.
His comments on the cultural, political, and socioeconomic problems of
contemporary societies— both Western and East European — confirm
this. Thus, Thor Sevéenko’s bibliography is a quite truthful reflection of
his biography.

*
* *

Entries in the bibliography are arranged chronologically and comprise
the years 1938-1983 (with three entries for 1984). Under each year items
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appear in the following order: monographs, articles or parts of mono-
graphs, reviews, obituaries, and miscellaneous publications. Under each
individual entry additional information is given when appropriate:
contents, references to subsequent editions, translations, or reprints.
Listed under Rev. are reviews and notes on the given entry; not included
are reviews and notes of which Ihor Sevéenko’s contribution is only a
part (e.g., collective monographs or issues of serial publications) and
bibliographical entries with short notes. Every effort was made to be
comprehensive, but it is probable that some reviews have escaped my
notice. Listed under Disc. are works of authors discussing a work by
Professor Sevéenko in their own writings. Writings about Thor Sevéenko
himself have not been included.

It is impossible to compile an individual’s bibliography successfully
and comprehensively without turning to the author himself for occa-
sional help. Professor Sevéenko was most understanding in this respect,
and I express my sincere thanks to him.

La Saile College
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ABBREVIATIONS IN THE BIBLIOGRAPHY

Annals = Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S.
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HSS = Harvard Slavic Studies

HUS = Harvard Ukrainian Studies
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1938

Voltaire, “Podb6j Flandrii (Wiek Ludwika X1V, rozdziat 8) [Tlumaczyt
1.8.),” Ignis, miesiecznik milodziezy szkolnej, 1:2 (Warsaw), pp. 29-32.
Statement (untitled and unsigned) regarding the editorial policy and scope
of the journal Ignis, miesigcznik miodziezy szkolnej (Warsaw, Liceum
Humanistyczne im. Adama Mickiewicza, kl. 2), 1:1, p. 2.

1938/1939

(ed., with Jan Bialostocki), Ignis, miesiecznik milodziezy szkolnej (Warsaw,
Liceum Humanistyczne im. Adama Mickiewicza, ki. 2.), 1:1-2.

1946

(unsigned), Anhlijs’ko ukrajins’kyj slovnycok z vymovoju/English-Ukrainian
Dictionary [Munich], 129 pp.

1947

George Orwell, Kolhosp tvaryn: Kazka, trans. Ivan Cernjatyns’kyj [Thor
Sevcenko] ([Neu Ulm]: “Prometej,”” n.d.), 90 + i pp.

Ukrainian translation of Animal Farm. Includes author’s preface,
written especially for this translation (pp. 7-12). Cf. also Orwell’s “Letter
to Arthur Koestler” of 20 September 1947, in The Collected Essays,
Journalism and Letters of George Orwell, vol. 4: In Front of Your Nose,
1945-1950, ed. Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus (London: Secker & Warburg
[1968]), letter no. 91, pp. 379-380.

1948

(Ivan Tcherniatynskyj [Ihor Sev&enko]), “Le martyre de Draj-Khmara,
poéte ukrainien (Lettres inédites),” in: Le Flambeau: Revue belge des
questions politiques et littéraires, 31, no. 3, pp. 310-326; no. 4, pp. 410-426.

1949

“Le sens et la date du traité ‘Anepigraphos’ de Nicéphore Chumnos,”
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Von der Liebe zu den Byzantinern

HANS-GEORG BECK

Bekanntlich nennen die Franzosen das, was wir als Geisteswissen-
schaften bezeichnen, in der Regel »les humanités« und die Engldnder
sagen dazu »humanities«. Unterschiede in der Terminologie sind wohl
nicht allzu wichtig, solange man wei, wovon man spricht. Trotzdem
beneide ich unsere Nachbarn gelegentlich um ihre Terminologie; denn
sie 148t weniger leicht als der Exklusivanspruch auf Geist unseren
wissenschaftlichen Ausgangspunkt vergessen, insofern er ldngst vor
jedem Bemiihen um rationale Abstraktion liegt: jene ganz konkrete,
wenn man so will, existenzielle Bedarfslage, bei der jede Frage nach
unserer Herkunft, unserem Dasein und dem Sinn unseres Daseins
ansetzt. Sie 148t uns wohl auch weniger leicht vergessen, worein all
unser Fragen miinden sollte: da wohl, wo die Konvergenz noch so vieler
Serien schlussfolgernden Denkens und genialer Abstraktionen wieder
umschlagt, umschlagen muB, in jenes Concretum, von dem es seinen
Ausgang genommen hat; wo sich fernab von jeder Floskel und jedem
intellektuellen Schnorkel gebieterisch die Frage aufdriangt: Wozu denn
das Ganze und was hat der Mensch als Mensch davon? Menschliches
Wissen will ja doch von sich aus den Rahmen der Ratio immer wieder
sprengen, und zu den Geisteswissenschaften gehort schlieBlich nicht nur
der Geist sondern der ganze Mensch mit seiner Erkenntniskraft, gewil3,
aber doch auch immer wieder — ob man es sich nun eigestelien will oder
nicht — mit seiner Kraft zu hassen und seinem Vermogen zu lieben.
Will man dies nicht sehen, so ist meines Erachtens eine diirftige, diirre
Wissenschaft die Folge; und ich habe den Verdacht, daB die geringe
Attraktivitdit moderner Geisteswissenschaften nicht zuletzt auf ein be-
dauerliches Defizit an Erotik zuriickzufithren ist. Dies natiirlich nur in’
unverbindlicher Parenthese und auf die Gefahr hin, miBverstanden oder
doch zu Gottfried Benn’s »alten Seelen mit dem stimmungsvollen
Gemiit« gezihlt zu werden.

Immerhin haben wir Aurelius Augustinus auf unserer Seite: »Nosse
amantis est«, — was man ohne Zweifel auch iibersetzen kann mit »Man
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mubB lieben, wenn man erkennen will«. Die Einwédnde gegen eine solche
Maxime sind bekannt: Liebe macht blind, sie macht voreingenommen
und sie verzerrt die Tatsachen. Man weil} dies alles. Aber es gibt gewiss
auch eine kritische Liebe, eine Liebe, die keinen Abstand verwischt. Und
es gibt eine nachsichtige, eine mitleidende, eine betroffene Liebe, und
nicht nur Liebe rein um ihrer selbst willen.

Doch lassen wir dies zundchst auf sich beruhen, um zum Thema zu
kommen, zur Liebe zu den Byzantinern. Wer liebt sie schon? Und
umgekehrt: Was tun diese hochmiitigen Byzantiner schon, um unsere
Sympathie zu gewinnen oder wenigstens den Byzantinisten, der sich
ihnen widmet, vor Uberdruss und Langeweile zu retten? Die Antwort
ist nicht leicht, und vermutlich miissen wir Augustins Wort zunichst
einmal umkehren in ein »Amare noscentis est«. Man miilte diese
Byzantiner einmal besser kennenlernen, bevor man an Liebe denken
kann. Sie kennenlernen ist allerdings mit Anstrengung verbunden. Nicht
nur daf} das formale Wissen um einiges iber die Kaiserin Theodora und
das Kolorit der Ikonen hinausgehen miilte; man miilte auch den Mut
haben, unsere eigene Welt, aus der wir unsere Wertkategorien beziehen,
griindlich zu verfremden, und den Mut dariiberhinaus, iiber die arro-
ganten Allliren mancher Nachbarficher Byzanz gegeniiber einfach die
Nase zu riimpfen.

DaBl die alten Vorurteile der Aufkldrung gegeniiber Byzanz ver-
schwunden wiren, ist eine holde Tauschung; sic werden nur besser
mit entwaffnender Naivitét garniert. Mit anderen Worten: Man tut gut,
zundchst einmal daran festzuhalten: Byzanz ist dekadent. Dariiber
sind sich die Gelehrten eben doch seit Jahrhunderten einig, und die
Folgerungen, die daraus gezogen werden, sehen heute nur deshalb etwas
anders aus, weil um die vergangene Jahrhundertwende Minner wie
Gustave Morau, Odilon Redon und Joris Huysmans die Bezeichnung
»Décadents«, mit der man sie als entartet charakterisieren wollte, fiir
sich als Ehrenname in Anspruch nahmen, als Bezeichnung fiir ihre
hochst verfeinerten Anspriiche an sich selbst und an ihre Welt und ihre
Zeit. Im gelaufigen Sinne des Wortes ist aber Dekadenz immer noch eine
Verfallserscheinung gegeniiber einer Epoche und deren Kultur, die im
nachhinein als Klassik bezeichnet wird. An dieser Begriffsbestimmung
wird Byzanz gemessen, und es sind die Klassizisten, die es messen.

So ist Byzanz dekadent in seiner Sprache, einem Griechisch, das immer
wieder die goldenen Regeln der antiken Grammatik in den Wind schlagt
und mit einer Syntax hantiert, die jeden begnadeten Schulmeister das
Gruseln lehren kann; dekadent in einer Literatur, die keine eigenen
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Gedanken mehr vorbringt und vom Plagiat der Klassiker lebt; dekadent
in einem kulturellen Gehabe, das sich mit antiken Versatzstiicken
umstellt und in dieser zusammengewiirfelten Inszenierung armseliges
Provinztheater spielt; dekadent in einer politischen Theorie, die immer
noch glaubt, eine kontingente Staatsform metaphysisch begriinden zu
konnen und sich obendrein absurd romisch gebirdet; und dekadent
nicht zuletzt in Religion und Theologie, die sich in klappernden Formeln
und im Zauber der Riten erschopfen.

Dies ist gar nicht so wenig an handfester Dekadenz. Und ich denke
nicht einmal daran, diese Vorwiirfe zu widerlegen. Nur halte ich es fiir
voreilig, auf all diese Vorwiirfe zu antworten, indem man nun Byzanz
endgiiltig verachtet. Diese byzantinische Dekadenz hat ja so iiber-
raschend viel gemein mit unserer eigenen, unleugbaren Dekadenz in
Sprache und Literatur, in Politik und Theologie — Gebiete, auf denen
wir uns kaum weniger liederlich bewegen und mit denen wir kaum
weniger liederlich umgehen als die Byzantiner auf ihrem Feld. Das aber
heiBit: Schon hier kdnnte so etwas wie briiderliche Verstidndnisinnigkeit
entstehen, wo Liebe gar nicht mehr abseits steht. Doch dies mochte ich
nicht vertiefen, denn man sieht es nicht gern, wenn Alt- und Mittelalter-
historiker Verbindungslinien zur Neuzeit zichen wollen, so als bewege sie
Futterneid gegeniiber der Zunft der Soziologen. Sehr viel wichtiger
scheint mir die Feststellung, daB dieser byzantinischen Dekadenz meines
Erachtens ein besonderer Charme eignet — ein etwa hilfloser und
pflegebediirftiger Charme; aber neben dem Charme auch besondere,
nicht weniger pflegebediirftige Valeurs. Menschen und Groflen wie
Perikles oder Caesar haben uns im Grunde lingst nicht mehr nétig.
Perikles hat seinen Thukydides, und kein Althistoriker ist diesem
wirklich gewachsen. Caesar hat sich selbst und kommentiert sich selbst ;
und er hat eine nicht enden wollende Folge von Pennilern, denn «Gallia
omnis divisa est...». Sein Andenken wird so durch dick und diinn
aufrechterhalten. Luther braucht uns nicht mehr; er steht fest in Erz und
Stein und kann gar nicht anders. Bismark aber fiirchtet bekanntlich Gott
und sonst nichts auf der Welt, nicht einmal seine modernen Kritiker.
Ohne Ironie wird selbst heroische Geschichte geschmacklos.

Der Dekadenten aber sollten wir uns annehmen. Auch sie haben
etwas geleistet — und mit Plagiat und geistigem Diebstahl ist es so
eine Sache. Bleiben wir zunichst einmal bei jenen antiken Versatz-
stiicken, von denen ich gesprochen habe. Ein Vergleich mit einem
Kapitel spitantiker Architekturgeschichte kann vielleicht behilflich
sein: Ich meine die Wiederverwendung élterer, klassischer Werkstiicke
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in gleicher schmiickender oder struktureller Funktion bei einem neuen
Bauwerk, fiir das diese Werkstiicke keinesfalls geschaffen waren — mit
anderen Worten das Phinomen der sogenannten »Spolien«, was so viel
bedeutet wie Raub- oder Beutestiicke. Man kann das Phdnomen inter-
pretieren und hat es interpretiert als die wahllose, uniiberlegte Uber-
nahme von altem Material, eben weil es gerade herumlag und wenig
Kosten verursachte; und dies durch Architekten und Bauherren, die
von sich aus gar nicht in der Lage waren, Neues und Gleichwertiges
zu schaffen, zum Teil wohl aus Grinden kiinstlerischer Insuffizienz.
Inzwischen hat man freilich sehen gelernt, daf} bei aller wirtschaftlichen
Notwendigkeit, auf alte Werkstiicke zuriickzugreifen, ihre Verwendung
durchaus iiberlegt und nach kiinstlerischen Prinzipien erfolgen konnte
und auch erfolgt ist. Mit dieser neuen Verwendung entstand unter
Umstdnden ein ganz neuer dsthetischer Reiz -— ein Reiz, bestehend
vielleicht in der unerwartet ansprechenden Stilmischung, in der iiber-
raschenden Wechselwirkung zwischen vollendeter alter Form und einer
scheinbar kunstlosen, aber — wenn ich mich so ausdriicken darf —
vielversprechenden neuen Umgebung, in die sie mit unverkennbarem
Sinn fiir Qualitdt hineinkomponiert wurde.

Ubertragen wird diese »Spolientheorie« auf die byzantinische Litera-
tur und nehmen wir zu diesem Zweck einen beliebigen, wissenschaftlich,
d.h. kritisch edierten Text. Sofort fallen uns auf jeder Seite umfangreiche
Apparate auf, die den Text am unteren Rand begleiten. Da ist selbst-
verstandlich der sogenannte kritische Apparat, d.h. der Apparat der
Textvarianten, und da ist der sogenannte Apparatus fontium, der
Quellenapparat, der fein sduberlich simtliche Spolien nachweist, die aus
ilteren, klassischen Autoren stammen. Hier findet man z.B. vermerkt,
daB der Text in Zeile zwei und drei in der Substanz sich schon bei
Aristoteles findet, die Metapher in Zeile vier aus Platon stammt und die
poetische Wendung in Zeile sechs an Pindar anklingt. Und immer und
immer wieder werden Anspielungen oder Reminiszenzen an Homer und
nicht minder hiufig an die Bibel festgestellt. So kann es iiber Hunderte
von Seiten fortgehen, worauf sich der geneigte Leser, schon gar nicht
mehr geneigt, die Frage stellt, ob dem byzantinischen Autor selbst denn
liberhaupt nichts eingefallen ist, und ob er ausschlieBlich vom Plagiat
lebt. Man soll den Editoren und ihrem Flei3 nichts Abtrigliches
nachsagen. Sie haben sich redlich bemiiht und haben Legitimes geleistet.
Sie sind, um es anders auszudriicken, Editoren und keine Literarhisto-
riker oder Kulturhistoriker. Aber man sollte gelegentlich eine Gegen-
probe riskieren, und dies bedeutet, etwa einen modernen deutschen
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Text derselben Folter unterwerfen. Trife man dann auf das Wort
»Weltschmerz«, wire im Apparatus fontium Jean Paul als Gewdhrsmann
zu zitieren, bei »europamiide« Heinrich Heine. Ibsen hitte natiirlich fiir
die »Stiitzen der Gesellschaft« geradezustehen; Bismark wire fiir den
»Linksruck« verantwortlich zu machen, aber auch fiir »Civilcourage«
und fiir den »Luxus einer eigenen Meinung«, um nur einiges aus
Tausenden von Fillen zu nennen. Und immer wieder wiirden wir in
einem solchen deutschen Text auf die Bibel stolen, etwa mit einem »Aug’
um Aug’«, mit »die Leviten lesen«, mit der »Lammsgeduld«, mit dem
Wort »Skandal«, mit dem »Abschaum der Menschheit«, dem »toten
Buchstaben« und selbst noch mit den »diestbaren Geistern«. Ebenso oft
aber erschiene im Apparatus fontium auch die Antike: die »nackte
Wabhrheit« etwa, oder der »seltene Vogel«, die »goldene Mitte«, das
nzweite Ich«, die »schéne Seele« und das »Ldcheln der Augurenc.
Jedenfalls konnte ein Apparatus fontium zu einem Stiick moderner
deutscher Literatur uns durchaus klarmachen, wie sehr wir mit unserer
tiglichen Sprache und Schreibe in einer langen Tradition stehen, wieviel
von dem, was wir formulieren und womdglich fiir unseren eigenen Einfall
halten, lingst vor uns formuliert worden ist. Wir geben uns nur selten
dariiber Rechenschaft, und die Editoren deutscher Texte scheinen auch
nicht darauf zu achten. So ergibt sich dann der missliche Eindruck, daf3
die byzantinische Literatur dekadent ist, weil fleiBige Byzantinisten ihr
erbarmunglos die Quellen nachgewiesen haben, aus denen sie schopft,
wihrend unsere Literatur natiirlich nicht dekadent ist, weil man ihr
diesen Nachweis giitig erspart hat.

Doch was soll dies? Es fillt uns ja lingst nicht mehr ein, in einem
solchen Zusammenhang Jean Paul zu »zitieren« und das Zitat zu
verheimlichen. Solche Formulierungen sind ganz einfach unser Besitz;
wir denken selten daran, die Frage zu stellen, woher wir ihn haben. Wir
denken dabei an gar nichts, jedenfalls nicht daran, uns mit klassischen
Federn zu schmiicken. Nach allen Grundregeln historischer Gerechtig-
keit miiBten wir doch Byzanz dhnliches zugestehen. Ein Unterschied
diirfte gegeben sein: Die Byzantiner bedienten sich der ererbten Formulie-
rungen wahrscheinlich bewuBter als wir, und dies schlicht deshalb, weil
ihr Quellenbestand unendlich viel beschrinkter war als der unsrige.
Einer solchen groBeren Uberschaubarkeit entspricht auf der anderen
Seite ganz naturgemiD ein schirferes literarisches Gedachtnis. Dies aber
bedeutet zugleich, daB im Gegensatz zu unseren »punktuellenc, isolierten
Reminiszenzen aus dlteren Autoren dem Byzantiner der Zusammenhang
immer noch gegenwirtig sein kann, und daB ferner den Byzantinern jene
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schibige Zitierweise »... wie schon Goethe sagte ...« kaum geldufig
werden konnte. Jedenfalls wird ein Zitat nicht deshalb ohne weiteres zum
Plagiat, weil es noch bewuBt gebraucht wird, und nicht deshalb ohne
weiteres zum Original, weil man seine Herkunft vergessen hat.

Die Zitierweise der Byzantiner hingt wohl mit einem spezifischen
GeschichtsbewuBtsein und einem spezifischen Meister-Schiiler-Verhdlt-
nis zusammen. Das beriihmte »autos epha«, »ER hat es gesagt«, das in
den Schiilerkreisen des Pythagoras iiblich gewesen sein soll, ist nichts
Vereinzeltes. Das Wort des Meisters als Inbegriff geistiger Energie
bleibt fiir die ganze Antike verbindlich. Besonders deutlich wird dies in
der Welt des alten dgyptischen Ménchtums. Immer wieder kommt ein
Novize oder auch ein dlterer Monch zu einem alten bewidhrten Wiisten-
vater und bittet ihn: »Vater, gib mir ein Wort!« und der Zusatz —
ausgesprochen oder nicht — lautet: »damit ich gerettet werde«. Und
wenn er dann das Wort bekommt, ist es selten ein Wort der Heiligen
Schrift, dem ohne weiteres Heilswirksamkeit eigen wire. Es ist zumeist
das Wort personlicher geistlicher Erfahrung und heilswirksam deshalb,
weil der Wiistenvater begnadeter Geisttrager ist. Vom christlichen
Dogma her ist die sakramentale Kraft eines solchen Viterwortes nicht
zur Geniige erklarbar. Diese Kraft steht vielmehr in einer Tradition, die
weit in die heidnische Antike zuriickreicht, wo das poetische, d.h.
schopferische Wort noch als die gottliche Gabe der Musen verstanden
wird, das der Dichter nur weitergibt. Damit nun hdngen ganz spezi-
fische byzantinische Vorstellungen von Geschichte zusammen. Man hat
nicht den Eindruck, daB sich die Byzantiner fiir den faktischen Ablauf
ihrer Geschichte nachdriicklich interessiert hatten. Die geringe hand-
schriftliche Uberlieferung der groBen byzantinischen Historiographie
konnte in diesem geringen Interesse ihre Erkldrung finden. Ernsthaft
aber ging es ihnen um den gehorteten, gehduften und gepflegten Besitz
der Weisheit ihrer groBen Minner, gleichgiiltig ob aus der heidnischen
Antike oder dem frithen Christentum; d.h. Geschichte bestand fiir sie
in der formulierten moralischen Summe der Vergangenheit, — daher
denn ihr besonders gepflegtes Verhdltnis zum Historiker und Moralisten
Plutarch. Mit diesem Besitz erleben sie ihre Geschichte und leben sie
ihre Geschichte, darin identifizieren sie sich mit ihr. In diesem Besitz
besteht aber auch die Summe ihrer Bildung und ihr Heil. Daraus zitieren
ist nicht etwas Unverbindliches, wie das Vorzeigen alten Familiensilbers,
vielmehr Bekenntnis zu einer verpflichtenden Tradition, Aktualisierung
eines gleichbleibenden Ethos und erneuter Anlauf zum Weiterbau an
einer giiltigen Welt. Um auf unseren Vergleich zuriickzukommen: die
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Spolien werden funktionsgerecht und damit zugleich isthetisch iiber-
zeugend eingeordnet. Man bedient sich ihrer nicht, weil sie frei verfligbar
in der Gegend herumliegen, sondern weil sie, auch noch als Spolien,
iiberzeugen.

Damit ist es aber auch schon ausgesprochen: es geht hier nicht um rein
konservierende Denkmalspflege; es geht vielmehr um Neubau und
Weiterbau. Der Dekadente, auch der dekadente Byzantiner, mag nicht
kreativ sein. Was bedeutet schon Kreativitdt? Ist sie mehr als eine
Hyperbel, wo doch noch niemand etwas aus dem Nichts geschaffen hat?
Wie immer — jedenfalls verstehen sich die Dekadenten aufs Spiel,
insbesonder auf das Spiel der Variation mit all den Spielelementen, die sie
geerbt haben. Variation ist ja schlieBlich das Grundelement all dessen,
was man miflibrauchlich menschliche Kreativitit nennt. Dieses Spiel
besteht fiir den Byzantiner im Vergniigen, eine Pointe in allen Farben
schillern zu lassen und sie so bis zur Neige auszukosten; in der Lust,
jeden Satz in eine rhythmisch wohl tUberlegte Kadenz ausschwingen zu
lassen, hier leise an Homer zu erinnern und dort an Platon, ohne das
Zitat garzukochen, weil man die Imagination des Horers oder Lesers
nicht gidngeln will und ihr dariiberhinaus immer noch etwas zutraut.

In diesem Spiel ist aber ohne Zweifel auch System, und das eigentlich
bestimmende Spielelement, womit am liebsten hantiert wird, ist — so
mein Eindruck — die Metapher, — Metapher allerdings nicht oberflach-
lich verstanden als abgekiirzter Vergleich — der Held, ein Lowe —,
aber auch nicht im allerengsten Sinne, wie der Begriff in der Lehre von
der Redekunst seinen Platz hat, sondern begriffen als »Tropus«, als
»Transfer« in jeder Richtung. Es geht um jene semantischen Uber-
tragungen, durch welche an Stelle eines im natiirlichen Satz- und
Sinnzusammenhang stehenden Wortes ein anderer Begriff gesetzt wird,
der die ontologischen Grenzen aufhebt. Metapher etwa im Sinne Georg
Christoph Lichtenbergs, der gesagt hat: Jede Metapher ist kliiger als ihr
Verfasser, und im Sinne Johann Georg Hamanns, fiir den jede Metapher
ein kleines Mythus ist: eine Welt, in welcher der Rang materieller Gesetz-
miBigkeit in der wahrgenommenen Wirklichkeit keinen sehr bedeuten-
den Platz beanspruchen kann und »die Kraft, in nicht-materiellen Zu-
sammenhéingen zu leben« noch ungebrochen ist. Das Bild, das fiir etwas
steht, hat noch nichts vom verblassten Stilmittel, sondern steht noch im
alten ontologischen Bezug. Es ist jenes Feld der Gleichsetzung, wo Wein
eben Blut ist, weil es sonst kein Abendmahl gibe; wo das Einhorn
notwendig vorausgesetzt werden muB, weil anders die aggressive Gefahr-
lichkeit sowohl wie die essentielle Gefahrdetheit einer jungfraulichen
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Welt Gedankenspiel bliebe. Im »Physiologus«, jenem spatantiken Buch,
das hintergriindige Kunde vom »Logos« aller Naturerscheinungen ver-
sprach, in der spidtantiken Mythendeutung und nicht zuletzt in der
typologischen Exegese der Bibel fand der Byzantiner, vor allem, wenn
er zum Meisterwerk der groBen Rede ansetzte, die Moglichkeit, einen
Kosmos aufzubauen, ein Welttheater zu inszenieren, in dem nichts,
was jemals Wert war, verloren ging. Jeder Heros der Gegenwart hat
sozusagen sein Totem; die alten Gotter im Hintergrund scheinen zu
schlafen, aber immer wieder flackert flir einen Augenblick ihr Leben
auf und, wenn auch nur schemenhaft, bekommt die Natur dadurch eine
eigenartige mythische Zwielichtigkeit. Der groBe Name der Antike feiert
Urstdnd im Helden der Gegenwart, ohne sich mit ihm zu identifizieren,
aber ihn wie ein »Daimonion« begnadend, herausfordernd, ja wohl auch
bedrohend; antike Fabelwesen treffen sich mit Heiligen des Alten
Bundes, und die Heiligen des Neuen Bundes nehmen sie bei der Hand
und fiihren sie in ein neues, letztes Sion, das nur Byzanz heiBen kann.
Ein elitdres Glasperlenspiel, wie es wohl Hermann Hesse vorschwebte,
als er Byzanz unter den Ahnen seines Spiels nannte. Und wie Hesses Spiel
ist es voller Irrlichter, fragwiirdig immer wieder und seiner selbst nicht
ganz sicher. So versteht es sich, daB der Klassizist nur wenig damit
anzufangen weiB: Hier wird zu viel verschoben, arrangiert und transpo-
niert! Die Klassik, jene Klassik wenigstens, die uns von den Klassizisten
verpasst wird — (um echte Klassik zu schonen) — lebt von strengen und
harten Regeln. Thre Grammatik hasst den Anakoluth und hasst die
Ausnahmen; sie erlaubt kein Allotria und kein Baumchenwechseln. Das
Spielfeld, auf dem sich die Dekadenz tummelt, kann sie nur verachten
und es liegt ihr nichts an der unleugbaren scheuen und nostalgischen
Bewunderung der Décadents. Wer um Liebe zu Byzanz wirbt und damit
das Privileg geniefit, ohnedies nicht ernst genommen zu werden, darf es
offen aussprechen: Es hat den Anschein, als hitten die Klassiker ihr
eigenes Werk vollendet objektiviert, so dal} es mit ihnen selbst kaum
noch etwas zu tun hat, immunisiert gegen jede Art von Decouvrierung
und, arrogant, nur noch Bewunderung fordernd. Die Klassiker brauchen
niemand mehr — es ist schon angedeutet worden — und sie sind sich
ihrer selbst sicher. Gerade dies aber sind die Dekadenten nicht: Un-
sicherheit ist eines ihrer wesentlichen Charakteristika. Der Klassiker
steht da und kann nicht anders. Der Dekadente kann leider immer auch
anders und ist kaum festzulegen. Dies im besonderen ist es, muf} es sein,
was man ihm immer wieder zum Vorwurf machen wird: Eine gefahrliche,
jedenfalls unsolide, wenn nicht unlautere Wendigkeit in allen Stilformen
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und erst recht in allen Charakterrollen, eine Schwiche fiir Prunk und
Pliisch auf der einen Seite und — im selben Atemzug sozusagen — fiir
den blutleeren, sentimental-diirren Pinselstrich auf der anderen Seite:
stilistische Unféngigkeit also und Charakterschwiche obendrein. MuB es
das bedeuten? Kann diese Wendigkeit nicht einfach die, wenn auch noch
so vorldufige, Abkehr von einer Einstellung bedeuten, die ihren eigenen
subjektiven Typ bedenklos zum MaB aller Dinge erklirt ? Diese Abkehr
bedeutet, oder kann bedeuten, ein sich Offnen fiir alle Undeutlichkeiten
und Vieldeutigkeiten einer Welt, die klassischer Eindeutigkeit immer
miBtraut hat, weil ihr Eindeutigheit zu abstrakt ist. Stilistische Unsicher-
heiten, ja scheinbare Verwilderung sind die Begleiterscheinungen, die in
Kauf zu nehmen sind. Die Unsicherheit ist kaum etwas anderes als die
logische Folge aus der dauernden Inkohdrenz der Herausforderungen,
denen sich der Dekadente tdglich zu stellen hat — fleurs du bien, fleurs
du mal! Verwilderung aber kann mit jenem Brachliegen zu tun haben,
das noch keinen Boden geschadet hat. Manchmal sieht dies alles aus wie
munteres Spiel, dessen der Klassiker nicht fidhig ist, weil er dem
Leichtsinn miBtraut — einem Leichtsinn, der aber nahe verwandt ist mit
anmutiger Melancholie und ironischer Gefaftheit, die in die Ndhe der
Bankrotterkldrung riicken kann, zum Eingestindnis der Unfdhigkeit,
mit der groBen Form noch zurechtzukommen, und zum Zweifel zugleich,
ob diese groBBe Form denn {iberhaupt noch angebracht ist. Fast immer
verrit dieses Spiel den Willen zum Leben und zum Uberleben: nicht
immer den Mut dazu, wohl aber den Willen zum Mut, die Armlichkeit
der Umwelt durchzustehen, mit Wiirde und nicht ohne Anmut, ja nicht
einmal abgeneigt, den Abschied mit einem letzten Sonnenstrahl der
Klassik zu vergolden, so wie es Paul Verlaine angedeutet hat:

... des acrostiches indolents
d’un style d’or ou la langueur du soleil danse.

Den Preis, den der Dekadente fiir diesen Abschied in Wiirde zu zahlen
hat, will er sich von niemand vorschreiben lassen, weder von der Klassik
noch von den Klassizisten.

Die sogenannte Klassik, wie wir sie hier verstehen, sieht iiber all dies
hinweg und blickt dafiir heroisch in die Zukunft. Aber sie tauscht sich;
sie hat keine Zukunft, denn sie will sich mit Geschichte nicht abfinden,
vielmehr ihr entrinnen. Dekadenz aber ist Geschichte par excellence.
Und weil sie Geschichte ist, hat sie Zukunft. Sie hat Anrecht auf unsere
Beachtung und Pflege, weil ihre Zukunft unsere Zukunft ist. Sie hat
ein Anrecht darauf auch um der Klassiker der Zukunft willen, die es



36 HANS-GEORG BECK

ohne den fragewiirdigen Ndahrboden und Diinger der vorausgegangenen
Dekadenz gar nicht gibe.

Ein wenig Sympathie fiir das Phinomen byzantinischer Dekadenz,
wenigstens dann, wenn sie von betroffener Seite so einschmeichelnd wie
moglich dargestellt wird — viel ist dies nicht! Aber vielleicht gibt es
Byzanz gegeniiber so etwas wie betroffene Liebe aus einem schlechten
Gewissen heraus. Schlagen wir, um dies zu verdeutlichen, das Alte
Testament auf und zwar das Buch Leviticus im 16. Kapitel:

Und Gott sprach zu Moses: Sage deinem Bruder Aaron: Wenn er die Ent-
sithnung des Heiligtums beendet hat, soll er einen lebendigen Bock herbeibringen
lassen. Und Aaron soll seine beiden Hiinde auf dem Kopf des Bockes legen und
tiber ihm alle Siinden der Israeliten, alle ihre Frevel und alle ihre Fehler
bekennen. Nachdem er sie so auf den Kopf des Bockes geladen hat, soll er ihn
durch einen Mann, der bereitsteht, in die Wiiste jagen lassen. Und der Bock soll
all ihre Siinden mit sich in die Wiiste tragen.

Seitdem gibt es den Siindenbock. Das Ritual der alten Israeliten gehort
langst der Vergagenheit an, am Siindenbock selbst aber hingt inbriinstig
selbst die modernste Gesellschaft, — in die Wiiste muB} er nach wie vor!
Nur wird kaum beachtet, was sich grundséitzlich gedndert hat: Der
judische Hohepriester hatte zuerst seine und seines Volkes Siinden, seine
und seines Volkes Frevel und Fehler 6ffentlich zu bekennen, bevor sie
dem unschuldigen Bock aufgebiirdet wurden und er in die Wiiste gejagt
werden konnte. Heute ist der Bock selbst der Siinder; es sind pure
Unschuldsldmmer, die ihm nicht etwa ihre sondern seine angeblichen
Siinden (die in Wirklichkeit eben doch ihre sind!) aufs Haupt laden. Dies
sollte nicht tibersehen werden. Man kennt die Siindenbocke: da sind die
Juden und Zigeuner, hier die Studenten, dort die Professoren, hier die
Sowjets und dort die Amerikaner. Und da sind eben die Byzantiner, und
dies schon seit Jahrhunderten.

Wie war es doch zur Zeit der Kreuzziige? Das Kreuz auf der Schulter,
mit Ablédssen gesegnet und das Schwert in der Hand zog man im Namen
der Erldsers aus, um den Unglaubigen jenes Land abzunehmen, in dem
Christus gelebt hatte und gestorben war. Die Pervertierung der religiosen
Idee, die damit verbunden war, wird noch klarer, wenn man die
Teilnehmer mustert. Gewiss sind viele ausgezogen aus religiGser, wenn
auch falsch verstandener Inbrunst oder aus verzeihlicher Naivitdt; bei
nicht wenigen aber trat sehr rasch purer Fanatismus in Erscheinung
und eine wahre Begeisterung an Morden und Blut. Und je ldnger desto
zahlreicher wurden die beutegierigen Bankrotteure der westlichen Feu-
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dalgesellschaft, die ihr politisches Versagen kaschieren oder ihren wirt-
schaftlichen Zusammenbruch heilen wollten, um von jenen Armsten
ganz zu schweigen, die von ihren Damen gezwungen wurden, zu Hause
endlich das Feld zu rdumen.

Man zog aus, angeblich weil Gott es so wollte, und offenbar waren
die meisten, wenigstens anfinglich, davon liberzeugt, angesichts ihrer
schimmernden Wehr wiirden die Gottlosen rasch zu Kreuze kriechen
und selbstverstidndlich ihre ganze Habe, das Heilige Land, am besten
auch Syrien und Agypten mit inbegriffen, und was es sonst noch zu
finden gab, den allerchristlichsten Rittern aushindigen. Die Enttdusch-
ung lieB nicht lange auf sich warten. Die Muslimen krochen nicht zu
Kreuze, jedenfalls nicht auf die Dauer. Am Ende waren ihnen die Kreuz-
fahrer nicht gewachsen: immer wieder muBten sie mit blutigen Kpfen
den Riickzug antreten, und schlieBlich kamen sie, was schlimmer war als
blutige K6pfe, mit leeren Hinden nach Hause zuriick. Die Kreuzfahrer,
jedenfalls ihre Fithrer, muBten wissen, warum es so kam: es war zu einem
bedeutenden Teil ihre eigene Schuld, bestehend in einer striflichen
Unterschitzung des Gegners. Die byzantinischen Kaiser, allen voran
Kaiser Alexios I. Kommenos, erfahren im Umgang mit dem Islam und
durchaus bereit, mit den Kreuzfahrern trotz ihrer schlechten Manieren
zusammenzuarbeiten, warnten immer und immer wieder. Alexios I.
beschwor die ungeordneten Haufen des Eremiten Petrus, die Ankunft
des regulidren Kreuzfahrerheeres abzuwarten. Es half nichts und die
Katastrophe lieB nicht auf sich warten. Jetzt wurde die Suche nach
einem Siindenbock dringlich. Man konnte zu Hause nicht zugeben, dafl
man kldglich versagt hatte, weil man geglaubt hatte, alles besser zu
wissen. Man konnte in der Folgezeit auch nicht von den Treueiden
sprechen, die man Byzanz geschworen hatte, nur um sie umgehend zu
brechen. Der Stindenbock muBte iiberzeugend wirken, und wer wire
iiberzeugender gewesen als eben die Byzantiner, ihr Kaiser und ihr
Reich! Es war die »perfidia Graecorume, die Treulosigkeit und Perfidie
dieser Graeculi, von denen man schlieBlich gar nichts anderes erwarten
konnte, bekannten sie sich doch nicht einmal zum richtigen Glauben!
Die antibyzantinische Propaganda wurde ganz bewuBt und sehr gekonnt
in die Wege geleitet und in ganz Westeuropa eingeschérft. Pipste und
Konige, Kardinile und Bischéfe, Monche und Chronisten beteten den
Kreuzfahrern dieses Schlagwort von der perfidia Graecorum nach, und
manch historisierender Schwarmgeist will das Amen zu diesem Gebet
auch heute noch nicht finden.
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Und wie stand es um das Verhiltnis der orthodoxen byzantinischen
Reichskirche zur Papstkirche des Mittelalters? Ohne Zweifel hat der
christliche Osten Rom immer einen hohen Rang im Verbund gleich-
berechtigter Einzelkirchen zuerkannt. Der Ehrenprimat wurde nie
in Zweifel gezogen, auch wenn dabei der politische Rang der alten
Reichshauptstadt gewiss seine Rolle spielte. Der Osten war auch immer
bereit, im Glauben der rémischen Kirche eine hohe Norm zu sehen,
auch wenn er dariiber nie vergass, woher denn Rom die philosophische
Infrastruktur seines Dogmas bezogen hatte, und nicht {ibersehen konn-
te, daBl die romische Interpretation dieser Infrastruktur nicht immer
die gliicklichste war. Dariiber aber fiihlte sich der Osten noch lange
nicht verpflichtet, auf sein eigenes Denken zu verzichten und, wie ein
englischer Biograph John Henry Newmans, jeden Morgen auf eine
rémische Lehrentscheidung zu warten. Warum denn auch? Natiirlich
war Petrus der »Koryphaios«, das Haupt der Apostel. Aber war der Papst
denn ohne weiteres der Nachfolger des Petrus als Koryphaios? Petrus also
sozusagen der erste Papst ? Fiir dieses Argument hatte Byzanz verhiltnis-
miBig wenig {ibrig, wo doch Rom selbst urspriinglich seine Bischofsliste
auch nicht mit Petrus begonnen hatte, sondern erst mit Linus. Doch
gerade der Umstand, daB die beiden Kirchen fiir lange Jahre ohne
sonderlichen Kontakt nebeneinander her lebten, kam Rom zustatten:
ungestort durch Byzanz konnte es ein Suprematiedenken entwickeln, das
dem Osten fremd bleiben muBte. Die frischbekehrten Volkerschaften des
Westens, gestern noch Barbaren, und auch nach der Taufe ohne kirchen-
rechtliche Kenntnisse und vor allem ohne kirchenpolitische Erfahrung,
die bald die Mehrheit im pédpstlichen Juridiktionsbezirk bildeten: —
diesen konnte die pidpstliche Suprematie unschwer mundgerecht, ja
gelegentlich sogar attraktiv gemacht werden. Und wo weltliche Herren
nicht ohne weiteres mitziehen wollten, halfen Kaiser- und Konigskronen
nach, die Rom nicht ungern vergab oder wenigstens in Aussicht stellte.
Was Wunder, wenn sich im Westen die Uberzeugung festigte, alle
Formen dieser Suprematie seien gottlichen Rechts und darum auch fir
die Kirchen des Ostens bindend. Aber es gab fiir Byzanz keinen
Grund, sich solchen Neologismen anzuschlieBen, noch dazu, da das
theologische Beiwerk, das der Westen mitlieferte, zum Teil gefilscht,
jedenfalls aber zu diirftig war, als daB es auf die Byzantiner sonderlich
Eindruck gemacht hitte. Doch Rom hatte vom Lotos gefilschten
Kirchenrechts schon zu viel gegessen und war nicht mehr willens
einzulenken. Als dann ein unbedarfter und unbeherrschter byzanti-
nischer Patriarch in der Auseinandersetzung um die Grenzen seiner
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Jurisdiktion in Siiditalien rituelle Differenzen hochzupielen versuchte,
holte Rom zum groflen Schlag aus: Kirchenrechtliche Auffassungen
taten es nicht mehr, es muBte Héresie sein. Und am besten legte man dem
Siindenbock Byzanz simtliche Héresien aufs Haupt, die sich namhaft
machen lieBen. So wurden im Jahre der Gnade 1054 die Spitzen der
byzantinischen Kirche in den Bann getan und zusammen mit den
»Valesianern, Arianern, Donatisten, Nikolaiten, Severianern, Pneuma-
tomachen, Manichéern, Nazirdern und allen iibrigen Haretikern« — es
gab also offenbar noch mehr! — »dem Teufel und seinen Engeln tber-
antwortet«. Noch fast 900 Jahre spéter versuchte ein westlicher Theologe
nachzuweisen, inwiefern die Identifizierung der Byzantiner mit diesen
neun Gruppen von Hiretikern gerechtfertigt war. Selbst die diimmsten
Theologumena partizipieren am zdhen Leben der Theologia perennis!
Einmal in die Wiiste geschickt, so sicht es fast aus, sollte Byzanz auch
in der Wiiste bleiben, wenn es schon nicht bereit war, sich bedingungslos
zu unterwerfen. Eine gewisse Aussicht auf Erfolg hatte ein Kompromiss,
das die Anerkennung des romischen Primats vorsah, verstanden als eine
letzte kirchenrechtliche Berufungsinstanz, aber unter voller Wahrung
des rituellen und disziplindren Eigenlebens der dstlichen Kirche. Aber
so schwer es auch den Byzantinern fiel, sich zu einer solchen Anerken-
nung des Primats durchzuringen, noch schwerer fiel es den Rémern,
auf die Einfilhrung der westlichen Disziplin im Osten zu verzichten.
Wie hatte doch Papst Innozenz I11. nach dem Fall von Konstantinopel
im Jahre 1204 seinen »Reformkurs« salbungsvoll biblisch garniert:
»Translato ergo imperio necessarium, ut ritus sacerdotii transferatur,
quatenus Ephraim reversus ad Judam in azymis sinceritatis et veritatis
expurgato fermento veteri epuletur«. Immerhin: 1274 hatte sich Kaiser
Michael VIII. Palaiologos mit dem groBen und verstindnisvollen Papst
Gregor X. lber ein fiir beide Teile ehrenhaftes Arrangement geeinigt
und es kam zur Union von Lyon. Diese Union erfaite zundchst den
Kaiser und den bedeutendsten Teil der Hierarchie; schrittweise sollte die
ganze byzantinische Kirche miteinbezogen werden. Diese Pline waren
durchaus nicht unrealistisch. Aber Papst Gregor starb allzu friith im
Jahre 1276. Seine Nachfolger vermochten und wollten zum Teil auch
gar nicht, was er vermocht und gewollt hatte, ndmlich den Konig
von Neapel, Karl von Anjou, im Zaum zu halten, der nur ein Ziel
kannte: den Kampf gegen Michael VIII. und die Wiedereroberung
Konstantinopels. Finanziert konnte ein solcher Kampf nur werden,
wenn man gegen Byzanz den Kreuzzug predigte. Doch wie sollte man
dies rechtfertigen, solange Byzanz mit der rémischen Kirche uniert
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war? Es blieb nur der Weg, diese Union bei erster Gelegenheit und
koste es, was es wolle, zu sprengen. Aber Byzanz bot durchaus keine
solche Gelegenheit. So kiindigte man eben rémischerseits ohne Grund
auf — eines der schamlosesten Kapitel der spitmittelalterlichen Papst-
geschichte. Zundchst wurde der Druck der Anjous auf die Papste immer
stirker, so daB diese Pdpste immer neue Forderungen an Byzanz
richteten. Der dortige Patriarch, Johannes Bekkos, muBte sozusagen
jeden zweiten Tag neue Loyalitatserkldrungen gegeniiber dem pépst-
lichen Stuhl abgeben. Aber er gab sie tatsichlich ab! Kaiser Michael aber
hielt trotz allen Drucks an der Union und an ihrer Durchsetzung beim
byzantinischen Klerus fest. So sah sich schlielich der franzdsische Papst
Martin IV. bemiiBigt, ohne jeden besonderen Anlall und von sich aus
Kaiser Michael Palaiologos als Forderer der Héresie und des Schismas in
den Kirchenbann zu tun, in Wirklichkeit aus dem c¢inzigen Grund, weil
er nicht in die unheilige Allianz zwischen Papsttum und Anjous paBte.
Nach acht kiimmerlichen Jahren der Riickkehr wurde der byzantinische
Siindenbock wieder in die Wiiste geschickt. Rom hatte noch dazu die
unverdient billige Genugtunung, daB Michaels VIII. Sohn Andronikos
II. nun von sich aus die Union aufkiindigte.

Doch damit ist des Siindenbocks noch kein Ende, noch lange nicht!
Denn selbstverstdndlich haben auch die Klassizisten Byzanz in die Wiiste
geschickt, beladen mit dem Crimen laesae majestatis gegeniliber der
Klassik, obwohl sich die byzantinischen Gelehrten doch hochst klassisch
gebdrdeten und sich auf ihr Attisch weil Gott was zugute taten. Aber
abgesehen davon, daB} sie uns nicht einmal ein »apo« mit Akkusativ
ersparten, — was verstanden sie schon von Klassik? Was haben sie nicht
im Laufe der Jahrhunderte an klassischer Literatur verrotten lassen, so
daB wir, gibe es nicht die Papyrusfunde, auf die kiimmerlichen Reste
angewiesen wiren, die sie gerade noch gelten lieBen. Und haben sie die
Teilbereiche, mit denen sie sich noch befaBten, nicht derartig rhetorisiert
und damit zur Schablone herabgewiirdigt, daBB dariiber die intimen
Valeurs der alten Literatur fiir Jahrhunderte verschiittet wurden und
es Generationen beflissener klassischer Philologen bedurfte, bis diese
Wissenschaft zu der ihr angemessenen edlen Einfalt zuriickfand? Was
Wunder, wenn diese Byzantiner sogar ihren Slang des 12. Jahrhunderts
fiir literaturfalrig erachteten und damit schlieBlich die Verantwortung
dafiir tragen, daB die Griechen von heute eine Art »bootischen« Kauder-
welsch sprechen und sogar schreiben und sich darauf noch etwas zugute
tun. Vielleicht, so vermuten selbst heute noch manche »klassisch«
Gebildeten, kommen Wérter wie »nero« oder »psomi« eben doch aus
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dem Tiirkischen! Schon vor einigen Generationen hatte man die junge
Byzantinistik gewarnt: die reine Liebe zum Altertum und die pidago-
gische Kraft miiten verkiimmern, wenn sich der Philologe auf die
Abwege der neugriechischen Sprache begebe. Ein klassisches Seminar
konne sich einen solchen Fehltritt keinesfalls leisten.

Eine Perfidie besonderer Art ist es, wenn man Byzanz mit dem
Vorwurf des »Byzantinismus« belastet und so in die Wiiste schickt. Die
Wiirdelosigkeit jener Schicht, die auf Geist und Wahrheit eingeschworen
bleiben sollte, gibt es in jedem Kulturkreis. Diese Wiirdelosigkeit ist in
Byzanz um kein Deut groBer als etwa im Frankreich des »grand siécle«
oder im wilhelminischen Deutschland. Aber die Technik, diese Wiirde-
losigkeit zum universalen Kennzeichen von Byzanz allein zu machen, es
mit dieser Wiirdelosigkeit zu identifizieren und damit die Wiirdelosigkeit
der eigenen Geschichte zu verfremden, sie als etwas aus der eigentlichen
Wiirde der eigenen Geschichte auf unerklédrliche Weise Herausfallendes
zu bagatellisieren — dies ist die Heuchelei, welche sich mit Vorzug jene
Historiker ohne mit der Wimper zu zucken erlauben, die alles daran-
setzen, als nationale Historiker zu gelten, denen der geringste Anflug von
Nestbeschmutzung fernliegt.

Es soll kein MiBverstindnis geben. Werbung um Sympathie fiir
Siindenbo6cke besagt nicht, dall die Siindenbdcke an und fiir sich nichts
anderes als Unschuldsldmmer sind. Auch die Byzantiner waren es nicht.
Sie haben der Unvernunft, den Rénken und Eidbriichen der Kreuzfahrer
je linger desto nachdriicklicher ihre eigene, nicht gerade zimperliche
Politik entgegengesetzt, auch wenn sie es nie zur Perfidie eines Bohemund
von Tarent gebracht haben. Und natiirlich gab es auch in Byzanz
verbissene Hierarchen, die auf die Dauer grundsatzlich jedes, auch das
bestgemeinte romische Angebot ablehnten, ohne die Frage nach ehrlich
oder nicht iiberhaupt noch zu stellen. Aber sie haben nie den Stil umge-
dreht und etwa die westliche Kirche offiziell mit dem Bann.belegt. Keine
byzantinische Synode hat nachweislich je einen Papst mit dem Anathem
verflucht. Das viel zitierte Vorgehen des Patriarchen Photios gegen Papst
Nikolaus 1. ist vollig ungeklirt, trotz aller Bemithungen Hergenrothers
hier und Dvorniks dort. DaBl Papst Honorius 681 als Ketzer verdammt
wurde, ging nicht auf Konto der Byzantiner, sondern auf Konto einer
6kumenischen Synode unter der Beteiligung papstlicher Legaten. Verur-
teilt wurde Honorius zusammen mit dem byzantinischen Patriarchen
Sergios, weil er von einem einzigen Willen in Christus gesprochen hatte,
statt zwischen gottlichem und menschlichem Willen zu unterscheiden. Es
ist verriterisch, daB in dem Augenblick, als die Diskussion um die
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pipstliche Unfehlbarkeit um die Mitte des vergangenen Jahrhunderts
besonders heftig gefithrt wurde, die Frage nach der Héresie des Papstes
Honorius die eigentliche Crux darstellte. Man tat, was man konnte, um
damit fertig zu werden. SchlieBlich einigten sich die »benpensanti« dar-
auf, daB Honorius die dogmatische Frage, um die es damals ging, kaum
verstanden habe, dafiir aber sich voreilig fiir eine Formulierung des
Patriarchen Sergios habe gewinnen lassen. Man konne Honorius ruhig
aus der Wiiste zuriickholen und rehabilitieren; der Infallibilitat set kein
Tort geschehen. GroBziigig sah man dariiber weg, daBl die Formel von
dem einen Willen tatsdchlich die Formel des Papstes und nicht die des
Patriarchen war. Der Patriarch aber, der die Formel des Papstes
aufgenommen hatte, verblieb in der Wiiste. Die largesse d’esprit der
Kirchenhistoriker zog einen tdlpethaften Papst einem hiretischen vor —
und die Dogmatik war salviert.

Es sei wiederholt: Der nachisraelitische Siindenbock ist in den Augen
derer, die ihn in die Wiiste schicken, der wahre Siinder, nicht sie selbst.
Daher riihrt es, daB es so schwer ist, Siindenbdcke zu rehabilitieren.
Manchmal freilich tibernimmt die Geschichte selbst diese Rehabilitation
oder zeigt wenigstens klar, welches Unheil mit diesem »Siihneritus«
angerichtet worden ist. Noch einmal zuriick zu den Kreuzziigen, die ja
noch kein Ende gefunden haben. Die duflerst vorsichtige und zumeist
sehr kluge Haltung der byzantinischen Kaiser gegeniiber den Kriften
des Islam nahm Riicksicht auf Gemeinsamkeiten, von denen die
ungebildeten Kreuzfahrer keine Ahnung hatten und iber die sie sich
mit rockerhafter Riicksichtlosigkeit hinwegsetzten. Der Islam, besonders
der Islam arabischer Prdgung, war ldngst in die alte mediterrane
Kulturkoine hineingewachsen, die das weite Feld zwischen Konstan-
tinopel und Cordova, Kairo und Damaskus, Bagdad und Palermo
umfaBte. Natiirlich gab es immer wieder den Krieg und die sogenannte
Erbfeindschaft und die ebenso laute wie harmlos-nichtssagende gegen-
seitige Beschimpfung im Stile agonaléer Grobschliachtigkeit. Aber immer
wieder fand man sich zusammen und im Grunde verstand man sich auch.
Die islamischen Kalifen iibernahmen durch Vermittlung hochgebildeter
Syrer nicht selten mehr von antik-griechischer Bildung als den Byzan-
tinern selbst noch bekannt war. Die chevalereske Einstellung der Grenz-
kdmpfer auf beiden Seiten der Euphratfront schuf immer wieder ein
Klima der Verstindigungsbereitschaft und des Willens zum Frieden.
Keine der beiden Seiten suchte den Tod um der heroischen Haltung
selbst willen. Arabische Besucher in Konstantinopel fanden dort ihre
Moschee vor, und mit Billigung der Kalifen arbeiteten byzantinische
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Architekten an der Restauration der Grabeskirche in Jerusalem. Von all
dem ist nach den Kreuzziigen nichts mehr vorhanden. Die Atmosphire
war vergiftet und blieb vergiftet bis heute. Man hatte Byzanz aus seiner
Mittlerrolle verdriangt und trdgt nun selbst den Schaden.

Manchmal wirkt die Rechtfertigung durch die nachfolgende Geschich-
te fast wie gezielte Ironie. Die Geschichte des Protokolls gibt dafiir ein
hiibsches Beispiel ab. Im Jahre 1379 entschloB sich der byzantinische
Kaiser Joannes V. Palaiologos firr sich persénlich — seine Kirche
versagte ihm die Gefolgschaft — das katholische Glaubensbekenntnis
abzulegen. Zu diesem Zwecke lud ihn der Papst nach Rom ein. Hier aber
mubte er sich so tief demiitigen wie noch kein byzantinischer Kaiser. In
seiner Erwartung thronte der Papst vor dem Hauptportal von St. Peter.
Der Kaiser kam und niherte sich dem Papst mit dreimaligem Kniefall.
Dann durfte er die FiiBe des Papstes kiissen, schlieBlich seine Knie und
dann den Mund. Jetzt geruhte der Papst sich zu erheben. Er nahm den
Kaiser bei der Hand und stimmte das triumphale Tedeum an. Fast genau
60 Jahre spdter ritt der Enkelsohn dieses Kaiser, Kaiser Joannes VIII.
Palaiologos, hoch zu RofB, geleitet vom Marchese von Ferrara und
dessen S6hnen sowie von allen in Ferrara anwesenden Kardinélen in die
Stadt ein. Der Papst, der bereits das 60kumenische Konzil, das spéter
nach Florenz transferiert wurde, eroffnet hatte, erwartete ihn im vollen
Ornat vor seinem Palast. In dem Augenblick, als der Kaiser vom Pferde
stieg, erhob sich auch der Papst von seinem Sitz. Betde umarmten sich,
unterhielten sich eine Zeitlang und zogen sich dann in ihre Gemaécher
zurtick. Kein Kniefall, kein FuBkufl und kein KniekuB. Noch aber
erwartete man in Ferrara auch den byzantinischen Patriarchen. Er wiirde
abzuleisten haben, was dem Kaiser erspart geblieben war, d.h. dem Papst
FuB und Knie zu kiissen. Doch Patriarch Joseph, ein alter und etwas
eigensinniger Herr, dachte gar nicht daran. Die Lateiner und ihre
Unterhdndler argumentierten, daB sich auch die Kardinile, ja sogar
Kaiser Sigismund zu diesem FuBkuB bequemten. Doch Joseph erklirte,
lieber verlasse er sein Schiff erst gar nicht und kehre er nach Venedig
zuriick. Jetzt gab der Papst nach: Er und Joseph begriiBiten sich stehend
und kiiBten sich auf die Wange. Allerdings — dies war die kleine Rache,
die dem Papst gerade noch verblieb — erfolgte das ganze Zeremoniell
nicht in der breiten Offentlichkeit, sondern in den pipstlichen Privatge-
méchern.

Was war zwischen 1379 und 1438 vorgefallen? Nichts anderes, als
daB die christliche Welt der europdischen Mitte und des Westens, aus
der sich seit dem 8. Jahrhundert die treueste Obddienz des Papstes
rekrutiert hatte, nicht mehr geneigt war, sdmtliche pépstlichen An-
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spriiche gelten zu lassen und im Zeichen des Konziliarismus der Kirche
eine neue Verfassung verschreiben wollte. Die Pédpste, Martin V. von
allem und Eugen IV., mufiten mit allen Mitteln versuchen, ein Gegen-
gewicht gegen diese Rebellen fiir sich zu gewinnen, selbst auf die Gefahr
hin, daB dafiir nur die irrgldubigen Griechen in Frage kamen. Es ist die
Zeit des Reformkonzils von Pisa (1409), das den letzten Griechen zum
Papst wihlte. Zum Gegenpapst, werden die Eigeweihten sagen: aber es
war der Westen, der ihn wahlte, und wer weifl mit voller Sicherheit zu
sagen, wer damals legitimer Papst war? Es ist ferner die Zeit des Konzils
von Konstanz (1414-1418), das mit dem Schisma dreier Pipste durch die
Wahl Martins V. ein Ende machte. DaBl diese Wahl so rasch erfolgte,
war nicht zulezt den griechischen Abgesandten des byzantinischen
Kaisers zu verdanken, die auf einen Papst als Verhandlungspartner
dringten und nicht auf einen Haufen zerstrittener Konzilsviter. Und
Martin V. hat den Griechen diese Hilfe nie vergessen. Es ist eben die
Zeit von Ferrara und Florenz, jenem Konzil, auf dem die Union
mit den Griechen schlieBlich zu einem Abschlufl gebracht wurde. Papst
Eugen IV. bewies bei den Verhandlungen dabei den Griechen ein
erstaunliches und im Grunde unerhdrtes Entgegenkommen; gewiss
nicht, weil der katholische Glaube jetzt anders ausgesehen hitte als
vordem, sondern weil der Papst nichts dringender nétig hatte als eine
Verstiarkung seiner Hausmacht, um sich gegeniiber den aufséssigen
Vitern des Konzils von Basel durchsetzen zu kénnen. Dazu waren
selbst die Griechen gut genug. Sie durften aus der Wiiste zuriick und
der Papst ersetzte ihnen sogar die Reisespesen. Doch der Erfolg blieb
aus: es dauert nur noch ein paar Jahre und der Tirke legt endgiiltig
seine Hand auf Konstantinopel und das 6kumenische Patriarchat. Im
Westen aber kommen Luther und Melanchthon, die Résistence aus dem
Norden. Sie sind es, die jetzt das griechische Argument von der reinen
Apostolizitit der orthodoxen Kirche gegen Rom ausspielen. Und was
dieses Argument in den Hianden der Byzantiner selbst nie vermocht hat,
das vermag es jetzt, da die Pépste selbst fiir den Westen zu stark gereizt
haben, in den Hédnden der Reformer: die alte Papstkirche bricht fiir
immer auseinander. DaBl dieses besondere Argument von der Reinheit
der Orthodoxie, nachdem es einmal seinen Dienst getan hatte, bald
wieder fallen gelassen wurde, hat andere Griinde, die hier nicht zur
Debatte stehen.

Was aber hat, um dieses Kapitel weiter zu verfolgen, das Verdikt
der Klassizisten iiber die byzantinische Literaturpflege im Endeffekt
erreicht? Kaum mehr als daB die sprachlich-literarische Entwicklung
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Griechenlands um Jahrzehnte zuriickgeworfen wurde. Was den Klassi-
zisten im Westen ohne weiteres einging, daB ndmlich zwischen Cicero auf
der einen und Racine auf der anderen Seite ein Gregor von Tours mit
seiner grotesk-charmanten Latinitét einen legitimen Platz beanspruchen
kann, das schien ihnen im Osten aus unerfindlich torichten Griinden
illegitim, wo doch kein Grund genannt werden kann, warum die
Entwicklung der Grézitdt zwischen Homer und Platon legitimer sein
solite als zwischen Platon und dem Philosophen Plethon im 15. Jahr-
hundert. Kavafis, Seferis und Kazantzakis rehabilitieren die armen
Poeten des byzantinischen 12. und 13. Jahrhunderts ebenso, wie Racine
den Gregor von Tours rehabilitierte. Noch dazu missen sich die
Klassizisten jetzt sagen lassen, dafl ihre groBen Vorbilder, die alexan-
drinischen Philologen, durch die Schaffung eines Kanons des Lesens-
werten ein geriittelt MaB an Schuld auf sich luden, daB so viel antike
Literatur in Vergessenheit geriet. Und sie miissen sehen, dal3 schon die
griechische Literatur des spiten Hellenismus mit jener Rhetorisierung
und Schablonisierung einsetzt, lingst bevor Byzanz auf den Plan trat.
Siindenbdcke verstehen sich aufs Uberleben, und manchmal schlagen sie
den Hohenpriestern der bienséance ihr Schnippchen!

Trotz allem: Es geht hier keineswegs um eine Sympathiewerbung
durch dick und diinn, um ein Pliddoyer fiir blinde Voreingenommenheit.
Byzanz versteht es nicht schlecht, seine Anwilte in Verlegenheit zu
bringen, ja vor den Kopf zu stoBen. Man denke nur an den ungeheuren
Bildungsdiinkel, der selbst angesichts der friithmittelalterlichen Barbarei
im Umfeld des Reiches befremdlich bleibt. Sich selber haiten diese
Byzantiner alles zugute, wahrend die librige Welt ihrer Ansicht nach
aus Barbaren und Banausen, Matrosen und Kridmern besteht. Was
auBerhalb der Reichsgrenzen vor sich geht, wird mit Verachtung bestraft
oder iiberhaupt nicht wahrgenommen. Nicht weniger unerfreulich ein
steriler Formalismus iiber weite Strecken der byzantinischen Theologie;
das leere Geklapper tausendmal wiederholter und nie neu durchdachter
alter Formeln, die Sucht, aus Theologie nichts anderes mehr zu machen
als gedankenlose Polemik, und alles zu verketzern, was nur den gering-
sten Ansatz intellektueller Neugierde verrit. Und wie kénnte die allzu
hiufigen, unerfreulichen Exzesse rednischer Lobhudelei gegeniiber den
Machthabern Sympathie erwecken?

Vielleicht hilft es weiter, wenn man feststellt, daB diese und dhnlich
befremdliche Attituden Einbriiche erleiden, — Einbriiche teilweise voller
Selbstironie oder auch getragen von der Erkenntnis, wie briichig die
eigenen Anspriiche doch eigentlich sind. Vielleicht auch hilft da oder
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dort ein Lécheln weiter. Was die Lobhudeleien angeht: es gab auch
Byzantiner, die sich nicht dazu herbeilieBen. Joannes Mauropus ist als
Beispiel zu nennen, der allem Anschein nach eine Chronik unvollendet
in seiner Schublade belieB. Sie war so weit gediehen, daB der nichste
Abschnitt sich mit der Zeitgeschichte, d.h. mit noch lebenden Zeit-
genossen hitte befassen miissen. Und schon meldeten sich diese zu
Wort und verlangten, im besten Licht dargestellt zu werden. Mauropus
verweigerte sich diesen Zumutungen, — der Verzicht eines Unbegiiter-
ten, der sich finanziell gewiss zu seinen Ungunsten auswirkte. Im ibrigen
begleitet die rednerischen Lobhudeleien das nicht zu {bersehende
Léacheln der Auguren. Der Philosoph, Historiker und Hofling Michael
Psellos mochte im 11. Jahrhundert noch so oft den Kaiser als »roi soleil«
anreden und preisen, — ein Satiriker des 12. Jahrhunderts versetzt ihn in
die Unterwelt, wo er von den erlauchten Weisen der Antike als »Sophist
aus Byzanz« verdchtlich behandelt wird und man ihm seine Lobhudelei
hohnisch unter die Nase reibt. Im allgemeinen gaben es ja die Lobredner
Ludwigs XIV. oder die deutschen Schulmeister und Vereinsvorsteher der
wilhelminischen Ara kaum billiger als die Byzantiner. Dafiir hatte die
byzantinische hofische Rhetorik ein grausiges Korrektiv, das, man ist
fast versucht zu sagen: versOhnlich stimmt. Diese ausgreifende und
ausschweifende Rhetorik vereinnahmt den Kaiser, bis er ihr wehrlos
ausgeliefert ist. Sie tabusiert den Fiirsten in einer Weise, die ihn zugleich
auf hochst ambivalente Weise »anathematisiert«. Von ca. 90 Kaisern,
die derart hymnisch zelebriert werden, wurde fast ebenso zeremoniell
mindestens ein Drittel gestiirzt und die Hélfte davon mit Inbrunst und
Begeisterung hingemordet. Und die Rhetoren von gestern genossen das
Schauspiel. Als Kaiser Romanos IV. Diogenes im Jahre 1071, von den
Seldjuken geschlagen und von seinen Widersachern in Byzanz geblendet,
den Tod erwartete, unterfing sich der genannte Hofling und Redner
Psellos, gewiss am Ungliick des Kaisers nicht unbeteiligt, diesem Kaiser
einen rednerischen ErguB} in Briefform zukommen zu lassen, worin er
ihm Glick wiinschte, daB er jetzt, des natiirlichen Augenlichts beraubt,
das tiberirdische und gottliche Licht nur umso klarer zu sehen begnadet
sei. Hier kann weder das Grand siécle noch die wilhelminische Ara
mithalten. In dem Augenblick, wo man aufhérte, die Kaiser zu blenden
und hinzuschlachten, begann man auch mit ihrem Gottesgnadentum
weniger glimpflich umzugehen. Kaum ein byzantinischer Redner ver-
wechselt seine Ergiisse vor dem Thron mit Staatsrecht und Staatslehre,
und gegen Ende des Reiches geht man so weit, das byzantinische
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Staatsgebilde, wie jedes andere, als Ergebnis eines »contrat social« zu
verstehen.

Was den Stolz der Byzantiner auf ihren kulturellen Besitz, was ihren
Bildungsdiinkel und ihre Abschirmung gegen Einfliisse von auflen
angeht, so verdichten sich diese Haltungen in ihrem besonderen Reichs-
bewuBtsein, das ihnen eine metaphysik unterbaute Sonderstellung als
auserwiltes Volk sichert. Im Reichsgedanken, sichtbar dargestellt dyrch
des Autokrators sakrosankte Majestit, findet sich auch der einfaclLste
Byzantiner iiber den Alltag hinausgehoben, weil er »dazugehort«. Hier
fiihlt er sich gehoben und geborgen, und dies gerade dann, wenn er
bewuBt das Auge gegeniiber der nicht-byzantinischen AuBenwelt ver-
schlieBt und deren Lockungen erst gar nicht an sich herankommen
1aBt. Daraus erklart es sich wohl, daB selbst im spaten Mittelalter die
Zahl der byzantinischen Nonkonformisten, jener also, fiir welche diese
wohnliche Geborgenheit in der eigenen Gesellschaft Selbsttduschung
bedeutet, verhéltnismiBig gering geblieben zu sein scheint, gemessen
an den Flutwellen des Nonkonformismus im westlichen ausgehenden
Mittelalter. Aber auch in Byzanz fehlten sie nicht. Bei einer so stark von
der dogmatischen Finesse der Theologen bestimmten - oder doch
angeblich bestimmten — Gesellschaft, kann jede kleine Abweichung vom
Katechismus als Nonkonformismus gedeutet werden. Gesellschaftlicher
Nonkonformismus aber unter theologischer Verkleidung war gefihr-
licher. Dazu aber zdhlte alles, was von offizieller byzantinischer Seite
seit dem 11. Jahrhundert als Bogomilismus bezeichnet oder un die Nihe
des Bogomilismus geriickt wird: eine Haltung, die mit der Amtskirche
nichts mehr im Sinne hat, einen erstarrten Ritualismus ablehnt und
Herrschaft als solche in Zweifel zieht. Die groBe byzantinische Ge-
schichtsschreibung nimmt sich in der Regel nur des hofischen Lebens
in der Hauptstadt an. Umso bezeichnender, dal gerade fiir das
12. Jahrhundert in dieser Historiographie immer wieder die Rede davon
geht, wie dieser »Bogomilismus«, selbst in den hdchsten Gesellschafts-
schichtgn Anklang finden konnte. '

Auf rein theologischem Boden nimmt der Nonkonformismus gele-
gentlich die Auseinandersetzung mit der Orthodoxie mit verborgener
Ironie und mit Humor auf. Auf dem Konzil von 553 verfiel der
bedeutendste Lehrer des geistlichen Lebens der frithbyzantinischen
Kirche, der Monch Euagrios Pontikos, der das grandiose System des
groBen Origenes fiir den Gebrauch der Monche zubereitet hatte, eben
wegen dieser Affinitdt zu diesem ldngst verdachtig gewordenen Origenes
dem kirchlichen Bann, er und seine Schriften. Fortan gab es in der
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Kirche fiir ihn keinen Platz mehr. Oder doch? Viele Mdnche mochten
Euagrios nicht missen; sie hielten ihm die Treue, weil gerade sein System
jenen Solipsismus forderte, der den byzantinischen Moénchen immer
noch mehr lag, als ein mediocres koinobitisches Leben. Also erschienen
um die Wende zum achten Jahrhundert, iibersetzt durch Monche des
paldstinensischen Klosters Mar Saba, 70 mystische Abhandlungen aus
der Feder eines nestorianischen Bischofs der syrischen Kirche, Isaak von
Ninive, den die Ubersetzer kurzerhand zu einem orthodoxen heiligen
Bischof machten. Der Inhalt dieser Abhandlungen ist zum groBen Teil
reiner Euagrios, und wo Euagrios personlich zitiert wird, strichen die
Ubersetzer den Namen und ersetzten ihn durch Gregorios von Nyssa
und andere anerkannte orthodoxe Lehrer. Euagrios lebt trotz des
Verdikts von 553. Ahnlich erging es einem syrischen Bischof von
Mopsueste namens Theodoros (1428). Obwohl seine Theologie durch die
Okumenische Synode in Chalkedon im Jahre 451 gerechtfertigt worden
war, hielt ihn Kaiser Justinian I. fiir einen unverbesserlichen Nestorianer
und so erwirkte er 553 auch seine und seiner Schriften Verurteilung.
Doch Theodoros war ein Bibelerkldrer von hohen Graden, der beste
wahrscheinlich, den die byzantinische Kirche jemals hatte. Also konnte
auch die spétere Exegese nicht auf ihn verzichten, und so iiberlebte unter
falschem Namen oder anonym auch Theodoros den Bann von 553 in
den Kommentarwerken der spéteren Zeit. Dieser Theodoros hatte das
besondere MiBfallen des alexandrinischen Patriarchen Kyrillos erregt,
jenes christlichen Pharao, der neben seiner keine andere Meinung
duldete, aber von der spiteren byzantinischen Kirche als unfehlbare
Sdule der Orthodoxie gefeiert wurde. Wenn der schon erwihnte Joannes
Mauropus in einem Epigramm einmal klagt: »MuB es denn sein, dal
Kyrillos, dieser Dogmatiker, immer recht behilt 7« so verrit dies gewiss
keinen extremen Nonkonformismus; fiir einen Mann des byzantinischen
Establishments ist es immerhin etwas. Spétere Byzantiner gingen einen
bedeutenden Schritt weiter. Der bekannte klassische Philologe Maximos
Planudes, seines Zeichens Abt eines byzantinischen Klosters, wehrt sich
in seinen Briefen entschieden dagegen, in dogmatische Erérterungen mit
einbezogen zu werden. Er will von dieser Art Theologie iiberhaupt nichts
wissen. Es ist derselbe Planudes, mit dem eine neue Epoche der byzan-
tinischen Geistesgeschichte insofern beginnt, als er die hohen Mauern,
hinter denen sich Byzanz verschanzt hat, niederreiBt und in breitem
Strom westliche Literatur in Ubersetzungen aus dem Lateinischen
bereitstellt. Hier verrdt sich kein Diinkel mehr, sondern eine neue
Aufgeschlossenheit. Leider wissen wir nicht, wie Planudes zu seiner
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Auswahl kam. Jedenfalls hatte er einen gliicklichen Griff. Er iibersetzt
De trinitate von Augustin, eines der Grundwerke westlicher Theologie,
aber auch Boethius’ Trost der Philosophie, der fiir die westliche Welt des
Mittelalters wahrscheinlich noch wichtiger war als De Trinitate. Aber er
greift auch nach dem Somnium Scipionis, nach Ovids Metamorphosen
und Heroiden. Wahrscheinlich ist er auch der Ubersetzer von Ovids Ars
amatoria, den Amores und den Remedia amoris. Geistige Enge, priide
Voreingenommenheit oder dergleichen lagen Planudes jedenfalls nicht.
Andererseits wissen wir kaum etwas lber die Wirkung dieser neuen
Literatur. Dies ist anders ein halbes Jahrhundert spéter, als Demetrios
Kydones eine neue Welle von Ubersetzungen aus dem Lateinischen
einleitete. Kydones provozierte seine orthodoxen Zeitgnossen ganz be-
wuBt mit der lateinischen Hochscholastik. Zu seinen Ubersetzungen
gehort in erster Linie Thomas von Aquin, aber auch Anselm von
Canterbury, Petrus Hispanus und Gilbert de la Porée. Die Provokation
wurde als solche wahrgenommen und brachte Bewegung in das geistige
Leben einer Schicht von Inteliektuellen, die ohne sie sich weiter im Kreis
bewegt hitten. Auf dem gesamten Feld des literarischen Schaffens der
Byzantiner der Spétzeit macht sich ein neuer Impetus des Wissenwollens,
ein neuer Eroberungstrieb bemerkbar, der kaum hiitte entstehen kénnen,
ginge nicht nebenher ein gewisses Ungeniigen an der eigenen literarischen
Uberlieferung aus der antiken Profanliteratur und aus der Patristik, d.h.
ein schwindendes Vertrauen in den bisherigen Anspruch, das Monopol
der Bildung zu besitzen. Vielleicht hat dies niemand besser zum Aus-
druck gebracht als der groBe konservative Staatsmann des beginnenden
14. Jahrhunderts, Theodoros Metochites. Er stellt sich ohne Zoégern die
Frage, ob denn die Welt der klassischen Literatur nicht einfach alles
verschweige, was es an bedeutenden Leistungen auBerhalb Griechen-
lands gebe und damit eine byzantinische Selbstgeniigsamkeit hervor-
gebracht habe, die sich fernab der Wirklichkeit bewege; vor allem aber,
ob diese klassische Literatur derart sei, daB} ein Mensch der modernen
Zeit des Metochites damit zurecht kommen kénne und Nutzen daraus zu
ziehen vermoge. Er antwortete mit einem klaren Nein, wenigstens fiir
seine eigene Person, den Staatskanzler eines sterbenden Reiches, der von
Platons und Aristoteles’ Staatslehren fiir seine eigene Politik profitieren
wollte und nichts als politische Utopien zu entdecken vermochte. Was
aber den Lebenswert der vorausgegangenen byzantinischen Theologie
betrifft, so ist er viel zu vorsichtig als daB er sich kritisch dariiber duBern
wiirde. Dafiir macht er bei seiner essayistischen Behandlung aller
wichtigen Lebensfragen einen weiten Bogen um die Aussagen der
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Theologie und kommt darauf nur zu sprechen, wenn es kein Ausweichen
mehr gibt. Dann aber sieht es aus, als bequeme er sich zu einem letzten
Sacrificium intellectus, filir das er jede Spur rationaler Verantwortung
ablehnt. Und wenn er in der echten Art des Klassizisten kulturelles
Vergleichsmaterial einfithren will, dann hilt er sich an die antiken
Darstellungen der Lebensweise der »Skythen«, wobei sich rasch fest-
stellen 1a6t, daB die Skythen selbst sein Interesse kaum beanspruchen,
umsomehr aber, was sich aus ihrer Lebensart gegen Byzanz ausspielen
1aBt. Bei diesen Skythen gebe es natiirtich genug des Barbarischen, aber
sie bildeten ein Reich, das nie unterjocht wurde und nie eine Tyrannis zu
erleiden hatte. Vor allem aber gebe es bei ihnen kein leeres Wortgezinke,
keine spitzfindigen Rechtsverdrehungen und keine dogmatischen Haar-
spalterein; nicht das Marktgeschrei unfihiger Redner und nichts von
jenem »Kampf gegen das schlichte Leben, der bei den Griechen iiblich
sei.

Das Ende des byzantinischen SelbstbewuBtsein deutet sich an! Aber
dieses Ende verspricht auch, zégernd vielleicht, einen Neubeginn, der
diesem Reich freilich nicht mehr gegdnnt war, weil die tiirkische
Eroberung allem ein Ende machte.

Man mag betroffen sein und schlechtes Gewissen haben gegeniiber
einem Siindenbock, man mag Verstdndnis aufbringen fiir die fatale
Ausgangslage einer Kultur von Spitgeborenen und Nachfahren, man
mag der Dekadenz ihren Charme abgewinnen — ob die alles ausreicht,
um von Liebe zu Byzanz zu sprechen? SchlieBlich gehdrt zu einer solchen
Liebe gewiss auch Mut — und es sollte nicht der Mut der Verzweiflung
sein.

Miinchen



At the Crossroads of Classicism and Byzantinism:
Leopolitan Architectural Achievements ca. A.D. 1600

JAN BIALOSTOCKI

Meetings of Eastern and Western cultural traditions always constitute
a fascinating subject for historical consideration. It may be hoped
therefore that this essay, which concerns one rather little known chapter
in the history of artistic relations between the Eastern and Western
spheres of European culture, will interest the eminent scholar and friend
in whose honour the present publication|is intended.

The West Ukrainian town of Lviv, called Leopolis in Latin, Lwow in
Polish, Lémberg in German, can be considered an outstanding artistic
center both for its monuments and for the complex religious, ethnic,
and cultural background characteristic of the town’s history from the
fourteenth century to the first partition of Poland in 1772 —the time it
belonged to the Polish-Lithuanian kingdom.' Ukrainian and Polish,
Jewish and German, Greek, Armenian and Italian people lived there
together for centuries, contributing to the prosperity and cultural
achievements of the town. The variety of religious confessions brought
with it a multiplicity of churches, the Orthodox ones— the so-called
Armenian and Wallachian ones — adding an Eastern touch to the artistic

! The most important literature concerning the Renaissance and Mannerism in Lviv is

the following: W. Lozinski, Sztuka Iwowska w XVI i XVII wieku: Architektura i rzezba
(Lviv, 1898); J. Piotrowski, Lemberg und Umgebung : Handbuch fiir Kunstliebhaber und
Reisende (Leipzig and Vienna, 1916); B. Janusz, ed., Lwéw dawny i dzisiejszy: Kultura,
dzieje, sztuka, nauka (Lviv, 1928); T. Mankowski, “‘Sztuka i artySci w czasach renesansu,”
in Lwoéw i Ziemia Czerwiehska, by K. Maleczyfiski, F. Pohorecki, T. Mankowski, M.
Tyrowicz (Lviv, [1938]); S. V. Bezsonov, Arxitektura zapadnoj Ukrainy (Moscow, 1946);
M. Gebarowicz, Studia nad dziejami kultury artystycznej péinego renesansu w Polsce
(Torun, 1962); A. Las¢uk and I. Derkaé, L'viv: Putivnyk (Lviv, 1963); M. Gebarowicz,
Szkice z historii sztuki XVII wieku (Torun, 1966); V. A. Ovsijéuk, Arxitekturni pam”jatky
L'vova (Lviv, 1969); T. Mankowski, Dawny Lwéw, jego sztuka i kultura artystyczna
(London, 1974); H. Ostrovskij, L'vov, 2nd ed. (Leningrad, 1975). Some important
information of a general character about architecture resulting from Polish patronage is to
be found in A. Milobedzki, Architektura polska XVII wieku (Warsaw, 1980) (Dzieje sztuki
polskiej, 4: Sztuka polska XVII wieku, 1).
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image of the town, which was, moreover, enriched by frequent contacts,
both commercial and military, with the Islamic orient.?

The stylistic situation around 1600 in Lviv was especially complicated,
because what we have described as the Western element, represented by
the artistic preferences of Polish patrons, was not uniform, but varied. It
resulted from the merging of several trends and stylistic tendencies
imported from eisewhere and arriving in different stages of their
development, as well as their representation by artists of varied quality
and talent.?

Closely linked with the background of Polish centres, artistic develop-
ment in Lviv in the late sixteenth century was based on fundamentally
Italian ideas coming from the main centre of the huge Jagellonian state,
namely, Cracow. But whereas in the capital they were promoted by the
king and his entourage and were executed by Florentine artists working
in a fairly pure Tuscan Renaissance idiom, in Lviv Italianism came
transformed quite often by Netherlandish (e.g., Hendrik Horst), German
(e.g., Jan Scholz) or local Polish craftsmen. Moreover, the Italians
themselves usually came not from Tuscany, but from Northern border
areas and Swiss provinces bordering on Italy (e.g., Ambrosius Simonis
from Val Tellina in Engadin, who in Lviv was known as Ambrozy
Przychylny).*

In the present note I should like to concentrate on three architectural
works in which the interpenetration of East and West is realized in
various ways, contributing to the unique character of art in Lviv.

My first example is the famous chapel of the Boim family, situated in
the immediate proximity of the Catholic cathedral and once on the
grounds of its churchvard (fig. 1).> The Boims came to Lviv from
Hungary. It is not clear what their national origin was, but they became
polonized and belonged to the Catholic community. The chapel was
founded by an important representative of the family, the consul of the

2 Inmy book, The Art of the Renaissance in Eastern Europe: Hungary, Bohemia, Poland
(Oxford, 1976), I made only a short mention of the two architectural monuments described
here. The present essay may therefore be considered an addendum to that survey.

3 I have attempted to present these trends in the last chapter of my book quoted in the
preceding footnote, pp. 73-88.

4 About the stonecutters, masons, builders, and architects working in Lviv, see M.
Kowalczuk, Cech budowniczych we Lwowie za czaséw polskich do roku 1772 (Lviv, 1927).
5 T. Mankowski, “Kaplica Boimow we Lwowie,”” Prace Komisji Historii Sztuki Polskiej
Akademii Umiejetnosci, 8 (1946): 308-316; Gebarowicz, Studia, pp. 246-254; Gebarowicz,
Szkice, pp. 26-65; N. Rudol’f and N. Lecynja, Kaplycja Bajimiv (Lviv, 1972); B.H.
Voznyc’kyj, Kaplycja Bojimiv u L'vovi (Lviv, 1979) (also in other languages in the same
volume).
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town council, George (Jerzy) Boim, who, as a member of the Lviv
upper classes, enjoyed an outstanding position. The chapel was first built
between 1609 and 1611 and was immediately transformed, still before its
consecration, which took place in the spring (probably June) of 1615,
i.e., between 1612 and 1615.

The central plan of the Boim chapel resembles that of several other
centrally planned chapels, so popular in Poland between the late
sixteenth and the seventeenth century.® The decoration of the Boim
chapel is, however, quite unlike those Italian built works. Indeed, it is
unlike anything else, being a unique work. The chapel is smothered with
decoration, both outside, on the fagade, and inside, to the extent of
causing dizziness to the observer, although the artistic quality of the
execution is fairly mediocre and the transformation of the first version of
the decoration was sometimes very clumsily executed.

Professor Mieczystaw Gebarowicz, in his study of the chapel, has
indicated that the present aspect of the fagade decoration is the result of
the transformation of an originally much more sober and restrained
composition.” At first the pairs of pilasters which constitute the frame of
the architectural composition were probably visible above the strongly
protruding cornice and the decoration of the upper zone consisted only
of the portal-like structure with a relief in the centre, located between
two, probably circular, windows. At ground floor level the entrance
door was flanked by two double windows, one on each side, and the
statues of St. Peter and St. Paul in the narrow end bays, while above
the niches, in which the figures stand, and above the windows and the
door is placed a row of eight medallions with reliefs representing
prophets. In the second stage of the work — possibly caused by the wish
of Jerzy Boim to outdo other families, such as the Kampians®— the
original program (in which saints and prophets predominated and
probably only one narrative relief, that representing the Descent from
the Cross in the arch above the door, was included) was supplemented
in the upper zone by several further narrative reliefs and decorative
structures, sometimes added so clumsily that they appear as if they were

¢ J.Z. Lozinski, *'Die zentralen Grabkapellen in Polen,” in Actes du Congrés International
d'Histoire de I'Art, Budapest 1969, vol. 1 (Budapest, 1972), pp. 667-676; idem, Grobowe
-kaplice kopulowe w Polsce: 1520-1620 (Warsaw, 1973).

7 Gebarowicz, Szkice, pp. 10-34ff. Ostrovskij, L'vov p. 32, dates the second stage of the
sculptural decoration of the fagade to 1621; he does not give his reasons. Ggbarowicz’s
dating seems to be better founded. On the other hand, it is surprising that the decoration
was changed so soon after it had been made.

8 Gebarowicz, Szkice, p. 39f.
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pasted on. Above the lateral narrow bays were placed obelisks, while
above the windows were inserted fields for reliefs framed in strapwork
ornaments. Above them, against the background of the original entabla-
ture and against the pilasters, other narrative groups are to be seen. They
represent successive stages of the Passion, with the Bearing of the Cross,
the Flagellation, the Ecce Homo scene and the Nailing to the Cross.
Above the entablature of the small arch in the centre of the upper zone,
God the Father is visible.

Whatever the detailed history of that decoration may have been—and
it must have been done, in any case, in a time span of no more than
six years ®—it forms a precious screen that distinguishes the front wall
and seems unrelted to the architectural structure, the latter scarcely
emerging from behind the decoration. The screen in question unites the
profusion of angels’ and lions’ heads, of obelisks and strap- and fret-
work ornaments, with the abundance of naive narrative. The ornamental
elements are clearly of Netherlandish origin, while the historical reliefs
recall to some extent the narrative sculpture of Southern and Central
Poland, but seem to go back to graphic models of either German or
Netherlandish origin. The sculptor Jan (or Hanusz) Scholz, to whom the
second stage of the work is attributed with some probability, came from
Konigsberg in Eastern Prussia.’® It may be that other sculptors of
Northern origin collaborated with him, since the amount of sculpture
done in a very short time certainly required the participation of several
masters. Although naive and sometimes awkward, the narrative reliefs
show the'use of a lively vernacular idiom, which also contributes to the
intensity that characterizes the style of the fagade. The result recalls the
Eastern idea of the iconostasis, but one that is placed outside, so to
speak, in front of the chapel.

A similar influence of the iconostasis form has been discerned as
regards the huge and precious altar inside, which intrudes into the zone
of the coffered dome.'! The dome itself (which in Poland tends to be
abstract in its rigid divisions and decoration) here turns into a display of
sculpture. Its coffers include effigies of prophets and saints, ornaments

9 If we accept the dating by Gebarowicz (Srudia, p. 260). If, however, the dating of
1621 is accepted for the transformation of the fagade, the two stages of the work would
have been separated by ten years.

10 Gebarowicz, Szkice, pp. 47ff.

1t Gebarowicz, Szkice, pp. 56-58; Ostrovskij, L'vov, p. 34; Voznyc'kyj, Kaplycja
Bojimiv, p. 5.
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and images of Christ and the angels, each rectangular frame becoming a
field decorated with reliefs.

Thus the Boim chapel is unique in its combination of a rich variety of
stylistic trends, while artistic quality is hardly satisfactory in detail. It is
nevertheless an amazing product of the coexistence of several tendencies
in the art of its time, with the obvious impact of the local, Eastern idea
of the iconostasis wall, which transformed the Western system of orders
into a precious and charming screen.

The two basic ingredients of the Boim chapel, the Italian and
the Netherlandish, appear in pure juxtaposition in that monumental
and excellent work of Leopolitan architecture, the Bernardine friars
church.!? The church was erected between about 1600 and 1630, although
by 1611 mass was celebrated in it. Its general conception is ascribed to a
monk called Bernard Avellides, but the architects were first Paolo
Dominici Romano, who died in 1618, and later Ambrozy Przychylny
(Ambrosius Simonis, also called Nutclauss, from Engadin), who worked
there from 1619 on. A contemporary chronicler, Bart. Zimorowicz, tells
us that Paolo Romano ceased to direct the construction by 1613. It
seems, however, that there may have been other participants in the
building of the church, in view of the combination of two rather different
trends. This time we do not encounter any Eastern ingredient, as in the
two other monuments which form our main concern here. The elements
combined here are a noble and restrained Doric and the decorative
strapwork ornamentation of Netherlandish or German origin (fig. 2).!?

The fagade is composed as a simple juxtaposition of a broader lower
part corresponding to the three space units of the nave and aisles, and a
narrower upper part corresponding to the central nave, the two being
separated by a strongly accentuated cornice. The upper part is crowned
by a Doric frieze whose metopes are filled with small diamond-shaped
pyramids. All this is executed in a dark stone and has a distinguished,
pure quality that recalls works of Venetian Classicism, a style that had
been brought to that region by the Italian architect Bernardo Morando,
who a little earlier (1587 to about 1600) was erecting the Collegiate church
in the newly founded and not far distant Polish town of Zamo$¢.'* The

Y2 Yozinski, Sztuka Iwowska, pp. 47-66; N. Golichowski, Kosciél O.0. Bernardynéw
we Lwowie (Lviv, 1911); T. Mankowski, “Kosciol bernardynéw we Lwowie,” Dawna
Sztuka 1 (1938): 305-312; Gebarowicz, Studia, pp. 236-246; Ostrovskij, L'vov pp. 104-107.
'3 This Netherlandish-German ingredient used to be attributed to Andrzej Bemer; see
T. Mankowski, “Kosciol bernardynow,” 1938, pp. 305f.; Gebarowicz, Studia, pp. 236ff.
14 A. Milobedzki, Zarys dziejéw architektury w Polsce, 2nd ed. (Warsaw, 1968),
pp- 152-153.
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Doric friezes of the Collegiate were removed in the early nineteenth
century, but their influence on Lviv Classicism, as well as on the
Collegiate (now parish) church at Zovkva, constructed between 1606
and 1618, seems to have been considerable.!® In that last church the
metopes of the friezes are decorated with heroic reliefs, representing
knights on horseback and eagles, which is understandable in view of the
fact that the founder of the church was Hetman Stanistaw Zotkiewski,
one of the prominent military leaders of the Polish kingdom (fig. 3).!®

At some stage of its construction, the Classical facade of the
Bernardine friars church was supplemented with a gable and triangular
screens uniting the upper narrow part with the broad one below. These
gables bring in a completely different note. They derive from a trend that
was very popular in the Eastern parts of Poland, in Kazimierz, Radzyn,
and Zamos¢, and whose origins are to be sought in the Netherlandish
and Germanic countries. It was the same trend that contributed to the
creation of excellent Late Manneristic buildings at Gdansk (the Armory
by Anthonis van Opbergen, built in 1602-1605).!7 Although very
different from the main body—so purely Italian— of the Bernardine
church, the decorative scrolls and the gable fit almost unexpectedly welt,
which they also do in the rear of the church, where they decorate the
gable above the wall enclosing the nave from the rear, above the very low
choir, so low indeed that its disproportion to the nave was stressed
already at the time of construction.'® We know that the architett
attempted to improve the proportions, but still the choir remains very
low. The picturesque fancifulness of the strapwork enlivens the severity
of the Doric frieze and of the Tuscan pilasters contributing to the variety
and richness of the building. Nevertheless it remains purely Western in its
component elements.

15 See J. Kowalczyk, Kolegiata w Zamosciu (Warsaw, 1968), pp. 185-188.

16 Good reproductions appear in Ju. P. Nel’hos’kyj, “Skulptura ta rizblennja druhoji
pol. XVI-peroji pol. XVII stolittja,” in Mystectvo XIV-persoji polovyny XVII stolittja
(Kiev, 1967), p. 135, fig. 86 (Istorija ukrajins’koho mystectva, 2); also in J. Kowalczyk,
Kolegiata, p. 187, fig. 146. Gebarowicz (Studia, pp. 212-216) attributes the friezes at
Zovkva to Ambrozy Przychylny.

17 As stated in fn. 13, this part of the work is attributed to Andrzej Bemer. In my book,
cited in fn. 2, I have given information and literature on this trend. See also: E. Forssman,
Scule und Ornament: Studien zum Problem des Manierismus in den nordischen Sdulen-
biichern und Vorlagebliittern des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts (Stockholm, 1956); E. Unnerbick,
Welsche Giebel (Stockholm, 1971); and H. R. Hitchcock, Netherlandish Scrolled Gables of
the Sixteenth and Early Seventeenth Centuries (New York, 1978).

18 Y ozinski, Sztuka Iwowska, pp. 59 and 65, who quotes from early seventeenth-century
sources.
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The third work of architecture in Lviv which 1 propose now to
present as the last in our short survey is once again different. I have in
mind the Dormition church (fig. 4), begun earlier than both buildings
discussed before, namely, in 1571, but finished as late as the Bernardine
church, in 1629.'° The Dormition church is the last one erected on the
same site, the preceding one (built by Petrus Italus from 1547 to 1560)
having been burnt in 1571, and the one preceding that in 1527. This
church, like the former one, was built with the help of contributions
from the Moldavian princes Paul, Jeremy, and Simon Mohyla, which
caused it to be called the “Wallachian Church,” but also with the
contributions of other patrons, the main one being the Stauropegial
Brotherhood of Lviv. Hence the Wallachian church is the result of local
patronage by the Ukrainian religious brotherhood and by Moldavian
hospodars. One would therefore be inclined to expect a building
expressive of the Eastern character of the patronage. What we find
instead is one of the most sober, restrained and, despite some Manneris-
tic features, Classical works that have ever been built within the borders
of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.

The visitor obtains such an impression when approaching the church
from the outside, as its simple shape in dark limestone arises before him
in the narrow old street. The side elevations are enclosed between the
socle zone and the protruding cornice and are articulated by a series of
Tuscan pilasters supporting a Doric entablature. Blind arches with
windows are situated between the pilasters. In the entablature’s frieze
triglyphs alternate with metopes, in which reliefs of religious subjects are
placed, their character and quality introducing a strongly Eastern
element; sometimes they seem to be small icons transposed into stone
sculpture.?®

The volume of the church is articulated into three elements: the main
space of the nave, three bays long, having very narrow aisles; a rather

19 1. Saranevyg, “Istoriceskij oterk’ o Stavropigijskoj cerkvy Uspenija Pr. Bogorodyci vo

L’vove,” in Jubilejnoe izdanie v pamjat’ 300 letnjogo osnovanija I'vovskogo Stavropigijskogo
bratstva, vol. | (Lviv, 1886), pp. 1-20; Loziaski, Sztuka lwowska, pp. 51-57; J. Sas
Zubrzycki, “Cerkiew Uspienia Bogarodzicy, czyli tzw. Cerkiew Woloska we Lwowie,”
Architekr, 1900-1901, no. 8, pp. 121-125; 1907, no. 7, p. 207, and no. 11, pp. 58-59;
A. Barvins’kyj, “‘Stavropihyjs’ka cerkva Uspenija Pr. Bohorodyci u L’vovi i zaxody kolo
obnovy i prykrasy,” in Zbirnyk ['vivskoji Stavropyhiji, vol. 1 (Lviv, 1921), pp. 1-54;
W. Sas Zaloziecki, “Die Walachische Kirche in Lemberg, ein Denkmal Osteuropiischer
Renaissance-Architektur,” Wiener Jahrbuch fiir Kunsigeschichte 12-13 (1949): 90-116;
Gebarowicz, Studia, pp. 216-220; Ostrovskij, L'vov, pp. 45-57.

20 See the good illustrations in Nel’hos’kyj, “Skulptura ta rizblennja,” p. 134, figs. 84
and 85.
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small entrance unit, with the women’s space on the upper floor; and the
broad apse, the diameter of which is almost equal to the width of the
church’s body. Each of those units has a dome above its centre, the two
lower ones without a drum, while the central one above the nave is raised
on a drum, is coffered inside and, like the others, has a lantern (fig. 5).
The outside view, when seen from some distance, presents a succession of
three domes above the structure.

The main body of the church, rigorously organized as it is by the
orders—not very correct ones, to be sure—has a strongly Italian,
even Roman flavour. Small refinements give it an almost Mannerist
character: the lower part of the architrave is composed of stones which
are shorter than needed to fill out the length of the bays; they leave
empty spaces of 15 to 20 cm between them. As a result there are dark
openings of square shape above the keystones of the niche arches and on
either side, next to the capitals of the pilasters. Above the capitals the
frieze forms a projection and the triglyphs are framed by acanthus leaves.
All this testifies to invention and originality on the part of the architect,
who composed freely with material chosen from the treasury of the
Western Classical tradition.

When we stand in the narrow street we are faced with a work of
Italianate Classicism imbued with an almost Counter-Reformation
flavour. When, however, we move away, the domes emerge above
the Classical body and transform the building into something like
a Renaissance version of the traditional Ukrainian three-domed Ortho-
dox church.?! A splendid tower constructed on the commission of
Konstantine Korniakt, a Greek merchant from Crete, by the Paduan
architect Pietro da Barbona (1572-78), with elegant Italian proportions,
introduces another Renaissance element recalling so many campaniles of
the Italian peninsula (fig. 6).22

It seems that the Wallachian church has a similar position in the
history of Ukrainian art patronage as do the churches erected on the
Kremlin hill by Aristotle Fioravanti, Alvise Lamberti da Montagnana,
and Pietro Antonio Solari at the end of the fifteenth and in the first years
of sixteenth century with regard to Muscovite patronage.?® It was an

21

See Ju. P. Nel’hos’kyj, ““Arxitektura druhoji polovyny XVI-perioji polovyny XVII
stolittja,” in Mystectvo XIV-perioji polovyny XVII stolittja (Kiev, 1967), p. 90 (Istorija
ukrajins’koho mystectva, 2).

22 tozinski, Szruka lwowska, pp. 51-57.

23 See, generally: M. Gukovskij, *‘Il Rinascimento italiano e la Russia,” in V. Branca,
ed., Rinascimento europeo e rinascimento veneziano (Venice, 1967), pp. 121-136; V.N.
Lazarev, “Le opere di Pietro Antonio Solari in Russia ed i rapporti artistici italo-russi
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attempt to adopt Western forms to the Orthodox ecclesiastic architec-
tural tradition. In Lviv such an attempt had already been undertaken
earlier—in the church which preceded the actual church of the
Dormition and was destroyed by fire, as also in the small reliquary-like
Chapel of the Three Saints (fig. 7), built between 1530 and 1591 by the
Italian master Peter Krasowski, rebuilt after the fire of 1671 and
decorated with orientalizing flat ornamentation in the domes (fig. 8)
and in the portal frame (fig. 9). That chapel looks like a charming
reduction of the great church.?* Its transformation in the late seven-
teenth century stressed the decorative tendencies of oriental origin more
than the Western, Italianate style. As in Moscow so also in Lviv the
temporary meeting of East and West in religious architecture did not
inaugurate a new tradition.

After many decades another monument of the East-West connection
in church architecture was erected in Lviv; this was the Cathedral of
St. George (St. Jurij), conceived by the architect Bernard Merderer-
Merettini (1744-1763) in imaginative rococo forms.?®> But in this case
the Western models were symbolic of a specific religious content, since
the church was built for the Greek-Catholic Uniate church after the
acceptance of the Union of Brest in the Lviv diocese in 1700 (fig. 10).
As had happened earlier, the meeting of East and West resulted once
again in a most interesting artistic achievement which represented
widespread phenomena in the eastern provinces of the Polish-Lithuanian
state.?®

If in the period about 1600 Western elements resulted from a free
choice to adopt dignified Italianate forms and, perhaps, from the
wish to impress the Polish population by the monumental and perfect
use of an artistic language current in Poland, in the mid-eighteenth
century the Western form of the Cathedral of St. George was an outcome
of subordination to the dominant position of the Catholic and Western
clements, as already evidenced by the final and long-postponed
acceptance of the Union in the Lviv diocese.

Uniwersytet Warszawski and
Muzeum Narodowe w Warszawie

nel tardo Quattrocento,” in. Arte e Artisti dei Laghi Lombardi, vol. 1 (Como, 1959),
pp. 423-440.

24 See the literature cited in fn. 19.

25 Z.Hornung, Problem rokoka w architekturze sakralnej XVIII wieku (Wroctaw, 1972).
26 J. Kowalczyk, “Latynizacja i okcydentalizacja architektury grecko-katolickiej w
XVIII wieku,” Biuletyn Historii Sztuki 42 (1980): 347-362, with references to older
literature. The other two Orthodox dioceses, that of Peremysl” and that of Luck, accepted
the Union in 1692 and 1702, respectively.
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A Sixth-Century Silver Plate in the British Museum

SUSAN BOYD

A little-known silver dish in the British Museum,® decorated with marine
imagery and Nilotic subjects, testifies to the continuing popularity of
pagan and mythological themes as the decoration of secular silver plate
in the early Byzantine period (figs. 1, 3, and 7). Although small in size
(diam. 12.7 cm.) and modest in quality, this dish probably represents
more accurately than other more luxurious examples the quality of table
service in use by a moderately wealthy household in a provincial center
of the empire. Because it forms part of a closely related group of rather
small, shallow dishes, all having central medallions decorated in relief
with animals, mythological or marine subjects, it seems worthwhile to
investigate its ornamentation more fully.

Shallow in profile, the plate stands on a low ring foot which appears to
have been part of the original blank from which the bowl was formed by
hammering.? Its decoration consists of a central medallion executed in
repoussé, with a chubby Eros riding a sea monster which he is about to
strike with a trident held in his right hand (figs. 1 and 3). The figure is
shown in a kind of twisting pose, his hips and legs in profile, his back and

! British Museum, inv. no. 1969,12-3,1 (Department of Medieval and Later Antiquities).

Diam. 12.7 cm. Diam. ring foot, 5.3 cm. Wt. 163.40 gr. The dish was acquired in 1894 and
is said to have come from Asia Minor. It has no halimarks. See H. B. Walters, Caralogue
of the Silver Plate (Greek, Etruscan, and Roman) in the British Museum (London, 1921),
no. 77, fig. 25, pl. VIII; A.O. Curle, The Treasure of Traprain (Glasgow, 1923), p. 47;
L. Matzulewitsch, Byzantinische Antike (hereafter Byz. Ant.) (Berlin and Leipzig, 1929),
pp- 79-80; S. Boyd and G. Vikan, Questions of Authenticity among the Arts of Byzantium
(Washington, D.C., 1981), p. 13, no. 4, fig. a.
?  This information was provided by M.J. Hughes of the British Museum Research
Laboratory, who also analyzed the composition of the silver by means of X-ray
fluorescence. The results indicate that its composition is consistent with other Byzantine
silver plate of the sixth and seventh centuries:

Bowl: silver 95.6 %, copper 3.3%,, gold 0.56%, zinc 0.1,

Foot: silver 95.7%, copper 3.1%, gold 0.58 %, zinc 0.1 %,
For comparative analyses of Byzantine silver, see M. Hughes and J. Hall, “X-Ray
Fluorescence Analysis of Late Roman and Sassanian Silver Plate,” Journal of Archaeo-
logical Science 6 (1979): 321-344.
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shoulders turned to the viewer exposing both wings, which are placed
high on his shoulders; his head is turned slightly three-quarters toward
the viewer. His short, tightly curled locks of hair, which form a thick cap
over his head, and the features of his face are strongly defined if not very
naturalistically delineated. The contours of the figure, as well as details,
are additionally engraved. His head is rather large in proportion to his
body, while the figure as a whole is too large in proportion to the sea
monster. This sea monster, or ketos, is of a type common to early
Byzantine art, and nearly identical examples are found on silver from the
fourth to the seventh century.?® It has a wolf’s head with a long snout,
beard, and long ears, an undulating neck, and a sea serpent’s body; its
tail terminates in a foliate trefoil. The sea monster’s scaly body is
rendered in a stylized fashion by means of circles and overall stippling.
There are no fish in the sea nor any indication of water.

A small silver dish in the Benaki Museum, Athens, is closely related in
size, decoration, and iconography (figs. 2 and 4).* The position of the
Eros astride the sea monster, his thrusting gesture with the trident, and
the placement of the keros within the roundel, with its upturned head,
undulating neck, and foliate tail, are so similar as to suggest a common
source for the motif which was evidently very popular in the late Roman
world.® The figure on the Benaki plate is, however, rather different in
style: he is more carefully and naturalistically rendered, better propor-
tioned, and more convincingly mounted on the sea monster, the furry
body and scaly tail of which are clearly differentiated. Small fish swim in
the sea and waves are suggested by a series of short curving lines.

3 For fourth-century examples see, inter alia, K. Shelton, The Esquiline Treasure

(London, 1981), pl. 5, below (Projecta casket, lid); K.S. Painter, The Mildenhall Treasure
(London, 1977), pl. 3 (Great Dish, inner frieze). For examples from the sixth and seventh
centuries, respectively, see Matzulewitsch, Byz. Ant., pl. 34 (reverse of Maenad and Serpent
dish), and pl. 19 (Nereid ewer); Spiitantike und frithbyzantinische Silbergefdsse aus der
Staatlichen Ermitage Leningrad (hereafter Frithbyz. Silbergefisse) (Berlin, 1978), cat. no. 14,
col. pl. 13, figs. 32-33 (Maenad and Serpent), and doc. no. 21, col. pl. 17, figs. 94-99
(Nereid ewer).

4 Benaki Museum, no. 11147. Diam. 13 cm. Wt. 190 gr. S. Pelekanides, “*Argyra Pinakia
tou Mouseiou Benaki,” Archaiologike Ephemeris (hereafter Arch. Eph.), 1942-44 (1948),
pp. 37ff., esp. p. 39f, no. 2, and p. 59, fig. 2; G. L. Brett, ““Formal Ornament on Late
Roman and Early Byzantine Silver,” Papers of the British School at Rome 15 (n.s. 2)
(1939): 36-37, no. 20, pl. VIII; Byzantine Art an European Art (Athens, 1964), no. 483. The
relationship of these two plates has been previously noted by Pelekanides (ibid., p. 59).

® A sea monster (ridden by a Nereid) on the seventh-century ewer in Leningrad is
identically arranged within a circular format: E. Cruikshank Dodd, Byzantine Silver
Stamps (hereafter BSS) (Washington, D.C., 1961), no. 75, and fn. 3 above.
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Surrounding the medallion, as on the British Museum plate, is an
acanthus ornament, but it is treated here as a continuous frieze of
palmettes, with rounded rather than spiky lobes, each joined to the next
by the small side of the leaf.

An identical acanthus frieze is found on two other plates in the Benaki
from the same find. This small treasure, consisting of six dishes with
central medallions, was found in Egypt and presumably made there.®
Five of the six plates are decorated with Erotes accompanied either by
sea monsters or dolphins, although only the one described above is
iconographically related. The small size of five of the plates should also
be noted (12.5-13 c¢m.) for it is a feature common to the group of
embossed plates under discussion.

In addition to the Benaki plates, three other plates are related to the
London dish on the basis of the frieze of acanthus palmettes:.two with
mythological scenes are in Dumbarton Qaks;’ the third, which is the
only one to bear silver stamps (indicating a date of A.D. 527-565), is that
from Sludka, with a grazing horse, which is now in Leningrad.® The
particular type of acanthus frieze engraved on these six plates was
evidently widely used on Byzantine silver of the sixth century, although
the motif goes back at least as early as the end of the fourth century.®

¢ Pelekanides, Arch. Eph., pp. 37ff., figs. 1 and 3-6. Pelekanides gives no findspot for the
plates, stating only that they were bought in two separate lots in Alexandria and Cairo
(p. 60). More precise indications are given by W.F. Volbach (“Silber- und Elfenbein-
arbeiten vom Ende des 4. bis zum Anfang des 7. Jahrhunderts,” Beitrige zur Kunstge-
schichte und Archdologie des Friihmittelalters [Akten zum VII. Internationalen Kongress fiir
Friithmittelalterforschung, 1958}[Graz-Ko6ln,:1962], p. 31), who identifies the provenance as
“Bubastis, in the region of Port Said” and implies that all the plates formed a single
treasure. He goes on to say that one of the Benaki plates (ibid., pl. VI, 12; Pelekanides,
Arch. Eph., no. 5, fig. 5) has stamps which date it to the reign of Justinian. This statement
directly contradicts Pelekanides, who notes specifically (p. 50) that none of the silver plates
has stamps. Regrettably, time did not permit the resolution of these conflicting statements
prior to publication, but the fact that none of the Benaki plates has been included in Dodd’s
corpus of stamped silver (see fn. 5, above) or her supplements (Dumbarton Oaks Papers
[hereafter DOP] 18 [1966]: 239ff. and 22 [1968}: 143ff.) suggests that Volbach was
misinformed.

7 M.C. Ross, Catalogue of the Byzantine and Early Mediaeval Antiquities in the
Dumbarton Oaks Collection (hereafter DOC), vol. | (Washington, D.C., 1962), pp. 7-9,
no. 7, pls. VIII-IX.

8 Matzulewitsch, Byz. Anr., pp. 115-120, pl. 30; Frihbyz. Silbergefiisse, doc. no. 7,
figs 51-53.

° For example, on a fragment of a silver dish from Hammersdorf, dated by Matzulewitsch
to the end of the fourth century (Byz. Ant., p. 118, fig. 31). The form of this ornament most
commonly found in early fourth-century silver is a quatrefoil composed of four large
acanthus leaves alternating with four smaller ones, such as that found among the silver of
the Coleraine, Traprain, and Esquiline Treasures. The quatrefoil acanthus motif continues,
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But the curvelinear pattern of the continuous frieze is not especially
comparable to the individual leaves depicted on the London dish.
There is, however, in the Virginia Museum, Richmond, a plate with a
remarkably similar ornament of eight individual acanthus leaves placed
around the central medallion (fig. 5).'® Both the axial disposition of
the leaves and their form — each has five lobes, the tips terminating with
an elegant flourish, a strongly defined central stalk, and clear veining
of the lobes—relate this plate to that in London despite the obvious
differences in quality and style. The imprecise, sketchy drawing of the
London acanthus, which is engraved in a rapid schematic style, differs
fundamentally from the precise, elegant forms of the Richmond plate.
Nevertheless, the similarity of these two decorations indicates the
existence of two very different traditions for such acanthus ornament.
The provenance of the Richmond plate is not known although there is
some evidence in the museum’s files to indicate it may have been found
in- Italy. The plate has no control stamps but has been dated to the sixth
century.

While the decoration of the London plate, as described, fits comforta-
bly within this group of closely related silver dishes, there are two features
that set it apart. First, it belongs to a select group of plates dating to the
early Byzantine period that are ornamented on two sides, relief on the
interior and engraved decoration on the exterior (fig. 7). It is difficult to
Know whether the rarity of similarly decorated plates is due to the whim
of survival or whether they were never a common type of object. There
are, however, three well-known examples, all probably dating to the
sixth century and coincidentally all in the Hermitage: the famous
Shepherd plate from Klimova, decorated on the reverse with a series of
acanthus scrolls issuing from urns, and dated by hallmarks to the reign
of Justinian;!' the plate with the Judgment of Athena, decorated with a
two-tiered acanthus scroll issuing from urns, populated by leaves, birds,

however, into the sixth century and is found on a stamped silver dish in Moscow dated 527-
565 (Dodd, BSS, no. 6; Matzulewitsch, ibid., p. 117, figs. 29-30). The continuous frieze of
open palmettes is more characteristic of the sixth century. For a discussion of both types of
ornament, see Brett, “Formal Ornament,” pp. 33-41.

19 Virginia Museum, inv. no. 66.30.1. Diam. 21 cm. M. C. Ross, *‘Luxuries of the Eastern
Empire,” Arts in Virginia 8, no. 1-2 (1967-68): 62, fig. 10; J. Folda and J. Schnorrenberg,
A Medieval Treasury from Southeastern Collections (University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill, 1971), no. 4.

'Y Matzulewitsch, Byz. Ane., pp. 31-32, 112-113, pl. 32; Frihby:z. Silbergefisse, cat.
no. 7, col. pl. 6, figs. 13-15.
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and ducks (fig. 6);'2 and the plate with a Maenad feeding a serpent,
decorated with the head of Oceanus (?) and pairs of confronted sea
monsters.!? There is, in addition, a small plate with a Maenad in Geneva,
dated by stamps to late in the reign of Justinian, which has a foliate
rinceau engraved on its exterior.!* That two of the plates have hallmarks
indicating they were made in Constantinople suggests that the revival of
this kind of decorative schema may be associated with workshops in that
city.

Further distinguishing our dish is the choice of a Nilotic landscape as
the decoration of the exterior (fig. 7). Sketchily engraved in a rapid,
schematic style are a selection of elements typical of a marshy Nile river
scene: a pygmy poling a Nile boat through the water; a scaly crocodile
with open jaws; an ibis pecking the ground; and a snake, coiled and
ready to strike, facing a seated dog. The animals and the boatman are
interspersed with a wide variety of “lotus” plants in leaf, bud, flower, or
pod.!3 Except for the illusion of rippling waves beneath the boat there is
no indication of a watery background to this river scene.

The group of the serpent confronting the dog is particularly interesting
for it appears to be derived from the image of the fight between the
cobra and the mongoose, known from animal illustrations in early
scientific treatises such as Nicander’s Theriaca or Eutecnius’s para-
phrase of the Theriaca. Although no illustrated examples of these ancient
writings have survived from antiquity, the image has has been preserved
in middle Byzantine manuscript copies.!® During the Roman period, as
the popularity of the image increased, it evidently entered the repertory
of motifs included in Nilotic landscapes, for it appears at an early date in

12 Matzulewitsch, Byz. Ant., pp. 54-58, fig. 6; Friihbyz. Silbergefiisse, cat. no. 12, col.
pl. 11, fig. 30.

13 Matzulewitsch, Byz. Ant., pp. S8ff., pls. 33-34; Friihby:z. Silbergefisse, cat. no. 14, col.
pl. 13, figs 32-33; Age of Spirituality: Late Antiqgue and Early Christian Art, Third to
Seventh Century, ed. K. Weitzmann (New York, 1979), no. 202.

14 QOrtiz Collection. Diam. 13.7 cm. Wt. 337 gr. Age of Spirituality, no. 128.

!5 The plant depicted here, in its various forms, is actually an Egyptian water lily,
known as the Nelumbian Nelumbo, which is often confused by late antique artists with the
true lotus. Both plants, however, belong to the same family. On the identification and
differentiation of these Nilotic plants, see S. Aurigemma, I mosaici di Zliten, Africa Italiana,
2 (Rome and Milan, 1926), p. 119f. and fn. 11; L. Ibrahim, R. Scranton, and R. Brill,
Kenchreai, Eastern Port of Corinth, vol. 2: The Panels of Opus Sectile in Glass (Corinth,
1976), pp. 32-34.

16 For example, New York, Morgan Library, cod. M 652, f. 345 (Z. Kadar, Survival of
Greek Zoological llluminations in Byzantine Manuscripts [Budapest 1978], p. 46f., pl. 34a),
and Rome, Vat. cod. Chis. 53 (F. VII, 159), f. 227" (ibid., pl. 50). For other representations
of the theme in Hellenistic art, see ibid., p. 46.
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the famous mosaic from Palestrina.!” Its survival on sixth-century silver
is not, however, an isolated phenomenon. An extremely distant reflection
of the image may be identified on the rim of the well-known early sixth-
century patera in the Hermitage, decorated with Nilotic scenes (fig. 9).!8
It is dated by its stamps A.D. 491-518. Here all understanding of the
original format and context of the image has been lost, and the serpent
simply slithers on the ground in front of a feline. Such a radical transfor-
mation is probably due to the gradual standardization and stereotyping
of the motifs used in Nilotic landscapes with the consequent misunder-
standing of the subject in later works.

The similarity of many features of the decoration of the Leningrad
patera to that of the London plate has previously been observed.!® Both
objects are executed in repoussé rather than worked from the front; both
have a central medallion framed by a kymation and inner beaded border;
the disposition of the urns and rosettes engraved on the field of the
patera is comparable to the placement of the acanthus leaves on the
London dish; and the individual elements of the Nilotic scene on the

~rim, with crocodiles, fish, snakes, ducks, and lotus plants, find specific
parallels among the Nilotic motifs of the London dish.

The persistence and widespread popularity of such Nilotic scenes as
well as individual motifs, and their existence on Late Antique and early
Byzantine works in different materials, have been frequently observed.?°
The taste for Nilotica became especially prevalent in the second century
A.D. following Hadrian’s visits to Egypt and continued well into the
early Byzantine period. Among the more interesting examples from the
viewpoint of the intermingling of pagan and Christian themes are the
riverbank scenes that are clearly derived from Nilotic landscapes which
were incorporated into the decoration of Christian churches of the

17 G. Gullini, / mosaici di Palestrina (Rome, 1956), pls. I and XIV,b. All but one of the
Nilotic images depicted on the London dish are found on this mosaic: ibid., pls. XV
(boatman poling; varieties of “lotus” flowers) and XXVIL 1 (crocodile).

'8 Matzulewitsch, Byz. Ant., pp. 75-79, figs. 9-11, pl. 16; Frithbyz. Silbergefisse, cat.
no. 6, col. pl. 5, figs. 10-12. The image in question is just below the handle of the patera.
Another snake is depicted elsewhere on the rim.

19 Matzulewitsch, Byz. Anr., pp. 79-80.

20 Matzulewitsch, Byz. Ant., pp. 64-65, 77; R. Pfister, “Nil, Nilométres et I'orien-
talisation du paysage hellénistique,” Revue des Arts Asiatiques 7 (1931-32): 121ff.;
A. Hermann, “'Der Nil und die Christen,” Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christentum 2 (1959):
56ff. See also the thorough study of the recently discovered glass opus sectile panels
depicting Nilotic and marine scenes from Kenchreai (Ibrahim, Scranton, Brill, Kenchreai,
2:1-163).
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fourth and fifth centuries.?' While the role of Egypt in general, and
of Alexandria in particular, was crucial in the development and dissemi-
nation of Nilotic imagery in its earlier phases, it is clear that by the
fourth and fifth centuries objects with Egyptianizing motifs were made
in workshops all over the Mediterranean world and no direct connection
with an Egyptian locale need be assumed. That Nilotic elements had
become irrelevant as a means of localizing workshops is documented
by the popularity of these themes on sixth-century silver made in
Constantinople, such as the Leningrad patera (fig. 9) and a now-lost
silver dish with the personification of Euthenia.?? At the same time, the
London dish indicates that a similar interest in these themes existed in
provincial workshops in Asia Minor.

While the Asia Minor provenance of the London dish is not conclusive
evidence that it was made there, it seems a reasonable assumption given
the lack of any compelling stylistic similarity to either the Leningrad
patera, a Constantinopolitan work, or the Benaki plate, an Egyptian
work. A similar kymation and beaded border is found on a silver bowl
from Asia Minor in Dumbarton Oaks,2? which is otherwise stylistically
unrelated, but this decorative motif had such a long life and widespread
distribution— it occurs on works from the third to the seventh century
made in Constantinople, Egypt, Italy and Asia Minor— that it is not a
reliable criteria for localization.

Firmer evidence may be adduced with regard to its date. Matzu-
lewitsch believed the London dish to be slightly earlier than the
Hermitage patera (A.D. 491-518) to which he compared it.2* However,
there are a number of reasons that tend to suggest a date late, rather
than early, in the sixth century. In the discussion of the leaf ornament

21 For example, Sta. Costanza, Sta. Maria Maggiore, and St. John of the Lateran in
Rome, and the Church of the Loaves and Fishes at Tabgha in Palestine. On the subject in
general, see C.R. Morey, Early Christian Art (Princeton, 1953), pp. 41f., 142f., and
Hermann, “Der Nil,” p. 64f. On the lost mosaics in Sta. Costanza, see especially H. Stern,
“Les mosaiques de I’église de Sainte-Constance & Rome,” DOP 12 (1958): 159ff.; on the
Tabgha mosaic, see. A. M. Schneider, Church of the Multiplying of the Loaves and Fishes
(London, 1937), pp. 56-64, 78.

22 Dodd, BSS, no. 26. Note also that on the Sludka plate (ibid., no. 7, and fn. 8 above)
with Justinianic hallmarks, there are lotus blossoms interspersed among the acanthus
palmettes in which are nestled ducks, a motif that occurs also on the central medallion of
the Leningrad patera. Many other stamped silver objects decorated simply with fishing
scenes could be cited, but the comparanda has been restricted here to those items with
specifically Nilotic details such as lotus flowers, crocodiles, pygmies, etc.

23 Ross, DOC, 1: 5-6, no. 6, pls. VI-VII.

2% Byz. Ant.,p. 79, fn. 4.
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engraved on the front of the plate, it was seen to be similar in type to that
on the Richmond plate (fig. 5), except that the latter was more clearly
defined and far more precisely drawn. The Richmond ornament, in turn,
finds several close parallels among dated materials, for example, on an
ivory diptych of Philoxenus (A.D. 525),2% on the rim of the paten of
Paternus (before A.D. 518),2° and on certain of the sculptures from the
Church of St. Polyeuctus in Istanbul, datable between A.D. 524-527.%7
Each of these exhibits a precisely formed five-lobed leaf with well-defined
interior veining and a serrated, almost spiky, contour. Thus, on the basis
of the leaf form, the Richmond plate would seem to date no later than
the first quarter of the sixth century.

An intermediate stage in the treatment of the leaf may be seen on the
Judgment of Athena plate in Leningrad, where a very similar leaf form is
found within the rinceau engraved on the back (fig. 6). Although the
design is badly worn, it is clear that the crisp precision of the early
sixth-century forms has been replaced by a looser, less tightly drawn leaf
that has closer affinities to that on the London plate than that in
Richmond. The drawing of the leaf on the London plate seems to reflect
a more advanced stage in the dissolution of the original precise form
and it therefore should probably be dated somewhat later than the
Leningrad plate.

The decorative treatment of the tight, round curly locks of Eros’s hair
is another feature that finds parallels among sixth-century silver. The
hair and beard of Ajax and Odysseus on the Leningrad plate just
mentioned is remarkably similar, as is the curly hair, arranged in a thick
cap-like form, on the two angels flanking a cross on a plate in the
Hermitage.?® Both are dated on stylistic grounds to the sixth century.
An even more persuasive comparison can be made with the figure of
an orant saint on an oil phial from the Hama Treasure in Baltimore
(fig. 8).2° Not only is the tightly curled, cap-like head of hair analogous,
so also is the chunky figure style, and the way in which the head is
placed directly on the shoulders, the neck being eliminated.

Firm evidence for dating the phial to the second half of the sixth
century has been proposed by Erica Dodd, who argued that the

25 W.F. Volbach, Elfenbeinarbeiten der Spiitantike und des frithen Mittelalters (Mainz,
1976), no. 30, pl. 15.

26 Matzulewitsch, Byz. Ant., pl. 27; Dodd, BSS, no. 2.

27 R. Harrison and N. Firath, “Excavations at Saraghane in Istanbul: Second and Third
Preliminary Reports,” DOP 20 (1966): 222f., figs. 6, 7, and 15.

28 Frithbyz. Silbergefisse, cat. no. 12, col. pl. 12, fig. 31.

2® E. Dodd, Byzantine Silver Treasures (Bern, 1973), pp. 18f., 54, figs. 11 and 13; Age of
Spirituality, no. 536.
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Heliodorus and Akakios in whose memory the phial was dedicated
(thus they were deceased) are the same as the brothers with these names
mentioned on the Chalice of St. Anne in Jerusalem, where, however,
they are still living.>° Since the chalice is dated by its stamps to after
ca. A.D. 550,3! the phial must date some time later. In the absence of
other dated comparative material, the phial provides the strongest
evidence for dating the London dish to the second half of the sixth
century.

Finally, the marked resemblance of our dish to that in the Benaki
surely implies some chronological relationship even though the style of
the latter is more careful and detailed, as well as more naturalistic in its
depiction of the sea environment. The dating of the Benaki plates is fairly
general, to the middle or second half of the sixth century. In view of the
absence of similar naturalistic details on the London dish, the lack of
differentiation between the furry foreparts and scaly tail of the sea
monster, and the overall stylization of its body, a date relatively later
than the Benaki plates seems likely. Therefore, I would propose a date
toward the end of the sixth century for the London dish.

In conclusion, some mention should be made of a little dish in
New York that is often mentioned in connection with that in London
because it is virtually identical: embossed on the front with an Eros
riding a sea monster, and engraved on the back with a Nilotic landscape
that includes precisely the same elements.?>? However, a recent study of
the New York dish** demonstrated that it is actually a direct copy of
that in the British Museum, based in all likelihood on the photograph
and drawing published in 1921 by Walters in his Catalogue of Silver
Plate. The art historical conclusions concerning the dish were strongly
supported by its technical analysis, which showed an abnormally low
gold content.>* Thus, although the London dish forms part of quite a
large group of small, closely related plates, the New York dish should
be excluded from future consideration.

Dumbarton Oaks

30 Dodd, By:antine Silver Treasures, p. 18, fn. 41.

31 Dodd, BSS, no. 18.

32 Ross, DOC, 1: 8; Ari in Ancient Italy, André Emmerich Gallery (New York, 1970),
no. 98.

33 Boyd and Vikan, Questions of Authenticity, no. 4, fig. 4.

The composition of the silver was analysed by neutron activation analysis by Dr. Peter
Meyers, research chemist of the Conservation Laboratory, Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York and Brookhaven Laboratories, Long Island. Trace element examination was
not undertaken.

bowl: silver 95.7%, copper 4.39%, gold 0.038°%,

reverse, center:  silver 96.4 %/, copper 3.6 %, gold 0.047¢,

4
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Fig. 1. London, British Museum. Dish with Eros riding a Sea Monster.

Fig. 2. Athens, Benaki Museum. Dish with Eros riding a Sea Monster.
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Fig. 3. London, British Museum. Central medallion.

Fig. 4. Athens, Benaki Museum. Central medallion.



A SIXTH-CENTURY SILVER PLATE 77

Fig. 5. Richmond, Virginia Museum of Art. Plate with
Ducks drinking from an Urn.

Fig. 6. Leningrad, Hermitage. Detail of back of plate with
Maenad and Serpent.
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Fig. 7. London, British Museum. Reverse of Dish.

5

Fig. 8. Baltimore, Walters Art Gallery.
Oil Phial from Hama Treasure.
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Fig. 9. Leningrad, Hermitage. Patera with Nilotic Scenes.



The History of the Image of Edessa: The Telling of a Story

AVERIL CAMERON

There is no doubt that in Byzantine society religion had so far extended
its domain that it constituted the single most important set of power
relations. How and why that situation came about belongs not to
Byzantine history, but to the history of late antiquity, where, as always,
it is easier to document the change than to explain it. Nevertheless, to
see the development over time of a single religious token, as we can with
the image of Edessa, an image of Christ “‘not made by human hands,”
will help us to see both where the shifts take place and what the crisis
points are. For the thought-world of the Byzantines was not, as is so
commonly supposed, entirely static and self-contained : it, too, developed
and changed over time, even if the development took the form, as it often
did, of a defensive reaffirmation in stronger and more all-embracing
terms of the attitudes already adopted. Probably the hardest problem
confronting the modern Byzantinist is to understand, with the full degree
of seriousness which it deserves, the centrality of religion in the Byzantine
world-order, to see how it functioned, and to avoid an anachronistic
separation between ‘‘purely religious” elements in a given situation and
“underlying” or even “‘real” social or economic factors. In the case of the
image of Edessa, and almost uniquely here, we are able to see over time
how embedded religion was in Byzantine society and, above all, how the
“telling” of the image was progressively extended and developed as new
situations arose. It is a long story, but one which can be very suggestive
for the problem outlined above.

It very soon becomes clear, for instance, that the Mandylion of Edessa,
the miraculous portrait of Christ on a cloth known and loved by
generations of Slavs through countless copies in Slavic churches! and
venerated by Russian soldiers as recently as during the First World War,
cannot be traced back either as a miraculous image or as an impression

! See A. Grabar, La Sainte Face de Laon: Le Mandylion dans [l'art orthodoxe,
Seminarium Kondakovianum (Prague, 1931).
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on cloth, as distinct from a painted picture, beyond the sixth century.
The universal understanding of later writers that this image of Christ was
somehow miraculously created simply does not occur in the earliest
literary sources. This understanding itself goes back to the moment when
icons had assumed a special and contemporary significance, and the
detailed stories of its origin follow naturally upon that understanding.
We can best see how the notion of a picture of Christ at Edessa gathered
round itself greater and greater symbolic value by surveying the texts
in order, beginning with the earliest.? The fullest, not surprisingly, is
the latest, namely, the Narratio de Imagine Edessena, composed to
commemorate the arrival of the image in Constantinople in A.D. 944;
but we can only approach the Narratio after a full consideration of what
went before.?

The earliest reference, in fact, to a picture of Christ at Edessa (modern
Urfa in Turkey) occurs in a Syriac work known as the Doctrina Addai,
‘which in its present form seems to date from about A.D. 400.* Eusebius
had told the story of King Abgar’s letter to Jesus and Jesus’ reply in the
Church History, around 300,° claiming to have derived it from city
records in Edessa, but not mentioning any picture. While some have
claimed that he might have omitted such a reference because of his own
distaste for religious images,® it seems likelier that the motif of the
picture entered the complex of the Abgar legend only later, since the

2 For an earlier chronological survey, see the excellent paper by S. Runciman, “‘Some

Remarks on the Image of Edessa,” Cambridge Historical Journal 3 (1931): 238-52; Averil
Cameron, “The Sceptic and the Shroud,” Inaugural Lecture, King’s College, London
(1980) (= Continuity and Change in Sixth-Century Byzantium [London, 1981}, chap. V),
where the subject is treated obliquely. I am glad to have the chance of developing this more
straightforwardly. For Edessa in general, J. B. Segal’s Edessa: The “ Blessed City” (Oxford,
1970), though impressionistic in parts, is still very useful.

3 Thus it is quite wrong to make it primary, as does lan Wilson, The Shroud of Turin
(New York and London, 1978) (= The Turin Shroud [Harmondsworth, 1979)), e.g.,
chap. 15. The notion that the Mandylion of Edessa and the Shroud now at Turin are one
and the same thing is quite impossible (see fn. 2 above). The Narratio is to be found at
PG 113: 425fF.

4 Ed. and trans. G. Phillips, The Doctrine of Addai the Apostle (London, 1876). A full
treatment of the early texts will be found in E. Dobschiitz, Christusbilder : Untersuchungen
zur christlichen Legende, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1899), pp. 120ff.; see now also H.J. W. Drijvers,
“Edessa,” Theologische Realenzyklopddie (Berlin), 9 (1981): 277-88.

S Historia Ecclesiastica 1.13. For the latest view on the date of Eusebius’s Church History,
see T. D. Barnes, “The Editions of Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical History,” Greek, Roman, and
Byzantine Studies 21 (1980): 191-201, who has Eusebius beginning it in the mid 290s.

¢ Runciman, “Some Remarks,” p. 241f. For a valiant attempt to argue against this
general attitude in Eusebius, see Sister C. Murray, “‘Art and the Early Church,” Journal of
Theological Studies 28 (1977): 303-345.
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pilgrim Aetheria, who visited Edessa in about A.D. 380, saw no picture,
but merely the letter of Jesus.” No doubt the Doctrina Addai derives
from the same set of material known to Eusebius, but that the picture
was an element added to the story at a late stage also seems likely because
two sixth- or seventh-century papyri which appear to preserve variants of
the whole complex earlier than and distinct from that of the Doctrina are
equally without mention of a picture.® We must now ask, therefore, what
the story of the picture in the Doctrina amounts to and why it should
have entered an otherwise self-contained complex of myth at precisely
this stage.

A close look at the Doctrina reveals that already there has been some
conflation of personages. Abgar sent to Jesus among other envoys one
Hannan (Greek Ananias), described as the keeper of the archives, who is
said to have written down for the king everything he saw Jesus doing and
all that he heard him say. The next stage is the sending of a letter, again
via Hannan, to whom Jesus also dictated his reply. We then learn that
Hannan was the king’s painter, and that he painted a picture of Christ
for Abgar. But the conversion of Abgar is not achieved here (as it is in
later texts) by the sight of the picture: the conversion of Edessa is
apparently laid upon Thomas after the ascension of Christ, and Thomas
in turn sends Addai (Greek Thaddaeus), who is at the centre of this text.
It is Addai who cures Abgar of his disease, and it is through Addai that
Abgar becomes a Christian. Clearly this text is concerned with the
apostolic origins of the church of Edessa, that is, with affirming its
authority.? Here the picture is of minimum importance. Yet there are
already several different elements uneasily coexisting: the letter, the
picture, Hannan, Addai, Thomas. There was already an established
connection between Thomas and Edessa, and the pilgrim Aetheria came
to see Thomas’s shrine.!® The Doctrina, however, promotes the claim
that Addai brought Christianity to Edessa, with a rather crude attempt
to harmonize this story with the existing ones about the letter and with
the Thomas connection. By the sixth or seventh century, as the Greek

7 Peregrinatio Aetheriae, 19, ed. H. Petré, in Sources chrétiennes 21 (1948): 162-71.

8 R. Peppermiiller, “Griechische Papyrusfragmente der Doctrina Addai,” Vigiliae
Christianae 25 (1971): 289-301.

9 It is likely, in fact, that Christianity came to Edessa in the second century.

19 For Thomas and Edessa, see Drijvers, “Edessa,” pp. 282f.; A.F.J. Klijn, Edessa, de
Stad van de Apostel Thomas (Baarn, 1962). The Acts of Thomas are of the third century
and have been thought to have originated in Edessa; already, however, Thomas is
presented as the apostle of Parthia and India.
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Acts of Thaddaeus (Addai) show,!! the emphasis has changed; though
Addai is still the nominal hero of the Acts, the agent of Abgar’s
conversion is the picture, which is now a miraculous picture on cloth;
furthermore, the cure takes place even before Addai arrives at Edessa.
Thomas can now be discarded altogether, because now everyone knows
that what really mattered in this complex was the image of Christ.
Further, Hannan’s role has had to be modified : he could not have painted
the picture if it was a miraculous image. So we read that indeed he was
unable to do so, whereupon Christ took a cloth, asked for water with
which to wet his face, and then impressed his image on the cloth. From
now on, this or a version of it becomes the standard explanation for the
origin of the image.'? By comparison, the reference to a picture in the
Doctrina Addai is unemphatic and low-key; the thrust of the text is
clearly concentrated elsewhere. Thus the entry of the picture into the
tradition is likely to be for unspectacular reasons.!® While the letter was
venerated not only in Edessa but over a wide area, it probably had its
critics:!* an extra proof would be welcome to the Edessan church
authorities, and would by this time be likely to take pictorial form. An
authentic picture of Jesus would be more immediate and persuasive
evidence of the unimpeachable origins of Edessan Orthodox Christianity
than even a supposed letter, which after all was only dictated. The
transfer from letter to picture — or, rather, the juxtaposition of letter and
picture —is part of the move towards the codification of the religious
discourse. By telling about the religious tokens, and by increasing its
complexity, the subject’s potential is increased. Thus the “addition” of
the picture is not an unfortunate accretion to be swept away by the
historian,!® but a deliberate move in the Christianization process needing
full appreciation. And the recording of this move in literary texts (and,
we must suppose, spoken intercourse, too) is a crucial part of the process.
The move necessitated an actual picture, and called forth explanations of
the picture’s origins; but at the same time the explanations gave the
picture (and later the miraculous image) its real power in society.

11 See below, fn. 32.

For example, St. John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa 1V.16; De imaginibus 1.27.
Rather than as a counterpart to pictures of Mani (Drijvers, "Edessa,” p. 280).

It was officially declared apocryphal in 494 (E. von Dobschiitz, Das Decretum
Gelasianum, vol. 8 [Leipzig, 1912]). Procopius seems to reflect some doubt—see below
and fn. 24.

!5 Runciman, “Some Remarks,” p. 239: “‘a parasitic growth to the story which in a few
centuries entirely covered it.” But the story was not a “given” at a particular point in time,
but a growing and changing phenomenon.
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These explanations were not slow in forthcoming, once the further
idea of icons not made by human hands had spread. For a time, the
simple notion of Hannan’s painting was sufficient. But by the late
sixth century the first of the icons “not made by human hands” had
appeared in the Syriac-speaking milieu to which Edessa belonged.!®
Chief among them was the Camuliana icon, first attested in Syria in
558 and taken to Constantinople by 574.!7 The official hierarchy,
therefore, recognized the potential of these powerful religious tokens;
the Camuliana Christ-icon was paraded round the battlefield and on
the walls of Constantinople, and both events were fully recorded.*® Thus
the icon acquired a multifaceted role, both in private devotion and as a
symbol of unity. It was only to be expected that the image at Edessa
should also serve to fulfil these new functions. Perhaps the only too
human painting by Hannan (or what passed for such) had been lost. At
any rate, we hear for the first time at the end of the sixth century of just
such a miraculous image at Edessa, “found” in the city gate by the
bishop just at the time of the greatest Persian threat to the city, in
A.D. 544.1° The problems surrounding the date of the first appearance
of the real icon (to which I shall return) are of less interest in themselves
than the setting in which the “finding” was located in the later texts. For
Edessa in A.D. 544 was deeply divided; not only were there some who
looked for ways of avoiding the fate that had befallen Antioch in 540
by making a rapprochement with Chosroes, but the church was at odds
internally. Jacob Bar’adai had very recently been made Monophysite
bishop of Edessa—in name only, it is true, yet with a rapidly growing
constituency.2® The Orthodox needed a counterweight to his magnetic
pull, just as they needed an explanation for why Edessa was actually
spared, if at high cost. We shall see the rival religious groups wrangling
over possession of the image in the seventh century; and a similar
context, together with the tension of extreme danger from the Persian
army, was the stage for the image’s “finding.”

Evagrius, writing at the end of the sixth century, had no doubt that
Edessa had been saved by the miraculous image. Yet Procopius, who

16 See E. Kitzinger, “The Cult of Images before Iconoclasm,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers
(hereafter DOP), 8 (1954): 85-150.

17 See Averil Cameron, “Images of Authority: Elites, Icons, and Cultural Change in late
sixth-century Byzantium,” Past and Present 84 (1979): 18ff.

18 A. Grabar, L'Iconoclasme byzantin (Paris, 1957), pp. 31fT.

19 Evagrius, HE 1V.27.

20 E. Honigmann, Evéques et évéchés monophysites d’ Asie antérieure au VI¢ siécle, CSCO
Subsidia, 2 (Louvain, 1951); W.H. C. Frend, The Rise of the Monophysite Movement
(Cambridge, 1972), pp. 283fT.



HISTORY OF THE IMAGE OF EDESSA 85

wrote much nearer to the time of the actual events and had a detailed
knowledge of Edessa, did not even mention it.?! It has been thought
that the “rational historian like Eusebius” would have left it out.2? But
Procopius was no more rational than Evagrius. He did not leave out the
miracle which saved Apamea from Chosroes on the same occasion, nor
the efforts of Bishop Megas of Beroea, nor the sign sent from God before
the sack of Antioch.?? Furthermore, he knew of the letter of Jesus at
Edessa and was clearly intrigued by it; his “rationalist” doubts about the
authenticity of its addendum promising that Edessa would never be
captured did not prevent him from concluding that the letter and its
addition served a useful social purpose for the Edessenes.?* It is very
hard to believe that Procopius would have left the image out of his ac-
count, had he known of it. Much simpler to suppose that the miraculous
image was “found” only after the event, and that its immediate function
was to justify a course of action taken by a certain sector of the
Edessenes. Evagrius, whose bias was deeply Orthodox, very naturally
emphasized the “miracle” which saved the town from the Persians, for it
was an Orthodox miracle, and the image was housed in the newly rebuilt
Orthodox cathedral. Procopius, on the other hand, did not mention it,
not merely because he did not know; it, but because it did not yet exist.
He was, indeed, writing very soon after 544, certainly before 550.2% Thus
the image was born during the tense questioning which would have
followed Edessa’s costly escape from Chosroes. By comparison, when
Evagrius wrote, in the 590s, such icons in Byzantine-Persian warfare had
become almost a commonplace,?® and the connection of Edessa’s escape
with a miraculous icon would have been fitting.

Another, less easily dated text bears on this question of date: a hymn
in Syriac celebrating the rebuilt Orthodox cathedral at Edessa, which
mentions the image.?” We have a rerminus post quem for the church, and
thus for the image, of A.D. 553, when Amazonius became bishop.28

2t BP11.26-27 (and cf. 12.6-13.11).

22 Runciman, “Some Remarks” (fn. 4), p. 244.

23 Apamea: BP 11.11. 14-30; ibid., 6.17f.; Antioch: ibid., 10.1.

24 BP11.12.30.

25 Books | to 7 of the Wars were finished in 550 (B. Rubin, Prokopios von Kaisareia
[Stuttgart, 1954], pp. 80-81).

26 Cameron, “Images of Authority,” p. 23.

27 A. Grabar, “La témoignage d’une hymne syriaque sur I'architecture de la cathédrale
d’Edesse au VI© siecle et sur la symbolique de I'édifice chrétien,” Cahiers archéologique 2
(1947): 41ff.; translation: C. Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire, 312-1453
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1972), pp. 57ff.

28 According to Jacob of Edessa, ed. and trans. E. W. Brooks, CSCO Script. Syri III. iv
(Paris, 1905), p. 243.
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There are problems about the interpretation of the reference to the
image, and it is oddly unemphasized for something that was to become so
celebrated so soon.?? Yet the hymn does refer clearly enough to an image
not made by human hands, at a time very soon after the Persian attack,
though later than Procopius’s Persian Wars. By contrast, the author of
the Syriac Chronicle of Edessa, written soon after 544, already used the
theme of divine intervention in the escape of Edessa from Chosroes, but
with no mention of a miraculous image.*® All this points to an
emergence, by some means or other, of a miraculous image at Edessa in
the middle of the sixth century. The discourse had thickened, yet at its
heart was a physical object, which we must now consider.

For there seems to have been a change in the object— or, if not that,
then a change in the way in which the object was seen. From now on, the
texts refer to a miraculous impression on cloth. Paint was not enough;
the image must have been transferred by Christ himself as he pressed a
napkin to his moistened face: an alternative has it bedewed with sweat
during the agony in the garden.>! This development is the product both
of an increasingly persistent call for the most immediate memorials of
Christ— for whom there was, after all, nothing to equal the Virgin’s
robe and girdle at Constantinople or her house at Ephesus — and of the
growing complexity of the discourse about the image. More and more
detail was being added about the origins of the image, and an account of
its exact miraculous coming-into-being was now a prerequisite for a
satisfactory understanding. Thus the Greek Acts of Thaddaeus *? know
the image as an impression on a cloth, as we have seen. Hannan is on his
way down to second-rank, but has retained a place in the story. The
image, however, is central, even over the part played by Thaddaeus
himself. As yet, though, we do not find the embroidery that Hannan was
prevented from painting Christ’s picture by the radiance of the divine
presence, or the conflation of the Hannan and Thaddaeus stories that
make Thaddaeus-Addai the bearer of the image to Edessa. The total
story grows only gradually. Another text seems to point to the notion of
a cloth already in the seventh century, namely, the odd passage in the

29 See Cameron, “The Sceptic and the Shroud,” pp. 9-10.

30 Ed. I. Guidi, CSCO Script. Syri HI.xiv.1 (Paris, 1903), trans., p. 11.

3% Narratio, PG 113:432D .

32 R.A. Lipsius and M. Bonnet, Acta Aposiolorum Apocrypha, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1891),
pp- 273-78.
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Chronicle of John of Nikiu, a distorted text written in Greek but
surviving only in Ethiopic, where a Jew of Alexandria called Aubaruns
is said to have possessed the mandil and towel with which Christ girded
himself when he washed the feet of the disciples; these objects are said to
have passed to the church of the Tabenniosites in Alexandria in the early
sixth century (patriarchate of Timothy, 517-35).33 Surely this is a garbled
version of the Abgar legend, and it links Abgar with a cloth. It also seems
to show that the term mandylion (meaning ‘‘small cloth, kerchief, napkin”)
was beginning to be applied to the image on the cloth, or rather to the
cloth itself, almost as soon as the idea of a cloth took hold. The Arabic
mandil, later also applied to the image, is obviously a Greek loan-word,3*
and means much the same as the Greek (in turn derived from the Latin
mantelium or mantele). Another important element has entered the
complex: the image of Edessa is to be thought of as an impression on a
small cloth, the sort that a man might use to wipe his face, and this is
how it is glossed in the later Greek writers.??

A natural question is what was the image of Edessa actually like.
Was there at some stage an actual substitution of a piece of cloth for a
painted icon? Or did the image always look much as any other ancient
icon might have looked, even if the local people told themselves that it
was on a piece of cloth? The tenth-century Narratio tells of its having
been nailed onto a board, and fixed in a gold frame.*® Probably it was
indistinguishable from any other precious Christ-icon; what changed
was the discourse, not the object. That, at any rate, is what is suggested
by references to painted copies being made well enough to be mistaken
for the original.3” The language for the description of works of art is
notoriously elusive and ambiguous. The word eikon, for instance,
continued to be commonly used for the image by writers who were
convinced that it was an impression on a cloth, while the language of
painting could be applied to it with an equal freedom. Most telling,
however, is probably the account by Michael the Syrian of copies made
from the image in the early Arab period; the artist carefully used dim
colours so that the copy would look old, which suggests to me (for we

**  R.H. Charles, The Chronicle of John, Bishop of Nikiu, translated from Zotenberg's
Ethiopic text (London, 1916), pp. 144-45.

3% See below on Eutychius, fn. 48.

3% E.g., by cheiromaktron (Narratio, PG 113:429D) or soundarion (e.g., Germanus of
Constantinople; see fn. 41 below).

36 PG-113:437A.

47 Michael the Syrian, Chronicle XI.16, trans. J.-B. Chabot, ILiii (Paris, 1904), pp. 475fF.
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are also told that this copy fooled people into accepting it as the original)
that the image never actually looked like a cloth at all. For this reason,
we must conclude that the artist of the Sinai icon of Abgar and the
Mandylion, in which the depiction is of a free-flowing cloth, was using
his imagination;*8 the reality must have looked quite different.

The early Arab period in Edessa, and the years immediately preceding
it, were in fact crucial in the development of stories about the image. Just
as the miraculous image had been “found” in a context of tension and
division, so now it became a talisman fought over by Monophysites and
Orthodox. The reign of Maurice (582-602) saw severe struggles between
the two groups, during which four hundred Monophysite monks were
said to have been killed. Later, however, the Monophysites (or
“Jacobites™) gained the upper hand, and had gained control of the
cathedral of Edessa under Heraclius, since that emperor had handed it
back to the Orthodox.?® It was at this point that a copy was made by the
Jacobites arld (so the story goes) passed off to the Orthodox as the
genuine article.*® In the last years of Byzantine rule in Edessa, the
image’s political potential, which had been there from the beginning, was
greatly intensified, and, we must suppose, the detailed story of its origins
as a face-cloth was worked out, giving it an even greater claim to
authoritative and immediate contact with Christ. Certainly by the early
eighth century the image had achieved a wider fame, though Edessa itself
was cut off from the Byzantine world by Arab rule. Two factors worked
to increase its prestige and indeed to preserve it—the Iconoclastic
controversy and the control of Edessa by the Arabs. The former called
forth a yet more developed codification of the meaning of icons, in which
the image of Edessa now held a central place; the latter protected the
image from the destruction which was the lot of most of the great icons in
the Byzantine world, while allowing its reputation to grow unhindered,
for the Arabs made no attempt to weaken or destroy the church in Syria.
A heightening of the political role of the image, therefore, was followed
by a set of circumstances which peculiarly favoured its rise to become the
major surviving early icon during the Iconoclastic period.

In this process, a crucial factor was the amount of attention given to
it in contemporary iconophile writings, even though as a miraculous

38 See K. Weitzmann, *“The Mandylion and Constantine Porphyrogennetos,” Cahiers
archéologiques 11 (1960): 163-84.

39 . Michael the Syrian, Chron. X.23, X1.3; see R. Devréesse, Le patriarcat d'Antioche
depuis la paix de I'église jusqu’d la conquéte arabe (Paris, 1945), p. 293,

40 See fn. 36.
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image not made by human hands it was strictly irrelevant in the
technical arguments about the circumscribability of Christ. Nevertheless,
iconophiles appealed to the prestige and tradition surrounding the
image and to its authority as, they believed, contemporary witness to
the appearance of Christ. Germanus, the patriarch of Constantinople
deposed in 730 by Leo III for his support of icons, cited the example
of the image of Edessa in a speech made before the emperor.*! Above
all, St. John Damascene, the greatest defender and apologist of icons
in the eighth century, who himself wrote under Moslem rule, more
than once used the same example, clearly drawing on the Greek
Acts of Thaddaeus.** These passages in the works of Germanus and
John Damascene became famous; the patriarch Nicephorus, himself
deposed by the Iconoclast emperor Leo V in 815, repeated Germanus’s
arguments about the Edessan image almost verbatim.** And so, through
Iconoclasm and the debates to which it gave rise, the image of Edessa
was transformed from a local possession fought over by local groups into
a major religious token in the Christian east as a whole. The iconophile
writers of the eighth and ninth centuries brought it out into the full glare
of publicity and made the image the centre of a far wider debate than had
touched it in Edessa itself.

We can still, however, capture a glimpse of the local honour paid to
the image in the eighth and ninth centuries from the work of Theodore
Abi Qurrah, bishop of Harrén in the late eighth to ninth century, who
wrote a treatise on images in Arabic in which the preeminence of the
image of Edessa is clear.** For Theodore, the most notable of all images
is that ““in our city” (i.e., Edessa). To bring that home to any who did not
appreciate how sanctified the image was, he resorted to some strange
examples: supposing, he said, that there was a picture of someone’s
father on the door of the church and everyone spat on it as they went
in—how would the son feel?*® Or—and here we see the kind of

“1 Quoted by George Monachus, Chron., p. 740 de Boor, and cf. p. 321.16f.

42 See fn. 12.

43 PG 100:461A, with 260.

44 Theodori Abu Kurra, De Cultu Imaginum, ed. J. Arendzen (Bonn, 1897), chap. 23,
pp. 46-47; translation: G. Graf, Die arabischen Schriften des Theodor Abu Qurra
(Paderborn, 1910), pp. 328-30. A happy meeting with Dr. Sydney Griffith, who is preparing
a new edition of Theodore’s work, drew my attention to its importance, as to that of
Eutychius (see below).

45 Theodore, chap. 23. As Dr. Griffith points out, Theodore’s immediate concern was a
pastoral one, to defend images in general, and especially the image of Edessa from critics
near at home who were evidently protesting at the honours paid to it.
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argument that was offered by the opponents of images — suppose there
was a king whose mother had committed adultery, and that a painter
had painted a picture of her in the act and then showed it all round the
city— would not the king grow furiously angry and tear the painter
limb from limb ? It would be no kind of defence, Theodore continued, for
the wretched painter to cry “I've done nothing to your mother; it’s only
paint.” It was obvious, then, that the attention paid to an image, good or
bad, was attention paid to the person represented. Honouring the image
of Christ at Edessa with processions and feast days was the same as
honouring Christ,*® and conversely, insults to the image were insults to
Christ. So Theodore spoke of the homage paid to the image in Edessa
just after 800.47 Clearly, iconoclastic arguments had reached Edessa,
probably from Moslem as well as Byzantine quarters, and provoked in
men like Theodore an intensified devotion to images and a detailed
defence. The image’s holiness had been taken for granted in its early
days; now an iconophile dialogue had to be elaborated. It is harder,
however, to know whether to press Theodore’s language— again the
language of colours and paint— or the implication that the image was
placed on the very door of the church. Perhaps neither should be taken
literally. But in view of the next Arabic allusion to the image, this is an
important point.

We come next, in fact, to the Book of the Demonstration of Eutychius,
the tenth-century patriarch of Alexandria.*® In this work Eutychius tells
of the *‘signs” which God sent to prove the truth of Christianity (as Jesus
himself is said in the Qu'ran to be a sign); they include the holy places,
relics, the oil of the chrism, and the Eucharist. But the only relic actually
mentioned is the image of Edessa. Eutychius says: ““the most wonderful
of His relics which Christ has bequeathed to us is a napkin in the Church
of ar-Ruha [i.e., Edessa] in the region of Jezireh. With this Christ wiped
His face and there was fixed on it a clear image, not made by painting
or drawing or engraving and not changing.”*® The terminus ante for
this passage is 944, when the image went to Constantinople. But note
that Eutychius not only uses the term mandil, the Arabic equivalent
of mandylion, but also expressly denies that the image was a painted
icon —denying it the very word (as-surah) which Theodore had un-

4 Theodore, chap. 23.

47 He was bishop in Harran from 800 to 812.

48 P. Cachia and W. Watt, Eutychius of Alexandria, The Book of the Demonstration,
CSCO, 192 (Louvain, 1960), p. 384.

4% Cachia and Watt, Eurychius, p. 384.
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hesitatingly applied to it. This alone is indicative of how unwise it is to
press exact terminology in specific passages. More importantly, though,
Eutychius’s reference tells us of the centrality of the image, standing
alone as a direct token of Christ, and with a preeminence far beyond
anything known in its earlier history. It is matched, for Eutychius,
only by the coffin and shroud of the Virgin, which had been taken to
Constantinople and which “proved” her Assumption. No such relic of
Christ existed to rival the claim of the Edessan image, and certainly no
such physical token as could be claimed for the Virgin.*°

Given this multiplication of attention paid to the image, the Byzantine
government was bound to want it removed from the obscurity of Edessa
to a proper home in Constantinople. But that did not happen until 944,
in the context of renewed Byzantine-Arab warfare. And now the
Byzantines were in the stance vis-a-vis Edessa that Chosroes had been in
in the sixth century: Edessa was an enemy city which the Byzantines
wanted to capture. The sources, not unnaturally, claim that the trading
of the image for 200 Moslem prisoners was reluctantly agreed to by the
caliph and that the people of Edessa resisted surrendering the image with
force. More probably they bought their safety this way as they had paid
Chosroes to leave them alone in 544.5! On both occasions the reasons for
Edessa’s escape were disguised in miraculous stories. Again we hear of
copies of the image, and the attempt to pass one off as the genuine
article.>? One such was in a Nestorian church in Edessa; another, kept
with the image itself, was associated with the cure of a daughter of
Chosroes I during the sixth-century invasion. When the image went to
Constantinople it was accompanied by a copy on a tile, subsequently kept
with it in the Pharos chapel. This tile, too, had to be given a miraculous
origin. The Narratio’s author knows it as having originated when
Hannan-Ananias was taking the original cloth back to Edessa: he hid it
for safety in a heap of tiles, but there was a fire, for which he was unjustly
blamed. He was saved from the charge when his accusers discovered the

50 It is striking that no author of this period mentions a surviving burial cloth or shroud
of Christ which might have had equal claims with the Mandylion, or indeed with the
Virgin’s relics. Eutychius is a case in point; more noteworthy, perhaps, is the fact that
Photius, for all that his homilies of Holy Saturday dwelt on the events of the burial of
Christ, never suggests any such surviving shroud —nor do the remaining Byzantine
homilists, for whom Holy Saturday was naturally a standard theme.

51 So A. Toynbee, Constantine Porphyrogenitus and His World (Oxford, 1973), p. 319;
Narratio, PG 113:444f.; Georg. Mon. Cont., pp. 918-19; Leo Gramm., pp. 325-26;
Theoph. Cont., p. 432; ps. Symeon, pp. 748-49.

52 See Runciman, “Some Remarks,” p. 249.
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cloth itself and a tile beside it with the imprint transferred onto it. From
that time both relics were preserved together at Edessa.’* Much
of the Narratio recording the transfer to Constantinople in 944 is
concerned with the details of the journey and the wonders on the way,
and with the liturgical reception of the image in the city. For the first
time we encounter the notion of the image being placed with the letter in
a casket, from which it was removed by the emperors.>* It was certainly
also fixed on a wooden backing and framed in gold with an inscription
(all attributed to Abgar himself).5® But the Narratio also preserves an
alternative version of its origin - ““a different story,””3® in which Hannan
has no part and in which Christ used the cloth to wipe his face during the
agony in the garden, after which he gave it to Thomas, telling him to give
it to Abgar through Thaddaeus-Addai after the Ascension. We recognise
here in a more precise organisation the same conflation observable in the
Acts of Thaddaeus. Curiously, the Narratio claims to be an archaiologia,
an “‘archeology” of the image. And it is interested in proof: the story of
the “finding” of the image in the sixth century (all connection with the
picture in the Doctrina Addai has been lost) is adorned not only with the
name of Evagrius, who recorded it in his Church History, but also with
those of three patriarchs who had written a letter to the emperor
Theophilus in support of images, citing the image of Edessa and the
story of its finding.?” In a sense, the Narratio marks the end of this
story; the discourse about the image has been fully developed, and the
image itself has come home to be placed beside the crown of thorns, the
lance, and the tunic of Christ, where it can be quietly taken for granted
until disturbed by the arrival of the Crusaders. It was seen in the Pharos
chapel and reported shortly before 1204, when it was listed by Robert of
Clari.>® But during these years there was no need for further elaboration
of its story; that had been done in the context of Edessa, and brought

53 PG 113:432Af.

54 PG 113:449B.

55 PG 113:437Af.

S¢ PG 113:432Df.

57 PG 113:441A.

38 1200-1201: Anthony of Novgorod, ed. B. de Khitrowo, Itinéraires russes en Orient
(Geneva, 1889), pp. 97-98; Nicolaus Mesarites, in A. Heisenberg, Nikolaos Mesarites, Die
Paldist-revolution des Johannes Comnenos (Wirzburg, 1907), pp. 29ff.; 1204: Robert of
Clari, La Conquéte de Constantinople, ed. P. Lauer (Paris, 1924), chap. 83. The relation of
chapters 82 and 83 to chap. 92 on Blachernae is complex, but not relevant to the present
discussion. However, the discussion in A. Nada Patrone, ed., Roberto di Qlari, La
Conquista di Costantinopoli (1198-1216) (Geneva, 1972), pp. 18ff., is entirely confused
and should be avoided.
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to a conclusion in the Narratio, itself as much a formal celebration of
the image as the ceremonties it describes with which the image was
received in the capital—a progress by boat round the city from
Blachernae to the Golden Gate, then another through the city to the
Augusteum, St. Sophia and the imperial palace, where it was placed on
the throne in the Chrysotriklinos before being finally deposited with the
letter in the Pharos chapel.>® As for the appearance of the image by then,
we may guess that it was faint and dim: Constantine Porphyrogenitus
was miraculously aided to see in it what was indistinguishable to his
brothers-in-law and rivals.®® So the same story shows that the image had
not lost its political potential. Its removal to Constantinople boosted the
claim to the throne of Constantine Porphyrogenitus; on the way, to use
the phrase of Steven Runciman, the image itself ‘““declared its political
opinions™®! by inspiring a man possessed by demons to cry out that the
kingdom belonged to Constantine. The kudos for Constantine was as
great as that won by Heraclius with the recovery of the True Cross, and
the event was publicised in art and ceremonial. But there was no more
“telling” to be done.

When the Crusaders entered Constantinople in 1204, the image was
still in its place in the Pharos chapel. But from that time on its history is
dark. Most probably it was the roella which passed with most of the other
Pharos relics in 1247 from Baldwin II to Louis of France.®2 Subsequently
its history goes undocumented. The Sainte Chapelle, where the Eastern
relics were placed, was sacked in the French Revolution, and with this,
one supposes, the image of Edessa disappears. If it was not transferred to
France, its history is equally silent. No one speaks for the image of
Edessa after 1204, only the copies in Western or Slav churches which
preserved its memory, out of context, for many centuries.®* The original
had lost its point and never attained in the West the commanding
position it had enjoyed in the East.

The image of Edessa belongs to the years of the ascendency of images.
Its history, therefore, despite the early signs in the Doctrina Addai, is
properly compact. Protected from official Byzantine Iconoclasm by its

59 PG 113:449B-452D.

%0 Theophanes Cont., p. 432 Bonn.

¢! Runciman, “Some Remarks,” p. 249.

So Runciman, “Some Remarks,” pp. 251-52. For the text, see de Riant, Exuviae
sacrae Constantinopolitanae, vol. 2 (Geneva, 1878), pp. 134-35.

63 For the former: Runciman, “Some Remarks,” p. 251; for the latter: Grabar, La
Sainte Face.

62
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remote situation in Arab Syria, it was uniquely able to ride the storm
and reemerge with an unrivalled claim to antiquity. Through all of this
we can see its place at the centre of social and political consciousness,
and we can see the growing detail and exactitude with which the story
of the image was told, together with the steady reinforcement of its
authority by a closer and closer tracking down of its bodily contact with
the physical being of Jesus. Indeed, the affirmation of body imagery,
which also took the form of emphasis on objects that had been in bodily
contact with holy personages or holy places, was an important aspect of
the establishment of early Christianity.®* Icons “not made by human
hands’ naturally played a special part in this development. Thus the
image of Edessa is both a sign of the authorities’ wish for control and a
prime example of the way religious tokens could, in this society, become
tension points in a network, both synchronic and diachronic, of shifting
power relations. The image of Edessa may not help very much with the
why, since, as we have seen, its story really begins only when the
preeminence of such tokens in the social organisation of the Byzantine
world has already been established. But it is an illuminating example of
the how, which is perhaps where historians should stop. Why Orthodox
Christianity became for Byzantine society the touchstone of all else has
to be explained in relation to the Christianisation of late antiquity, and
then especially with reference to the sixth and seventh centuries. But this
was when the story of the Edessan image was just beginning. I offer the
“telling” of this image in admiration to Thor Sevéenko, who has done so
much by his detailed and exact scholarship to open up the ensuing
centuries, when, for very good reasons, the reputation of the image of
Edessa was at its most potent.

King’s College London

¢ As can be seen, I owe much to M. Foucault, The History of Sexuality, vol. 1: An

Introduction (Eng. trans.; London, 1978) (here pp. 65, 126ff.).



Some Observations on the Evolution of Byzantine Studies
in America since the 1930s

PETER CHARANIS

Although the American Historical Association was founded in 1884, it is
not until 1911 that any mention of Byzantium appears in its records. In
that year Charles Diehl,! speaking at the association’s annual meeting,
read a paper on the development of Byzantine studies in France. Five
years later, again at the annual meeting of the association, the Belgian
scholar Paul van den Ven? spoke on the subject: “When did the
Byzantine Empire and Civilization come into being?”” At the meeting in
1925, A.A. Vasiliev gave a paper on Byzantine studies in Russia, and at
the 1927 meeting A.E.R. Boak spoke on Byzantine imperialism.> The
papers were given in sessions on ancient history, and the speakers were
all foreign educated. By 1931, the situation had changed appreciably: the
annual meeting included a session devoted to Byzantium, at which three
papers were read.* No longer could one say, as had the association’s
secretary in 1925 in connection with Vasiliev’s paper, that “The history
of the Eastern Empire is a field almost untouched hitherto in all the
proceedings of the Association.”’

In the meantime, a journal devoted to medieval studies had appeared
in the United States. The first volume of Speculum, the journal of the
Medieval Academy of America, came out in 1926. Although its emphasis
was on Western Europe, it occasionally offered items dealing with
Byzantium. In the twenty volumes published by 1945, there appeared a
total of fifteen articles and sixteen book reviews with Byzantine subjects.
In the next eighteen volumes (up to 1980), the articles and short notes

' Annual Report of the American Historical Association for the Year 1911 (Washington,
D.C., 1913), pp. 27ff.

2 Annual Report ... for the Year 1916 (Washington, D.C., 1919), p. 46.

3 Annual Report ... for the Year 1927 (Washington, D.C., 1929), p. 38.

4 Annual Report ... for the Year 1931 (Washington, D.C., 1932), p. 31. (Proceedings,
vol. 1).

5 Annual Report ... for the Year 1925 (Washington, D.C., 1929), p. 39.
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together numbered seventeen, and the book reviews totaled one hundred
and nineteen.

Articles on Byzantium published in the American Historical Review
during the same period, 1931-1980, numbered eight, and book reviews,
one hundred and sixty-six. The increase in the number of relevant articles
and book reviews which began in 1946 is an important index of
the progress of Byzantine studies. Other journals which occasionally
published items relating to Byzantium were the Harvard Theological
Review, Church History, the American Journal of Philology, the American
Journal of Archaeology, Hesperia, the Slavic and East European Review,
and Traditio.

Three journals devoted wholly or in part to Byzantine subjects made
their appearance. One of them, Byzantina Metabyzantina, ceased to
appear following the publication, in 1946, of its first volume. Neo
Hellenika published only two volumes before the death of its editor
and founder, George G. Arnakis, in 1976: in 1978, a third volume
was published posthumously, and a memorial volume is now in prepara-
tion. Byzantine Studies, whose first volume appeared in 1974, continues
to be published.

The evolution of ideas underlying the development of Byzantine
studies in America began rather early. Already in 1933 the philosopher
N. P. Whitehead wrote:

The distinction separating the Byzantines and the Mahometans from the
Romans is that the Romans were themselves deriving the civilization which they
spread. In their hands it assumed a frozen form. Thought halted and literature
copied. The Byzantines and the Mahometans were themselves the civilization.
Thus their culture retained its intrinsic energies, sustained by physical and
spiritual adventure. They traded with the Far East: they expanded westward;
they codified law; they developed new forms of art; they developed theologies;
they transformed mathematics; they developed medicine. ... Finally the Near
East as the center of civilization was destroyed by the Tartars and the Turks.®

However, no development of any consequence took place until 1940. It
was then that the Dumbarton Oaks Library and Collection was founded.

Dumbarton Oaks was conveyed to Harvard University by Mr. and
Mrs. Robert Woods Bliss with the stipulation that it serve as a center of
scholarly activity in Byzantine and Medieval Humanities. That beautiful
and spacious house, with its gardens, superb library, collection of objects
of art (primarily Byzantine, Hellenistic and Late classical) and collection

¢ N.A. Whitehead, Adventure of Ideas (New York, 1933), p. 104.



BYZANTINE STUDIES IN AMERICA 97

of coins is today one of the important research centers of Byzantine
studies in the world.

As Dumbarton Qaks was being established, Byzantine studies was
developing in other ways. The war brought to America numerous
scholars, including the Hellenist Henri Grégoire. Grégoire had been a
specialist on Euripides, but he also became involved in the history of
Byzantium. I myself had gone to Brussels in 1936 and stayed there two
years to study in his seminar. It was there that I first met Ihor Sevéenko
and later helped facilitate his coming to this country. In America,
Grégoire edited three volumes of Byzantion (which was temporarily
transferred to the United States), sponsored the new review Byzantina-
Metabyzantina (which unfortunately soon failed), and composed in
modern Greek a series of articles for a Greek newspaper (published in
New York) on the Byzantine epic Digenes Akritas, which was later
published in book form.”

It is with Dumbarton Oaks that the evolution of Byzantine studies in
the postwar years must be primarily associated. An exception is Rutgers
University, where a number of Byzantinists have been trained. At
Dumbarton Oaks I myself was affected by two scholars. The first was
Grégoire and the other was Cyril Mango. Mango, who was born in
Istanbul, came to Dumbarton Qaks to translate the sermons of Photius.
There I was particularly impressed by Mango’s remarkable knowledge of
Greek. In my work, which consisted primarily in examining certain
Greek sources, 1 often ran into difficulties which Mango helped me to
solve; indeed, I do not remember him ever having failed me. I subse-
quently came to deplore a marked anti-Greek bias which I thought
would affect adversely his work as Byzantinist. I was therefore pleasantly
surprised by his Byzantium: The Empire of New Rome. As I wrote in my
review of the book, I was struck by its statement of facts and, I may now
add, by its brilliance of interpretation. Mango is now residing in
England, but his scholarly achievements, no doubt among the highest in
the world, are still associated with the United States and Dumbarton
Oaks.®

Indeed all prominent Byzantinists are today or have been in the
past associated with Dumbarton Oaks. Among Byzantine historians
deserving special mention, Angelike Laiou® is particularly known for
7 Henri Grégoire ‘O Avyeviig "Axpitag (New York, 1942).

8 My remarks on Mango are summarized in my review of Byzantium: The Empire of New
Rome, to appear in Balkan Studies.
® Angelike Laiou, Constantinople and the Latins (Cambridge, Mass., 1972); idem, The

Peasant Society in the Late Byzantine Empire: A Social and Demographic Study (Princeton,
1977).
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her work on the relations between East and West, her study of Byzantine
agrarian society and her current investigations into the Venetian and
Genoese archives for information relating to Byzantium. Nicholas
Oikonomides has excelled in the study of documents, those relating to
rank in Byzantine society as well as monastic documents, and documents
relating to Greek and Latin businessmen of the thirteenth to fifteenth
century.'® Speros Vryonis has published a number of studies, notably
The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of
Islamization from the 11th Century Through the 15th. He has also done
some work in archaeology, primarily in connection with the Slavic
invasions of the Peloponnesus.!! These three are masterful scholars,
distinguished by their comprehensive and penetrating grasp of the
sources. Milton Anastos, who is now retired from active teaching, has
devoted his life to Byzantine studies in this country. Three scholars
generally not referred to as Byzantinists have made important contribu-
tions to Byzantine studies: Kenneth Setton has made some solid
offerings, particularly on matters relating to Greece; Nina G. Garsoian
has studied the Paulicians and other subjects, some of which relate to
Byzantium; W.E. Kaegi writes on Byzantium and other subjects
primarily administrative in nature and which refer to the seventh century
or later. I have refrained from discussing Ihor Sevéenko’s work in this
paper, since the entire volume is dedicated to him.

In March 1972, I made the following statement about Byzantium:
“For the world at large Byzantium constitutes a significant chapter of
the general history of mankind. For the Slav, it was the agent which
introduced him to civilization. But for the Greek, it was something more,
something special. It was, and to an extent continues to be, his very life.
In it he finds the origin of many of his traditions and the preservation
of many others whose origins go back to antiquity. He finds also the
institutions, notably the monastery and the church, which enabled him to
retain his identity throughout centuries of enslavement and which in time
served as the sources of inspiration for his resurgence into a free and vital

0 Nicholas Oikonomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des I1X* et X siécles (Paris,

1972): idem, Documents et études sur les institutions de Byzance ( VII-XV siécles) (London,
1976).

' Speros Vryonis, Byzantium and Europe (London, 1967); idem, Byzantium. Its Inter-
national History and Relations with the Muslim World : Collected Studies (London, 1970);
idem, The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization
from the 1]1th Century through the 15th (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1971).
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people. Thus neither the Greek, nor the Slav, nor the world at large can
forget Byzantium. It has taken some time for American scholarship to
grasp this point but it has now grasped it fully.”1?

Rutgers University
(Professor Emeritus)

12 Ceremony: For Conferring an Honorary Doctorate of ihe Aristotelian University of

Thessaloniki upon Professor P. Charanis, 1972, pp. 34f.



Theodore Metochites’s Poem
to Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos

MARY CUNNINGHAM, JEFFREY FEATHERSTONE,
SOPHIA GEORGIOPOULOU

Among our projects in collaboration with the scholar to whom the
present volume is dedicated is the edition and translation of all the
remaining unedited Poems of the statesman-scholar Theodore Meto-
chites (1270-1332); the Third and Fourth Poems have already appeared.’
For our offering here, we have chosen the Twelfth Poem, which
Metochites addressed to his old friend, the church historian Nikephoros
Kallistos Xanthopoulos (ob. ca. 1335).2 The contents of this Poem, in
which Metochites assesses his own scholarly achievements, seemed to us
most appropriate for the present occasion.

The Twelfth Poem, Metochites tells us in the opening lines (1-4), is to
be read by Nikephoros along with the earlier Eleventh Poem, addressed
to Nikephoros’s brother Theodore.? Both Poems were certainly written
in the late 1320s, not long before Metochites’s fall from power in 1328.
In Poem Eleven, Metochites begins by accusing® Theodore of having
abandoned him in the dire straits in which he now finds himself (the
civil war between the two Andronikoi; Il. 1-56). As in many of the
Poems, Metochites here deplores the fickleness of fortune in the world
(1. 57-116); he expresses his regret of the course he followed in his life
(1. 117-160): it were better to have avoided a political life and the
resultant ruin (1. 161-229); he ought to have devoted himself wholly to

! 1. Sevéenko et al., “Two Poems by Theodore Metochites,” Greek Orthodox Theological
Review 26 (1981) : 1-46; see the Introduction, especially fns. 1 and 2, for the other Poems
and bibliography.

2 About Xanthopoulos, see H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzanti-
nische Reich (Munich, 1959), pp. 705-707.

3 About Theodore Xanthopoulos, see R. Guilland, Nicéphore Grégoras, Correspondence
(Paris, 1927), p. 263. For a summary of the Eleventh Poem, see idem, “Les Poésies inédites
de Théodore Métochite,” Byzantion 3 (1926): 294-95. The Eleventh is the next Poem we
shall edit.
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learning, as Theodore has done (1l. 230-285). Metochites had said much
the same thing in his Third Poem to Gregory of Bulgaria, but the tone
here is more urgent and the terms less vague.*

Poem Twelve opens in the same vein: Metochites praises Nikephoros’s
and Theodore’s total devotion to the vita contemplativa; but he bemoans
their abandonment of him in his present plight, though Nikephoros
seems not to have been so heartless as Theodore (lI. 1-23). Metochites
speaks of Nikephoros’s love for him on account of his intellectual
endeavours. If we believe Metochites, Xanthopoulos's affection roused
him to such displays of adulation as to be embarrassing even to
Metochites —a rare thing indeed (1. 26-27). But Metochites pretends
to understand Xanthopoulos’s zealous feelings: it was a great marvel —
Xanthopoulos had said it—that in spite of all Metochites’s material
well-being as a successful statesman, he had never slackened in his
toilsome devotion to scholarship. Moreover, now that Metochites’s
political ruin was imminent, it was only in scholarship that he could find
peace of mind (1l. 78-166). It is about the products of his scholarship, the
compositions which Xanthopoulos praised so highly, that Metochites
now wishes to speak (ll. 167-190).

Metochites had discussed his own compositions in Poem Four, ad-
dressed to Nikephoros Gregoras, and, in the case of his scientific works,
in Poem Ten.® But the present remarks are made with Xanthopoulos in
mind. Metochites begins by mentioning his Tenth and Eleventh Orations,
the first entitled Ethikos or Concerning Culture, the second, a Praise of
Constantinople, entitled Byzantios.® It seems that these works, the one
a veritable manifesto, the other a splendid masterpiece of Palaeologan
antiquarianism, had pleased Xanthopoulos particularly (lI. 191-219).
Next, no doubt because he knew of Xanthopoulos’s careful study of the
writings of Gregory of Nazianzus, Metochites speaks of his own Praise
of Gregory (the Sixth Oration; 11. 220-222).7 Passing over the rest of

4 See Sevéenko, “Two Poems,” pp. 14-27.

For Poem Four, see Sevéenko, “Two Poems,” pp. 28-45. For a summary of Poem Ten,
see Guilland, “*Les Poésies,” pp. 288-294.

¢ For a summary of the contents of the Erhikos, see H. Hunger, “Der "Hbikoc des
Theodoros Metochites,” in [erpayuéva tot 8 Aebvodg Buvfavrivoroyikod Zuvedpiov
(@eoocaloviky 12-19 Anpihiov 1953), vol. 3 (Hellenika, 9) (Athens, 1958), pp. 141-158.
Professor Sevéenko is presently preparing an edition of this Oration. About the Byzantios,
see H. Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, vol. 1 (Munich, 1978),
pp. 173-74, with bibliography in fn. 15.

7 About this Oration, see 1. Sevéenko, Erudes sur la polémique entre Théodore Métochite
et Nicéphore Choumnos (= Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae, Subsidia, 3) (1962),
pp. 137, 138, fn. 1, 177, and 188, fn. 1.

5
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his prose compositions, Metochites next turns to his Poems— the first
eleven? — which he, like Gregory of Nazianzus whose hexametres “To
Himself”” were one of his models, wrote to assuage his grief (1. 225-233).
Xanthopoulos, too, was a poet, and one of no common achievement.
What he really thought of Metochites’s monstrous hexametres one can
only imagine.®

But dearly though Metochites loved his literary ‘“‘brain-children”
(tékea vouvdg), he thought his scientific works, philosophical and
astronomical, most important of all. As in the Poem to Gregoras,
Metochites here devotes nearly a third of his verses to the praise of these
works (I1. 234-326). He boasts to have dealt with all problems, physical,
mathematical, logical, and ethical, in his Miscellanea (11. 240-263); he has
revealed the mysteries of Astronomy to all desirous of this knowledge
(11. 264-302); he has rendered the Physics of Aristotle plain and easy to
understand — this a “‘great and lovely work of gihavBporia™ (1. 303-
326). One must, however, examine these claims more closely. Certainly,
many chapters of the Miscellanea, works of Metochites’s mature years,
are among the most interesting writings produced in fourteenth-century
Byzantium, and may even contain the germs of humanism.® But the
Aristotelian Commentaries, written when Metochites was a young man,
are nothing more than paraphrases, and often infelicitous ones.!® One
wonders whether the real reason for their production was not merely to
prove the author’s acquaintance with the Stagirite, in order to improve
his standing among the mandarins at the court of Andronikos II. The
Introduction to Astronomy, undertaken when Metochites was forty-five
years old, is an impressive achievement. But the readjustment of the
Theonic tables, to begin with the reign of Andronikos (alluded to in 1.
293-94), is 4 bit too nice; and Gregoras informs us that, far from any
feelings of @ulavOpornia, it was at first with great chariness that
Metochites shared his precious knowledge of Astronomy even with
him.!?
8 About Xanthopoulos’s poetry, see Beck, Kirche, pp. 705-706; Hunger, Die hochsprach-
liche profane Literatur, vol. 1, pp. 114, 165, 172.
® The Miscellanea (ed. M. Miiller-T.: Kiessling -[1821]) are the source of most of the
material discussed in H.-G. Beck’s Theodoros Metochites, Die Krise des byzantinischen
Weltbildes im 14. Jahrhundert (1952). See also H. Hunger, “Theodoros Metochites als
Vorldufer des Humanismus in Byzanz,”” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 45 (1957): 4-19.
10 See B. Tatakis, “Aristdte critiqué par Théodore Métochite,” in Mélanges O. et M.
Merlier, vol. 2 (1956), pp. 439-445. ]
11 About the Introduction to Astronomy, see Sevienko, Etudes, pp. 42-45; Hunger, Die
hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, vol. 2 (1978), p. 248. For Gregoras’s
remarks, see Nicephori Gregorae, Historiae, Corpus scriptorum historiae "byzantinae
(Bonn, 1829-1830), vol. 1, pp. 308, §. 231f.
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But Metochites anticipates our objections. In a fine jest at the end of
the Poem, he excuses his high opinion of his own works as being the
result of Xanthopoulos’s exaggerations (1. 327-333).

*
* *

For our edition, we have used Par. gr. 1776 (xiv saec.), which contains
all twenty of the Poems. Our examination of this MS has left no doubt in
our minds that the many corrections in the text of the Poems were made
by Metochites himself: the hand here is identical with that in his
corrections in Par. gr. 2003 (the Miscellanea). We shall keep the
particulars, however, for a future occasion where space will permit a
thorough discussion. At that time we shall also examine Metochites’s
metrical system in connexion with the corrections. For the present, we
have included in the apparatus all the readings underlying the corrections
that we could make out; and we have indicated by underlining the places
where corrections have been made but the original reading is illegible,
even under ultra-violet light. Though we have standardised the accen-
tuation in the case of enclitics etc., we have retained Metochites’s
eccentricities in the case of certain words, e.g., peAedovai (1. 129).

Birmingham University
Harvard University
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TO THE WISE NIKEPHOROS XANTHOPOULOS,
AND CONCERNING HIS OWN COMPOSITIONS. XII.

(1) As for the things which I have said already to your brother Theodore, he who
is wise and dearest to me of all those who love me, let not these things said before
be only for him, but for both withal, for him and also for you; (5) for (both of)
you[?] have all ways of life in common: wisdom, friends, your beloved unmarried
state, your flight from affairs which, in their delusiveness, always divert all of us
who have become caught up in them; we come to this state inadvertently and are
under inflexible necessity to remain without fleeing — (11) these are the luckless
ones: we who seem to others looking from without to live lovely and greatly
desirable lives. Yet I, too, have {much) in common with you, I who have loved
you both and have been loved by you above <all) others for many years, from
long ago. (15) But I now have this to say and whereof to accuse both of you in
common : that both of you have abandoned me, seeing me in dire circumstances.
Both of you—he more than you, but nevertheless, both of you—have
abandoned me as I grieve unbearably over constant woes, public and private.
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(21) Therefore have I said: let the (words) which were spoken by me formerly
to him and the things spoken about me be common accusations to both. But now
my spirit urges me to say these few things unto you, (25) dearest Nikephoros, you
whose name is synonymous with wisdom itself by reason of your labours. I tell
you now, you who love my compositions and deem them admirable, that the
things which you think concerning them and concerning my nature and
renowned knowledge, (31) gathered through my exceeding fervent longing and
my relentless, well-nigh unceasing toils in so many matters, seem neither true nor
sound, but rather, deceitful and false. Yet neither is it blameworthy <of you) to
think and say these things; for, as the saying (35) has it, the lover is always blind
with regard to the beloved: even so with regard to me do you see blindly and
obliquely these things in which your love has deceived you. Now, lies on account
of {(some) illness, in as much as they are involuntary, are excusable. But you who
are in everything a prudent judge, (40) righteous, truthful, wise, declaring that
which is meet, in the case of me you think fit and determine to persuade prudent
listeners of unsound, wholly unacceptable things. Before these men I am greatly
ashamed, especially those who now live among us and hear the many utterly
monstrous things you proclaim, sparing nothing, to my glory and praise.
(47) For I appear to these men straightaway after your words, directly following
them. Indeed does shame attach to me; and to you may perhaps attach reproach
— or perhaps not; (51) for in your love you are convinced, with regard to the one
dear to you, that things are good which are not, and in doing this you act
blamelessly. And perhaps, in leaving glorious remembrances of me for later men
in your speeches! (55) on account of all my learning and practice in literary
works, you will not fail, once I am gone, in gaining the belief of men who (will)
listen with ease to things about which they know not. For Envy, though it
withhold praises from the living, is absent from the dead; (60) to those who
have departed honour comes quite easily. But you are not to acclaim me any
more in laudatory speeches, nor are you to make further mention of my wisdom
in your long conversations with everyone. Cease from praising my works, my
greatly felicitous nature, my persistent practice in the use of words, my (literary
offspring, always succeeding one after the other in turn, worthy of great marvel,
touching each and every branch of culture; {(cease from praising these works of
mine) in front of (65-70) those people who are always about you, thick crowds of
men constantly agape, as if before vessels of honey; {cease from) exalting these
works inadvertently as you are wont to do even now, lest you later incur
reproaches whereof there is no need and be greatly embarassed, or lest I receive
opprobrium and shame from both Truth and ruinous Envy {thus) blinded, (77)
and (thereby) you do the very opposite of that which you desire, unto yourself
and me.

I charge you with these things for your own good as well as mine. But, O
dearest of wise men, (80) because of a great longing and disposition, dearest
mine, of wishing the best for me, you seem to me to burn with love of culture with
regard to me in these words you use to my praise. And it is clear and easily seen

! Metochites here seems to speak of written works in which Xanthopoulos had praised

him — but which?
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by all (85) (for things magnified by praises wax great!) that you rouse me with
headlong speed to even greater love, you who are such a lover of wisdom and
truth and who glorify my compositions; as though you thought these to be great
literary works, and wisdom to be (90) the choice and {most) venerable of all
human accomplishments, much better than the acquisition of anything else, and
<you thought) me to love wisdom above all excellent things and all good fortune
in the world: {(wisdom) which all mortal men with prudent, resolute minds, (96)
among whom I wish to be, desire to obtain at last in this life. In these thoughts
you have in no wise missed the mark, but think quite rightly. For to me every
prosperous course of Fortune, all things to be prayed for, matters of livelihood,
beloved possessions, as many things as are precious, dearest, joyous, (100) all are
secondary and of little import in comparison with wisdom. This is clear to all
straightaway, especially to you: such love has bound me, throughout my
experience of all manner of circumstances, prosperous and grievous, to cleave
unswervingly to the cares of wisdom; from these nothing in this life, howsoever
good it be, has withheld me. (107) You know this and marvel at it; you have
always thought this love of mine for wisdom a truly wondrous thing. Yet I
shall mention something you once said of old — I think you say it even now.
(111) You said concerning me that a great many of the very best things, both
good fortune from God and conspicuous innate qualities, had been given me. It
is perhaps reproachable to speak of these things; but you ennumerated them,
beginning from the time when I was still a child, (115) <including) endowments
of nature which where quite marvellous, especially with regard to my strength of
mind and my inexhaustible love for the acquisition of literary knowledge,
unswayed by aught fortunate or grievous; and <including) next the lovely gifts of
fortune, and how I had received every good thing with great ease from the Lord,
He who grants me every sort of honour and wealth most graciously, in rich
abundance; (122) and {you included) also my honoured heir successor among
my children.? Who, in the swift course of these verses, could quickly go through
and enumerate all these things? (125) But after you had described a great many
blessings which are visited upon few mortals, you set this down as a miracle : that
never was I diverted by any of these things from my love of wisdom ; studies of
literary works have always occupied me, and sweetly do I toil, (130) unaffected
by good fortune or adversity, in no wise wishing to live apart from these studies.
Just as it is impossible for men to live without air or drawing breath, even such a
great and constant lover of literary works did you think me of old, and so do you
still think. (136) These are the things you believed with regard to me. Perhaps of
old your thoughts hit the mark, but now perhaps not : for all the paths of this life
are deceitful, and those which one may think fortunate are especially wretched.
(140) All sensible men who have experience of truth know this.— Nor may I ever
have any ungrateful thought on this account toward God or our noble and
excellent Emperor!?

But as for the fact that now, in this state of prosperity, I am fettered by
constant griefs both public and private, (145) why should I mention this? It is

2 A singularly unfortunate remark: Metochites’s two sons abandoned him more heart-
lessly than the Xanthopouloi.
3 scil. Andronikos II.
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clear to all. Who does not know it? You know very well, for you have given much
attention to my affairs, public and private. Yet though I grieve in these woeful,
wretched, far-wandering billows (150) and am beset every day by griefs from all
sides, I can never in any wise be diverted from my love of wisdom. Herein every
feast and apparent joy of life increases greatly; and every grief, public and
private, hereby is alleviated, to my own thinking (155) or by its very nature: my
heart is diverted from these things, resting serenely elsewhere, elsewise, assuaging
somehow its fiery pain, as though breathed upon at length by dewy breezes
fanning it with a life-giving, favourable wind. (160) Thereby often has my
grieving mind been refreshed and become light, upon being delivered from
sorrows: quickly are woes turned away from it as it inclines to labours for the
sake of wisdom, These make the spirit happy, setting it free from ravening evil,
from a wretched (165) state of dreadful anxiety. Forthwith am I relieved, directly
I set my mind to the lovely pangs of travail of literary works. The clear proof
hereof are the great many works which I have composed here and there, (170) as
many as any other nursling of wisdom of old or, especially, of late. As a member
of wisdom’s devotees, I longed to beget honourable offspring of my mind. Some
I begat> of lofty-treading, glorious Philosophy: these works bring various of
Philosophy’s mysteries, utterable only to a few and difficult of understanding,
into the light; {and I begat) other works of the rhetorical arts, whose task is
disposing the tongue in a lovely manner —1I was very attentive to this! —as well
as euphony of felicitous expression, (180) through which thought is given colour
as it emerges fittingly from within, with splendour of noble eloquence. Such are
the works, of both sorts, which I have composed. Upon seeing them, you have
always praised each and every one; you think them my glory: a beneficial (185)
offering, exceeding marvellous and ennobling, to the life of men. Now and
forever I present these books, which I love even as dear children, to wise-thinking
men: they who judge (literary works) dispassionately, especially after death has
come to the authors, who have thus (190) escaped Envy’s insidious, baneful, evil
darts.

Now whatever 1 have said already about each of my literary works may
perhaps do them justice; but as to whether I have spoken verily or not, it
remains for a vote to be cast by your wisdom. Moreover, let it be for other
upright judges <to decide concerning) (195) these works I have deposited in
treasuries, in the volumes of books I have brought forth into the light for
every purpose, one or another. To me these works seem to be of some worth,
perhaps with reason, perhaps not. But among the works (200) which, I think,
succeed in not altogether recklessly missing the mark, is the speech concerning
culture — you know it— which I brought forth in pangs of old and called On
Ethics. You judged this work with truth, as you thought then, to have been well
crammed full by me with prudent intellect. (205) I declare this work to be a herald
of my mind, proclaiming those things which turn within it: some are easily
apparent, others are known {only) to those who probe the depths within. I
composed this work with not a little charming language, (210) and there are in it
also some lovely turns of speech. Second to this speech, I think, is my Byzantios:
a copy, as it were, of archetypes of those ancient men of great and honourable
fame. For in this work I made use of every disposition, of practices of oratory
{customary) in such speeches and contrivances of meaning, (216) as well as of
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lovely nouns and eloquent expression, following successfully the traces of those
of old renowned for contests of speech among men, for splendour of noble Attic
eloquence, and for grace. (220) Thereupon in turn I produced my work about
God-fearing Gregory, whom pious men have called the Theologian, bringing it
forth as a song of praise unto him. So much for these three books of careful
eloquence. As for my other works-— you know them — let us not dwell on them.
(225) Instead, T shall mention here, along with the dthers, the verses bound in
metre which I brought forth with the graces of Poetry. These are the last of my
works. Through them have I been able somewhat to gladden my heart, as it
grieves in constant woes, and to relieve it of mischievous cares. (230) With these
spring flowers, as it were, from the ever-blossoming meadows of Poetry, I enjoy a
bright respite, drawing in a dewy breath, thus making sport in things which,
though not readily sportive, banish care. (234) Here we end our remarks on these
works, be they fitting or otherwise.

But three other books which I have composed will be of some profit to
generations after us, and will perhaps gain for me immortal glory: examples of
my persistent philosophical inclination, altogether divers expressions of its many
sides. (240) Among these are the philosophical works which deal with Physics
and those which deal with Mathematics, along with Logic and Ethics: all that is
considered to exist. (243) Of all these have I made mention in the book I called
Didactic Observations;* and if anyone study this book carefully, he will know
whereof | speak: with eloquence have I drawn up plain examples of each and
every one of the things I have just listed, flowing from my mind, as though from
a cavernous treasury, here and there, from every side, impressed with the stamps
of all the branches of wisdom, ancient and new; I have gathered them all together
with precision. (252) This book will perhaps bear witness to the strength of my
mind and my great learning — Away with Envy!— You yourself know that you
have said this many times. Nor could anyone believe that you would ever deceive
me with false words, for this seems not in keeping with your ways; and indeed,
there are many in agreement with your judgement who bear witness with you,
proclaiming the same things. (259) I leave this book to the world as a picture of
my mind, as it were, or perhaps as a statue: even as some men have thought fit to
bequeath journals to History, so will these be journals of the thoughts I have had
on every occasion. (264) As for the other two books, both are lucid offspring of
Philosophy, and of the greatest value in the life of men—1I now speak with
boldness, with no thought of Envy!—(267) They are new teachings of Astrono-
my which I composed, adapting them to our times. {You) yourself, as well as all
mortal men now possessed of wisdom, know that precise knowledge of the
mathematical sciences, all four of them, but especially of Astronomy, had been
lost for many years. (273) But I gained mastery of these — I speak boldly now!—
as (great as) anyone has ever gained in anything whatsoever —verily I did! I
attained perfect competency in the glorious and lovely wisdom of these sciences.
But above all, an ineffable fervour for Astronomy arose in my heart, especially
since this science had altogether disappeared from the life of men; and I desired
somehow to assist mortals, now and in the future, in the successful acquisition of

4 The Greek title of the Miscellanea is "Y ropvnpaticpoi kai I'vopikai Inpeimoeig.
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it. (284) Wherefore I toiled upon new compositions, penetrating thereby to the
greatly wondrous depths of this science : I expounded upon each and every one of
these with precision, clearly in every detail, proceeding in sequence as best I
could, describing everything profusely, in numerous words, to all those who
longed for knowledge of these things which are glorious mysteries even to hear,
awesome to perceive, marvels indeed; <I described them) as though they were
easy, most manifest concepts. (290) I drew up tables different from those of
Ptolemy and Theon (they who were foremost in the mastery of this science), well
adapting them to our times, removing all difficulties. (295) Verily did 1
accomplish this task, great and useful, on behalf of all men who long for this
wisdom. Who could be such an ignoramus as to be insensible to such a lovely and
precious thing, one succeeding to the {(achievements of) glorious men of old, as is
this work that I have completed: much-loved by mortals, a task impossible to
comprehend, marvellous to see? It was I who accomplished this, a splendid
offering to the world. (303) And I composed yet another work : about Aristotle’s
Physics. There 1 dextrously explained the works he published which are obscure
of understanding and difficult of comprehension because of their meaning. And 1
purposely presented those of his teachings which are treacherous and un-
fathomable because of his language. I brought these forth into the light and made
well known through my labours and assiduous care, easily rendering all those
who desired knowledge, both in general and in detail, well acquainted with
nature’s workings. I accomplished this: a great and lovely work of benevolence
which no one may fault. (314) Anyone may consult my work, be it desire that
rouses him or perhaps need, and learn from it quickly, without toil, easily
acquiring Aristotle’s much-loved and toilsome teachings. (318) You have always
marvelled greatly that I wrought this work so well. I gathered together the
thoughts of this man of profound wisdom and set them forth with ease,
unchanged, in my own words; with order and clarity 1 went through all that he
researched: the complicated workings of nature which he discovered with the
prudent understanding of his high-treading, incomparable mind, succeeding
meetly in every case as no one before or after him.

(327) Such are the things, O best of men, that I hold with regard to the dear
offspring I brought forth in greatly toilsome pangs, all the while inextricably
entangled in so many grievous affairs. (331) And if those emotions common to
all men have misled me, you are to blame: you who incite me to self-deception!



Psellos épigraphiste

GILBERT DAGRON

Les centaines de pierres inscrites que cOtoyaient quotidiennement les
habitants de Constantinople ou des vieilles cités provinciales, celles qu’ils
trouvaient en creusant les fondations de leurs maisons ou des édifices
publics (la capitale était construite sur des cimetiéres antiques rem-
blayés), appartenaient au décor de leur existence, donc a leur culture
vivante, mais elles venaient pour eux d’un passé oublié, le plus souvent
d’un paganisme récusé; et, bien siir, ils ne savaient généralement pas les
lire. Bref, si I’objet leur était familier, son sens leur était de plus en plus
étranger. Méme pour qui savait déchiffrer les lettres, 'inscription tendait
a n’étre plus qu’un graphisme énigmatique, ressurgi non pas de Ihistoire
mais du sol de la préhistoire, un message venu d’ailleurs et trouvé
paradoxalement chez soi: prophétie a vérifier, maléfice a conjurer, trésor
a découvrir, ou tout simplement mots a soumettre a une libre exégese.
Sans doute faut-il distinguer les époques et considérer que la lecture
et l'interprétation, dont les difficultés n’ont fait que croitre, ont été
I’apanage de gens différents pour une utilisation différente. Aux Ve-VI*
siécles, lorsqu’on grave encore beaucoup d’inscriptions, on continue de
préter a celles qu'on voit, qu’on trouve ou qu’on imagine, la valeur de
documents historiques: les Patria des cités et les premicres Chroniques
sont pleins de ces textes, plus souvent déja copiés de sources littéraires
que relevés sur place. Hésychios utilise celles qui font revivre le lointain
passé de Constantinople ! ; Malalas puise dans celles d’Antioche & partir
de recueils déja constitués?; Agathias décrit avec des précisions de
spécialiste la base d’une statue de Chérémén (1° siecle avant J.-C.)
trouvée A Tralles et la stéle qui commémorait sur le Kasoulinos/Vulturne

' Hésychios, Parria, 30 et 34, in Scriptores originum constantinopolitanarum, éd. Preger,

pp. 12-13 et 14; 1a premicre inscription est prise dans Denys de Byzance; les deux ont, aprés
Hésychios, une tradition littéraire, cf. Th. Preger, Inscriptiones graecae metricae ex
scriptoribus praeter Anthologiam collectae (Leipzig, 1891), n° 190 et 165.

*  Cf. G. Downey, «References to Inscriptions in the Chronicle of Malalas», Transactions
of the American Philological Society 66 (1935): 55-72.
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la défaite des Francs de Boutinilos en 554 3. Trouvailles ou fraudes, ces
textes gravés appartenaient au dossier des villes et gardaient encore la
valeur de témoignages irrécusables.

Bientot apres, le sens historique se perd. Les inscriptions sont livrées a
la curiosité des badauds ou a I'imagination de quelques charlatans (on
les appelle généreusement «philosophes»), qui se livrent a leur propos a
toutes sortes de jeux interprétatifs; la plus banale des épitaphes devient
une prophétie de la naissance du Christ*, une simple inscription de
dédicace est censée indiquer la localisation d’un trésor 5. Ensuite seule-
ment, de vrais savants, ou pour mieux dire une petite élite d’érudits,
reprennent gofit au déchiffrement des pierres et commencent & mener des
enquétes régionales comme fait Grégoire Magistros peu avant 900°.
L’ Anthologie Palatine " est issue de ce mouvement : les inscriptions y sont
bien lues, éditées sans fantaisie, mais comme des textes littéraires et non
plus comme des documents d’histoire locale.

Que se passe-t-il ensuite dans ce XI® siécle qui multiplie les écoles
et diffuse plus largement, au moins & Constantinople, une culture a la
fois savante et vivante 8? Une lettre de Psellos & Constantin X Doukas
(1059-1067) nous permet d’en juger. Au cours d’on ne sait quels travaux,
une «pierre» sculptée et inscrite a été découverte, montrée a 'empereur,
qui interroge le «consul des philosophes». Psellos répond en ces termes ?:

«Mon saint Maitre, j’ai examiné I’inscription et la gravure de la pierre,
comme tu me P’as ordonné. Il y a sur la partie gauche un homme qui

3 Agathias, Hist. 11, 17, 6-8, éd. Keydell, p. 63 (I'inscription parait composée ou
recomposée par I'historien d’apres des ITatpiwa Tpdriewv aujourd’hui perdus); II, 10, 8-9,
éd. Keydell, pp. 54-55 (Iauteur invoque une tradition orale parvenue jusqu’a lui). Cf.
Preger, Inscriptiones, n® 281-282.

* Ainsi les initiales bien connues X M I', développées en Xpiotog péddrer yevvicoOat
a partir, semble-t-il, de la découverte d’une tombe en 781 (Théophane, éd. de Boor, I,
p. 455), cf. Th. Reinach, «Un intrus byzantin dans le Panthéon hellénique: le faux dieu
Kyropalatés», Byzantinische Zeitschrift 9 (1900): 52-62; C. Mango, «A Forged Inscription
of the Year 781», Shornik Radova 8 (1963): 201-207.

*  Patria de Constantinople, 111,30, in Scriptores originum constantinopolitanarum, éd.
Preger, pp. 225-226; a mettre en relation avec Anthologie Palatine 1, 7.

¢ Sur P'activité et les déplacements de Grégoire Magistros, voir lemmes 4 Anthologie
Palatine VI, 327, 334 et 429. Nous n’entrons pas ici dans le probléme de la Gregorii
collectio et des rapports entre Grégoire Magistros et son contemporain Constantin
Képhalas (derniére mise au point: P. Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin (Paris,
1971), p. 205 et 268.

7 Composée vers 950/980, a partir de '« Anthologie de Képhalas» (vers 900).

8 Cf. P. Lemerle, Cing études sur le XI° siécle byzantin (Paris, 1977), chap. 1V: «Le
gouvernement des philosophes: I’enseignement, les écoles, la culture».

®  Michaelis Pselli Scripta Minora, ¢d. Kurtz, 11, pp. 207-209: lettre 188, TIpog 1oV
Bacihéa Aovkav.
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brandit une épée de son bras droit et qui désigne du gauche quelque
chose que I’on ne voit pas; sur la partie droite est sculpté un trone, sur
lequel est assise une étrange figure qui rassemble et dissimule ses jambes
sur une unique ligne droite. L’homme armé de I'épée est Ulysse, la figure
incertaine (10 8¢ dcapéc eidwlov) Circé. Il s’agit d’une fable hellénique
(= paienne) selon laquelle la déesse aux filtres, Circé, aprés avoir
ensorcélé avec ses filtres tous les compagnons (d’Ulysse) et les avoir
transformés en bétes, fut vaincue par le seul Ulysse; il I'effraya, en effet,
en brandissant son épée contre elle. 11 dit lui-méme dans 1’Odyssée
d’Homeére: «Mais moi, tirant mon glaive pointu du long de ma cuisse,
j’ai bondi sur elle comme si je voulais I’occire» !9, et de ’autre main il lui
montre la plante nommeée mdly, que lui a donnée pour I'aider le messager
des dieux helléniques Hermés; le méme Ulysse dit en effet a ce sujet dans
le livre d’Homére que j’ai cité: «Ayant ainsi parlé, le dieu aux brillantes
apparitions tira du sol une herbe et m’en montra la nature: sa racine est
noire et sa fleur blanc de lait, les dieux I’'appellent mély; on ne ’arrache
pas sans peine» !!. De la droite, donc, comme je le disais, Ulysse brandit
I'épée contre Circé, de la gauche il montre le mély, comme le [ui a suggéré
Hermeés. Et la figure de Circé n’a pas tout a fait apparence humaine, elle
est un peu étrange et de forme différente, le sculpteur ayant voulu rendre
ainsi la nature indicible du démon.

Quant a I'inscription qui apparait sur la pierre, elle se décompose en
1) trois lettres O N O au dessus des deux figures 2) dans la partie droite,
a I'extrémité de la pierre, 1a ou est représentée Circé: I AE  3) enfin, du
cOté gauche, 1a ou est représenté Ulysse M et Q; ce qui fait, une fois les
lettres rassemblées, ide dvopa pdAiv, comme si Ulysse disait a Circé:
regarde et redoute cette plante qui a pour nom mély.

Voila ce que j'ai pensé de cette représentation en premiére analyse,
mais on peut en donner une interprétation plus magique, et je m’étonne
que le magicien Basile '? ne s’en soit pas avisé. Les gens avaient en effet
I’habitude, lorsqu’ils concluaient des accords de paix, d’allumer un autel
et d’y placer des victimes, égorgées avec I'épée et coupées ensuite en
petits morceaux. Le trone apparaissant sur la pierre est une sorte d’autel;

10 QOdyssée X, 321-322.

't Ibid., 302-305. Sur la plante nommeée moly, cf. RE XVI, 1, col. 29-33 (Steier, 1933),
ou sont cités les principaux commentaires. Le moly est cité dans les lexiques d’Hésychios et
de la Suda (s.v.) et a souvent excité 'imagination des Byzantins. Notons une ekphrasis de
Circé mise sous le nom de Psellos, in T:zetzae allegoriae liadis éd. Boissonade, pp. 363-365.
2 Je ne peux identifier le payoc Basile, sans doute un rival de Psellos dans I’entourage de
Constantin X.
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ce qui est au-dessus de I’autel est une victime a la téte coupée, de sorte
qu’on ne la voit que jusqu’au cou !3; quant A I’homme a I’épée tirée, c’est
I’égorgeur du traité de Concorde (6povoiag)'4. Les Lettres sont grecques
(EAAnvikd), ce ne sont ni des lettres étrangéres (£0vikd), ni des hiérogly-
phes (iepoyAivQikd).

J’ai reconnu sur la pierre bien d’autres choses plus profondes que
celles-13, les unes plus divines (= chrétiennes), les autres plus helléniques
(= paiennes); mais ce qui m’a plu le plus, c’est que, dans les deux
interprétations, sculpture et inscription intéressent ton pouvoir: car le
cratére de la concorde est symbole de paix, et le héros Ulysse représente
I’lhomme qui vainc les forces qui lui sont opposées. Toi, puissé-je te voir
plus pacifique que guerrier *!»

Un bas-relief sans doute assez banal est ici transformé en énigme.
L’iconographie devrait nous guider vers une interprétation; malheureu-
sement la description donnée par Psellos reste imprécise, sans doute
intentionnellement. A gauche, un homme tient une épée dans la main
droite et tend de la main gauche un objet non identifié: probablement
une couronne ou un rameau. A droite, on reconnait soit une femme
assise sur un siége dans une attitude un peu hiératique, soit un buste sur
un socle, soit encore un autel. On pensera d’abord a la représentation
funéraire de l'’adieu—dont les stéles de Byzance nous conservent
précisément bien des exemples : une femme voilée, assise (le plus souvent
a gauche mais parfois aussi a droite), ayant devant elle un homme qui lui
tend une couronne !°, L’épée brandie serait toutefois un peu génante et
sans paralléle, me semble-t-il, dans ce domaine iconographique. On peut
aussi imaginer une scéne de libation, de sacrifice ou d’offrande 4 un dieu,
par exemple a un buste d’Hermés !7. Il reste aussi une incertitude sur la
nature de la «pierre». Stele? Autel?

13 Absurdement, Psellos imagine un sacrifice humain pour expliquer la représentation
d’une téte ou d’un buste.

14 Léditeur écrit: 6 8¢ domaopévog 10 Eigog 6 ceayeis ot onovdn Opovoiag. Pour
comprendre, il faut sans doute corriger en orovdfig Spovoiag, ou mettre une ponctuation
avant orovdn («et le traité est un traité de Concorde»).

15 Ailleurs, Psellos ne s’est pas fait faute de reprocher a Constantin Doukas son pacifisme
(Chronographie, éd. Renault, 11, pp. 146-147).

16 N. Firath et L. Robert, Les stéles funéraires de Byzance gréco-romaine (Paris, 1964).
Dans la typologie des stéles, on peut distinguer les scénes de banquet funébre et celles
d’adieu avec, en face d’une personne assise, un personnage debout ou couché (pp. 18-26);
voir particuliérement les stéles n° 169 & 182. Parmi les objets symboliques relevons la
couronne ou la palme (pp. 36-37); I’épée figure parmi les attributs des soldats, mais
suspendue et non pas brandie (p. 35).

17 Ibid., stéle p° 119 (notée par erreur 129): un homme debout tenant une patére de
libation devant un buste d’Hermés sur un socle.
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Venons-en a I’inscription. Psellos la' décompose ainsi: au-dessus de la
scéne O N O, a la limite droite de la pierre I A E, a la limite gauche M Q.
Le sens de la lecture qui permet a Psellos de reconnaitre ide ovo(ua)
pud(Av) est de toute fagon aberrant. Sil’on rectifie I’ordre des syllabes, on
obtient MQONOIAE, qui n’est, tel quel, guére compréhensible. C’est
donc que Psellos, pour parvenir a linterprétation homérique qui lui
plait tant, a non seulement commencé la lecture par la droite, mais
interverti ou volontairement mal transcrit certaines lettres. On peut sans
trop de difficulté supposer qu’il a lu la syllabe de gauche a 'envers
(c’est & dire dans le sens de sa lecture, qui va de droite a gauche),
nous serions donc fondés, a restituer QMONOI/OMONOI; et de cette
hypothése découlerait une correction relativement légére de AE en
AC '8 1] faudrait lire Spovoieg, génitif d’6pdvowr la Concorde. Or
c’est précisément par le mot dpovoiag que Psellos achéve sa seconde
interprétation, celle d’un sacrifice a 1’autel de la Concorde. Il avait donc

parfaitement su lire 'inscription.

Sans doute ne sommes-nous pas tout a falt au bout de nos peines, car
I’épigraphie et ’iconographie antiques de la Concorde ne fournissent pas
de repéres tout a fait probants'®. Bien des inscriptions ou monnaies
illustrent le théme de I’"Opdvora entre un mari et une femme, entre deux
cités ou entre deux empereurs (‘Opovoie Lefaoti/Zefactod/Zepfactdv
= Concordia Augusta/Augusti/Augustorum) 2°; mais la représentation

'8 Surtout si I’on suppose un epsilon arrondi se rapprochant du sigma lunaire.

' Voir I'article Homonoia de la RE VIII 2, col. 2265-2269 (Zwicker 1913) et surtout
Barbara Levick, «Concordia at Rome», in Essays presented to Humphrey Sutherland
(1975), pp. 217-233. "Opdvora peut €tre soit une allégorie abstraite, soit une déesse ayant
son temple, comme 4 Rome, Tralles ou Millet, ses autels (Pausanias 5, 14, 9), ses statues et
son clergé propre, soit le qualificatif d’un «traité» (de Concorde), soit encore — ce qui n’est
pas tout 2 fait exclu ici — un nom de femme qui pourrait figurer sur une épitaphe (pour
Byzance, cf. A. Dain, Inscriptions grecques du Musée du Louvre, textes inédits, p. 39, n° 32:
(‘Opd)vora Eioidi edy v avec un bas-relief représentant Héraclés & demi-couché, fléches en
main, et 4 ’arriére-plan trois graces.

20 Limitons-nous a quelques exemples. La concorde entre les époux est bien illustrée par
I'inscription d’Hérode Atticus @ Marathon "Opovoiag dBavat(ov) mbin, associée a deux
statues assises d’Hérode et de Regilla sa femme (JG I 2, 5186; D.J. Geagan, «A New
Epigram from Marathon», Athenische Mitteilungen 79 (1964): 149-156), de méme que par
les monnaies d’Antonin le Pieux presque contemporaines (140/144), montrant au revers le
couple Antonin-Faustine les mains jointes avec l'inscription Concordiae (H. Mattingly,
Coins of the Roman Empire in the British Museum IV, p. 198-199, n® 1236-1240, pl. 28,8;
voir autres références dans Geagan, «A New Epigram», p. 153 n. 11). L. Robert a
récemment publié I'inscription d’un autel de Périnthe dédié a la Concorde, & I'époque
impériale, par une association d’«amis des Apaméens» («Des Carpathes a la Propontide
7,1», Studii Clasice 16 [1974]: 61-69). On trouvera dans B. V. Head, Historia numorum?, de
nombreux exemples de personnification d’'Opovoiwa sur les monnaies grecques (index
p. 918 et 949, voir plus particulicrement p. 77, 163, 666); la Concorde entre les Augustes
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n’est nulle part celle que décrit Psellos, laquelle n’est pas pour autant
invraisemblable. On remarquera, par exemple, que sur les monnaies
figurent parfois une téte de femme voilée ou laurée, personnification de la
Concorde, avec le nom ‘Opovoiag/Concordiae, seul et au génitif, comme
il semble que ce soit le cas sur notre inscription 2!.

Quoi qu'il en soit, si Psellos nous semble avoir correctement interprété
la pierre qui lui était montrée, il choisit de ne donner la bonne lecture
qu’allusivement, par un mot glissé au détour d’une phrase et qui ne se
présente pas comme un déchiffrement. A I'explication simple et rigou-
reuse, il préfére une lecture absurdement compliquée qui lui permet de
faire valoir son inventivité littéraire. Et c’est bien ce jeu devant une
inscription qui mérite ici commentaire. La lettre nous prouve—et
¢’est 2 ma connaissance un témoignage presque unique — que lorsqu’on
trouvait a4 Constantinople une pierre gravée, il arrivait qu’on la présentat
a I'empereur, avec le secret espoir, peut-étre, qu’elle indiquerait la place
d’un trésor, une recette magique ou une prédiction sensationnelle 22:
ces textes ou images enfouis sous terre viennent d’outre-tombe. Alors
intervient le déchiffreur. Il identifie I’écriture : hiéroglyphes (qui ajoute-
raient au mystére et pourraient renvoyer dans 'imagination byzantine
d’alors a la magie, a I'alchimie et aux formules hermétiques) 23, lettres
latines ou non grecques, (pwpaikd ailleurs, ici §6vika qui donneraient a

est un théme politique largement exploité dans les légendes monétaires romaines, tout
spécialement du IT¢ au [Ve siécle (cf. Roman Imperial Coinage II-IX, indices). Mentionnons
encore une iconographie allégorique de la Concorde décrite par Sévérien de Gabala
(IV¢/Ve siécles): une femme se tient derriére les deux personnages dont on consacre I'union
et pose les mains sur leurs épaules (Homelia de pace, A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus,
‘Avarexta Tepocorvpitikiic Zrayvoroyiag I, p. 17).

2! Ainsi sur certaines des monnaies citées plus haut et, trés normalement, sur des
inscriptions d’autels (par exemple /G II 3, 1663: ‘Opovoiag tob Hidaov). On trouve aussi
le datif.

22 Les Patria de Constantinople fournissent quelques bons exemples de ce genre
d’interprétation: Parastaseis 24, in Scriptores originum constantinopolitanarum, éd. Preger,
p. 34 (recette pour la fabrication de I’or); Patria 11 62, 79 et 111 37, p. 184, 191 et 230
(inscriptions prophétiques). Voir aussi plus bas n. 26.

23 Parastaseis 40, Scriptores originum constantinopolitanarum, éd. Preger, p. 45 (iepoyAv-
@Ka Tive Kal aotpovopikd €y idvia); pour un alphabetum hieroglyphicum, cf. Vat. gr. 914
f. 193v et 1892 f. 121v. C’est un théme constant, depuis Platon jusqu’a Manéthon,
Jamblique et Olympiodore, que la plupart des recettes secrétes de la «sagesse» égyptienne
ont été transmises par des stéles gravées par les anciens; voir quelques exemples réunis par
A.J. Festugiere, Hermés Trismégiste, 1, pp. 224-230. Une légende du méme genre se
retrouve dans la tradition juive et byzantine, rattachée a Seth qui aurait gravé sur la pierre,
avant le déluge, le savoir astrologique qui lui aurait été révélé et qu’Abraham transmet
ensuite aux Egyptiens (Flavius Josephe, Antiquités juives, 1, 67-71, 167 ; Eusébe, Préparation
évangélique, IX, 17-18; Eustathe d’Antioche, PG 18, col. 749-751; Malalas, Bonn, pp. 5-6;
Georges le Moine, éd. de Boor, p. 10; Kédrénos, Bonn I, p. 16 ...).
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I'inscription soit une valeur officielle, soit une provenance étrangére) 2#,
ou bien encore lettres grecques (qui rattachent le texte a tout un
patrimoine culturel teinté de paganisme). Mais avant d’étre un texte,
I'inscription est un ensemble de graphismes, de signes mélés a ces
autres signes que sont les éléments iconographiques (d’ou I’ambivalence
fréquente des mots ypaen, Ypaeeiv) 2% ; on peut les assembler en syllabes
ou en mots (eig v ouvayopeve) dans n’'importe quel ordre, pour en
extraire un sens; on peut choisir de les interpréter comme des initiales et
de lire les inscriptions comme nos sigles modernes (ONU, UNESCO):
c’est ainsi que les Byzantins imaginérent les mots étranges de BEKAAZ,
AIMA ou MAPIIOY, dont la résolution valait prophétie?®. Le terme qui
désigne les lettres, otovyeio, est chargé de connotations magiques?”. Ici,
Psellos reste entre la simple lecture et la pure mystification; il brode sur
quelques syllabes initiales.

I présente surtout une gamme enti¢re d’interprétations possibles sans
choisir parmi elles, mais en les classant a des niveaux hiérarchisés:
interprétation littéraire (homérique), interprétation «magique» (I’autel
de la Concorde), interprétation prophétique (I'annonce du régne paci-
fique de Constantin X, qui prouve que Psellos a bien retenu comme
fondamental le théme de la Concorde), interprétation «plus chrétienne»
ou «plus pajenne». En astucieux fournisseur de sens, il est prét a
répondre «a la demande». L’inscription lui est prétexte; il propose de lui
faire dire n’importe quoi, et en tout cas de tirer parti de I'occasion qui lui
est offerte de briller.

2% Patria 111, 30, in Scriptores originum constantinopolitanarum, €d. Preger p. 225-226

(popaixa ypappota Aidiva pour une inscription en latin signalant un trésor).

25 1ls désignent aussi bien I'écriture que le dessin, mais Psellos distingue ici ypagn et
YAvot.

26 Nicétas Paphlagon, Vie du patriarche Ignace, PG 105, col. 565-568 (BEKAAZX est
composé des initiales de Basile, Eudocie, Léon, Alexandre et Stéphanos, annongant la
gloire de la dynastie macédonienne); Nicétas Choniate, Hist., éd. Beck - Kambylis -
Keydell, p. 169 (AIMA = Alexis, loannés, Manuel, Alexis); Pachymére, Bonn I, p. 28
(MAPIIOY = Muyani "Avef Popciov Maraordyos "‘O&émg "YpvnOnoetar, prédic-
tion de 'avénement de Michel Paléologue). Voir G. Dagron et J. Paramelle, «Un
texte patriographique, le Récit merveilleux, trés beau et profitable sur la colonne du
Xeérolophos», Travaux et Mémoires 7 (1979): 491-523; dans ce récit tardif, et bien entendu
légendaire, on trouve lors de travaux exécutés prés du Phanar par Basile I et Léon VI un
buste portant P'inscription BEKAAZX; elle intrigue les empereurs qui procédent 4 une
enquéte. La situation est donc a peu prés la méme qu'ici, et c’est Photius qui résout
I’énigme.

27 Voir notamment A. Delatte et Ch. Josserand, «Contribution a I’étude de la démono-
logie byzantine», Ann. Inst. de Phil. et d’Hist. orient. 2 (1934) = Mélanges Bidez, 1: 207-
232; sur 'usage magique des lettres de 'alphabet, F. Dornseiff, Das Alphabet in Mystik und
Magie (Berlin, 1922).
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Exercice de style? Plaisanterie de lettré? 11 faut aller, je pense, un peu
plus loin. Sans doute Psellos n’est-il pas ici seulement épigraphiste; il
est aussi épistolier et ce passage d'un genre a un autre lui donne toute
liberté d’imagination. Mais cette transposition «littéraire» n’a peut-étre
pas au XI¢ siécle la signification que nous lui préterions aujourd’hui en
I'opposant a une explication «scientifique». Elle a enti¢re validité. De
méme que la critique du XX¢ siécle s’estime en droit de tirer «objective-
ment» des ceuvres et des textes tout ce qu’ils peuvent lui inspirer, sans
trop ce soucier des «intentions» de leurs auteurs et en restituant aux
mots, aux lettres et aux graphismes leurs prestiges oubliés, Psellos ne
croit devoir renoncer 4 aucun des sens que lui suggérent sa culture et son
imagination; ils ne sont pas vrais ou faux, mais inégalement riches et
intéressants. Ainsi se confondent en lui les deux attitudes que nous avons
distinguées dans la tradition des Byzantins «épigraphistes» des siécles
précédents, celle de I’érudit qui transcrit les inscriptions, et celle du
«philosophe» qui les fait chanter.

Collége de France,



Ein Wandgemalde in San Marco, Venedig

O. DEMUS

Ein 1962 vom damaligen Proto von San Marco, Ferdinando Forlati,
unter der Marmorverkleidung des Baptisteriums aufgefundenes und
1963 bekannt gemachtes Fragment! eines urspriinglich recht umfang-
reichen Wandgemaildes hat seither nicht die Beachtung gefunden, die ihm
als einem der wenigen erhaltenen Zeugen der hochmittelalterlichen
Wandmalerei Venedigs zukommt; auBerdem besitzt das Wandgemailde
wegen seines Anbringungsortes besonderes historisches und bauge-
schichtliches Interesse.? Was von dem Gemalde tibrig ist befindet sich,
jetzt vom Mauerkdrper gelost und auf Platten libertragen, gegeniiber
der originalen Lage etwas (ca. 12-14 cm) nach oben verschoben, an
der Nordwand des heutigen Baptisteriums, unterhalb des Mosaiks der
Enthauptung und Grablegung des Tdufers. Wie aus dem Plan (Abb. 1)
ersichtlich, ist diese Wand ein Teil der siidlichen Aussenwand des
westlichen Kreuzarmes (sidliches Seitenschiff) der Kirche. Vom ur-
spriinglichen Bestand ® sind nur Teile der unteren Zone einer Himmel-

! F. Forlati, »Ritrovamenti in San Marco 11, Un affresco del Duecento«, Arte Veneta 17
(1963): 223f.; idem, La Basilica di San Marco artraverso i suoi restauri (Trieste, 1975)
pp. 107ff. Uber weitere Gemaldefragmente aus dem bzw. im Baptisterium siche weiter
unten.

2 Knappe Notizen finden sich in meinem Buch Romanische Wandmalerei (Miinchen,
1968) p. 127, Abb. 7, 8; S. Bettini, »Appunti di storia della pittura Veneta nel Medioevo, I«,
Arte Veneta 20 (1966): 30ff.; D. Dalla Barba Brusin und G. Lorenzoni, L'arte del
patriarcato di Aquileia (Padova, 1968), p. 70f.; R. Pallucchini, La pittura veneziana del
Trecento (Roma, 1964), p. 75; Venezia e Bisanzio (Catalogo, Venezia, 1974), no. 50, mit
Farbabbildung des oberen Teiles der Hauptfigur nach der Restaurierung; eine Farbrepro-
duktion der ganzen Hauptfigur in D. Valeri, G. Manacher, La Basilica di San Marco (1
Tesori, Firenze, 1966), Abb. 31.

3 Eine Abbildung des gegenwiirtigen Gesamtbestandes in Venezia e Bisanzio. Bei der
Wiederanbringung des auf Kunststoffplatten iibertragenen Gemaldes an der Wand wurde
dasselbe gegeniiber der urspriinglichen Lage etwas nach oben verschoben; dadurch wurde
auch das Verhiltnis von Bildfliche und Rahmen etwas verdndert. Die urspriingliche Breite
des Gemildes muB ca. 6 Meter betragen haben, die Hohe des (einzig erhaltenen) unteren
Teiles ca 31/2 Meter. Die urspriingliche Gesamthohe ist kaum abzuschéitzen, war aber
jedenfalls groBer als die der gegenwartigen Arkade.
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fahrisdarstellung erhalten, mit der in ganzer Figur geretteten Gestalt
Mariae; von den zwei flankierenden Engeln fanden sich nur mehr Kopf,
Oberkorper und Fliigel der linken, die Calotte des Hauptes der rechten
Figur; links sind vier Apostelkopfe (teilweise beschddigt) erhalten,
rechts Reste von weiteren vier Aposteln, in fretem Rhythmus anein-
andergereiht; es ist nicht zu bezweifeln, dal} oberhalb dieser Figuren-
zone, durch ein etwa 25 cm breites Ornamentband von ihr getrennt, der
von Engeln zum Himmel getragene Christus dargestellt war. Reste eines
weiteren Ornamentbandes, an dessen unterer Kante noch der obere
Rand eines gemalten Sockelvorhanges erkenntlich ist, schlossen die
Darstellung nach unten ab. Die sonst so haufigen Baume in der unteren
Zone waren nicht dargestellt. Von der urspriinglichen Farbigkeit hat sich
nur wenig erhalten: ausser der Abschattierung des oberen Rosetten- und
Rankenfrieses in rosa, ocker, hellblau und griin auf blauem Grund mit
rotbrauner Rahmung, sind in unverdndertem Ton nur die Inkarnatteile
(Gesichter und Hinde) erhalten; der blaue Grund ist stark nach Grau
verfarbt. Die mittelblaue Lasur des Untergewandes Mariae ist nur am
linken Armel und, in Resten, nahe dem unteren Saum erhalten, das
Ubrige erscheint heute wei mit Vorzeichnung und untermalender
Abschattierung in ocker; von dem urspriinglich wohl mit einer Purpur-
lasur iiberdeckten Maphorion ist nur die rote Untermalung iibrig, die
aber immerhin die originale Struktur der Draperie bewahrt zu haben
scheint. Die urspriingliche Farbe der Schuhe Mariae ist nicht auszu-
machen, jedenfalls ist keine Spur von rot zu sehen. Eine Namensbei-
schrift ist nicht sichtbar.

Vom linken Engel ist die ockerfarbene Untermalung der Fliigel mit
weiB und roten Federn erhalten. Sdmtliche Nimben sind ockerfarben mit
weil-roten Réndern. In seiner urspriinglichen satten Farbigkeit muB das
Gemilde von priachtiger Wirkung gewesen sein (Abb. 2-5).

Sein Gegenstand, die Himmelfahrt Christi, hat nichts mit der heutigen
Widmung des Raumes als Baptisterium zu tun. Das heift natiirlich nicht,
daB in einer Taufkapelle eine Darstellung der Himmelfahrt in einem
groBeren Rahmen nicht moglich gewesen wire, aber eben nur als eine
unter mehreren Darstellungen, als Teil eines Zyklus und nicht an so
betonter Stelle: das Fresko fiillt die ganze linke Wand des Altarteiles
des heutigen Baptisteriums. Allerdings ist festzustellen, da sich im
Museo di San Marco das Fragment einer Wandmalerei befindet, das
der Uberlieferung nach ebenfalls im Baptisterium zum Vorschein ge-
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kommen sein soll (Abb. 6).# Es handelt sich um den Rest (Rumpf und
Hand) einer mit kurzer Tunica (?) bekleideten, vorgeneigten (?) Figur;
links dariiber (zum Teil nur in Vorzeichnung erhalten) Reste einer
Architekturdarstellung, die Ahnlichkeit mit Details der Architekturen
in den Fresken der Krypta von Aquileja aufweist. Auch die Bildung
der (greifenden?) Hand é&hnelt jener der Hdnde in den Aquilejenser
Malereien, mit denen (und zwar vor allem mit den Gewdlbemalereien)
das Fragment im Museo Marciano auch die grobe Technik teilt.’

Eine Deutung des offenbar einem szenischen Zusammenhang ange-
hérigen Fragments ist ebensowenig moglich wie eine genauere Datierung
— ein Datum im 12. Jahrhundert ist aber doch wahrscheinlich. Ein
ikonographischer Zusammenhang mit der Himmelfahrtsdarstellung ist
sicher nicht anzunehmen; auch hat der obere Rahmenstreifen andere
Maaflverhéltnisse. Da auch nicht mit Sicherheit feststeht, ob das Frag-
ment tatsichlich im Baptisterium gefunden wurde, muf} es aus unserer
Untersuchung ausscheiden.

Sicher zur Ausstattung des Baptisteriums als solchen gehGren dagegen
die spdrlichen Reste, die sich an den AuBenwinden (Nord und Siid) des
vor ecinigen Jahren in fragmentarischem Zustand freigelegten Tauf-
beckens (Kreuz im Quadrat) im Ostteil des Baptisteriums gefunden
haben. Erhalten sind die untersten Teile zweier stehender Einzelfiguren,
und zwar mit Sandalen bekleidete FuBe und dunkle Gewandsdume;
Farbcharakter und kompakte Modellierung unterscheiden sich grund-
legend von den Resten des Himmelfahrtsbildes (und dem Fragment im
Museo di San Marco).® Die Himmelfahrt muB3 daher als eine isolierte

4+ F. Forlati, »Lavori di adattamento della Capella Ducale di S. Marco a Basilica e
innovazioni introdotte sino a questi ultimi tempi«, Arre Veneta 16 (1962): 215f.; idem,
La Buasilica, p. 107. Forlati sagt von dem Fragment: »che si diceva in modo generico
proveniente dal Battistero«. Die heute sichtbaren Farben beschrianken sich auf ocker, grau
und mehrere Tone rot-braun.

5 Vergleichbare Details in den Fresken der Krypta von Aquileja am besten in dem
Tafelwerk von D. Gioseffi und E. Belluno, Aquileja: Gli affreschi della Basilica (Cassa
di Risparmio di Udine, Pordenone, 1976); die Tafeln sind nicht nummeriert. Das
Draperieschema des Fragments und die technische Ausfithrung sind noch enger verwandt
mit denen einer Figur in den Profanmalereien der Torre San Zeno in Verona: Demus,
Romanische Wandmalerei, Taf. 75, rechts unten. Man mochte an die gleiche Hand denken.
Vielleicht darf auch die Vermutung ausgesprochen werden, daBB das Fragment im Museo
Marciano einer Profandarstellung angehorte wie die Veroneser Fresken.

¢ Unpubliziert. Das (Immersions-)Taufbecken wurde offenbar bei der Errichtung des
heutigen Baptisteriums im vierzehnten Jahrhundert als Teil des Unterbaues fur den Altar
verwendet und ummantelt, um die riesige Steinplatte zu tragen, von welcher nach der
Legende Christus zur Menge gesprochen haben und die im zwélften Jahrhundert(?) aus
Tyrus nach Venedig gebracht worden sein soll.
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Darstellung angesehen werden. Die ikonographische 7 Rekonstruktion
des Gemaldes muB sich auf den unteren, »irdischen« Teil der Komposi-
tion beschrinken. Vom oberen, »himmlischen« Teil kann mit einiger
Wahrscheinlichkeit nur ausgesagt werden, daB3 in ihm der auf dem
Regenbogen thronende Christus in einer wohl von zwei (kaum von
vier) fliegenden Engeln getragenen Mandorla dargestellt gewesen sein
diirfte. Obwohl in der unteren Zone nur von acht Aposteln Reste
erhalten sind, ist nicht zu bezweifeln, daB urspriinglich alle zwdlf
dargestellt waren. Dem die linke Gruppe anfiihrenden Petrus konnte in
der rechten Halfte Paulus entsprochen haben, doch dies nicht mit
Sicherheit, da auch andere Anordnungen belegt sind und es nicht
feststeht, ob die »byzantinische« Apostelreihe mit Paulus und den
Evangelisten, oder die »historische« Reihe gegeben war, in der etwa
Andreas als erste Figur der rechten Gruppe anzunehmen wire ; auch die
Reihe der Apostel in der linken Gruppe ist nicht ohne weiteres zu
rekonstruieren; die einzige, mit Sicherheit zu benennende Figur ist
Petrus, der ihm folgende bartlose Apostel konnte als Johannes, die
dritte, bartige Figur als Marcus oder Jacobus (major) gedeutet werden.
Der folgende, vierte Apostel ist abermals bartlos; da wohl anzunehmen
ist, daB die Reihe wie die meisten, mit Thomas oder Philippus endete,
kénnten hier Judas Thaddaeus oder Matthias gemeint gewesen sein.
Jedenfalls entspricht die Anordnung, soweit sie sich aus den vier
erhaltenen Kopfen rekonstruieren la8t, keiner der in den Mosaiken
der Kirche erhaltenen Reihen; sie unterscheidet sich auch von den
gebrduchlichen mittelbyzantinischen Folgen, in denen Petrus kaum je
von einem bartlosen Apostel gefolgt ist: Johannes, den wir in unserem
Fresko an dieser Stelle vermuten, ist in byzantinischen Darstellungen der
Himmelfahrt fast immer als weiBbértiger Greis gegeben (wie auch in der
Mittelkuppel von San Marco). Am ehesten kdnnte eine Reihe wie die der
Beisitzer des jiingsten Gerichts an der Westwand der Kathedrale von
Torcello oder die der FuBwaschung am siidlichen Hauptkuppelbogen
von San Marco selbst Pate gestanden sein.®

7 Zur Ikonographie der Himmelfahrt siehe H. Gutberlet, Die Himmelfahrt Christi in der
bildenden Kunst (StraBburg, 1935); H. Schrade, »Zur Ikonographie der Himmelfahrt
Christi«, in Vortrige der Bibliothek Warburg, Vol. 8 (Leipzig, 1930), p. 66ff.; G. Schiller,
lkonographie der christlichen Kunst, Vol. 3 (Giitersloh, 1971) p. 141ff.; Reallexikon der
byzantinischen Kunst, Vol. 2 (Stuttgart, 1971) 1232 (Wessel).

8 Zu den verschiedenen Apostellisten vgl. G. de Jerphanion, »Quels sont les douze
Apdtres dans I'iconographie chrétienne?«, La voix des monuments (Paris-Bruxelles, 1830),
pp. 189ff.; u. I. Andreescu, »Torcello 1II. La chronologie des mosaiques pariétales«,
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 30 (1976): 245ff. In der Apostelreihe der FuBwaschung am
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Als einzige der teilweise erhaltenen Figuren weist Petrus (mit der
Linken) nach oben; die Hinde der die Jungfrau flankierenden Engel sind
mit verehrenden Gesten auf diese Mittelfigur bezogen und weisen nicht,
wie in den meisten byzantinischen Darstellungen (nach Ap. G. 1: 10,11)
nach oben, auf den zum Himmel getragenen Christus. Dadurch und
durch die grofle Orantengeste ist Maria als Hauptfigur stidrker betont als
iiblich; im Gegensatz dazu ist die Orans in den Mosaiken von San Marco
und Murano (Apsis), sowie in den Himmelfahrtsdarstellungen der Pala
d’Oro mit vor der Brust parallel nach auflen gewendeten Hinden
gegeben.®

Die hoch erhobenen, hart abgewinkelten Arme und Héidnde — so
dafl die Unterarme senkrecht, die Hinde wagrecht stehen und die
abgespreizten Daumen die Senkrechten der Unterarme fortsetzen, —
verleihen dem Orantengestus Mariae im Wandgemilde des Baptis-
teriums eine in Werken des spiteren zwdlften und des dreizehnten
Jahrhunderts kaum anzutreffende archaische Strenge und Ausdrucks-
kraft.’® Ein weiteres ausdruckssteigerndes Element ist das (goldene)
Suppedaneum, auf dem die Figur steht.

Das Gewand der Orans — blaues Untergewand, purpurviolettes
Maphorion mit (fast verschwundenen) Sternen auf Stirn und Schultern
— entspricht dem normalen byzantinischen Habitus, allerdings mit
einer nicht unwichtigen Zutat: von dem (nicht sichtbaren weil vom
Maphorion verdeckten) Giirtel hdngt nicht, wie gewdhnlich in byzan-
tinischen Darstellungen, ein schmales kurzes Tiichlein herab, sondern
das weit seltenere breite und lange Band, eine Art subcinctorium ' mit
ornamentiertem unteren AbschluB. Nach J. Braun handelt es sich um ein

siidlichen Kuppelbogen von San Marco folgen auf Petrus ein Unbértiger, ein Bértiger und
abermals ein Unbirtiger, wie in dem Himmelfahrtsfresko. Allerdings ist der Birtige in
der FuBwaschung deutlich als Andreas gekennzeichnet wihrend der Typus der dritten
Figur im Fresko keinesfalls mit Andreas identifiziert werden kann.

® Eine Liste von Himmelfahrisdarstellungen mit dem »kleinen« Orantengestus bei
H. Gutberlet (wie Anm. 7), p. 137.

10 Zur Orans im Allgemeinen zuletzt C. Belting-Thm, » > Sub matris tutela < «, Abh. der
Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Klasse, 1976/3 (Heidelberg, 1976),
bes. p. 58ff. — Parallelen zur Orans des Baptisteriumfreskos sind eher in makedonischen
und friihkomnenischen Werken wie der Kuppel der H. Sophia in Saloniki, der Eudokia
(Einlegearbeit) des Archiologischen Museums in Istanbul, der Orans in der unteren Reihe
der Pala d’Oro zu sehen, als etwa in Cefalu oder Torcello (Westwand). Der Typus des
Freskos im Baptisterium ist weit seltener als der mit schrig erhobenen Unterarmen; so
folgen auch die meisten Ubrigen Darstellungen der »grofien Orans« in Venedig dem
letzteren Typ (C. Belting-Thm, p. 65).

v Cf. J. Braun, Die liturgische Gewandung in Orient und Occident (Freiburg im Breisgau,
1907), pp. 117ff.
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urspriinglich spezifisch bischofliches (und péapstliches) Ornatstiick, das
vielleicht als Hinweis darauf zu deuten ist, daB Maria hier auch als
Personifikation der Ecclesia zu sehen ist. Analogien finden sich in
Parenzo (thronende Maria der Hauptapsis) und Ravenna (Orans aus der
Apsis der Kathedrale, von 1112), um nur Beispiele aus der Mosaikkunst
zu nennen.!2

Ikonographisch ist das Wandgemilde im Baptisterium von den sonst
in San Marco vorhandenen Darstellungen des Themas (zwei in der Pala
d’Oro, Hauptkuppel, Fassade) sowohl in der Gesamtanlage als auch in
nahezu allen Details denkbar verschieden.

Der seltsamste Zug unserer Himmelfahrtsdarstellung ist aber nicht
irgendeine Einzelheit, sondern die Trennung der irdischen Zone mit
Maria, Engeltrabanten und Aposteln, von der himmlischen, mit dem
von Engeln zum Himmel getragenen Christus, durch ein breites Orna-
mentband, so, als ob es sich um zwei verschiedene Szenen handelte.
Der Ursprung (und damit in unserem Falle wohl auch das Vorbild)
dieser in zwei Teile zerschnittenen Komposition diirfte in Apsisdar-
stellungen zu suchen sein: die ltesten Beispiele haben sich in koptischen
Apsiden (Bawit, Kapellen XVII, XVIII etc.) erhalten.!? Allerdings wire
es richtiger, hier nicht von »Beispielen« sondern von Analogien zu
sprechen, da der Gegenstand dieser Wandmalereien nicht eigentlich die
Himmelfahrt sondern eine Kombination dieser Szene mit der Gottes-
vision nach Ezechiel (1:4-28) ist. Es gibt aber zeitlich ndherliegende
Parallelen, die eindeutig die Himmelfahrt darstellen, ohne die zur
Majestasvision gehorenden Zutaten (wie vier Zoa, Feuerwagen etc.), so
zum Beispiel das (jetzt nach Montecassino ilibertragene) Apsisfresko von
Santa Maria di Trochio, hier iibrigens mit 4 Tragengeln in der
Concha.'* Eine weitere Darstellung dieses Typus auf italienischem
Boden wurde kiirzlich von Mme. Hadermann-Misguich bekannt ge-
macht: die allerdings zum grossen Teil zerstorte Apsisdarstellung in Sta
Maria Maggiore in Ninfa (Lazio), wo der auffahrende Christus der
Conche von den Aposteln der Apsiswand durch ein Band in rotem Ocker
getrennt ist.'> Noch schérfer ist die Trennung der beiden Zonen durch

12 Weitere Beispiele: zwei thronende Madonnen in Sta. Maria Antiqua, wo das reich
verzierte Band eher Teil eines kaiserlichen Ornats zu sein scheint; eine Ikone in Bisceglie,
Unteritalien: V.N. Kondakov, Ikonografija Bogomateri, vol. 2 (Petrograd, 1915),
Abb. 219.

13 C. Ihm, Die Programme der christlichen Apsismalerei vom 4. Jakrhundert bis zur Mitte
des 8. Jahrhunderts (Wiesbaden, 1960), pp. 971f.

4 E. Bertaux, L'art dans I'ltalie méridionale (Paris, 1904), p. 249.

!5 L. Hadermann-Misguich, »Influence stylistique de Byzance sur les peintures médiévales
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ein breites Ornamentband im Giebelmosaik von S. Frediano in Lucca.!®
Weitere Parallelen der Scheidung der irdischen von der himmlischen
Zone der Himmelfahrtsdarstellung finden sich in Glasgemélden,!” wo
die Trennuxfg allerdings durch die Stockwerkteilung der schmalen
Bahnen bedingt ist, in Miniaturen,’® und besonders hdufig in den
Tympana romanischer Portale.’® In diesen letzteren enthilt das Halb-
rund des Tympanons die von Engeln getragene Mandorla mit der Figur
Christi, widhrend die Apostel getrennt darunter, im horizontalen
Tiirsturz untergebracht sind.

In allen diesen Beispielen ist die Trennung der beiden Zonen in
irgendeiner Weise durch Format oder Struktur des Bildtrdgers (Concha-
Cylinderwand, Gliederung des Fensters, Giebelwand, Tympanon-Tiir-
sturz) bestimmt. Gibt oder gab es auch in San Marco einen entsprechen-
den Grund oder AnlaB fiir die Trennung der beiden Zonen?

Die Frage ist nicht leicht zu beantworten, da in unserem Fall die
urspriingliche Struktur und Funktion des Bildtrdgers, der siidlichen
Aussenwand der Kirche, durch die Erbauung des Baptisteriums, dessen
Nordwand sie nun bildet, grundlegend verdndert worden sein kann. Es
ist daher ein niheres Eingehen auf die Geschichte desselben notwendig.
In seiner heutigen Form ist das Baptisterium unter dem Dogen Soranzo
(1312-28) errichtet worden, der auch dort begraben liegt.>° Die Cronaca
Agostini sagt von ihm, daB er »in loco puerorum (Taufkapelle) ubi construi
fecerat arcam suam« begraben wurde. Die Mosaikausstattung wurde von
Andrea Dandolo (Doge 1343-1354) vielleicht schon wihrend der Tatig-

de Ninfa (Latium)« Vortrag beim XVI. Internationalen Byzantin. KongreB (Wien, 1981).
Mme Hadermann-Misguich weist bereits auf das Fresko im Baptisterium von San Marco
als nichste Parallele hin. — Die Teilung von Himmelfahrtsdarstellungen in irdische und
himmlische Zonen begegnet auch in Kappadokien, so z.B. in der Elmali Kilisse, wo der
von Engeln getragene Christus im gerahmten Scheitel eines kuppelartigen Gewdélbes
dargestellt ist, wihrend die Apostel in einer trapezoiden Schildbogenwand darunter
angeordnet sind: M. Restle, Die byzantinische Wandmalerei in Kleinasien, vol. 2
(Recklinghausen, 1967), pp. 185ff.

16 Tafel 49 bei H. Decker, Italia Romanica (Wien-Munchen, 1958).

17 Zum Beispiel Le Mans, Kathedrale, siidliches Seitenschiff (ca. 1140-45): L. Grodecki,
Romanische Glasmalerei (Fribourg-Stuttgart, 1977), Taf. 46; Poitiers, Kathedrale, Chor
(op. cit. Taf. 58); in zwei getrennten Medaillons: Le Champ-prés-Froges (Isére; West-
fernster, ca. 1160-70; op. cir. Taf. 162).

'8 Zum Beispiel Sacramentar von St.-Etienne, Limoges, in Paris, Bibl. Nat., Lat. 9438,
fol. 84 v: E. Male, Religious Art in France (Princeton, 1966), Abb. &5.

' Um nur wenige charakterische Beispiele zu nennen: Toulouse, St.-Sernin, Porte
Miégeville; Cahors, St.-Etienne; Anzy-le-Duc: Male, Religious Art, Abb. 42, 86, 83;
Petershausen: Gutberlet, Die Himmelfahrt Christi, Taf. 25.

20 La Ducale Basilica: Documenti (Venezia, 1886), p. 212, no. 829.
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keit als Procurator (ab 1328) begonnen und unter Giovanni Gradenigo
(Doge 1355/56) vollendet. Auch Dandolo ist im Baptisterium begraben,
und zwar als letzter der Dogen, die in San Marco ihre Ruhestitte
gefunden haben.?! Dabei ist festzustellen, daB sich schon vor der
Errichtung der heutigen Taufkapelle an dieser Stelle ein Taufbrunnen
befand, eben jener oben erwdhnte, dessen Reste vor kurzem freigelegt
wurden: sie reichen (mit ihren Malereifragmenten) sicher ins spite
zwolfte oder das frithe dreizehnte Jahrhundert zuriick.?2

In der Cronaca Caroldo wird berichtet dal Andrea Dandolo »nel
portico della chiesa di San Marco, dove hora ¢ il battistero« begraben
wurde: danach war das Areal des heutigen Baptisteriums urspriinglich
Teil eines portico, das heiBt wohl einer Vorhalle (siche Anm. 21).

Wie sah nun dieser portico an der Siidseite der Kirche, oOstlich des
Ante-Vestibulums (der spiteren Capella Zen) vor der Errichtung des
heutigen Baptisteriums Soranzo’s aus? Wir haben dariiber zwar keine
direkten Nachrichten, und volle Gewissheit wiirde sich wohl erst durch
sondierende Grabungen gewinnen lassen; immerhin kénnen mit Hilfe
einiger Anhaltspunkte und Uberlegungen schon jetzt gewisse Vermu-
tungen mit hohem Wahrscheilichkeitsgrad gewagt werden.

Das durch die Haupttiir vom rechten (siidl.) Seitenschiff der Kirche
zugingliche Baptisterium besteht aus zwei Kuppeltraveen und einer
im Westen vorgelagerten schmalen, tonnengewolbten Vorhalle, mit
Tiiren nach Siiden (ins Freie) und in die westlich von dieser gelegene
Capella Zen, die urspriingliche Eingangshalle (Ante-Vestibulum) des
Atriums (Narthex). Der zur Verfligung stehende Raum war in der
West-Ost-Erstreckung durch den Abstand dieses Ante-Vestibulums und
der Westwand des siidlichen Querschiffes der Kirche gegeben, in seiner
nord-siidlichen Breite durch die dussere Stidwand des Westfliigels der
Kirche, und die Nordwand des Tesoro, der Schatzkammer. Diese
vorgegebenen Begrenzungen bestimmten die Raumform des Einbaues
des vierzehnten Jahrhunderts: die Breite gestattete (und bedingte)
den Durchmesser der Kuppeln.: Der Durchmesser der Kuppeln ist
nicht unwesentlich grdsser als jener der Atrium (Narthex)-Kuppeln;
im Westen blieb dabei noch ein Raumstiick iibrig, das fiir eine
dritte. Kuppeltravee zu schmal war und daher nur mit einer schmalen

2t La Ducale Basilica: Documenti, p. 212, nos. 831 (Rafaino Caresini), 837 (Caroldo).
Uber Andrea Dandolo’s Bedeutung fiir San Marco siche H. Buchthal, Historia Troiana
(London, 1971) bes. p. 61ff.

22 Das ergibt sich aus den Resten der Fresken an den AuBenwiinden des z.T. in den
Boden eingelassenen Taufbeckens, siehe oben S. 130.
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Quertonne iiberwdlbt werden konnte; die Verbindungstir zum Ante-
Vestibulum (Cappella Zen) muflte asymmetrisch in die Trennwand
(Westwand) des Baptisteriums eingesetzt werden. Eine weitere Unregel-
miBigkeit wurde durch die Notwendigkeit veranlasst, mit dem Siid-
fenster (unter der westlichen Kuppel), dem einzigen AuBenfenster des
eigentlichen Baptisteriums, an der Nordwestecke des Tesoro ins Freie zu
kommen. Dazu bedurfte es einer kuriosen Abschrdgung des Ostlichen
Fenstergewindes und einer entsprechenden Abschneidung der Nord-
westecke des Tesoro. Hitte es noch eines Beweises bedurft, dafl das
Baptisterium in den Raum zwischen der Stidwand der Kirche und der
Nordwand des Tesoro eingeschoben — fast mochte man sagen, einge-
zwingt — wurde, wire dieser Beweis durch die Verlegenheitslosung des
Siidfensters gegeben. Wie und wann kam aber dieser »tote« Raum
zwischen Kirche und Tesoro zustande, der nachtriglich vom Hauptteil
des Baptisteriums ausgefiillt wurde? Mit anderen Worten: aus welcher
Zeit stammt der Westteil des Tesoro, der fiir die 6stliche Hilfte des
Baptisteriums die Siidwand bilden sollte?

Die meisten Autoren haben der grossen Mauerdicke dieses seltsam
ungegliederten »Kastens« wegen, auf das hohe Alter dieses Bauwerkes
geschlossen, in seinen Mauern sogar Reste jenes Turmes oder jener
Kapelle des ehemaligen Dogenpalastes sehen wollen, in dem die 829
nach Venedig gebrachten Reliquien des heiligen Marcus untergebracht
worden sein sollen bevor die erste Kirche zu ihrer wiirdigen Beisetzung 23
vollendet war. Gegen diese Annahme spricht vorerst, daB zwischen
diesem West- (und Haupt-)Teil des heutigen Tesoro und dem Dogen-
palast keine sichtbare oder nachweisbare Verbindung besteht oder
bestand. Es ist wahrscheinlicher, daB es sich bei diesem stark um-
mauerten Bau einfach um einen Teil des Neubaues des Tesoro handelt,
der die durch den Brand von 1230/31 zerstorte alte Schatz- und
Reliquienkammer der Kirche zu ersetzen hatte. DaB diese alte Reliquien-
kammer sich nicht an dieser Stelle befunden hatte, wird aus den
Berichten iiber den Brand wahrscheinlich, in denen ausdriicklich gesagt
wird, daB diese urspriingliche, in Brand geratene Schatzkammer auf
allen Seiten von Holz umgeben war (»quae de lignis magnis de subtus
et de supra et circumquaque per totum erat cohoperta«),2* was gewiss

23 Cf. O. Demus, The Church of San Marco in Venice (Washington, 1960) p. 11. La
Ducale Basilica: Documenti, p. 3, no. 21; cf. auch R. Cattaneo, in La Ducale Basilica:
Testo, p. 163f. :

24 La Ducale Basilica: Documenti, p. 12f. no. 97.
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nicht auf die Lage des heutigen Tesoro paBt. Dall man den Neubau mit
méachtigen Mauern und nur einem, stark vergitterten Fenster errichtete,
erklirt sich wohl aus dem Sicherheitsbediirfnis der Schatz- und Reli-
quienkammer und hat nichts mit dem gemutmaBten hohen Alter zu tun.
Zum Schmuck der ungegliederten AuBenwidnde wurden Reliefs und
Plastiken (unter anderen die vier Porphyrfiguren an der Siidwestecke)
aus der Konstantinopler Beute verwendet. Wir glauben daher, daB dieser
Bau erst nach dem Brand von 1230/31 errichtet wurde und daB bis dahin
die siidliche AuBenmauer des Westarmes der Kirche (zwischen Quer-
schiff und Siidvorhalle) freilag, bezichungsweise von einer offenen
Arkade, dem oben erwihnten siidlichen Portico begleitet war. Wie dieser
aussah, 1468t sich ohne Abnahme des iiber dem Fresko befindlichen
Mosaiks des vierzehnten Jahrhunderts nicht feststellen. Die Tatsache
aber, daB die Mittelachse des Wandgemaldes (gleich der Mittelachse der
Zentralfigur der Jungfrau) ziemlich genau der Mittelachse der gegen-
wirtig dariiber befindlichen Lunette entspricht,?® legt den Gedanken
nahe, daB sich urspriinglich hier ebenfalls eine Arkade befand, bloB als
architektonisches Relief an der AuBenmauer der Kirche, oder verbunden
mit einem Gewolbe. Das Wesentliche ist aber, dafl die Wand ungefihr
in der gleichen Hohe wie heute, durch ein Gesims geteilt gewesen sein
diirfte, und daB das Vorhandensein eines solchen Gesimses aller Wahr-
scheinlichkeit nach der Grund fiir die Zweiteilung der Himmelfahrts-
darstellung in eine himmlische (oberhalb) und eine irdische Zone
(unterhalb des Gesimses) war.

Wenn unsere Rekonstruktion richtig ist, dann war das durch ein
Gesims geteilte Gemailde vor der Errichtung des neuen Tesoro (1231 ff.)
von aufen sichtbar. Diese Annahme wiirde auch mit der gleich nidher zu
definierenden Funktion des Gemaildes {ibereinstimmen, ja seine raison
d’étre erkliren.

Das Thema des Wandgemadldes hat, wie gesagt, nichts mit der Taufe
zu tun; es verbildlicht viel mehr eines der groBten Staatsfeste Venedigs,
das Fest der Himmelfahrt, der Ascensio Domini, der »Sensa«.2® Der
Ursprung dieses Staatsfestes wird von der venezianischen Tradition
darauf zuriickgefiihrt, daB die Ausfahrt der Flotte zum Krieg gegen die

25 Sichtbar bei Forlati, La Basilica, Abb. 6.

26 Laq festa della Sensa. Notizie storiche, a cura del Comitato »Viva San Marco« ( Venezia,
1913); G. Renier Michiel, Origine delle feste Veneziane (2. Aufl. Venezia, 1916) passim; B.
Tamassia Mazzarotto, Le feste Veneziane (Firenze, 1961), p. 180ff. Uber die Verbindung
mit dem »pactum« von 1170 siehe H. Kretschmayr, Geschichie von Venedig, vol. 1 (Gotha,
1905), p. 267f.
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Narentaner und damit zur »Eroberung« der Adria (Dalmatiens) am
Himmelfahrtstag des Jahres 1000 stattfand. Der siegereiche Doge Pietro
Orseolo I1. fiihrte von da ab den Titel »Dux Dalmatiae«. Der Festtag
gewann erneute und gesteigerte Bedeutung durch den (legendiren) Sieg
der Venezianer bei Salvore iiber die Flotte Barbarossas im Jahre 1177
und das darauffolgende, vom Dogen Sebastiano Ziani vermittelte
pactum Venetum zwischen Barbarossa und dem Papst. Mit diesem
Triumph wurde in der spiteren venezianischen Uberlieferung die Insti-
tution des »sposalizio del mar« und der »fiera della sensa«, der grossen
am Himmelfahrtstag stattfindenden Handelsmesse in Verbindung ge-
bracht. Vieles an dieser Uberlieferung ist gewiss legendir, es kann aber
kein Zweifel daran bestehen, daB das Himmelfahrtsfest bereits im
11. Jahrhundert eines der héchsten und populirsten venezianischen
Feste gewesen ist; es ist auBerdem wahrscheinlich, daB die fiera della
sensa schon vor 1177 alljahrlich um den Himmelfahrtstag stattfand.

Mit der Feier dieses Festes ist unseres Erachtens die Anbringung des
Himmelfahrtsfreskos, von auBlen sichtbar, an' der Siidseite von San
Marco in Verbindung zu bringen. Eine genaue Datierung ist damit
nicht gegeben, wir sind dafir ausschlieBlich auf die stilistische Analyse
angewiesern.

Als erstes Resultat einer solchen Analyse mag die Feststellung gelten,
daB es sich um das Werk eines venezianischen Meisters handelt. Es
hat zwar nichts mit den wenigen in Venedig selbst erhaltenen (oder
wenigstens dokumentierten) Wandmalereien zu tun, nichts mit dem
wihrend des Krieges in San Nicolo di Lido entdeckten und bald darauf
zerstorten Fragment einer Olbergdarstellung,?” den wesentlich spiteren
in San Zan Degola,?® und jenen in SS. Apostoli,2® wohl aber besteht eine
nicht zu verkennende Verwandtschaft mit der Ausmalung der Krypta der
Kathedrale von Aquileja.?® Diese Verwandtschaft, vor allem in Farbe
und Technik, insbesondere den WeiBhohungen im Incarnat, und zum

27 Abgebildet bei S. Bettini, Mosaici antichi di San Marco a Venezia (Bergamo, 1944),
Textabb. fig. 1; Storia di Venezia, Vol. 1 (Centro internazionale delle arti e del costume,
Venezia, 1958) Abb. 76.

28 Venezia e Bisanzio, nos. 61, 62 mit Abb. und Bibliographie.

2% Venezia e Bisanzio, no. 110.

3¢ Die neuere Bibliographie bei J. Kugler, »Byzantinisches und Westliches in den
Kryptafresken von Aquileia«, Wiener Jahrbuch fiir Kunstgeschichte 26 (1973): 7ff.;
Demus, Romanische Wandmalerei, p. 127 (dort schon Korrektur meiner verfehlten, 1959
vertretenen Frithdatierung). Die beste Sammlung ausgezeichneter Farbabbildungen in
Gioseffi und Belluno, Agquileia.
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Teil der Ornamentik,! ist so eng, daB an der Zugehorigkeit beider
Bestinde zu der gleichen Werkstatt-Tradition gar kein Zweifel bestehen
kann. Die schon hiufig geduBerte, ja heute wohl weitgehend akzeptierte
Meinung, daf} es sich dabei um eine spezifisch venezianische Tradition
handelt, wird durch das Himmelfahrtsfresko zur GewiBheit und zwar
gerade durch die Tatsache, daB die beiden Werke zeitlich verschiedenen
Entwicklungsphasen derselben Kunsttradition angehoren. Die zeitlich
bedingten Unterschiede sind ebenso unverkennbar wie die »schulméBi-
gen« Ubereinstimmungen. Die Technik der Aquilejenser Fresken ist
nicht nur fliissiger, sie ist auch fliichtiger, routinierter und mechanischer.
Die WeiBBhohungen sind ins Inkarnat nicht eingebunden sondern bilden
fast selbstindige Muster: ein oberflidchlicher Illusionismus, der mit
Tupfen und Flecken arbeitet, ist an die Stelle einer zwar kiihnen aber
noch immer graphisch modellierenden Lichtmalerei getreten.

Die grofte Differenz besteht aber im Ausdruck. Die-Figuren des
Himmelfahrtsfreskos sind ernster, strenger, hoheitsvoller, ihre Gesten
feierlich — man vergleiche etwa den Orantengestus Mariae im Baptiste-
rium mit dem des heiligen Hermagoras zwischen Fortunatus und Syrus
in Aquileja. Hier handelt es sich nicht um bloBe Qualitidtsunterschiede
sondern auch um eine nicht zu unterschitzende zeitliche Differenz.3?
Wihrend die Aquilejenser Fresken bereits ans Ende des zwdlften Jahr-
hunderts zu setzen sind, mu3 die Himmelfahrt des Baptisteriums von
San Marco doch erheblich frither datiert werden.

Wie es sich-bei der venezianischen Malerei des zwolften Jahrhunderts
fast von selbst versteht, sind Stil und Technik sowohl des Himmelfahrt-
freskos als auch der Wandmalereien der Krypta von Aquileja der byzan-
tinische Kunst aufs tiefste verpflichtet, wobei sich das venezianische
Fresko mehr an der hochkomnenischen, die Aquilejenser Malereien
mehr an der spatkomnenischen Entwicklung der byzantinischen Malerei
orientieren. Aber sowohl bei den ilteren wie bei den jiingeren venezia-’
nischen Wandmalereien besteht ein grundlegender Unterschied gegen-

31 Sjehe z.B. die Untermalung der beiden Marienfiguren in Venedig und Aquileja
(Marienmaiestas) und den abgeschatteten Farbwechsel in den Rosetten der oberen Bordiire
in Venedig und (vereinzelt) in Aquileja (kreisformig gerahmte Rosette unterhalb der
Bischofsweihe des Hermagoras). Auch die Nimben sind gleich behandelt, die Haarbinder
der Engel haben die gleiche, sehr spezifische Form mit pfeilférmigen Ansitzen und Enden.
Andererseits unterscheiden sich die meisten Motive der Aquilejenser Fresken (Knétchen-
ranke, antikisierende Details) grundsitzlich von denen des Himmelfahrtsfreskos.

32 Das wurde auch schon von J. Kugler, »Die Kryptafresken der Basilika von Aquileia«,
Studien zu einer Monographie (unpublizierte Dissertation, Wien, 1969), p. 96, Anm.,
geschen.
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iiber den zeitgendssischen oder unmittelbar vorangehenden byzanti-
nischen Werken in der Art der weiBlen Lichthéhungen, vor allem in den
Gesichtern: das weile Lineament der byzantinischen Werke ist immer
rhythmisch zusammenhéngend, in der Spitzeit auch ausgesprochen
formzeichnend, das Relief umschreibend, wihrend die Lichter in den
venezianischen Malereien abstrakte, unzusammenhédngende, oft hart
aneinanderstoBende Arabesken bilden — hdarter und strichférmiger
in den &lteren (Baptisterium), weicher, malerischer in den jiingeren
(Aquileja) Fresken. In dieser Beziehung lassen sich kaum groBere
Gegensitze in der Form der Lichthéhungen denken, als die zwischen
dem Kopf des (einzigen, teilweise erhaltenen) Engels im venezianischen
Himmelfahrtsbild und dem Kopf des Verkiindigungsengels in der Miroz
Kathedrale in Pskov,®3 ganz abgesehen von der expressiven Qualitit
des ersten gegeniiber der (wenn auch etwas provinziell verformten)
Klassizitét des letzteren.

Wegen dieser und anderer grundlegender Differenzen kénnen byzan-
tinische Werke nicht ohne weiteres zur Datierung des Himmelfahrts-
bildes im Baptisterium von San Marco herangezogen werden. Auch von
venezianischer Seite ist eine absolute Datierung wegen des Mangels an
unmittelbar vergleichbaren Wandmalereien nicht leicht zu erbringen.
Sicher ist jedoch, daB das Fresko einer fritheren Entwicklungsstufe ange-
hort als die Ausmalung der Krypta von Aquileja. Auch der Vergleich mit
venezianischen Mosaiken kann nur recht allgemeine Datierungshilfen
beibringen. Die auBerordentliche Strenge des Antlitzes Mariae weist in
eine Zeit die jener der Orans in der Ostkuppel *# (zweite »Schicht«) und
der Apsisfigur von Murano ** vorangegangen sein muB; auch die strenge
Symmetrie der Anordnung des Maphorions erinnert eher an Werke wie
die Orans aus dem Dom von Ravenna3® von 1112 als an solche des
vorgeschrittenen Jahrhunderts.

Was von den Kopfen der Apostel iibrig ist, findet seine nédchsten
Analogien in den Apostelreihen der christologischen Darstellungen am
Siidbogen der Vierung, etwa in den Christus folgenden Figuren des
Einzugs in Jerusalem.?” Der Typus Petri mit vergleichsweise glattem,
strahnigem Haar begegnet dort ebenso wie eine Besonderheit, die in den
spateren venezianischen Mosaiken, denen der Mittelkuppel und ihres

33 Abb. bei V.N. Lazarev, Freski Staroj Ladogi (Moskau, 1960), Taf. 100.

34 Abb. bei Bettini, Mosaici, Taf. IX.

35 Abb. bei W. Weidlé, Mosaici Veneziani (Torino, 1956), Taf. 32.

36 Abb. bei V.N. Lazarev, Storia della pittura bizantina (Milano, 1967), Abb. 366.
37 Bettini, Mosaici, Taf. XIII.
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Westgewodlbes (Passion) nicht mehr anzutreffen ist, ndmlich eine helle,
gegen die Wange von einer dunklen Linie abgesetzte Haarstrahne, die
iiber dem Ohr beginnt, in ziigigem Schwung in den runden Kinnbart
miindet, und wie eine Fuge zwischen Haar und Gesicht wirkt.

Auch der Habitus der beiden bartlosen Kopfe des Freskos findet sich
in den im Mosaik des Einzuges Petrus folgenden Aposteljlinglingen: die
etwas gekriimmte Nase, das starke Kinn, der ziemlich groBe Mund mit
dem suffisanten Lacheln — in all dem herrscht eine gewisse Familien-
dhnlichkeit, die davor warnt die beiden Werkgruppen allzuweit ausein-
ander zu riicken. Es darf daher wohl an ein Datum zwischen diesen der
ersten Hilfte des zwolften Jahrhunderts angehdrenden Mosaiken und
den aus seinem Ende stammenden Fresken der Crypta von Aquileja
gedacht werden.

Vielleicht kann man mit einer Datierung um die Mitte des 12.
Jahrhunderts rechnen. Zeitlich niher an Aquileja mochte man das
Fragment im Museo Marciano riicken, wobei es ungewil3 bleibt ob es
iberhaupt aus den Baptisterium stammt und ob es in die Entwicklungs-
linie einzugliedern ist, die vom Himmelfahrtsfresko zur Krypta von
Aquileja fiihrt.?8

Universitdt Wien
(Professor Emeritus)

*%  Die von E. Cozzi, »L’arcangelo Michele: un affresco poco noto dell’Abbazia di Sesto
al Reghena«, Arre Veneta 29 (1975): 75ff., Abb. 1, 2 mit dem Baptisteriumfresko in
Zusammenhang gebrachten Reste von Wandgemalden sind zu schlecht erhalten, um ein
begriindetes Urteil zu gestatten. Eine direkte Beziehung zu San Marco oder zu Aquileja
scheint mir nicht vorhanden (vgl. die Einzelheiten der Fliigelbildung).
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1. San Marco, Grundrifl (nach Ongania).
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2. San Marco, Baptisterium, Wandgemalde, Mittelstiick vor Restaurierung
(Aufn. 1. Strempel).



3. San Marco, Oberkérper Mariae (Aufn. 1. Strempel).
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4. San Marco, Linker Engel (Aufn. 1. Strempel).
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5. San Marco, Kopfe von vier Aposteln; nach Restaurierung (Aufnahme Procuratoria di San Marco).
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6. Museo di San Marco, Fragment eines Wandgemiildes
(Aufnahme Procuratoria di San Marco).



A Silver Vessel in the Collection of Elie Borowski

ERICA CRUIKSHANK DODD

A silver vessel in the collection of Dr. Elie Borowski, Toronto, is another
example of silverwork from one of the most interesting periods of
Byzantine art, the critical years before Iconoclasm. The last word has
not been written about Byzantine art of this period, although it has
drawn the attention of several scholars who describe the tensions
experienced between established classical habits and the developing
forms of the medieval world.! The ““glaring dichotomy” in the art of this
period, as Kitzinger described it,? the vacillation between an enduring
but tired classical tradition and the increasing excitement of ideas
apparently antithetical to classicism, are nowhere so evident as in the art
of the seventh century. The Borowski bowl in itself illustrates this crisis,
and it may be compared with other silver objects from the same period.
The advantage of studying silver objects as a group is that they offer
comparisons in similar medium and technique with the added advantage
that some of them are dated by their hallmarks.

Apart from the continuing “hellenistic” tradition® in seventh-century
art and the breakthrough of a formal and symbolic style, there is another
factor in the artistic milieu of the time that has attracted less attention
and yet is prominent in the sixth century and has played some part in the
developments of the seventh. This is the deliberate adoption of Iranian or
Sassanian ideas imported directly to Constantinople. The relationship
between the Arabs and Byzantium is believed to have been an influential
factor in the disputes of Iconoclasm, but when and how this influence

! The relevant literature is given in Ernst Kitzinger, “The Hellenistic Heritage in

Byzantine Art Reconsidered,” Jahrbuch der Gsterreichischen Byzantinistik 31 (1981):
657-675; for general summaries, see Ernst Kitzinger, Byzantine Art in the Making
(London, 1977), pp. 99ff.; C. Mango, Byzantium: The Empire of New Rome (London,
1980), pp. 261ff.

2 Kitzinger, Byzantine Art in the Making, p. 111.

* Here I use the term ‘“hellenistic”” interchangeably with ‘“classical,” meaning the
continuing traditions of the greco-roman world in the Byzantine East. See Kitzinger, “The
Hellenistic Heritage,” p. 659.
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penetrated Byzantium has not been fully appreciated.* Indeed, Iranian
forces of influence were experienced in the capital long before the Arabs
posed a threat to Byzantium. As early as the first quarter of the sixth
century a “whole new vocabulary of ornament appears.”® The Borowski
vessel presents a modest illustration of this development in the seventh
century. That is to say, the basic elements of this bowl are traditional and
classical. The imago clipeata containing the bust of a saint, surrounded
by grapevines with birds eating the grapes, are banal and can be traced
back as far as genuinely hellenistic prototypes. The presentation of these
motifs, however, is anticlassical and the language affected is partly
Sassanian.

The Borowski silver vessel (fig. 1) is 16.4-16.5 cm. in diameter and is
relatively shallow, standing less than three centimeters high. There is no
trace of ornamentation on the inside of the bowl, which was clearly not
meant to be seen. The relief was hammered from the back in repoussé
technique and then chased from the front. The work is comparatively
crude. There is rich gilding of the relief but the gilding is splashed
carelessly over the design. In the center is a roundel surrounded by a rope
design and containing the bust of a nimbed saint holding a cross. Around
this central medallion is a vine scroll containing peacocks pecking at
bunches of stylized grapes.® The leaves of the vine bear no resemblance
to vine leaves. They are either formal, tri-lobed fecundities or, in the
intersteces of the vines, lance-shaped palm fronds. This formal vine scroll
is common on vessels from the Eastern empires, Bactrian or Sassanian,
and the lance-shaped leaves are also typical of Eastern styles.” Although
the work is technically crude, the composition also follows Sassanian
models as, for example, on a bowl in Detroit (fig. 2).® The size and shape

4+ 1. Shahid, “The Iranian Factor in Byzantium during the Reign of Heraclius,”
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 26 (1972): 293ff.

5 C. Mango, Byzantium, p. 262. Mango cites especially the example of the Church of St.
Polyeuctus in Istanbul: R.N. Harrison and N. Firath, in Dumbarton Oaks Papers 19
(1965): 230ff.; 20 (1966): 222fT.; 21 (1967): 273ff.; 22 (1968): 195fT.

¢ Some of these birds have short tails and look more like ducks, but this appears to be
because the artist ran out of room for peacock tails. The bodies of the birds are all alike.
7 Michael Stettler and Karel Otavsky, Abegg Stiftung Bern, Minor Aris, Sculpture,
Painting (Bern, 1973), pl. 8. This Sassanian vase is called “*Sassanian or Bactrian” from
the sixth or seventh century and it illustrates palm motifs and pearl borders like those
on the silver vessels described here and below. Examples of these and of grapevines, birds
and stylized palm fronds can be readily found among Sassanian works. E.g., Sasanian
Silver, Late Antique and Early Mediaeval Arts of Luxury from Iran, Exhibition in the
University of Michigan Museum of Art, August-September 1967, pls. 24, 31, 39.

8 Sasanian Silver, pl. 125. Elsie Holmes Peck, ““A Sasanian Silver Bowl,”” Bulletin of the
Detroit Institute of Arts 47 (1968): 23-28.
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of both vessels is similar, but the Detroit bowl is considerably deeper. In
the center of the Detroit bowl is a roundel of pearls containing the figure
of a ram with the stemma around its neck. Dorothy Shepherd has
described the religious connotations of this representation.® It would
appear that the Christian artist has emulated a Sassanian dish but
replaced the figure of the ram with a religious image of his own faith
suitable for the purpose of the vessel.

The saint in the roundel (fig. 3) is in three-quarter face with a short
beard, bushy mustaches, and cropped hair. He is wearing a simple
chlamys and holds a cross in his left hand. This figure is familiar
in Byzantine art of the sixth and seventh centuries, especially in
comparable silver vessels, where the saint with the cross is identified as
St. Peter standing on the left of Christ, as opposed to St. Paul who stands
on his right. In this period, St. Peter almost invariably carries the cross.
He is seen in this fashion in the roundel on the left of Christ on the censer
in the British Museum, for example (fig. 4),'° or on one of the chalices in
Cleveland (fig. 5).1' A St. Peter of similar type is shown on the left of
Christ on the famous vase from Homs, now in the Louvre (fig. 6), but on
the vase he is not holding a cross.’? His hand is raised to hold something,
however, and it appears that the cross has been inadvertently left out.
Neither the vase in the Louvre nor the chalice in Cleveland is precisely
dated. The British Museum censer is dated by means of its stamps to the
reign of Phocas, A.D. 602-610. Another roundel containing the bust of
St. Peter may be considered in this context: this is on the famous
reliquary in the Vatican dated by its stamps to the reign of Heraclius,
A.D. 610-641 (fig. 8).!* The stamps on the Vatican reliquary and on the
British Museum censer indicate that the objects were stamped in
Constantinople but they were not necessarily decorated in the same place
they were stamped. They may have been acquired in an unfinished state
and been decorated in the provinces in response to the demand of a local

9

“The Iconography of Anahita,” to appear in Berytus, vol. 28 (1980).

10 Erica Cruikshank Dodd, Byzantine Silver Stamps, Dumbarton Oaks Studies, 7 (1961),
no. 35; Eadem, Byzantine Silver Treasures, Abegg Stiftung Bern (1973), p. 481f.

'Y Dodd, Byzantine Silver Treasures, p. 18, fig. 9; p. 53, fig. 46.

Ch. Diehl, ““L’école artistique d’Antioche et les trésors d’argenterie syrienne,” Syria 2
(1921): 81-95; W.F. Volbach, Early Christian Art (London, 1962), p. 246; A. Grabar,
Byzantium, From the Death of Theodosius to the Rise of Islam: The Arts of Mankind, ed.
André Malraux (1966), no. 366; E. Coche de la Ferté, L'antiquité chrétienne au Musée du
Louvre (Paris, 1958), no. 49, with earlier bibliography; Dodd, Byzantine Silver Treasures,
pp. 7, 54.

'3 Dodd, Byzantine Silver Stamps, no. 47, with earlier bibliography; eadem, Byzantine
Silver Treasures, p. 48, figs. 41, 44.

12
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purchaser. It has been illustrated elsewhere, however, that the Vatican
reliquary and the British Museum censer, both of which are of a
technical quality similar to the Borowski vessel, represent an icono-
graphic and stylistic tradition firmly established in Constantinople and
not elsewhere.!* The chalice in Cleveland and the Homs vase do not have
stamps and present no outside indication of date or of origin.

The figure of St. Peter on the Borowski vessel belongs to the same
iconographic and stylistic tradition as the British Museum censer. It
does not so closely resemble the figure in the roundel of the Vatican
reliquary, nor the Cleveland chalice. The facial type and attributes, the
short, cropped hair, bushy mustaches, long nose, curly beard, and
three-quarter view of the head, resemble the figure in the roundel on
the Homs vase, except that the latter is of superior technical quality.
The vase has generally been assigned to Syria in the sixth century, but
present evidence suggests that this exceptional vase should be assigned
to Constantinople in the seventh century. This is not the place to
reconsider the dating and the workshop of the Homs vase in detail, but
further comparison is useful to the present inquiry into the art of the
seventh century.

Among the best known examples of Constantinopolitan silver of the
seventh century and among the finest examples of Byzantine artistic
production are the set of silver plates from Cyprus depicting the story of
David.!® Too much has been written on these silver plates to require
further discussion here, but the reproduction of a detail is revealing
(fig. 9). The outstanding technical quality and the style of decoration on
the Homs vase (figs. 6, 7) is matched only by the technical quality and
style of the David plates, and they are sufficiently alike even to suggest
the same craftsman. The David plates were stamped in Constantinople
during the years 613-629/30 and it is now accepted that their decoration
refers directly to the exploits of the emperor Heraclius. That is to say
that both in their iconography and their stamps they are associated with
Constantinople and their superior quality would support the assumption
that they were decorated in an imperial workshop in the capital and not
elsewhere. If the David plates indeed represent the work of Constantino-
politan silversmiths at their best, then the Louvre vase should also be

4 Dodd, Byzantine Silver Treasures, pp. 34ff.

'* Dodd, Byzantine Silver Stamps, no. 58; Steven H. Wander, “The Cyprus Plates: The
Story of David and Goliath,” Metropolitan Museum Journal 8 (1973): 89-104, with basic
bibliography ; more recently, see J. Trilling, ““Myth and Metaphor at the Byzantine Court,”
Byzantion 48 (1978): 249-263.
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associated with Corstantinople in the seventh century and not assigned
to Syria, in the sixth.

In so far as the figural style is concerned, both the Homs vase and the
David plates show an elegant return to antique or “‘hellenistic™ tradition,
but in neither does the craftsman display a genuine interest in the
physical world or in bodily movement. The figures pose theatrically.
What is important is not their physical presence but, rather, the dramatic
message they convey through pgsitions and gestures. In the Marriage of
David, which is an artificial composition at best,!® neither David nor
Saul has a left arm. Similarly, the fingers of St. Peter in the Homs roundel
clutch the folds of his robe rather than the stem of the cross. These
physical shortcomings in no way detract from the rhetorical message that
the image expressed. Between the roundels on the Homs vase are long,
spiky tendrils and a vase or cornucopia stemming out of three bushy
acanthus leaves. This very stylized motif is common, but its execution on
the vase is exceptionally elegant. The closest comparable example is
found among the eighth-century mosaics on the Omayyad mosque in
Damascus (fig. 10).17

Another object, a lamp or bowl in the Hermitage Museum, Leningrad,
has a stamp applied in Constantinople from the seventh century.'® It has
been pointed out that the leafy decoration between the arches under
which stand the angels on this bowl resembles the same decoration
between the roundels on the British Museum censer.!® The pearl motif of
the arches is further indication of Sassanian models.

Apart from the Vatican reliquary and, perhaps, the Cleveland chalice,
the objects described above stem from a common iconographic and
stylistic tradition. If the superior technical quality of the Homs vase and
the David plates is overlooked, they, too, form members of this group.
The Cleveland chalice has no stamps, and it is more than likely thatitisa
provincial Syrian production copied from Byzantine models.?° The relief
on the Vatican reliquary, on the other hand, is unique (fig. 8). The figure
of St. Peter is full face. He no longer carries a cross but, rather, a book.
Although the drapery style is indeed very like the reliefs in question, the
position and the execution of the face itself, with deeply incised, harsh

' Marvin C. Ross, Catalogue of the Byzantine and Early Mediaeval Antiquities in the

Dumbarton Oaks Collection, pt. 1: Jewelry, Enamels, and Art of the Migration Period
(Washington, 1965), no. 38 and p. 38.

17 R. Ettinghausen, 4Arab Painting (Skira, 1962), pp. 22-28; H. Stern, Cahiers archéologi-
ques 22 (1972): 201 ff; Kitzinger, “The Hellenistic Heritage,” p. 660.

'8 Dodd, Byzantine Silver Stamps, no. 71.

1% Dodd, Byzantine Silver Stamps, p. 205.

20 Dodd, Byzantine Silver Treasures, p. 53.
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lines and staring eyes, is entirely new. Kitzinger has described this change
as part of “‘a changing functional role of the religious image in the period
after Justinian.”?! Although there are a number of examples of this new
style in other media, the only comparable example in silver is the cross of
Justin II, in the Vatican (fig. 11).?2 Not only are the figures in the
roundels on the cross described in the same frontal and rigid manner as
the figures on the Vatican reliquary, but the decoration between the
roundels on the cross consists of vine tendrils, cornucopiae, and stylized
fruits more elaborate but nevertheless in the same Iranian tradition as the
formal vegetable motifs on the Borowski vessel, the Hermitage bowl, or
the Homs vase. The Vatican reliquary also has crude, hatched, leaf
motifs between the roundels.??

The function of the Borowski silver vessel is not clear. The interior is
smooth, apparently not broken or chipped, and there is no evidence of
holes of any kind for fastening or hanging or for handles, either on the
back or on the front. The suggestion is that it may have formed the
adornment for the revetment of an altar or on a column, and in this case
it should have been accompanied by other roundels depicting Christ, the
Virgin, St. Paul, and apostles or angels.?*

In summary, the Borowski vessel fits squarely into this period of pre-
iconoclast Byzantine art. The motifs of the inhabited vine and the simply
.dressed saint in the roundel belong to a tradition in Early Christian art
that was so deeply entrenched that it endured unchanging for many
centuries. Indeed, the explosion of the iconoclast controversy may have
been necessary in order to loosen the tight hold that classical tradition
had on all forms of artistic expression in this period. In the seventh
century in particular, the artist used the classical vocabulary with
rhetorical ease. He was equally facile in the Iranian language. The
deliberate abandonment of both the classical and the Iranian in the case
of the Vatican reliquary must have promised refreshing change. The
relief on the Borowski vessel reflects just this moment in artistic history
when the message told in the traditional manner was embellished with
Iranian overtones, but was described with a simplicity and force that
anticipated the medieval style.

American University of Beirut

2L The Formation of Byzantine Art, p. 105.

22 Dodd, Byzantine Silver Treasures, fig. 45, pp. 12, 54.

23 Dodd, Byzantine Silver Treasures, fig. 41b.

24 Paul the Silentiary describes figures of this type adorning the altar of Hagia Sophia; see
see W.R. Lethaby and H. Swainson, The Church of Sancta Sophia, Constantinople: A
Study of a Byzantine Building (London and New York, 1894), p. 48.
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Fig. 1. Silver vessel, gilded; in the Collection of Elie Borowski, Toronto
(Photograph courtesy of Dr. Borowski).
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Fig. 2. Silver dish, the Detroit Institute of Arts, Acc. no. 62.266
(Photograph courtesy of the Detroit Institute of Arts).
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Fig. 3. St. Peter; detail of fig. 1 (Photograph courtesy of Dr. Borowski).
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Fig. 4. St. Peter; British Museum censer
(Photograph courtesy of the British Museum).

Fig. 5. St. Peter; chalice in the Cleveland Museum of Art, Acc. no. 50.378
(Photograph courtesy of the Cleveland Museum).



Fig. 6. St. Peter; vase from Homs in the Louvre, Paris
(Photograph by the kind permission of E. Coche de la Ferté).

‘Fig. 7. Angel on the vase from Homs, the Louvre, Paris
(Photograph by the kind permission of E. Coche de la Ferté).
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Fig. 8. St. Peter; reliquary in the Vatican Museum
(Photograph courtesy of the Dumbarton Oaks Collection).
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Fig. 9. The Marriage of David, detail of silver plate; Museum of Antiquities,
Nicosia, Cyprus (Photograph courtesy of the Museum).



Fig. 10. Omayyad Mosque, Damascus, detail of mosaics
(Photograph by the author).
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Fig. 11. The Cross of Justin II, Museo Sacro, Vatican; detail
(Photograph by the author, courtesy of the Museum).



La contribution de Ihor Sevtenko
a la solution des problémes cyrillométhodiens

IVAN DUJCEV

La riche et vaste activité érudite du prof. Ihor Sevéenko est concentrée,
comme il est bien connu, tout particulierement dans le domaine des
recherches de I'histoire culturelle et littéraire de Byzance. Il existe
pourtant une sphére d’études a la limite entre Byzance et les Slaves ou il a
donné quelques contributions vraiment remarquables qui restent, pour
ainsi dire, presqu’en dehors de l'attention des étroits spécialistes. Slave
d’origine et byzantinisant de formation érudite, Thor Sevéenko est sans
doute un savant parmi les plus appropriés a s’occuper de la biographie et
de P’activité des deux fréres de Thessalonique qui, plus que tout autre,
personnifient cette unité idéale qui réunit Byzance et les Slaves.

Il convient de rappeler, a ce propos, une des caractéristiques fonda-
mentales de la civilisation byzantine: son universalisme, en ce qui
concerne avant tout les peuples slaves. Il ne faut pas oublier que ce furent
les Slaves et précisément les Slaves orthodoxes, ¢’est-a-dire méridionaux
et orientaux, qui établirent depuis ’aube de leur histoire des contacts
politiques, culturels et économiques avec I'Empire byzantin et subirent,
en résultat, son influence. On a discuté, dans la littérature spéciale, a
plusieurs reprises, le probléme du réle — positif ou bien négatif — de
I'influence byzantine sur les Slaves et leur culture, en formulant le
plus souvent des hypothéses contradictoires. Sans reprendre encore
une fois cette longue discussion — assez stérile, du reste, quand elle
dépasse le domaine strictement érudit, s’inspire par des considérations
d’une autre nature, — il faut reconnaitre, en grandes lignes, le réle positif
de Byzance pour le développement des peuples slaves, surtout pendant
I’époque de leur formation, avant de créer leur propre culture. Sans citer
ici d’autres exemples, mentionnons au moins le nom du roi bulgare
Syméon (893-937), qui passa sa jeunesse a Constantinople pour étudier
dans une école supérieure, y appris 4 la perfection la langue grecque
littéraire et, en revenant dans son pays natal, devint, comme souverain,
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un fervent promoteur des lettres, en ce qui concerne avant tout les
traductions du Grec en Slave. On se rappelle aujourd’hui ses longues
guerres contre 'Empire, en oubliant cependant que ce fut uniquement
une lutte dans le domaine politique et économique, jamais une confron-
tation dans le champ de la culture.

La biographie des deux fréres Constantin—Cyrille (ca. 826/27-869) et
Méthode (ca. 805/15-885) nous fournit un exemple de I'influence
bienfaisante et positive de la culture byzantine. Laissons, pour I’instant,
le probléme vivement discuté quant a leur origine ethnique — ¢n autres
termes, s’ils étaient des «purs» Byzantins ou Grecs ou bien s’ils étaient
descendants d’une famille byzantino-slave, qui, & mon avis, aurait mieux
expliqué la connaissance parfaite du Slave. Il convient mieux de relever
que tous les deux, et surtout le plus jeune Constantin, regurent une
instruction excellente dans un milieu bilingue — grec et slave, comme
I’était pendant la premiére moitié du IXe© siécle la grande ville de
Thessalonique.!

Arrivé a I'dge a peu prés de 14-15 ans, peu de temps aprés la mort de
son pére, le hypostratége Léon,? Constantin quitta sa ville natale et
partit pour Constantinople, pour achever son instruction. Grice aux
témoignages de son biographe, le future évéque Clément d’Ochrid, qui
composa sa biographie aidé par son frére Méthode,* nous sommes bien
informés sur les années de ses études dans la capitale, aussi bien que sur
la carriére ultérieure et surtout sur les premiers pas de son activité
littéraire.* Ainsi nous savons qu’il composa, encore adolescent, ses
premiéres ceuvres poétiques.> Ces écrits, malheureusement, ne nous sont
conservés dans son texte original et sont connus seulement en ancienne
traduction slave fragmentaire. On a relevé depuis longtemps la présence
d’un bon nombre de grécismes dans le texte de la Vie slave détaillée de
Constantin — Cyrille. Ce fait, difficile a expliquer, a donné lieu a
certaines hypothéses hardies, par exemple que la Vie détaillée aurait été

' Voir a ce propos la déclaration de Pempereur Michel IIT en 862/63, dans la Vita
Methodii, chap 5: «Alors... Michel dit & Constantin le Philosophe: ‘Prends ton frére
I’hégoumene Méthode, et va (en Grande Moravie). Car vous étes Thessaloniciens, et tous
les Thessaloniciens parlent purement le slave.».

2 Voir Vita Constantini, chap. 2. La date de la mort 840-841: v. Fr. Dvornik, Les légendes
de Constantin et de Méthode vues de Byzance (Praha, 1933; Hattiesburg, 1969), p. 14sqq.
3 Cf. L. Dujéev, Medioevo bizantino-slavo, vol. 2 (Roma, 1968), p. 104. Méthode n’est pas
I'auteur de la Vita Constantini, mais fort probablement il a fourni & son disciple Clément
des informations sur Constantin.

4 Pour les détails v. Dujéev, Medioevo bizantino-slavo, 2: p. 91sqq.; idem, «Les débuts
littéraires de Constantin Philosophe-Cyrille», Slavia 41, nr. 4 (1972): 357-367.

5 Voir Dujéev, Medioevo bizantino-slavo, vol. 3 (1971), p. 100sqq.



160 IVAN DUICEV

rédigée originairement non en Slave, mais en Grec, par conséquent
Pancient traducteur n’aurait pu trouver les équivalents slaves.

Pour résoudre d’une fagon raisonnable toutes ces difficultés il faut
absolument tenir compte de deux circonstances fondamentales de la
biographie des deux fréres de Thessalonique. La plus grande partic
de leur vie s’est passée dans I’atmosphére politique et culturelle de
I’Empire de Byzance. C’est donc & Byzance qu’il faut chercher I’explica-
tion, avant tout en ce qui regarde la premiére partie de leur biographie,
jusqu’au moment de leur mission en Grande Moravie en 862/63. Cette
méthode de recherche a été appliquée soigneusement et dans les minimes
détails par I'excellent connaisseur de problémes cyrillométhodiens, Prof.
Fr. Dvornik,® et a donné des résultats admirables. Il s’est passé juste
un demi siécle depuis la parution, a Prague en 1933, de son ouvrage
remarquable qui a frayé 'application de cette méthode d’interprétation:
il ne nous reste qu'approfondir, enrichir et en continuer les recherches.

C’est exactement sous cet aspect, il me semble, qu’il faudrait apprécier
la valeur des contributions du Prof. Thor Sevéenko relatives aux pro-
blémes cyrillométhodiens, et de préciser le nouveau qu’il a donné.
Commengons par une étude qu’il a éditée il y a plus d’une dizaine
d’années, sous le titre «On the Social Background of Cyril and Metho-
dius».” En dehors de la question du «milieu social» proprement dit de
Constantin — Cyrille, notre auteur a traité plutot en passant quelques
problémes supplémentaires d’une importance toute particuliére. En
mentionnant que les spécialistes qui se sont occupés, jusqu’ici de la
question du «milieu that produced the Apostles of the Slavs», il note
qu'ils se sont arrétés surtout a un seul aspect: «they debated whether
Thessalonica and Macedonia were Slavic or Greek in the ninth century,
or else, they asked whether Cyril and Methodius themselves were Greeks
or Slavs, and if the latter, what kind of Slavs». En d’autres termes les
recherches affectuées avaient pour but de préciser le caractére ethnique
du milieu, dans lequel sont nés et ont vécu les deux fréres. Aprés cette
constatation, I. Sevéenko ajoute: «Scholars were able to show, some-
times with excessive clarity, that by the ninth century, the Thessalonican
region (if not perhaps the city itself) was heavily Slavicized; on the
other hand, when it came to determining the ethnic origin of the two
individuals called Cyril and Methodius, the pro-Greek faction won out

¢ A ce propos v. Dvornik, Les légendes.
7 Publiée dans Studia palaeoslovenica (Praha, 1971), pp. 341-351 (Miscellanea J. Kurz).
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and has been enjoying a comfortable lead, although opinions on this
topic continue to vary up to the present day.»®

Dans une note «sous-ligne» I. Sevéenko indique les noms des adhé-
rents modernes de 1’'une ou 'autre conception.® Il mérite de mentionner
expressis verbis sa propre conclusion formulée en appendice:® «My
own position — écrit-il, — is determined by the realization [that] in the
opinion of their own contemporaries (both Latin and Slavic) Cyril and
Methodius were either Greeks or non-Slavs. It is safe to assume that
on the point of the Thessalonican brothers’ ethnic background their
contemporaries were better informed that we are. There remains that
argument for Cyril’s and Methodius’s Slavic origin which has to do with
the Slavic translation of the Gospels and Psalter (attributed in Viita]
M([ethodii] XV,4 to both brothers). The argument is in two (somewhat
contradictory) parts: (a) the translation is of high quality (inference:
only Slavs with a mastery of Greek could have made it); (b) it exhibits
peculiarities and short-comings (these are demonstrable; cf., e.g.,
V. Pogorelov in Studi bizantini e neoellenici 5 [1939] 534-540; hence
Greek was a language foreign to the translator). Therefore I assume that
(if the texts which we possess go back entirely to Cyril’s and Methodius’s
time), the brothers were Byzantines of Greek background leading —
very expertly — a translation team which comprised Slavs as well.»

Laissant prudemment cette question fondamentale sans une réponse
claire, I. Sevéenko passe a traiter ce qui représente le noyau de son
étude, et déclare: « As there have been no new sources to feed the
ethnocentric discussion, it has by now reached a point where it seems
more profitable to shelve it for awhile, to respond to changes in scholarly
perspective which have meanwhile occurred in other fields of historical
inquiry, and to put the question thus: What position did the milieu into
which Cyril and Methodius were born occupy in the social and cultural
spectrum of ninth-century Byzantium?» Voild briévement les conclu-
sions de I’auteur: «Noble origin of both father and mother; imperial
favor; local prominence; pastimes of the leisurely rich — all these traits
point with certainty to a wealthy parental home»;!! «Leo was still alive
by the year 834» ;! «while Leo did serve pods stratigoms, he was in fact

Sevéenko, «On the Social Background», pp. 341-342.
9 Sevéenko, «On the Social Background», pp. 342, note 4.
10 Sevgenko, «On the Social Background», pp. 342, note 4 in fine.
11 Sevéenko, «On the Social Background», pp. 342sqq.
12 Sevéenko, «On the Social Background», pp. 344.
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two ranks below him»;!? informations sur la position d’un drungarios;
«as sons of such a father, Constantine and Methodius did enjoy a head
start in life; however, they made great advances, both socially and (even
more) culturally, in the course of their respective careers»; «Constantine
enjoyed literary fame beyond the confines of the Empire, was a protégé
of Logothete Theoktistos ... and claimed the personal friendship of
Patriarch Photius.»'# C’était donc la base sociale de toute la carriére
ultérieure des deux fréres Constantin et Méthode.

Encore trés jeune, Constantin regut le surnom «le Philosophe», et
ainsi il est mentionné dans les sources écrites slaves, grecques et latines.
Le sens de ce surnom peut étre suffisamment éclairci: il désignait une
personne bien instruite et d’une vie morale.!® Nous possédons pourtant
une définition de la philosophie, formulée par Constantin lui-méme et
enregistrée par l'auteur de sa Vie palé€oslave dans un récit fort intéres-
sant.'® Ainsi, nous dit-il, «le logothéte (Théoctiste) ... lui posa une fois
la question: ‘Philosophe, je voudrais savoir ce qu’est la philosophie’. Et
lui, & I’esprit habile, répondit aussitot: ‘La connaissance des choses
divines et humaines, autant que 'homme peut s’approcher de Dieu,
parce qu'elle apprend & I’homme a étre, en action, a 'image et 2 la
ressemblance de celui qui I’a créé’ ..."». Il y a un peu plus qu’un quart
de siécle qu’l. Sevéenko analysa, dans une étude spéciale,!” ce passage de
la Vita Constantini dans le but d’établir les sources premiéres de la
définition formulée par son protégé. Il pose la demande: « What kind
of a philosopher was Constantine? To clarify, it will be worthwhile to
discuss the definition of philosophy attributed to him in his Vita. By
guessing as to the character of the sources of his definition and assigning
to it a place in the semantic spectrum of ‘philosophy’, as the term was
conceived in Constantine’s time, a better insight may be obtained into
the Saint’s intellectual outlook.»'® Au début de son analyse, 1. Sevéenko
proposa une rétroversion (Riickiibersetzung) en grec de la définition

13 Sevéenko, «On the Social Background», pp. 346.

14 Sevéenko, «On the Social Background», pp. 350-351.

15 Sur le sens de ce terme byzantin v. Fr. Dolger, Byzanz und die europdische Staatenwelt
(Ettal, 1953), pp. 127-208. Cf. aussi Anne-Marie Malingrey, « Philosophia». Etude d'un
groupe de mots dans la littérature grecque des Présocratiques au 1V siécle aprés J.-C. (Paris,
1961).

16 Vita Constantini, chap. 4. Traduction frangaise par A. Vaillant, Textes vieux-slaves,
vol. 2: Traductions et notes (Paris, 1968), pp. 3-4.

17 . Sevéenko, «The Definition of Philosophy in the Life of Saint Constantine», in For
Roman Jakobson (La Haye, 1956), pp. 449-457.

18 Sevéenko, «Definition of Philosophy», p. 450.
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formulée par Constantin, notamment: 8eiov Kai GvOponivov tpaypd-
TV yv@dolg, kad écov dvvatan GvBpomoc mposeyyicar (TAncidcal)
Ocd, 611 nphlel diddoker avBponov kat® eikdOva xai kad’ opoiwolv
glvar 1@ motfoavrt (TAdcavtl, kricavil) adtoéve. D'aprés Sevéenko,
«the main ultimate sources of this composite definition are easy to
ascertain.»'®

Sans reprendre ici toute ’argumentation de I’'auteur qui a cherché des
analogies chez les stoiciens, chez Platon (Theaetetus, 176 AB), dans
Genesis, 1, 26, chez Grégoire de Naziance etc., disons qu’il a découvert
laborieusement une analogie littérale chez le commentateur de I'fsagoge
de Porphyre (mort ca. 305), David (vécu au VI*-VII® siécle).2° On doit
reconnaitre, avec notre auteur,?! que «his definition contains them
{the two Constantinian definitions] in the same sequence in which they
appear in Vita Constantini. All this adds weight to the contention that
Constantine’s definitions come from a milieu familiar with the standard
commentaries to Porphyry’s Isagoge or their ‘composite’ derivates.
David’s version appears as the most likely source of inspiration».
Vraiment, cette réponse de Constantin a la demande de Théoctiste
refléte ’enseignement qu’il avait recu «in Photius’s classes»: «his
answer reflected a definition of philosophy considered by the text-
books as the best one.» En admettant les explications et la conclusion
d’L. Sevéenko comme les plus vraisemblables, il reste pourtant, & mon
avis, quelque chose encore a ajouter, par exemple que des analogies
proches ou semblables & la définition de Constantin peuvent étre
découvertes également chez certains autres auteurs patristiques, comme
Denys I’Aréopagite, qui était connu au jeune philosophe.?? En tout cas,
I’étude en question du savant américain représente pour nous une
contribution précieuse dans le domaine des problémes cyrillométhodiens.

Le prof. L. Sevéenko nous a donné, en outre, une excellente analyse
du ch. XIII de la Vita Constantini,>® qui représentait depuis toujours
une énigme pour les slavisants. Ainsi, I’hagiographe nous dit que
Constantin le Philosophe, en revenant a Constantinople aprés la mission
chez les Khazars en automne 860-janvier 861, s’établit dans I’église des

19 Sevéenko, «Definition of Philosophy», p. 450.

20 Sevéenko, «Definition of Philosophy», p. 453 et note 35; 454sqq.

2t Sevéenko, «Definition of Philosophy», p. 455.

22 Denys I'Aréopagite, La hiérarchie céleste (Paris, 1958), pp. 87sqq., 92sqq., etc.; p. 88
note 1: «la formule vient, indirectement, de Platon lui-méme ...».

23 Vita Costantini, chap. 13: Vaillant, Traductions et notes, p. 19.
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Saints Apotres de la capitale.?* «Il y a 4 Sainte-Sophie une coupe de
pierre précieuse, de I'ceuvre de Salomon, sur laquelle sont des lettres
hébraiques et samaritaines, de versets écrits, que personne ne pouvait
ni lire ni expliquer. Le Philosophe la prit, et il lut et expliqua. (Le premier
verset) est ainsi: ‘(C’est) ma coupe, ma coupe; prophétise, jusqu’a (ce que
paraisse) I’étoile; sers de boisson, Seigneur, au premier-né qui veille la
nuit.» Puis ’autre verset : « Pour que le Seigneur y goiite, faite d’un autre
bois; bois et enivre-toi de joie, et clame: alléluia». Puis le troisiéme
verset: «Voici le prince, et toute I'assemblée verra sa gloire, et le roi
David au milieu d’eux.» Et ensuite un chiffre écrit: neuf cent neuf. Le
Philosophe fit un décompte minutieux et il trouva: de la douziéme année
du régne de Salomon au régne du Christ, neuf cent neuf années, et c’est
une prophétie sur le Christ.» Sans toucher ici la question quant a
I’exactitude de cette traduction paléoslave, proposée par feu le prof. A.
Vaillant, disons cependant que I’authenticité de 1’épisode et surtout le
sens de I'inscription ont occupé déja bien longtemps les spécialistes. Cette
énigme a attiré également 'attention d’Thor Sevéenko qui lui dédia une
étude particuliére.?® En mentionnant les publications précédentes,?¢ il
proposa une nouvelle traduction qui est meilleure, 4 mon avis, de celle
d’A. Vaillant, ensuite il analysa critiquement les explications proposées
jusqu’ici. En acceptant que «the Chalice story is a translation from the
Greek», il essaya d’établir la source premiére de [I'inscription en
question: «The point of this note is to produce the source, or — to be
cautious at first — the well-nigh perfect parallel to two out of three lines
written on Solomon’s Chalice.»?” Heureusement, il a découvert un
texte grec analogue dans le Cod. Scurialensis W. I11,7, f. 317", du XI®
siécle.?® Il est évident, en effet, que «the Slavic is a word-by-word
translation from the Greek.» L’inscription a été reproduite dans le
manuscrit cité comme anonyme, sans pouvoir affirmer cependant que
c’est justement la traduction grecque faite par Constantin le Philosophe.
Selon I’opinion d’I. Sevéenko, «the story of the Solomon Chalice in the
Vita Constantini is a borrowing; it comes into it from a context which
originally had nothing to do with its hero; this story was introduced as

24 Sur cette église v. R. Janin, La géographie ecclésiatique de I'Empire byzantin, vol. 1:
Le siége de Constantinople et le Patriarcat ecuménique, no. 1 : Les églises et les monastéres
(Paris, 1969), pp. 41-50.

25 1. Sevéenko, «The Greek Source of the Inscription on Solomon’s Chalice in the
Vita Constantini», in To honor Roman Jakobson (La Haye-Paris, 1967), pp. 1806-1817.
26 Sevéenko, «Greek Source», p. 1807-1808.

27 Sevéenko, «Greek Source», p. 1811.

26 Sevéenko, «Greek Source», p. 1811sqq.
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proof of Constantine’s superior intellectual powers.»*° «The Story of
Solomon’s Chalice may teach us little about Constantine’s knowledge of
Semitic languages, the realia of the cult of relics in ninth-century
Byzantium, and ninth-century Slavic poetry. It does remind the students
of the Vita Constantini once again that this earliest work of Slavic
literature draws upon Greek sources.»

A toutes ces importantes contributions sur les problémes cyrillo-
méthodiens, il faut ajouter une étude de caractére, pour ainsi dire,
archéologique, écrite en colldboration avec C. Mango.?*® C’est une
information sur les résultats d’un voyage d'études dans les régions
au sud de la Propontide, avec des notices utiles relatives aux divers
monastéres y visités. Il est intéressant de noter d’une maniere spéciale
I’hypothése sur I'identification du monastére de Polychronion (Poly-
chron), ol le frére de Constantin le Philosophe fut mis hégouméne peu
de temps apres la mission chez les Khazars en 860/61, comme nous
renseigne la Vita Methodii, chap. 4.3}

Académie des Sciences de Bulgarie, Sofia

29 Sevéenko, «Greek Source», p. 1817.

30 C. Mango, 1. Sevéenko, «Some Churches and Monasteries on the Southern Shore of
the Sea of Marmara», Dumbarton Oaks Papers 27 (1973): 235-277.

31 Texte chez Vaillant, Traductions et notes, p. 37: «monastére ... Polychron». Cf. aussi
Dvornik, Les légendes, pp. 210, 211, 385, avec une hypothése a propos de I'identification
(«il s’agit certainement du couvent de Sigriane»).



Formy zestania w panstwie bizantyiskim

HALINA EVERT-KAPPESOWA

Zestanie bylo karg stosowana w pahstwie bizantynskim od poczatku jego
istnienia. Mialo ono jednak charakter nieco specyficzny, bylo bowiem
albo kara za przestepstwo popelnione albo $rodkiem majacym na celu
zapobiec by jaki§ podejrzany zamiar nie doszedl do skutku. Wbrew
jednak temu co si¢ nieraz twierdzi, nie bylo ono wynikiem kaprysu
wladcy lecz karg przewidziana przez prawo!.

Na zestanie skazywano w pierwszym rzedzie za przestgpstwa
polityczne, popelnione badz tez zamierzone. Takoz i niefortunnych
pretendentéw do tronu i wreszcie tych, ktoérzy dla jakichkolwiek
powodow wzbudzali podejrzenia i popadli w nietaske. Sita wigc faktu
zrodla ukazujg nam jako zestancow przedstawicieli warstw moznych:
wyzszych urzednik 6w tak cywilnych jak i wojskowych, bogatych ziemian
funkcjonariuszy dworu cesarskiego, wybitnych przedstawicieli armii,
wysokich dostojnikow koscielnych. Ale za Tyberiusza zostali skazani na
zestanie przywodcy stronnictw cyrkowych w zwiazku z rozruchami
wywolanymi przez podlegle im fakcje >. Za regentki, cesarzowej Teodory
z dynastii Amoryjskiej, brat jej a zarazem wszechwiadny minister Bardas,
ukarat i chiosta a nastepnie kazal stracic jakiego§ umyslowo chorego
biedaka, ktory podawatl sie na placach i rynkach stolicy za nie§lubnego
syna cesarzowej>. Zdaniem Ph. Koukoules zwykli przestepcy, jak
rabusie i ztodzieje, bywali niekiedy karani zestaniem do cigzkich robot “.

W okresie nasilonych sporoéw teologicznych tj. w IV i V wieku, kiedy
zasady nowej wiary poczynaly si¢ dopiero ksztaltowac, na wygnanie szli

Zachariae v. Lingenthal, Jus Graeco Romanum, 5 (Leipzig, 1869), 499, 626.

Euagrius Scholarius, Historiae Ecclesiastica, ed. J. Bidez—L. Parmentier (1898), V, 18
p. 217.

3 Constantin évéque d’Irénopolis, Ai vijoor "Oeia xai [Miateia kata v Bulaviiviy
énoxnv, 'Opbodotia (1958), III, 270-280

4 Ph. Koukoules, «Etudes sur la vie des Byzantins. Voleurs et prisons & Byzance», Revue
des études grecques (Paris), 61 (1948): 126sq.
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kolejno to Arianie to znow wyznawcy doktryny nikejskiej, w zaleznosci
od tego, ktory odlam cieszyt sie w danym momencie poparciem cesarza 5.

Rodzaje zestania bywaly rozmaite. Najcigzszym, ktore réwnalo sig
niemal zamaskowanemu wyrokowi $mierci, bylo zestanie na wschodnie
kresy panstwa: pogranicza Armenii i panstwa perskiego, panstewek
kaukazkich oraz terenow zasiedlonych przez wojownicze plemiona arab-
skie. Aby dosta¢ si¢ na miejsce przeznaczenia nalezalo przeby¢ niezli-
czong ilos¢ kilometrow i to przeby¢ pieszo, gdyz korzystanie z ustug
komunikacji pocztowej bylo skazancom zakazane. Zaleznie wige od pory
roku wystawieni byli na tropikalny upat lub ulewne deszcze i chiody.
Warunki sanitarne tak w podrozy jak i na miejscu byty fatalne, kapiel
byla niemozliwo$cia, a miary udreczen dopelnialo okrucienstwo
konwojentow 1 ich brutalnos¢, o ile nie zostali przed wyruszeniem w
droge ulagodzeni sutym datkiem przez rodzing lub przyjaciot zestanca.
On sam nie rozporzadzal zadnymi §rodkami materialnymi, gdyz z chwila
wydania wyroku mienie jego ulegato konfiskacie. Zreszta gdyby nawet
miat jakie$ pieniadze przy sobie to zolnierze konwoju byli by mu je zaraz
ukradli. Pewien wypoczynek przynosily noclegi, na ktore zatrzymywano
si¢ na stacjach pocztowych, albo w jakim$ miasteczku wzglednie osadzie,
a niekiedy nawet w duzych miastach, lezacych na szlaku wedrowki. W
takim wypadku zestaniec — jesli byt czlowiekiem znanym — spotykal sie
nieraz z entuzjastycznym przyjeciem elity danego miasta, ktora potrafita
mu nawet zapewni¢ dluzszy w nim postoj. Tak sie rzecz miala z Janem
Chryzostomem, patriarcha Konstantynopolitanskim, ktory skazany
wyrokiem synodu tzw. ad Quercum, udawal sie na zestanie do Kukusos
na pograniczach Armenii a szlak drogi zahaczal o Cezare¢ Kapadocka.
Na wiadomoé¢ o zblizaniu si¢ konwoju ludno$¢ miasta wylegla na droge
i spontaniczna owacja witala swego patriarchg. Lekarze miejscy wyszli za
bramy by ofiarowa¢ mu swoje ustugi, a notable Cezarei ubiegali si¢ o
zaszczyt goszczenia go u siebie . Pozostal przez czas diuzszy w Cezaret i
byly to zapewne ostatnie jasne chwile w jego zyciu. Nie zawsze jednak
rzeczy tak si¢ mialy i gdy po ostatecznym upadku Chryzostoma wielu
jego zwolennik 6w zostalo zasadzonych na deportacje, jego przeciwnicy
sposrod duchowienstwa nie tylko nie udzielali im pomocy lecz
wzbraniali tego laikom a eskorte obdarzali pieniedzmi by pedzita ich
dalej 7.

5 W, Ceran, «Kos$cidt wobec antychrzescijanskiej polityki cesarza Juliana Apostaty»,
Acta Universitatis Lodziensis, Folia Historica, ser. 1, no. 63 (Lodz, 1980), pp. 122sq.

5 A. Malingry, Jean Chrysostome. Lettres a Olympias (Paris, 1947), pp. 24sq.

7 Palladius, Das Leben des heiligen Johannes Chrysostomes, hrsg. von ... L. Schldpfer
(Diisseldorf, 1966), pp. 206-207.
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Ostatnim etapem podrézy bywala jakas nedzna miescina w
najblizszym sasiedztwie, a niekiedy nawet w obrebie ufortyfikowanego
grodu. Zrodta okreslaja te miejscowosci jako: Epnuov molixviov ... td
goyata molixvie. Dla ludzi przyzwyczajonych do jakichkolwiek
wzglednych nawet wygod, warunki zycia tam byly okropne. Jan
Chryzostom deportowany do Kukusos, na pograniczu Armenii,
zmuszony byl cala zime przeleze¢ w tozku, gdyz piece w pokoju dymily
tak potwornie, ze niepodobna bylo napali¢. Zaopatrzenie w zZywnosc
tych miescin bylo gorsze niz nedzne. Garnizon wojskowy otrzymywat
swoje racje, nieliczna ludo$¢ cywilna radzila sobie jak mogla, ratujac si¢
uprawa wiasnych pol lub pokatnym handlem z zaloga statkow, ktore
przybywaly z zaplecza po ladunek soli. Papiez Marcin I, zeslany
w potowie VII w. do Chersonia [nad ujsciem Dniepru do morza
Czarnego), tak pisze w liscie do przyjaciot w kraju «... navicula illo
veniente et parum tritici habente ad commutationem salis, vix potuerit
emere ex e€o unum tritici modium quatuor solidis cum multis ...
precibus» [Modius = ca 9 ltr. Za jednego solidusa nabywano w
normalnych warunkach 7 modii ziarna). O chlebie si¢ styszy ale si¢ go
nie widzi. Papiez uskarza si¢ do nieznanego adresata na brak oleju, wina i
innych podstawowych artykulow- zywnosSciowych. Na domiar zlego
statki zawijaja tu rzadko i «... sale onuste recedant». Bardzo si¢ dziwi
postgpowaniu swych przyjaciol, ktorym jest zupelnie obojetne czy jest on
jeszcze na ziemi czy tez juz pod ziemia. Jakoz zmarl wkrotce z glodu i
nedzy 8.

W listach Jana Chryzostoma pisanych z Arabissos, malej miesciny na
pograniczu armensko-perskim, ktora byla nastgpnym etapem jego
deportacji, znajdujemy analogiczny opis warunkow bytowania, tyle
tylko ze o dwa i pot wieku wczeSniejszy. Byly patriarcha kon-
stantynopolitanski uskarza si¢ na okropny stan sanitarny miasta, na
brak podstawowych artykulow zywnosci, brak lekarstw, ksiazek, na
nieuctwo lekarzy i wreszcie na przykre warunki klimatyczne: «depdv
dvokwAia ... dviov otevoywpia ... T@V latpdv duabia ... Paraveiov
dnopia®.

Nie wiemy czy w takich miescinach jak Arabissos, Kukusos czy
Pityusa, istnialy wigzienia przeznaczone dla zestancow, w kazdym razie
cztonkowie warstw wyzszych — przewaznie przestepcy polityczni —

8 J.D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, X (Annales, 590-

653) (Florence; 1762).
® Malingry, Jean Chrysostome, epistola 18.
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przebywali na wolnej stopie. Byt to oczywiscie przywilej, cho¢ dosy¢
watpliwy : zestaniec przeniesiony z ktoregokolwiek miasta cesarstwa na
te odlegle kresy znajdowat sie nagle w obcym kraju wérod obceych ludzi,
ktorych jezyka najczgsciej nie rozumial a ktorzy patrzyli na niego
podejrzliwie, w warunkach bytowych, ktére musialy mu sie wydawac, a
zresztg i byly, potworne i na domiar wszystkiego byl absolutnie wyzuty z
wszelkich srodkow materialnych. Nie mogt podja¢ zadnej pracy gdyz
wahano by si¢ go zatrudni¢, mogl wige jedynie liczy¢ na litos¢ ludzka
albo na pomoc krewnych i przyjaciol pozostawionych w dalekiej
ojczyznie, ale i oni przy najlepszych checiach nie zawsze mogli pomoc.
Trzeba byto znalez¢ oddanego postanca, ktory zdolalby przebyc¢ te setki
a nawet tysiace kilometrow, unikna¢ wszystkich niebezpieczenstw
podrozy, dotrze¢. do adresata i wreszcie powrédcic calo. Na tych
ogromnych przestrzeniach nie braklo rabusiow, ktorzy czyhali na
podroznych aby obedrzec ich z pienigdzy a czegsto i pozbawic zycia. Poza
tym wiele z po$rod osob, nawet bardzo zyczliwych zeslancowi, musialo
sie lekac by przez kontakty z nim nie narazi¢ si¢ u dworu.

Inna ale nie mniejsza udrgke musiato stanowic dla deportowanego
jego zupelne osamotnienie i ta beznadziejna, deprymujaca bezczynnosc
na jaka byl skazany.

Najbardziej oddalone wschodnie rubieze nie byly jedynym miejscem
zestania ; kierowano zestanych rowniez i do miast zachodnich a takze i do
miast Azji Mniejszej: Atanazy, patriarcha aleksandryjski spedzit przeszto
dwa lata w Trewirze, deportowany na rozkaz cesarza Konstantyna I'°.
Teodor Studyta, na przetomie VIII i IX w. zostal trzykrotnie skazany na
wygnanie: do Pontu i w glab Azji Mniejszej!!. Za panowania Michala
VIII, patriarcha Jan Veccos zaplaci¢ musial wygnaniem do Brussy za swa
opieszatos¢ przy wprowadzaniu w Zycie unii z koéciolem Rzymskim !2.

Zestanie w obrebie granic panstwa bizantynhskiego bylo o wiele
tagodniejsza formg tej kary niz zeslanie do Armenii, na pogranicze
persko-arabskie. Przede wszystkim juz dystans jaki trzeba bylo przeby¢
byl nieskonczenie krotszy a srodki lokomocji o wiele lepsze. Do
niektorych miejsc mozna bylo znaczna czgSc trasy przebyc droga wodna.
Tym samym odpadala wigc udreka pieszej podrozy, poza tym wigksze
miasta na Zachodzie byly siedziba wladz a tym samym warunki Zycia

10 J P. Migne, ed., Patrologiae ... Series Graeca, «Beati Theodoreti, ep. Cyrensis
Historia Ecclesiastica», 82, c¢. 958.

"' G. A. Schneider, Der. heilige Theodor von Studion (Miinchen, 1956), p. 54.

12 H. Evert-Kappesowa, «Une page de relations byzantino-latines. La fin de 'union de
Lyon», Byzantinoslavica (Praha), 17, no. 1 (1952): 9-18.
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byly duzo lepsze. Wreszcie dzieki duzo mniejszej odlegtosci od stolicy i
znacznie sprawniejszej komunikacji latwiej bylo nawiaza¢ kontakt z
rodzina i przyjaciotmi. Zrodta nie wspominaja czy zestancow
umieszczano — przynajmniej w niektorych przypadkach — w
wiezieniach, natomiast wiadomo nam, Ze lokowano ich nieraz w
klasztorach pod nadzorem przeora, ktory ponosit odpowiedzialnosc jesli
zestaficowi udalo si¢ np. zbiec. Bez watpienia, ze surowy tryb zycia
wedlug reguly zakonnej, ograniczenie swobody osobistej musiato by¢
przykre dla kogos, kto byl przyzwyczajony do decydowania nie tylko o
sobie ale i o innych, do wydawania rozkazéow a nie do postuchu. Ale
niekiedy zdarzalo sig, Ze zeslaniec i sprawa dla ktorej cierpial, napotykaly
na sympati¢ zakonnikow a czasem i przeora — woOwczas sytuacja jego w
klasztorze ulegala catkowitej zmianie.

Trudno powiedziec czy zestancy po przybyciu na miejsce przezna-
czenia byli z reguly badz porzucani na lask¢ losu, badz lokowani po
klasztorach, badz tez w niektorych wypadkach umieszczani w
wigzieniach. Znajdowaly si¢ one bez watpienia na calej przestrzeni
panstwa bizantynskiego. Znamy nieco blizej warunki bytowania w
wigkszosci z nich, ktore byly przeznaczone dla mgtoéw spolecznych.
Warunki te wuragaly kardynalnym normom higieny i pojec
humanitarnych. Pomieszczenia dzielily si¢ na «exotera» i «endotera».
Exotera byty nieco lepsze: mialy troche wigcej przestrzeni, powietrza i
§wiatla. Byly tez mniej zatloczone. Natomiast w «endotera» wiezniowie
byli stloczeni. Poslaniem ich byla przegnita sloma, jakie§ szmaty lub
wprost gola podloga. Kubetl z odchodami wynoszono raz na dzieh wiec
powietrze bylo wprost straszne. Brutalno$¢ straznikow byla
przystowiowa a wszelka troska o dostarczenie wigzniowi pozywienia czy
bielizny spoczywala na jego rodzinie lub przyjaciotach. Ale wiezniowie
pochodzacy z warstwy spolecznie uprzywilejowanej podejrzani lub
oskarzeni o przestgpstwo polityczne, wtracani byli przewaznie do
wielkiego wigzienia, zwanego wiezieniem Siedmiu Wiez, u murow stolicy.
Warunki tam byly lepsze, dozorcy bardziej kontrolowani. '

Za miejsce zeslania stuzyly rowniez wyspy. Sposrod wielu wysp jakie
wchodzity w sklad panstwa bizantynskiego, najczgsciej wymieniany jest
w tym kontekscie archipelag na Morzu Marmara. Sklada sie on z
dziewigciu wysepek lecz niektore z nich sa to raczej wielkie skaly
wylaniajace si¢ z morza. Cata powierzchnia archipelagu wynosi 180 km?
a zgodnie ze spisem z 1963 r. liczba mieszkancow nie przekraczala 16
tys !. Prawdopodobnie w czasach bizantynskich nie byla wigksza.

13

Constantin évéque d’Irénopolis (jak w przyp. 3), pp. 278-280.
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Wysepki te sa nieurodzajne a mniejsze z nich pozbawione sa wody. W
gruncie rzeczy wigc nie nadajg si¢ do zamieszkania i dlatego wtasnie byly
zamieszkane wylacznie przez eremitow, ktoérzy poszukiwali, podobnie
jak ich egipscy i syryjscy wspolbracia samotnosci i takich warunkow, w
ktorych mogli by dozna¢ jak najwigcej udreczen. Oczywiscie, ze
egzystowa¢ mogli tylko dzigki pomocy poboznych wspolwyznawcow w
stolicy. Natomiast na kilku wigkszych wysepkach, zaopatrzonych w
wode, a dzigki temu 1 w pewna roslinno$¢, rozsiadly sig liczne klasztory.
Ale i one mogly utrzymac sie przy zyciu jedynie dzigki fundacjom jakie
otrzymywaly 1 dzigki temu ze byly bogate lub mialy bogatych
protektorow. Wszystko co im bylo potrzebne, a przede wszystkim
zZywno$¢, przywozono im ze stolicy, najczesciej zreszta rozporzadzaly
wlasnymi stateczkami.

Zestanie na wyspy uchodzito za najlagodniejsza forme tej kary; przede
wszystkim, jak bylo wspomniane wyzej, omijaly skazafnca straszne
perypetie pieszej wedrowki do miejsca przeznaczenia, podczas gdy droga
wodna byla latwa, krotka i nieucigzliwa. Klimat tych wysp jest lagodny,
nastonecznienie w kazdej porze roku duze, odpadaly wigc przykrosci
zwigzane z brakiem opalu czy tez cieplej odziezy. Lecz najwigkszym
atutem tych miejsc byla dla wygnanca ich bliskos¢ od stolicy, dzieki
czemu kontakt z przyjaciolmi czy rodzing nie byl calkowicie i
nieodwolalnie zerwany. Mozna bylo przy odrobinie szczgscia otrzymac
jaka$ przesylk¢ czy zasitek pienigzny a wiadomoSci o tym co si¢ dzieje w
swiecie docieraly stale przez zaloge statkow, ktore przywozily zywnosc.
Zestaniec nie byl tak calkowicie wyobcowany jak jego towarzysze niedoli
zestani na kresy Azji Mniejszej, przebywal w dalszym ciaggu we wlasnym
kraju.

Na kresy panstwa deportowani byli ci, ktorych si¢ chciano pozby¢ raz
na zawsze, natomiast na wyspy skazywano tych, ktorzy byli niewygodni,
ktorzy przedstawiali potencjalnie jakie$ niebezpieczenstwo i ktorych
nalezato mie¢ na oku. Tak np. cesarz Konstantyn Kopronymos zestat na
Prokonesos Sw. Stefana ML., eremite z okolic Nikomedii, ktory by}
zagorzatym ikonofilem i cieszyt si¢ ogromna popularnoscia wérod swoich
wspOtwyznawcow. Zestaniec zostal umieszczony w klasztorze, ktorego
przeor otrzymat nakaz by go traktowal surowo 1 scisle nadzorowal. Ale
tak przeor jak i mnisi klasztoru podzielali najwyrazniej poglady religijne
sw. Stefana, gdyz nie tylko sami otaczali go tlumnie ale dopuszczali do
niego wszystkich jego wielbicieli, ktorzy gromadnie przybywali z
Konstantynopola '4.

14 Migne, PG, «Vita Sti Stephanis Junioris», vol. 100, ¢. 1076-1196.
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Nie wydaje si¢ aby na wyspach istnialy wigzienia. Ich funkcje w
pewnym sensie pelnily klasztory, a to tym wiecej, ze wielki odsetek
zestafcow stanowili duchowni i kobiety. Kobiet nie osadzano nigdy w
wiezieniach i nie deportowano nigdy na kresy, dlatego by nie narazac je
na brutalno$¢ konwojentow i wigziennych dozorcow, nie bylyby tez w
stanie znie$¢ trudow tak dlugiej podrozy. Natomiast spotykamy je czesto
na zestaniu w klasztorach, badz to w jakim$ prowincjonalnym mieécie
cesarstwa, badz tez — co zdarzalo si¢ znacznie czgsciej — na wyspach
archipelagu Marmara. W klasztorze na Prinkipo spedzita cale swoje
zycie i zapewne zmarla Eufrozyna, ktorej jedynym przestgpstwem bylo
to, ze urodzita si¢ corka cesarza Konstantyna VI i miatla prawa do
tronu '3. W klasztorze na Prinkipo zmarla rbwniez na zestaniu jej matka,
pierwsza zona Konstantyna V1!, Roéwniez na Prinkipo a pozniej na
Mitylenie (Lesbos) przebywata i zmarta, podobno z ngdzy i glodu, stynna
cesarzowa Irena !7.

Whbrew temu co si¢ nieraz mys$li ucieczka z tych wysepek byla bardzo
trudna: przede wszystkim na tak malej przestrzeni wszyscy mieszkancy
doskonale si¢ znali. Nowy przybysz wzbudzal zaciekawienie. i byl
obserwowany. Ukrycie wigc jakichkolwiek przygotowan do ucieczki
byto bardzo trudne. Co najmniej do potowy VII w. nawigacja byla
skrupulatnie kontrolowana przez urzgdy morskie. Nie tylko porty ale
zwykle przystanie a nawet poprostu miejsca do ktérych moglaby przybi¢
barka lub jaka§ 16dz, znajdowaly si¢ pod Scistym nadzorem policji
morskiej.

Nalezy teraz zadac sobie pytanie na czym polegaly te «formy» zestania
w Bizancjum i jaka byla ich specyfika?

Przede wszystkim polegaly na tym, ze zestaniec polityczny nie tylko nie
byt zmuszany do zadnej bardziej lub mniej ciezkiej pracy, ale ze byt jej
wogole pozbawiony. Jak bylo wspomniane wyzej nikt w jego miejscu
zestania nie odwazy! by si¢ go zatrudnic, a ze jednocze$nie pozbawiony
byl wszelkich srodkow do zycia, przeto skazany byt na nedze, ktoéra go
niszczyla pod wzgledem fizycznym. Druga — moze jeszcze bardziej
dotkliwg udreka — bylo nie tylko oderwanie go od dotychczasowego
srodowiska, ale kompletna izolacja, catkowite osamotnienie. Byt — zeby
tak sie wyrazi¢ — absolutnie sam wérod ludzi. Nie mial bowiem
towarzyszy niedoli a ludnos¢ miejscowa lgkata si¢ jakichkolwiek z nim

t5  Constantin évéque d'Irenopolis, "H Mpiyknmrog, "OpBodotia'(1959), 11, 162-166.

16 Constantin évéque d’Irenopolis, "H peyain povi tiig Tprykfnov, "OpBodotia (1956),
pp. 285-287.

17 Constantin évéque d’Irenopolis, ‘OpBodotia (1956), pp. 285-287.
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kontaktow. Do tych udrek przylaczata si¢ inna, jeszcze gorsza: przy-
musowa bezczynno$¢ 1 niemoznos¢ zaspokojenia jakichkolwiek potrzeb
umystowych. To tlumaczy czemu ci ludzie czestokro¢ o wybitnej inteli-
gencji i gruntownym wysztalceniu nie wywarli Zadnego wpltywu na zycie
tych opuszczonych, na poly dzikich potaci kraju, w ktorych spedzili tyle
dtugich i cigzkich lat.

Uniwersytet Lodzki



Die Testamente
des Abtes Gregor von San Filippo di Fragala

VERA VON FALKENHAUSEN

Die Ruine des ehemals griechischen Klosters San Filippo di Fragala
liegt im Nord-Osten Siziliens (Provinz Messina) an den Hangen des
Monte Crasto, etwa 20 km siidlich von Capo Orlando, zwischen den
Ortschaften Mirto und Frazzano . In den mittelalterlichen Quellen lduft
das Kloster unter den Namen "Ayloc ®ilnnog 100 Mehitdpou ? oder
T®v Agpévvav bzw. év toig Aguévvoig?, wobei sich ersterer auf den
unmittelbaren Standort der Klostergebdude bezicht?, letzterer dagegen
auf die das nord-6stliche Sizilien umfassende Provinz Val Demone. Uber
die Identitét des Klosterpatrons scheint schon im Mittelalter eine gewisse
Unklarheit geherrscht zu haben: nach einigen Zeugnissen des aus-
gehenden 11. und friihen 12. Jahrhunderts war das Kloster dem Apostel
Philippus geweiht, der am 14. November gefeiert wird 3, nach anderen —
gleichzeitigen — Urkunden dagegen dem heiligen Philippus von Argira,
einem lokalen, in Sizilien und Kalabrien hoch verehrten Wundertiter,
dessen Fest auf den 12. Mai fillt®. Uber Griindung und Friihzeit des

' A. Salinas, »Escursioni archeologiche, III. Il monastero di San Filippo di Fragala«,

Archivio stor. siciliano 12 (1887): 385-393; C. Filangeri, »Monasteri basiliani di Sicilia«,
in Mostra dei codici e dei monumenti basiliani siciliani ( Messina, 3-6 dicembre 1979)
(Palermo, 1980), S. 36-54.

2 8. Cusa, I diplomi greci ed arabi di Sicilia, vol. 1, pt. | (Palermo, 1868), S. 383, 385f., 394,
409; E. Miller, Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque de I’ Escurial (Paris, 1848),
S. 396ff.

3 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 386, 387, 389, 391, 393, 394, 396, 400, 406, 409, 414, 422;
R. Cantarella, Codex Messanensis Graecus 105. Testo inedito con introduzione, indici e
glossario [R. Deput. di Storia Patria per la Sicilia] (Palermo, 1937), S. 32-37, et passim.
4 Heute Limitiro < peiitnpdc: G. Alessio, »L’elemento greco nella toponomastica della
Sicilia«, Bollettino del Centro di studi filologici e linguistici siciliani 3 (1955): 234.

5 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 383: poviiv to¥ dyiov kxat £v86&ov kai Bavpatoupyod arocTOAov
Oukinnov.

¢ Cusa, I diplomi, S. 400: 100 kabnyovuévou tob dyiov ®irhinnov tob Apyuvptov tdv
Agpévvov; C. Pasini, Vita di S. Filippo d’Agira attribuita al monaco Eusebio [Orientalia
Christ. Analecta 214] (Roma, 1981).
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Klosters ist nichts iliberliefert; es steht allerdings fest, daB es schon
wihrend der arabischen Herrschaft bestanden hat, denn der erste
namentlich bekannte Abt, Gregor, der in jungen Jahren in San Filippo
Monch wurde, schreibt 1096/97 in seinem Testament, daf3 er dort viel
erduldet habe Uno t@OV KpatoLVTOV "Iopanittdv’.

Nach der normannischen Eroberung erlebte das Kloster unter dem
genannten Abt Gregor einen gewaltigen Aufschwung: Graf Roger 1.,
der, sei es aus personlicher Frommigkeit, sei es aus Griinden der
politischen Opportunitit, die griechischen Kirchen und Kldster Siziliens
und Kalabriens unterstiitzte, um unter den einheimischen Christen
Bundesgenossen fiir den Kampf gegen die Araber zu gewinnen, erlie3
ab 1090 auch Privilegien zugunsten von San Filippo di Fragala 8. Mit
seiner politischen Protektion und finanziellen Hilfe konnte Abt Gregor
die Hauptkirche und daneben eine Michaelskirche, die Zellen fiir die
Mdnche und die Verteidigungsbauten des Kiosters errichten ®. Allerdings
findet sich an dem heutigen Bau, der im 18. Jahrhundert vollstindig
renoviert wurde, von den mittelalterlichen Strukturen kaum noch etne
Spur 1°. Die Glanzzeit des Klosters fillt in die Jahre kurz nach Rogers 1.
Tod, als wihrend der Vormundschaftsregierung seiner Witwe Adelasia
fiir die minderjihrigen S6hne Simon (1101-1105) und Roger II. (1105-
1112) der normannische Hof hauptsichlich in Ostsizilien, in Messina
oder in dem San Filippo benachbarten San Marco d’Alunzio, residierte.
Damals flossen dem Kloster nicht nur von Seiten der Regentin zahlreiche
Schenkungen zu, sondern auch von Seiten einiger in der Nihe begiiterter
normannischer Feudalherren, wie Eleazar Mallabret oder der Briider
Matthdus und Hugo de Craon !'. AuBerdem erfreute sich Abt Gregor
der Protektion einiger hoher Verwaltungsbeamter griechischer Herkunft,
z.B. der des Logotheten Leo, des Notars — spiter Admirals — Eugenios

Siehe Anhang, Zeile 6.
8 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 383-394. Kaum eine dieser Urkunden ist im Original erhalten, da
ein groBer Teil der friihnormannischen Privilegien auf Papier geschrieben wurde und oft
schon nach wenigen Jahren erneuert werden mubBte; einige der Rogerurkunden sind
vermutlich gefélscht oder zumindest interpoliert, aber trotz der fragwiirdigen Authentizitit
einiger Stiicke besteht kein Grund daran zu zweifeln, da der normannische Graf das
Kloster tatkriftig gefordert hat.
®  Cusa, I diplomi, S. 396f.
' Filangeri, Monasteri basiliani, S. 41ff.
' Cusa, I diplomi, S. 411-415; L.-R. Ménager, »Inventaire des familles normandes et
franques emigrées en Italie méridionale et en Sicile (XI-XII® siécles)«, in Roberto il
Guiscardo e il suo tempo. Relazioni e comunicazioni nelle Prime Giornate normanno-sveve
( Bari, maggio 1973) (Roma, 1975), S. 369f.
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und des Kdmmerers (xanpiiiyyag) und Mystolekten Nikolaos 2. Sicht-
barer Beweis der Prosperitidt waren neun Metochia, die San Filippo 1105
unterstanden '3,

In den Zwanziger Jahren wird es stiller um das Kloster, vielleicht weil
es mit der Verlegung des Hofes nach Palermo fiir die Abte schwieriger
geworden war, ihre Wiinsche an den Herrscher heranzutragen. Aller-
dings sind aus dieser Zeit, in der Roger 1I. im wesentlichen von seiner
expansiven Italien- und Konigspolitik absorbiert war, kaum Privilegien
fiir sizilianische Kloster erhalten. 1133 unterstellte Konig Roger San
Filippo als povactipilov Kepaiikov kai adtodéomotov — also nicht als
Metochion, sondern als ein Kloster, das unter der Leitung eines eigenen
Abtes eine gewisse Selbstindigkeit behielt — zusammen mit zwdlf
weiteren griechischen Klostern in Sizilien und drei in Kalabrien dem neu-
gegriindeten koniglichen Archimandritat San Salvatore in Messina '*.
Gelegentliche konigliche Schenkungen und Interventionen bezeugen,
daB San Filippo trotz des Verlustes seiner Autonomie auch im spiten 12.
und frithen 13. Jahrhundert noch nicht ganz in Vergessenheit geraten
war, und daB seine Abte bei Hof noch etwas zu erreichen vermochten 5.
Ein langsamer Niedergang wird wie in den meisten griechischen Klgstern
Siziliens etwa in der Mitte des 13. Jahrhunderts eingesetzt haben, als die
sizilianische Oberschicht im wesentlichen latinisiert war, so daBl die
griechischen Kirchen und Kl6ster weder geeigneten Nachwuchs fanden,
der ihren Besitz hitte vermehren, verteidigen und sinnvoll verwalten

12 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 399f.; G. Cozza-Luzi, »Del testamento dell’abate fondatore di
Demenna«, Archivio stor. siciliano 15 (1890): 35-39; V. von Falkenhausen, »1 ceti dirigenti
prenormanni al tempo della costituzione degli stati normanni nell’Italia meridionale e in
Sicilia«, in Forme di potere e struttura sociale in Italia nel Medioevo, a cura di G. Rossetti
(Bologna, 1977), S. 352-354. — Was den Kidmmerer Nikolaos angeht, so wird er in T3
puotoAéktng genannt, wie Cozza-Luzi richtig gelesen hat (S. 38), wihrend Cusa (S. 401)
pvotoroyog liest und C.A. Garufi, »Censimento € catasto della popolazione servile,
Nuovi studi e ricerche sull’ordinamento amministrativo dei Normanni in Sicilia nei secoli
XI e Xll«, Archivio stor. siciliano 49 (1928): 32-36, die Lesung pvotokietog vorschligt.
Aber das Amt des pvotoriktng, das im wesentlichen Juristen vorbehalten war, ist im
11. Jahrhundert in Byzanz gut belegt (R. Guilland, »Etudes sur I'histoire administrative de
Pempire byzantin. Le mystique, 6 pootixdg«, Revue des études byzantines 26'[{1968] : 288 1f.;
N. Oikonomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IX¢ et X siécles [Paris, 1972], S. 325,
Anm. 223; V. Laurent, Le corpus des sceaux de I’Empire byzantin, I1: L'administration
centrale [Paris, 1981], S. 70-76), kann also leicht im normannischen Sizilien imitiert worden
sein.
13 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 397, 401; Cozza-Luzi, Del testamento, 38.

14 Der nur abschriftlich erhaltene griechische Text (cod.Vat.Lat. 8201, f. 130r-132v) ist
noch unediert; die bei R. Pirri, Sicilia Sacra, vol. 2, (Palermo, 17333), S$.974-976,
veroffentlichte lateinische Ubersetzung enthiilt zahireiche Fehler und Interpolationen.

'S Cusa, I diplomi, 421-434, 438-456; G. Silvestri, Tabulario di San Filippo di Fragald e
Santa Maria di Maniaci. Parte I: pergamene latine (Palermo, 1887), Nr. 1, S. 1-3, Nr. 2,
S.4-9, Nr. 30 a, ¢, g, S. 102ff., 106ff., 111.
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konnen, noch interessierte Gonner bei Hof. Nach den Visitations-
berichten der Archimandriten von San Salvatore aus der ersten Hilfte
des 14. Jahrhunderts besaB San Filippo 1329 nur noch zwei der ehemals
neun Metochia, aber mit dem Besitz einer Walkmiihle und zweier
weiterer Wassermiihlen, Einnahmen aus Grundbesitz und Marktrechten
und einem Viehbestand von immerhin 500 Ziegen und Schafen, 13
Ochsen und fiinf Eseln® stand es wirtschaftlich besser da als viele
andere griechische Kloster Siziliens in diesen Jahren. Fiir 1334 und 1336
wird vermerkt, da Abt Johannes in koniglichem Auftrag in die
‘Romania’ gereist sei!’. Aber dann scheint der Verfall nicht mehr
aufzuhalten gewesen zu sein: 1490 wurde das Kloster von Papst
Innozenz VIII. dem ‘Ospedale Grande’ in Palermo unterstellt '®, und
sieben Jahre danach erlaubte Papst Alexander V1., die Basilianerménche
durch Benediktiner zu ersetzen, denn »quasi impossibile est, monachos
ordinis sancti Basilii hujusmodi, qui bone, honeste et exemplaris vite ...
existant, ad praesens reperire«'®, Die erhaltenen Urkunden von San
Filippo liegen heute groBten Teils unter der Signatur ‘Tabulario
dell’Ospedale Grande’ im Staatsarchiv von Palermo, wohin sie nach der
Sékularisation im Jahre 1866 iiberfiihrt wurden.

Die vergleichsweise gut dokumentierte Geschichte von San Filippo di
Fragald bietet zahlreiche Ansatzpunkte zu Untersuchungen iiber das
griechische Ménchtum im mittelalterlichen Sizilien; hier soll jedoch
nur auf eine Episode aus der Friihgeschichte des Klosters eingegangen
werden, und zwar auf die Nachfolgeregelung des schon genannten Abtes
Gregor, von dem drei Testamente erhalten sind, die hier der Einfachheit
halber T!, T? und T3 genannt werden. Das erste, bisher unbekannte
Testament (T!), das im Anhang zu diesem Artikel veréffentlicht wird,
stammt aus dem Jahre 1096/97. Es liegt nicht wie die iibrigen Urkunden
des Fonds von San Filippo di Fragala im Staatsarchiv von Palermo,
sondern als Einzelstiick im ‘Fondo pergamenaceo. Archivio privato

'¢  Cantarella, Codex Mess. Graecus 105, S. 34. Im Jahre 1168 waren es 2000 Schafe,
200 Kiihe, 100 Maultiere und 500 Schweine: Silvestri, Tabulario, Nr. 30c, S. 106f.

'7  Cantarella, Codex Mess. Graecus 105, S. 122, 156. Nach den lateinischen, von Silvestri,
Tabulario, Nr. 10-16, S. 34-56, verdffentlichten Urkunden war zwischen 1335 und 1342 Abt
von San Filippo ein gewisser Annichius Longus; dieser vermeintliche Widerspruch konnte
sich mit der Hypothese, dal Annichius eine Kurzform von Joannikios ist, I6sen, denn der
Familienname des in den Visitationsberichten genannten Abtes Johannes ist Maxpog (=
longus): Cantarella, Codex Mess. Graecus 105, S. 156-158.

18 Gilvestri, Tabulario, Nr. 36, S. 137-140.

19 Silvestri, Tabulario, Nr. 38, S. 149.
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Raddusa’, der im Staatsarchiv von Catania deponiert ist 2°. Nach der
Uberschrift T'pnyoprog ebtedfc povaydg, el kai avatioc, kadnyoopsvog
700 00iov TaTpodg UGV Dkinrov tod €v Agpévvorg (von der Hand des
Schreibers) gibt Abt Gregor eine kurze Darstellung seines Lebens seit
dem Eintritt ins Kloster: er hatte schon in frithester Jugend der Welt
entsagt und war in dem damals ganz verlassenen Kloster San Filippo
Monch geworden, wo er von Seiten der damals regierenden Sarazenen
viel hatte erdulden miissen (Zeile 2-6). Spater, das heiflt nach der
normannischen Eroberung Siziliens, war es ihm mit Hilfe des Grafen
(Rogers 1., der 1096/97 noch lebte) gelungen, das Kloster zu erweitern,
Kirchen und Wohngebédude zu bauen, und Grundbesitz zum Unterhalt
von Monchen und Gisten zu erwerben (Zeile 6-10). Er gab seinen
Moénchen eine Regel (kavdv), die er nicht nach eigenem Gutdiinken,
sondern in der Nachfolge der Viter verfaBit hatte. Auf zwei Punkte der
Regel, die das Fasten und die Heiligung von Sonn- und Feiertagen
betreffen, wird im Testament ausfiihrlich eingegangen: die Mdnche
diirfen iiberhaupt kein Fleisch essen und sollen auBer der groBen
Tessarakoste das Advents- und das Apostelfasten einhalten, ebenso wie
das allwochentliche Mittwochs- und Freitagsfasten. Als Feiertage, die
mit Psalmieren und absoluter Arbeitsruhe begangen werden sollen,
gelten die vierzehn Festtage des Kirchenjahrs, die Apostel- und Marien-
feste und die Gedenktage der wichtigsten Heiligen (Zeile 6-17). Alt
und schwach geworden, macht Abt Gregor jetzt sein Testament. Nach
dem Vorbild von Theodoros Studites und anderer heiliger Viter hat
er eine Versammlung der Mdnche einberufen und seinen Jiinger, den
PriestermOnch Blasios, der von klein auf im Kloster lebt, zu seinem
Nachfolger erwihit. Blasios solle die ihm anvertraute Herde als ein
guter Hirte betreuen, wird einigermaBen wortreich ausgefiihrt; er
solle die Postulanten nach einem dreijihrigen Noviziat zu Mdnchen
scheren, die Klostergemeinde nach Mdoglichkeit vergréBern und die
Klosterregel einhalten. Die Ménche ihrerseits sollen dem Abt gehor-
chen, nicht {iber ihn murren oder sich gegen ihn verschwéren. In einer

20 Ich danke dem Direktor des Staatsarchivs von Catania, Professor G. Nigro, und seinen
Mitarbeitern, die meine Arbeit mit groBziigiger Hilfsbereitschaft unterstiitzt haben. —
Schon L.-R. Ménager hatte die Urkunde in Catania eingesehen, sie jedoch, erstaun-
licherweise, fiir den zweiten Teil des zweiten Testaments von Abt Gregor vom Mai 1105
(T2) gehalten: L. R. Ménager, Amiratus — apnpg. L'émirat et les origines de I'amirauté
(XI-XIIF siécles) (Paris, 1960), S. 27, Anm. 2: »Original, composé de deux parchemins
aujourd’hui détachés, dont le premier est conservé a Palerme, Archivio di Stato, Ospedale
Grande di Palermo, Abbazie di San Filippo di Fragala e Santa Maria di Maniace, perg. 8,
et le second a Catane, Archivio Provinciale, Fondo Raddusa, n. 22«.
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Randnotiz — vielleicht von anderer Hand — wird den Ménchen
untersagt, privates Eigentum zu besitzen (Zeile 17-42). Wer das Testa-
ment, das Gregor im Vollbesitz seiner geistigen Krifte verfat hat, nicht
respektiert, soll verflucht werden (Zeile 44-46). Als Schreiber der
Urkunde zeichnet Lukas gniokomoc ZOAwv (Zeile 47). Nach dem
Datum wird in einer kurzen Zusatznotiz darauf hingewiesen, dal} die
Kirche des heiligen Nikolaus o0 Kaotéidov nicht vom Hauptkloster
getrennt werden diirfe (Zeile 48) 2!. Die Namen von sechs Zeugen, die
alle von derselben Hand, aber nicht von Bischof Lukas geschrieben
sind, beschlieBen den Urkundentext (Zeile 49-50).

Abt Gregors Testament weist weder in Aufbau und Stil noch im
Inhalt bemerkenswerte Eigenheiten gegeniiber anderen griechischen
Abtstestamenten des Mittelalters auf. DaB der Klostergriinder oder
-neugriinder seinem Testament einen Lebenslauf voranstellt, in dem er
besonders sein segenreiches Wirken fiir das Kloster hervorhebt, ist die
Regel 2. Ebenso gehdren die zitierten Bibelverse ins gingige geistliche
Zitatenrepertoire der Zeit: Psalm 88,49 »Wo ist jemand, der da lebt und
den Tod nicht sdhe ... 7%« ist — fast konnte man sagen — ein fester
Bestandteil der Einleitung byzantinischer Testamente, und zwar sowohl
geistlicher als auch weltlicher 23. Das Wort aus dem Hebrierbrief 13, 17
»Gehorchet euren Lehrern und folget thnen ...« wird auch im Typikon
des Euergetes-Kloster in Konstantinopel zitiert, das aus der Mitte des 11.
Jahrhunderts stammt 24, In demselben Typikon wird auch wie in Gregors
Testament mehrfach mit dem nahe liegenden Vergleichspaar Abt-Hirte
und Monche - Herde gespielt 2°.

21 Es handelt sich um das Metochion S. Nicola di Scala in Palaiokastron, stidlich
von Alcara 1i Fusi, das Roger I. im Dezember 1094 San Filippo geschenkt hatte: Cusa,
I diplomi, S. 389f.; Filangeri, Monasteri basiliani, S. 62, Karte auf S. 55.

22 K.A. Manaphes, Movactnpiokd tumka - Swbfkar [WAOnvi«. Zoyypappa
neproducdv thg £v AN vag Emotnuovikfic £talpeiag, Tewpd Satpipdv kat peretnpaTov
7] (Athen, 1970), S. 148, 150-152, 154, 158, 163.

23 K. Sathas, [Mapaptnua, Mecaiwvikty Bipriodfkn, vol. 6 (Venedig, 1877), Nr. 22,
S.634; G. Ferrari, »Formulari notarili inediti dell’eta bizantina«, Bullettino dell’Istituto
stor. ital. 33 (1913): 51; R. Browning, Notes on Byzantine Prooimia [Wiener byzant.
Studien, I, Supplement] (Wien, 1966), Nr. 30, S. 22-24; G. Robinson, History and Cartulary
of the Greek Monastery of S. Elias and S. Anastasius of Carbone [Orientalia Christiana, 15,
2](Roma, 1929), Nr. I1-54, S. 138; F. Miklosich —J. Miller, Acta et diplomata Graeca medii
aevi sacra et profana, vol. 6 (Vindebonae, 1890), 81; S.G. Mercati—C. Giannelli—
A. Guillou, Saint-Jean-Théristés (1054-1264) [Corpus des actes grecs d’Italie du sud et
de Sicile. Recherches d’histoire et de géographie 5] (Citta del Vaticano, 1980), Nr. 14,
S. 102, Nr. 41, S. 212; Cusa, I diplomi, S. 351.

24 P, Gautier, »Le typikon de la Théotokos Evergétis«, Revue des études byzantines 40
(1982): 59.

25 P. Gautier, »Le typikon«, S. 57, 59, 65.
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Die im Testament erwdhnten Bestimmungen aus dem Klosterregle-
ment entsprechen gleichfalls der damaligen byzantinischen Norm: das
gilt fiir das dreijihrige Noviziat, die Gehorsamspflicht gegeniiber dem
Abt und die Besitzlosigkeit der M6nche nach dem Eintritt ins Kloster 2°
ebenso wie fiir die Fastengebote, die sich mit den im Testament des
heiligen Paulos vom Berge Latros aufgezeichneten decken und anschei-
nend der um die Wende vom 11. zum 12. Jahrhundert in Konstantinopel
giiltigen Ordnung folgen2’. Wenn Abt Gregor den Priesterménch
Blasios zu seinem Nachfolger ernennt, so macht er nur von einem seiner
Rechte als ktitwp Gebrauch. Seit dem beginnenden 6. Jahrhundert sind
ndmlich griechische Testamente bekannt, durch die der sterbende Abt,
der sich als Eigentiimer des Klosters betrachtet, seinem Nachfolger die
Abtswiirde zugleich mit dem Besitz des Klosters vermacht 28, und
zahlreiche spitere Urkundenbeispiele belegen die Kontinuitdt dieses
Brauches in mittel- und spitbyzantinischer Zeit 2°; vermutlich beson-
ders in kleinen Klostern, wo es fiir die wenigen Monche schwieriger war,
sich gegen den Willen ihres Abtes durchzusetzen.

Abt Gregor hat sein Testament weder selber geschrieben noch unter-
schrieben. Das ist nicht weiter erstaunlich, denn eigenhidndige Unter-
schriften wie die des Christodulos vom Johannes-Kloster in Patmos
unter Testament und Kodikellos3® sind relativ selten. Die meisten
Abtstestamente aus Siiditalien — soweit sie liberhaupt unterzeichnet
sind — tragen nur die Unterschriften des Schreibers und der Zeugen 3'.
Lukas, éniokonog ZOAwv, der im Mai 1105 auch die beiden spiteren

26 P. De Meester, De monachico statu iuxta disciplinam Byzantinam, [Sacra congre-

gazione per la Chiesa Orientale. Codificazione can. orient. Fonti, ser. II, fasc. X]
(Citta del Vaticano, 1943), S. 356ff., 376-379.

27 »Awbnxn [Madlov 100 Aatpnvodk, Niog ‘Erxinvouviuev 12 (1915): 201f,
K. Holl, Die Entstehung der vier Fastenzeiten in der griechischen Kirche [Abh. der
preuss. AW, Jhg. 1923, phil.-hist. KI., No. 5] (Berlin, 1924), S. 38.

28 A. Steinwenter, »Byzantinische Ménchstestamente«, Aegyprus 12 (1932): 60-63;
M. Krause, »Die Testamente der Abte des Phoibammon-Klosters in Theben«, Mitteilg.
des Deutschen Arch. Instituts. Abtg. Kairo 25 (1969): 57-67.

2% Manaphes, Movaotnplakd tomka-Siadfxat, S. 126-128.

30 Miklosich— Miiller, Acta et diplomata, vol. 6, S. 84ff., 89; E.L. Branouse, Ta
ay10h0YIKd: Kaipzvuﬁtof) Soiov Xprotododiov, idputod 1iig év MéTue poviig. rhoroyixn
napadooig kai {oTopikal poptupial (Athen, 1966), S. 27f.

3V G. Ferrari, I documenti greci medioevali di diritto privato dell'Italia meridionale
e loro attinenze con quelli bizantini d’Oriente e coi papiri greco-egizii [Byz. Archiv 4] (Leipzig
1910), S. 109; Robinson, Carbone, S. 144, 170; Mercati— Giannelli—Guillou, Saint-Jean-
Théristés, Nr. 5, S. 68, Nr. 14, S. 103. In dem heute verlorenen Testament des Abtes
Gerasimos von SS. Pietro e Paolo di Spanopetro aus dem frithen 12. Jahrhundert fehlen
sowohl der Name des Schreibers als auch die Zeugenunterschriften: B. de Montfaucon,
Palaeographia Graeca (Parisiis, 1708), S. 403-407.
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Testamente Abt Gregors schrieb, ist von Bruno Lavagnini mit dem
bekannten Bischof Lukas von Isola Capo Rizzuto in Kalabrien identifi-
ziert worden, der in seiner Heimat als Heiliger verehrt wird 2. In der
Unterschrift von T? nennt er sich ypoppatikdg33, und tatséchlich
schreibt er sehr gewandt und fliissig und fast ohne orthographische und
grammatische Fehler. In seiner Vita heiBt es, daB er in Sizilien gepredigt
und Priester geweiht habe *4. Aus den Daten der von ihm geschriebenen
Testamente kann man schliefen, dal Lukas entweder sehr lange —
mindestens acht Jahre lang — in Sizilien gewirkt hat, oder daB seine
Bezichungen zum Abt von San Filippo di Fragala so eng waren, dal3 er
ihn auch nach seiner Riickkehr nach Kalabrien hin und wieder in Sizilien
besucht hat. Lukas’ Di6zese wird in den italienischen Quellen der Zeit
normalerweise 1@ "AcuAda genannt 33, und im Mai 1105 beschlieBt der
Bischof eigenhiindig den Text von T* mit den Worten, das Testament
sel Topd Aouvkd éniokonov AcbAimv geschrieben worden 6. Beruht die
Form émickonov TOhwv, die Lukas in T! gebraucht, auf einem Schreib-
fehler, oder kann man sie auf eine Namensform X0Aa zuriickfiihren, die
vielleicht mit dem heutigen Toponym Sifa in Verbindung zu bringen
wire?37

Nach einer achtjdhrigen Periode als offiziell designierter Nachfolger
entschloB sich der Mdnch Blasios 1105 dazu, eine Pilgerfahrt nach
Jerusalem zu unternehmen. Eine Wallfahrt ins Heilige Land bedeutete
seit der Spadtantike die Kronung eines byzantinischen Monchslebens,

32 B. Lavagnini, »S. Luca, vescovo di Isola, ¢ la data del suo viaggio in Sicilia (1105)«,
By:zantion 34 (1964): 69-76; abgedruckt in idem, Atakta. Scritti minori di filologia classica,
bizantina e neogreca (Palermo, 1978), S. 654-662.

33 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 400. Auch in einem Kommemorationsvermerk im cod. Messan. Gr.
103 wird er so genannt: Vita di S. Luca, vescovo di Isola Capo Rizzuto, testo e traduzione a
cura di G. Schiro [Istituto sic. di studi biz. e neogreci. Testi 2} (Palermo, 1954), S. |, Anm. 1.
3% Vita di S. Luca, S. 90. Damals war ithm wohl apch das Kloster St. Konstantin
in Maletto (Erzdiozese Messina) geschenkt worden: V. von Falkenhausen, »I monasteri
greci dell’Italia meridionale ¢ della Sicilia dopo I'avvento dei Normanni: continuita
e mutamenti«, in I/ passaggio dal dominio bizantino allo Stato normanno nell’ltalia
meridionale. Atti del secondo Convegno intern. di studio sulla civilta rupestre medioevale nel
Mezzogiorno d’'Italia ( Taranto-Mottola, 1973) (Taranto, 1977), S. 216, Anm. 69.

35 Vita di S. Luca, S. 86; G. Garitte, »Deux manuscrits italo-grecs«, in Miscellanea
G. Mercati [Studi e Testi 123] (Roma, 1946), S. 34; F. Trinchera, Syllabus Graecarum
membranarum (Neapoli, 1865), Nr. 106, S. 140, Nr. 111, S. 146, Nr. 292, S, 407.

3¢ Cozza-Luzi, Del testamento, S. 39.

37 G. Rohlfs, Dizionario toponomastico e onomastico della Calabria (Ravenna, 1974),
S. 142, leitet den Namen der Stadt Isola von dfoviog = ‘kriminell” ab, wihrend der Name
Sila »apparentato al greco UAn ‘selva’« sei: ibidem, 322. J. Darrouzés, Notitiae
episcopatuum ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae (Paris, 1981), notice 7, Zeile 677, not. 9,
Z. 448, not. 10, Z. 658, not.'13, Z. 725, gebraucht regelmiBig die Form "Agicuia.
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und in dem Drang, an den heiligen Stitten der Christenheit zu beten,
standen die siiditalienischen Monche denen aus anderen, weniger ent-
legenen Reichsteilen nicht nach. Der heilige Sabas der Jiingere erreichte
sein Ziel nur nur in einer Vision?38, aber im Jahre 1058/59 verlieB
z.B. Abt Lukas II. von S. Anastasio di Carbone sein Kloster in der
Basilicata, um nach Jerusalem zu pilgern *°. Mit dem ersten Kreuzzug,
bei dem die siiditalienischen Normannen eine entscheidende Rolle
spielten, nahmen diese Wallfahrten vermutlich noch zu: am Ende des
11. Jahrhunderts war der Ménch Pankratios von St. Johannes Theristes
bei Stilo in Kalabrien sogar dazu bereit, in einem ProzeB um den Besitz
eines Grundstiickes zu Ungunsten seines Klosters auszusagen, weil die
Gegenpartei ihm eine kostenlose Reise nach Jerusalem versprochen
hatte*°. Um 1123 gab die Nonne Aloysia ihr Amt als Abtissin des
Bartholoméius-Klosters in Tarent, der Stadt Boemunds, auf, um ihren
Lebensabend im Heiligen Land zu verbringen #'.

Blasios’ Aufbruch zwang Abt Gregor dazu, ein neues Testament
aufzusetzen 2. Der erste Teil von T2, Gregors Biographie, die Bestim-
mungen der Klosterregel, die Einsetzung des Nachfolgers (donyobuevoc)
und die Betrachtungen iiber dessen Pflichten, entsprechen in langen
Passagen wortlich dem Text des dlteren Testaments, so dall man einige
zerstorte Stellen in T! nach T? ergdnzen kann (Zeile 26-27). Allerdings
wird, abgesehen von einigen stilistischen Korrekturen, auch der wirt-
schaftlichen Entwicklung von San Filippo in den letzten Jahren Rech-
nung getragen: in dem Bericht iiber die Bautitigkeit Gregors und die
Expansion des Klosters werden acht neue Metochia erwdhnt, die der
Abt zwischen 1096/97 und 1105 gegriindet oder erworben hatte. Im
Zusammenhang mit der Klosterregel enthélt der Text einige unwesent-
liche Modifikationen: Gregor bezieht sich jetzt nicht allein auf den
xavav|des Theodoros Studites, sondern auch auf den Basileios’ des
GroBen; auBerdem wurde die Randnotiz iiber die Besitzlosigkeit der
Moénche in den Haupttext aufgenommen. Dieser wiederholende Teil, der
ungefihr zwei Drittel des Textes ausmacht, 148t erkennen, daB T2 das
vorausgegangene Testament ersetzen und damit ungiiltig machen solite;

38 Historia et laudes SS. Sabae et Macarii iuniorum e Sicilia auctore Oreste patriarcha
Hierosolymitano, ed. G. Cozza-Luzi (Roma, 1893), S. 59-61.

39  Robinson, Carbone, Nr. 7, S. 169.

40 Mercati— Giannelli— Guillou, Saint-Jean-Théristés, Nr. 3, S. 55.

41 Robinson, Carbone, S. 258f. Das Typikon von San Salvatore in Messina aus dem Jahre
1132/33 schreibt ausdriicklich vor, daB kein Monch ohne die Erlaubnis seines Abtes ins
Heilige Land ziehen diirfe: S.G. Mercati, »Sul tipico del monastero di S. Bartolomeo di
Trigona«, Archivio stor. per la Calabria e Lucania 8 (1938): 219, Kap. 23.

42 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 396-400. Die Urkunde liegt im Staatsarchiv von Palermo unter der
Signatur: Tabulario dell'Ospedale Grande, perg. 8.
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ein Zufall hat die wertlos gewordene iltere Urkunde auBerhalb ihrer
Archivheimat erhalten.

In dem neuen Teil des zweiten Testamentes kommt dann die Rede auf
Blasios” Wunsch, eine Pilgerfahrt ins Heilige Land zu unternehmen. Abt
Gregor gibt seine Zustimmung und prézisiert, daB} der aonyoduevoc,
wenn er, wie versprochen, innerhalb von drei Jahren zurlickkehre, seine
nowavtikn a&ia libernehmen diirfe; andernfalls darf Gregor, wenn er
noch lebt, nach Ablauf der Dreijahresfrist einen anderen Nachfolger
ernennen; ist er dagegen dann schon tot, so sollen die Monche einen
neuen Abt wihlen. Der SchluBteil von T? zeigt, daB seit 1096/97 die
Beziehungen zwischen San Filippo di Fragala und dem normannischen
Hof noch enger geworden waren: Abt Gregor gedenkt ausdriicklich
seiner Wohltiter, des Grafen (Rogers 1.), der Gpyovteg, Nikolaos xanpt-
Ayyag, Leon AoyoB&tng und Eugenios, und der Gréfin Adelasia, fiir die
ohne UnterlaB gebetet werden solle. SchlieBlich werden alle die mit
geistlichen Sanktionen bedroht, die es wagen sollten, das Hauptkloster
seiner Metochia zu berauben, den von Gregor ernannten Nachfolger
abzusetzen oder die Klosterregel umzustoBen; ebenso sollen Gregors
Verwandte und Erben verflucht werden, falls sie Anspriiche auf seinen
San Filippo geschenkten elterlichen Besitz erhben.

T3, erheblich kiirzer als die beiden ersten, Testamente, stellt wohl
eine Art Kodizill zu T? dar. Es ist zwar gleichfalls auf Mai 1105 datiert,
muB aber nach dem zweiten redigiert worden sein, auf das es mit den
Worten peydin Swdfkn Bezug nimmt#3. Wihrend sich die beiden
ersten Testamente im Wesentlichen an die Klostergemeinschaft richten,
scheint der Text des dritten Testaments eher fiir die AuBenwelt und
die hochmogenden Goénner bestimmt gewesen zu sein. Hier ist nicht
mehr die Rede von kl6sterlicher Disziplin, sondern von der Dankbar-
keit gegeniiber dem verstorbenen Grafen Roger (tov péyov éxeivov
Poxéplov xoépta),** seiner Frau Adelasia und ihren Kindern, dem

43 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 400-402; Cozza-Luzi, Del testamento, S. 35-39. Die Urkunde, die
aus dem Fonds von San Filippo di Fragala verschwunden war, gelangte auf Umwegen ins
Staatsarchiv von Palermo, wo sie heute unter der Signatur: Pergamene varie, Nr. 73 liegt;
eine Photographie befindet sich in dem schon zitierten Aufsatz von B. Lavagnini, siche
Anm, 32,

44 Soweit ich feststellen konnte, fithrt der sogenannte GroBgraf Roger I. in keiner
der wenigen im Original erhaltenen Urkunden zu seinen Lebzeiten den Titel péyag
xoung oder magnus comes: H. Enzensberger, »Cancelleria e documentazione sotto
Ruggero 1 di Sicilia«, in » Ruggero il Gran Conte e linizio dello Stato normanno«. Relazioni
e comunicazioni nelle Seconde Giornate normanno-sveve ( Bari, maggio 1975) (Roma, 1977),
S. 20. In T2 findet sich wiederholt die Gegeniiberstellung von péyag éxgivog Poxéprog
xoung und dem véog koung Simon einerseits und dem pkpog ‘Pwréprog andererseits. Das
entspricht dem byzantinischen Sprachgebrauch, nach dem der Ausdruck péyag Bacireds



184 VERA VON FALKENHAUSEN

jungen Grafen Simon (tod véov kdptog kKai ovféviov Tupewviov) und
dem kleinen Roger (tob pixpod Poxepiov), die ebenso wie Nikolaos, der
uvotoréktng sowohl des verstorbenen als auch des jungen Grafen, das
Kloster gefordert und die Kosten fiir den Bau der namentlich aufge-
zdhlten Metochia getragen haben . Gregor betont, daB die genannten
Metochia unlosbar mit dem Hauptkloster verbunden seien, und dal er
seinen Nachfolger auf Befehl der Grifin und ihres Sohnes ernannt
habe. Offensichtlich will er sich mit der Berufung auf seine gréflichen
Protektoren gegeniiber der normannischen Verwaltung und vielleicht
auch gegeniiber dem Bischof absichern. Mit dem Versprechen, unauf-
horlich fiir die hohen Wohltiter zu beten, und Drohungen gegen alle
Zuwiderhandelnden, endet das Testament.

Abt Gregor hielt sich nicht an seine Abmachung mit dem Mdonch
Blasios. Das geht aus einer duflerst ungeschickt formulierten und un-
gelenk geschriebenen Dorsalnotiz auf T? hervor, die bisher noch nicht
gelesen wurde:

t Tpnyopi(og) kadnyobue(vog) povng tov dyiov ®1(i)nr(ov) &xdexOnv tobd
avnyiov pov éwoc T £t (kai) odk MAB(ev) (kai) dpting EpBuca &i¢ Tag moAag
100 Bavatov kai avri ékeivo EBala Toh avnyiov pov tod kupod Ipnyopiov 45
iva &xer gEovoiav el 1@ povastipia Sha dca éotv yeypapupéva gic v
Swrtinwoty tadbtny. (Kai) éotig 8°av 0tAn elvar gig Tv povny, iva Eve eig
v efovoiav adtod, iva exovoiv th[v] edhoyiav Tod B(c0)d (kui) dxodoat
v dikalav povAv: Acgtte, ol ed(A)o(yhuevor) tod m(at)p(0)g pov*e, (xal) ta
8Efc. Kai dotig OEAn £EelBev, Tva un Exer dEovoiav &lg 1@ povaocthpia,
dnep Extica, xabdg Eott yeypappéva. (Kai) dotig eaviy eite pkpo(v) eite

sowohl im Sinne von ‘Hauptkaiser’ gegeniiber den Mitkaisern als auch von "verstorbenem
Kaiser’ gebraucht wird, oder aber, um bei Kaisern mit gleichem praenomen den ilteren von
dem jiingeren (véog oder ptkpdg) zu unterscheiden : P. Schreiner, »Zur Bezeichnung ‘megas’
und ‘megas basileus’ in der byzantinischen Kaisertitulatur«, Bulavtiva 3 (1971): 175-192.
Roger L. ist also vermutlich der Titel péyog x6ung, den er in spéter neu ausgefertigten oder
auf seinen Namen gefélschten Urkunden fiihrt, erst nach seinem Tode beigegeben worden.
45 Was die Metochia von San Filippo di Fragala angeht, so besteht eine Unstimmigkeit
zwischen den Angaben in T2 und T3. Nach T? waren die Kirchen den heiligen Michael,
Johannes Prodromos, Philadelphoi, Thalelaios, Nikolaus, Markus, und je zwei
der Theotokos und dem Apostel Petrus geweiht. Eine Theotokoskirche und die dem
Prodromos geweihte fehlen in der Liste von T3. Vermutlich handelt es sich um ein
Versehen; man konnte sich allerdings auch vorstellen, daB Gregors Besitztitel fiir die
beiden in T? ausgelassenen Kirchen so schwach waren, dal er es vorzog, sie nicht in das fiir
die Offentlichkeit bestimmte Testament aufzunehmen. Die erhaltenen Urkunden von San
Filippo liefern keine Losung zu diesem Problem.

452 Die Genitive an Stelle der zu erwartenden Akkusative konnten unter dem EinfluB} der
Endungen auf -u |in den siiditalienischen Dialekten entstanden sein: cf. A. Jacob, »Une
fondation d’hoépital & Andrano en Terre d’Otrante«, Mélanges de I’Ecole Frangaise de
Rome. Moyen Age-Temps modernes 93 (1981): 689.

46 Matth. 25, 34.
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pEyav Gvtirgyovi(w), oxein v dpav d(v) dyiev TIH m(até)pov (kai) 1
uepic avtod pera wd(v) ot(av)pmoavi(ov) B(v) k(bpe(v). "Eypaen pn(vi)
Iavvouv(apiov) T é€t(e1) ,gxie’. Und weiter unten, in derselben Schrift: Kot
ot 8" av momoet payia €ig TV poviiv 1ob dyiov @ikinnov xai £ig Tolg
adehopovg 7 £ig TOV Nyod(pevov), iva gxel to avdbeu(a).

t »(Ich) Gregor, Abt des Klosters St. Philipp, habe drei Jahre lang auf meinen
Neffen gewartet, und er kam nicht. Und jetzt kam ich an die Pforten des
Todes und ernannte statt seiner meinen Neffen, Herrn Gregor, daB er Gewalt
habe iiber alle Kloster, die in diesem Testament aufgeschrieben sind. Und wer
im Kloster bleiben will, der soll ihm untertan sein, und sie sollen den Segen
Gottes haben und die gerechte Stimme héren: ‘Kommt her, ihr gesegneten
meines Vaters’, und so weiter. Und wer weggehen will, der soll keinen Teil an
den Klostern haben, die ich gebaut habe, wie geschrieben ist. Und wer, ob klein
oder grof3, etwas dagegen einwendet, der soll den Fluch der 318 heiligen Viter
haben und sein Los sei mit denen, die den Herrn gekreuzigt haben. Geschrieben
am 10. Januar im Jahre 6615 (1107); und wer Zauberei betreibt gegen das Kloster
St. Philipp und gegen die Briider und gegen den Abt, der sei verdammt«.

Diese Notiz ist offensichtlich von Abt Gregor selbst verfait worden,
der in Anbetracht seines gestorten Verhiltnisses zur griechischen
Grammatik und Orthographie gut daran getan hat, die offiziellen
Testamente von dem sprach- und schreibgewandteren Bischof Lukas
aufsetzen zu lassen. Im Januar 1107, ungefdhr zehn Jahre nach Aus-
stellung des ersten Testaments, scheint sich Gregor dem Tode so nah
gefiihlt zu haben, daB er entgegen seinem Versprechen an Blasios in T?
und auch entgegen seiner Behauptung in der Notiz selbst, nicht drei
Jahre lang auf die Riickkehr des Jerusalempilgers wartete, sondern
schon nach zwanzig Monaten einen neuen Nachfolger ernannte. Inte-
ressant ist in diesem Zusammenhang, daB die beiden designierten
Nachfolger Gregors Neffen sind, was in den offiziellen Testamenten
verschwiegen wird.

Da sich die byzantinischen Abte, wie schon gesagt, normalerweise
als Besitzer der von ihnen gegriindeten KloGster betrachteten, war es
eine natiirliche Konsequenz, daf3 sie, wenn mdglich, versuchten, die
Abtswiirde mit dem Besitz des Klosters an ein Familienmitglied, meist
einen Bruder oder Neffen, zu vererben. DaB weitsichtige Abte ihre
Verwandten entweder aus Prinzip 7, oder weil sie sie fiir nicht geeignet
hielten, von der Nachfolge ausschlossen, ist selten. Zu diesen Aus-

47 So der koptische Abt des Epiphanius-Klosters bei Theben, der seinen Nachfolgern
grundsitzlich verbietet, das Kloster ihren Verwandten zu vermachen: The Monastery of
Epiphanius at Thebes, vol. 2: Coptic Ostraca and Papyri, ed. W.E. Crum (New York,
1932), App. 3, S. 344-348.
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nahmen gehort z.B. der schon genannte Abt Christodulos von Patmos,
der in seinem Testament von 1093 ausdriicklich erklirt, daB keiner
seiner drei Neffen, von denen einer immerhin Mdnch und napoikovo-
pog des Studitenklosters in Konstantinopel war, irgendwelche Rechte
auf das Johannes-Kloster geltend machen diirfte*®. Ja, er. verbietet
sogar seinem priasumptiven Nachfolger, dem natplapyixd¢ voTaplog
Theodosios, Verwandte ins Kloster aufzunehmen*®. Wie tief jedoch
das Erbprinzip in der byzantinischen Klostertradition verwurzelt war,
geht aus einer siiditalienischen Urkunde aus dem Jahre 1050 hervor:
Abt Theodor vom Kloster 100 kVp Zwoipov (Cersosimo in der
Basilicata) hatte in seinem Testament nicht seinen Bruder, sondern
den Priesterménch Theophylakt zum ££ouciaotrc Kai kadnyoduevog
seines Klosters ernannt; der von der Nachfolge ausgeschlossene Bruder
Lukas gab daraufhin eine offizielle Verzichtserklirung ab mit der
Begriindung, er sei aus gesundheitlichen Griinden nicht dazu in der Lage,
die Abtswiirde und die damit verbundenen Pflichten zu iibernehmen >°.
Lukas betrachtete sich also als den legitimen Nachfolger seines Bruders
und war es auch in der Sicht seiner Zeitgenossen. Dabei ist nicht
einmal gewil, ob der verstorbene Theodor iiberhaupt der kthtwp war;
der Name des Klosters tod kbp Zwoipov 148t eher auf einen Herrn
Zosimos als Griinder schlieBen.

Die Stifterfunktion war wohl in der Regel die Voraussetzung, aber
keinesfalls conditio sine qua non fiir einen Abt, der sein Kloster einem
Verwandten hinterlassen wollte. Als der schon genannte Abt Lukas II.
von S. Anastasio di Carbone 1058/59 sein Kloster in der Basilicata
verldf3t, um ins Heilige Land iiberzusiedeln, zdhlt er in seinem Testament
seine Vorgénger auf: der Griinder, Lukas Karbounes, hatte das Kloster
dem Priesterménch Blasios hinterlassen und der dem Priestermdnch
Menas; Menas bestimmte seinen Verwandten Theodulos zum Nach-
folger, von dem Lukas II. das Kloster iibernommen hatte, das er
seinerseits seinem Bruder, dem Priestermdnch Blasios, vermacht 3!, Zwei
von fiinf Sukzessionen blieben also sozusagen in der Familie; und
vermutlich hatte nicht jeder Abt passende Monche in seiner engeren
Verwandtschaft.

48 Miklosich-Miiller, Acta et diplomata, vol. 6, S. 83: tobg 8¢ tpeig pov dvewiols ...
EEvoug mavtanaot nowd anod the Eufic navépag, ovk Exovies £Eovoiav elg £k To0TOV NoTE
KOipob 1} xpOVOL KIVEIV Tt 1 AEYELV TPOG TOV ROV YUPLOTIKAPLOV Kl TV &V 1§ povi)
SlapepoVIWV.

4% Miklosich-Miiller, Acta et diplomata, vol. 6, S. 82f.

3¢ Trinchera, Syllabus, Nr. 37, S. 45-47.

5t Robinson, Carbone, Nr. V11-56, S. 166-170.
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Wir haben es dabei keinesfalls mit einer siiditalienischen Sonder-
entwicklung der byzantinischen Klostertradition zu tun. Im Osten und
Westen des Reiches vermachten Viter ihren S6hnen ungehindert Kioster
und Abatiat: so der Monch Gerontios seinem Sohn, dem Monch
Gerasimos, das Kloster der heiligen Marina bei Smyrna *2, wihrend
in St. Johannes Theristes bei Stilo mit dem Enkel Pankratios 1102
sogar noch die dritte Generation ans Ruder kam *3. Diese Praxis wird
im 12. Jahrhundert in Ptochoprodromos’ Satire auf das -——natiirlich
erfundene — Kloster des Philotheos gegeiBelt, in dem Vater und Sohn
gleichzeitig Abte sind 5*. Trotzdem galt auch strengen Asketen das
Prinzip der Erblichkeit von Kl&stern nicht etwa als anriichig. Als der
heilige Neilos von Rossano von den Modnchen eines Nachbarklosters
nach der Flucht des Abtes gebeten wurde, ihnen cinen neuen Abt zu
geben, entschied er sich fiir den Bruder des Verschwundenen, obwohl der
in der Heiligen Schrift nicht sehr bewandert war>>. In der sizilianischen
Dynastie der heiligen Christophoros, Sabas und Makarios, die in der
zweiten Hilfte des 10. Jahrhunderts in Kalabrien und der Basilicata
einen ausgedehnten Klosterverband aufgebaut hatten und kontrollierten,
ging das Amt des »Generalabtes« vom Vater nacheinander auf die
beiden Sohne iiber 3¢, Etwa um dieselbe Zeit bestimmte der georgische
Adelige Johannes, Mitgriinder und Abt des Athos-Klosters Iviron,
auf dem Totenbett seinen Sohn Euthymios zum Nachfolger mit der
Auflage, bei Ausscheiden oder im Todesfall den Abatiat an einen
Verwandten namens Georgios weiterzugeben, was auch piinktlich
geschah *7. Neophytos, Abt des Athosklosters Docheiariou und seit etwa
1118 Protos des Heiligen Berges 38, hatte Kloster und Abtswiirde durch

52 Miklosich- Miiller, Acta er diplomata, vol. 4, 201-203. Die Urkunde, die nur
abschriftlich erhalten ist, wird auf September, Indiktion 8 und das Weltjahr 6700 datiert;
da das Datum in sich nicht stimmig ist und einige der Zeugen in den Jahren zwischen 1240
und 1250 mehrfach belegt sind (ibidem, 196f., 205), muBl das Weltjahr wohl auf 6743 oder
6758 emendiert werden.

53 Mercati-Giannelli Guillou, Saint-Jean-Théristés, Nr. 5, S. 65-68.

54 D.C. Hesseling-H. Pernot, Poémes prodromiques en grec vulgaire (Amsterdam, 1910),
S. 50, Vers 32-37.

55 Blog kol moitteia tob Oclov matpog Audv Neithouv tob Néov, ed. G. Giovanell
(Grottaferrata, 1972), S. 72f; E. Follieri, »La vita inedita di S. Fantino il giovane nel codice
Mosquensis 478«, in Atti del 4° Congresso storico calabrese (Napoli, 1269), S. 21f., 26.
56 Historia et laudes SS. Sabae et Macarii iuniorum, S. 85, 87, 92.

*7  »Vita beati patris nostri Johannis atque Euthymii et oratio de probatis eorum moribus
conscripta a pauperculo Georgio presbytero et monacho«, in Histoires monastiques
géorgiennes, ed. P. Peeters, Analecta Bollandiana, 36/37 (1917-1919): 30ff., 63.

58 Actes du Prétaton, ed. D. Papachryssanthou [Archives de I'Athos 7], (Paris, 1975),
S. 133, Anm. 215.
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eine Abdankungsurkunde seines Vorgingers und Onkels erlangt °. Ein
anderer, bekannterer Neophytos, der asketische Klausner auf Zypern,
bestimmte in der revidierten Fassung seines Typikons (1214) seinen
Neffen und amtierenden Okonom des Klosters, den Priesterménch
Jesaias, zu seinem Nachfolger°. In vielen Kldstern galt das Amt des
Okonoms als Sprungbrett zum Abatiat.

Es war wohl nicht nur ein stark entwickelter Familiensinn, der die
byzantinischen Abte zu einer solchen Nachfolgepolitik trieb; hinter
dieser Praxis steckten hdufig handfeste wirtschaftliche Interessen. Es ist
verstandlich, daB eine Familie, die einen groBen Teil ihres Vermdgens
in eine Klostergriindung investiert hatte, nicht schon nach dem Tode
des ersten Abtes die Kontrolle dariiber verlieren wollte. Manchmal
legten wohl zwei oder mehrere Briider ihr Erbteil zusammen, um ein
gemeinsam gegriindetes Kloster mit einem gréBeren Anfangskapital
auszustatten. Unter einer geschickten Fiihrung konnte ndmlich ein
in ein Kloster umgewandelter Gutsbetrieb durch Schenkungen und
Steuernachlésse erheblich mehr Gewinn abwerfen als in seinem alten
Zustand ®'. Auch biuerliche Familien richteten anscheinend recht hiufig
auf ihren Hofen solche klosterlichen oder auch nur monastisch getarnten
Familienunternehmen ein, die ihnen zudem durch ihren geistlichen An-
strich einen groBeren Offentlichen Schutz verhieBen. In solchen Fillen
war es sinnvoll, daB méglichst viele Familienmitglieder mittaten, denn
Aussteiger wiren wohl leer ausgegangen. Oft sind gemeinsame Skono-
mische Interessen und gemeinsame religiose Erweckung nicht vonein-
ander zu trennen. In diese Kategorie gehort z.B. das Christus-Kloster im
thrakischen Philea, das die Briider Matthdus und Kyrill bei einem
verlassenen Kirchlein auf eigenem Boden und mit eigenen Mitteln
gegriindet hatten; Kyrills junger Sohn und ein Neffe schlossen sich
ihnen an. Die Briider stammten aus ganz drmlichen Verhiltnissen, aber
dank ihrem heiligmidBigen Leben gelangte ihr Kloster alsbald in den
Gunstbereich des kaiserlichen Hofes ©2. Auf dhnliche Weise mochte das

59

Ch. Ktenas, ‘O npdtog tod Ayiov "Opovg Abw kxai ) »MeydAn Méon«, 1| »Zovagig,
‘Enet. "Etaupeiag Bul. Zrovddv 6 (1929): 255.

6% 1. P. Tsiknopoulos, Kvrpixa Tumka (Leukosia, 1969), S. 87; C. Mango—E.J. W.
Hawkins, »The Hermitage of St. Neophytus and its Wall Paintings«, Dumbarton Oaks
Papers 20 (1966): 126.

ot Uber Klgster als Kapitalanlage siche C. Mango, »Les monuments de I'architecture du
XI¢ siécle et leur signification historique et sociale«, Travaux et mémoires 6 (1976): 353-356.
82 La vie de Saint Cyrille le Philéote, moine byzantin (+ 1110), ed. E. Sargologos
[Subsidia hagiographica 39] (Bruxelles, 1964), S. 104ff., 107, 121-123, 245 et passim.
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der Theotokos und dem heiligen Michael geweihte Kloster in Latinianon
(Basilicata) entstanden sein, das Basileios von Armento 1041 testamen-
tarisch seinem Bruder Sergios vermachte mit der Begriindung: »Weil
wir dort gemeinsam gewirkt haben«®3. Allerdings erreichte diese
Griindung nie die hohe Sphére kaiserlicher Protektion.

Oft wurde eine solche familiiire Erbfolge dadurch erleichtert, daB viele
dieser Kldster sehr klein blieben, so daB der Familienklan gegeniiber
den anderen Ménchen iiberwog. Denn nicht immer und iiberall gelang
der wirtschaftliche Aufstieg. Ein Extremfall, der aber bestimmt nicht
vereinzelt dasteht, ist das 1116 bei Lentini in Sizilien gegriindete Kloster
des heiligen Johannes Chrysostomos; wihrend seines fiinfundzwanzig-
jdhrigen Bestehens scheint es nie mehr als drei Mdnche gehabt zu haben
(das war nach der byzantinischen Gesetzgebung die Mindestzahl fiir
ein Kloster)®*: die Uberlieferung kennt auBer den beiden Griin-
dermonchen, den Briidern Elias und Paul, einen Neffen, der sich nach
dem Tode der Onkel wegen der prekdren Lage des Klosterchens dem
Archimandritat von San Salvatore in Messina unterstellte ©3.

Die Armlichkeit solcher monastischer Etablissements wird in vielen
Fillen das bischofliche Desinteresse an den Interna ihrer Regierung
hervorgerufen oder geférdert haben. Denn wenn auch nicht a priori
auszuschlieBen ist, dafl manchmal der Bruder, Neffe oder Sohn des Abtes
der wiirdigste oder geeignetste Kandidat fiir die Nachfolge war, so
beweist doch eine derart verbreite Familienwirtschaft, wie wenig
Gebrauch die Ortsbischofe von dem ihnen vor der geistlichen und
weltlichen Gesetzgebung eingerdumten Recht machten, die Wahl der
Abte in den Kldstern ihrer Didzese zu kontrollieren®®. Eine Novelle
Basileios’ II. aus dem Jahre 996 hatte allerdings die bischofliche
Jurisdiktion iiber Kleinkloster (mit weniger als acht bis zehn Mdnchen),
die von Bauern auf eigenem Boden in ihrem Dorf gegriindet worden
waren, ausdriicklich auf den spirituellen Bereich beschrinkt. Solche

¢3  Robinson, Carbone, Nr. 11-2, S. 140.

%4 Les nouvelles de Léon VI le Sage, texte et traduction publiés par P. Noailles et A. Dain
(Paris, 1944), Nov. 14, S. 57.

65  Cod.Vat.Lat. 8201, ff. 125, 141; M. Scaduto, Il monachesimo basiliano nella Sicilia
medievale (Roma, 1947), S. 147-149.

%6 De Meester, De monachico staru, S. 219f. Allerdings sollte die bischofliche Kontroll-
instanz das Prinzip der Erblichkeit beriicksichtigen: so hatte sich z.B. der Ménch Gregor
beim Patriarchen Nikolaos Mystikos iiber den Metropoliten von Patras beschwert, der ihn
willkiirlich aus seinem Kloster vertrieben hatte, auf dessen Leitung er als Verwandter des
Griinders berechtigte Anspriiche geltend machen konnte. In einem Mahnschreiben an den
Metropoliten setzte sich der Patriarch fiir die Rechte des Vertriebenen ein: Nicolas I,
Patriarch of Constantinople, Lerters, ed. and transl. by R.J.H. Jenkins and L. G. Westerink
[Corpus fontium hist. Byz. 6} (Washington D.C., 1973), S. 410.
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Klgster, die im Gesetzestext als dorfliche eOktipia definiert werden,
sollten, so befand der Kaiser, unbehelligt bleiben von Zinsforderungen
oder ldstigen VerwaltungsmaBnahmen von Seiten der Ortsbischéfe oder
Metropoliten; vor allem aber durften sie nicht als yapiotixiov an
hochgestellte Personlichkeiten vergeben werden®’. Und wo der
materielle Anreiz ausblieb, wird bei vielen Bischofen auch der
disziplindre Eifer erlahmt sein. Ein groBer Teil der hier behandelten
Kloster wird in die Kategorie der landlichen edktfipia gehért haben.
Im Falle von San Filippo di Fragala kommt noch hinzu, daB nach der
normannischen Eroberung in ganz Sizilien eine lateinische Hierarchie
eingerichtet wurde, und daf} die griechischen KliGster, soweit sie von der
herrschenden Dynastie gegriindet worden waren oder unter ihrem Schutz
standen, wie grifliche Eigenkl6ster behandelt wurden . Sonst aber paft
die Nachfolgeregelung des Abtes Gregor genau in das hier gezeichnete
Bild. Wenn San Filippo auch nicht Gregors eigene Griindung war, so
hatte doch der Abt seinem Kloster Familienbesitz vermacht ¢°; auBBer-
dem war der groBe Aufschwung, den das Kloster in den Jahren seines
Abatiats genommen hatte, wohl hauptséchlich auf seinen persénlichen
Einsatz und seine ausgezeichneten Beziehungen zum normannischen
Hof zuriickzufiihren. Es lag also auf der Hand, daB er die Abtswiirde
innerhalb seiner Familie vererben wollte. Gegen die Nachfolge des
Neffen Blasios, der auch von der Grifin Adelasia bestéitigt worden war,
hatte anscheinend niemand etwas einzuwenden gehabt ; aber als sich Abt
Gregor Anfang 1107 dem Tode nahe fiihlte, ohne daB der designierte
Nachfolger aus dem Heiligen Land zuriickgekehrt wire, entschloB er
sich, auf jeden Fall noch zu Lebzeiten einem anderen Familienmitglied
die Leitung des Klosters zu sichern. Der zweite Neffe, Gregor, entsprach
wohl weniger dem Geschmack der Klostergemeinschaft, wie man viel-
leicht aus den heftigen Drohungen schlieBen darf, die der sterbende
Onkel gegen alle die ausstoBt, die es — mit welchen Mitteln auch
immer — wagen sollten, die Nachfolge des Neffen anzufechten. Dal}
in diesem Zusammenhang auch mit magischen Anschlidgen gerechnet
wurde, darf nicht verwundern, denn byzantinische Geistliche oder
Monche, die entweder selber ein biichen zauberten oder sich als Kunden
an tiichtige Magier wandten, sind keine Seltenheit ’°. Anscheinend

67 J. und P. Zepos, Jus Graecoromanum, vol. | (Athen, 1931), S. 267-269.

®®  Von Falkenhausen, »I monasteri greci«, S. 212-217.

89 Cusa, I diplomi, S. 400: 1 éx OV yovEwv pov G@epwdivia €ig THv avtv
EKKANCilav KTHpata.

70 C. Cupane, »La magia a Bisanzio nel secolo XIV: Azione e reazione. Dal registro del
patriarcato costantinopolitano (1315-1402)«, Jahrbuch der oster. Byzantinistik 29 (1980):
247-262.
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waren die angedrohten Sanktionen so abschreckend oder Abt Gregors
Autoritit und die von ihm geschaffene Tradition auch nach seinem Tode
so stark, daB der gleichnamige Neffe tatséichlich die Nachfolge antrat,
denn noch 1116 ist Abt von San Filippo di Fragala ein Gregor !, den
man wohl eher mit dem Neffen als mit dem Onkel identifiziert.

Universita degli studi di Pisa

7Y Cusa, I diplomi, S. 411ff.

ANHANG
Awabnkn 5. Indiktion, 6605 (1096/97)
Testament des Abtes Gregorios vom Kloster San Filippo di Fragala.

Text:

Das Original, eine recht gut erhaltene Pergamenturkunde, (680mm x 430-
320mm) liegt im Staatsarchiv von Catania, Fondo pergamenaceo Archivio
privato Raddusa, n. 22*. Die Urkunde ist mehrfach gefaltet worden. An einer der
Faltstellen, etwa in der Mitte der Urkunde ist heute ein Loch. Auf der Riickseite,
die ganze Linge der Urkunde ausfiillend, steht: +6 yxaptng ovtog napéyet 1
Swabhkn 100 kabnyouvuévov 1ol ayiov Prrinm(ov) Tod Apyvpiov 0D v
Agpév(vorg).

Die Urkunde ist unediert.

t Tpnyoptog evted(fg) po(va)y(6g) el kai ava&iog kabnyobuevos tod 6ciov
n(at)p(d)g Mudv Orin(rov) tob &v Asuévvors. [/ O év i mpoyphppatt
rpotayBeig tanevog apaptords Ipnyopiog drnetafdpuny 1@ xOoumt kai toig
gv T KOoHML and TpdTNg NAkiag, kal énédw- //3 ko duavtoOv THL povij
100 dylov Mikinn(ov) dowkntwr olon Akpnv kol dpoavestdtnt kai obrw
RERLKVOUEVT MOALOTG Gdeh@oig kab(dg) Omapyer ofuepov. O(eo)d (d&)
Bondeiatl tod //* npovoolvrog v Nuetépav o(wtn)pilav Kai TPOYIVHOKOVTOG
ta $odpeva Kai npecPeiaig wpd(c) adtov tod iepwtdtov Girinn(ov) bropeiv(ag)
glg 1(0v) tOmOV tobtov (xai) moAAG mukteboag, eig du- //° eavewav 10
Goixknrov tolto Epyov éxdpnoa. Kai 81 Gptt tfig ZikeAdv vijoov Aw@ioaong
£K T@V ToAAAV aipatoyxuoidv kal alypaiooidy, kai y(ap) Ttodrd xad’ Exdayv
//6 BtAnv dewvd xayd év i povi Tabtnt vrod Tdv kpatodviev Topaniitdv.
TuvévEcel oD yevwaletatov KOpultog kol omouvdijt éuod tod tameivod kai
vraxofit TV mporafoviwv dv tfj /)7 ufi dmotayit aderopdv dnd Padp(wv)
0dtdv 6 vaog obtog MyEpdn xai 6 nbpyos dikodopndn, xad(eg) dpitar Toig

/1* Tpnyoptog: leg. T pnyoprog

* Das Ministero per i Beni Culturali e Ambientali — Ufficio Centrale per i Beni
Archivistici. Direzione Tecnologica Archivistica. Roma, gab die Erlaubnis zur Ver-
Offentlichung der Urkunde am 12. Mai 1977 [n. 4. 1670/57.55 (21)}.
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390alpoig tdv ebewpiv(ov). OB povov y(ap) eig t(hv) towadt(nv) //® tobd
vaol oy o0Afdnuey oikodopfv, aAAa kai gig T(1v) Tob Apyotpatiiyov Muyani
dxAnoiav kai GAAov, G¢ 1 peyiotn povi] petd TtV Skuopdt(®v) avtiig
dumeddg Swakatéyet xoi //° &v dogadeion SwAéyer. Qikodouncoe xai 1d
kelAia, év olg ol povayol oyoisv thv olknotv, dureldovag te kai ywpic
npoofipep(ov) mpod(c) Satpoenv adtdv (xkai) tdvrev 1dv  //!° cuppedvi(wv)
gv Tt Belar tobtnt povii, kai anM(@g) eirelv, elg mdcav v nepovoiav
adtfig, ®g oidv 1t f{v poi, NMyovishnv S v 100 O(e0)d @OPov kai
optheway v ade(hodv). Kabo- //!'! dfynoa (8&) xai tovg &v avrijt
on’ épod anoxapbiviag Osiovg povilovrag kal kavova rapédmka TovToLg ovy,
an’épavtol, GAA” 8 émhoyiig thv dyimv n(até)pov. aptde- //1? ka y(dp)
avtoic dnéyxecBal navidanacy kpeds, gykphteway dakpiff k(a)tactmodusvos
dveter[dlunv avtoig ov povov vnotedelv ThHv EEAKOLGTOV TECCOPUKOGTNYV,
aAAG kai thHv mpo- //'? xebBapoipov thig X(pioto)d yevvioe(wg) (koi) téhv
daylov dnoctor(wv) kai tetpdda (xai) napackevnyv, ¢ mpocipnt(at), nopé-
dokav ol Ocrot udv n(até)pes mupédwka adtoig kai Tod tnpeiv //'* ov
povov kKuplakds, aAAe koi tag dexatécoap(ag) foptdg xal TdG pvipag tdV
dhde(ka) dnootorM(wv) kol EmoRp(wv) ayi(ev): tpelv (8E) eimov, 10D
QUAGTTEWY KO dpyevewy év [/1° 1aig Apépatg tadtaig amo mavtog Epyov, Snmg &v
yolpoig kai tpvolg dpeppaoct(wg) dvarewbdowy ai fuépar adtar cuviipdcto
tabtaig kai tag foptag thg a- //'° viag O(sotd)kov édvetelddunv, ©g
1eigoc obont mavidg 1oL ypotovik(w)t(d)t(ov) vévouvg. Ei y(ap) tdv
arootoM(owv) 10 foptag mpo(o)etdybnuev QuAGTIELY, TOAAGL MAAA(OV)
tfic Omep- //!7 apdupov dyieg deomoivng Mudv Oeotokov kail detmapdiévou
Mapi(ag). Aptr (88) eic yiip(vg) wai dduvapiov €iniaxodtog, Expiva TdL
Srakprikdr pov  //!® Aoyiopdn &yyvg slvar 16 tob Bavatov dropaitniov
notfipiov, xai 6t1 o0 morwav aildeitan, olte véov oixteipet, kai 611 éplong
naowv érépy(e)t(ar) //'° k(o) tov mpoenny tOV kahokéradov: Tig éoty,
on(oiv), av(@pom)og, 6¢ Chostar (kai) oly Owetar Bavat(ov) 1 Tig
pooetal v yoxfv adtod &k xepds aidov; //2° A thv toltabtnv toivuv
émpopav kai adnAdtnta tod Oavdtov ocuvpPfovdiav ypnoduevog TtV TAV
adedodv pov kai texv(mv) kaAiv (xai) drikextov odvod(ov) //2! k(a)td
Vv napadosiv tob paxapitov r(at)p(0)s Mudv Ocodd(pov) @V Zrovdit(wv)
(xai) v mpoacknoavi(ov) ayi(wv) m(até)pov, dvti éuod ékieEaunv 1OV
rnavevhaBéotat(ov) //2? Braociov), tOv &udv padntiv, npeoPitepov, dvia
éx Bpépoug Tiig avtiig poviig xai axpiPii povafovra, tod iBOvelv ToLg olakag
tmotnuovieg) the adtiic /22 povig xai xab’6dnyeiv tobg &v adtit npo(c)-
kaptepobviag Beiovg povalovtog, eloshabvelv koi Siekayav 6cing te xai
vopin(wg) x(a)ta to edayyédov, //** d¢ mowunv mavapiotos xai Beompod-
BAntog v youxfv adtol tibwv Ontp tdV mpofat(ev), kab(®g) 6 dpyiroluny
X(pro1d)s &ve[tei]hat(o) Ovdelg, y(p) on(oiv), ueilova [/ tabtng dyannv
Exet, i(va) tig THY youxnv adtod O drep TV @ihov avtol. [Kai] ‘O kaiog

//® éxhnoiav: leg. EéxkAnsiav //*? xpedq: leg. kpéwg //*2 @¢ mpogipntar: T2 kabibg
npoeipntal, 611 Tapidwkav //*¢ obonu: leg. obon //*? Ps. 88,49 /134725 Joh.
15,13 /133 Joh. 10,11
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nop[fv v wloxfv avtod tifnow Onip t@v mpoPhr(wv). //2¢ OV podvov
v(@p) & O Epod avtdt motevdivia npoPata de1 Emotnpilewy, GALA [kai td
d1d navtog npooPariovra ig v moipvny adtv] pletla dxpiBols Soxipacios.
//*7 Anlovot petd 1OV Tpoyvuvaciag Tpieth X povov drokovpelaty (kai) Toig
Lo[inoig év [+ 20] Oeiov Sua adtdv Bepancber(ar), //*® kai f ékxinoia &ig
pewtotépav adénowv Epyotro. El y(dp) “Onov eloi 80[o] | 1peic 6 O(ed)g
dv péowm adtolg Emmyysihot(o) slvar, moAAd pdiAi(ov) //2° Smov eiot
noAloi. OO uovov y(ap) orouvdnyv Exetv del Tob avavelv Thv noipvny, GAAL kai
nicav TV Tapadootv 1@v kavovicbivi(wv) eig adt(fv) /2% v Bedrekt(ov)
noipv(nv) @¢ dv kai avtdg Omavificag &v T peydAn Sevtépor dmdnpian
100 Z(oti)p(o)s, Afyetar 10 BpaPeiov thig dvo kAf- /3! cewg petd @V
Onnko®V avtold adedp(dv), petd yaprectdtng mapovoiag k(a)téumpocdev
ékeivov 10U @ofepod PRuatog Bodv: ‘1800, y(ap) on(oiv), kai //32 td
nadia, & por Edwkev 6 O(ed)s. Kardg (8¢) 1B0voviog v moipvnyv tadny,
xai StakvPepvdvtog 4G yuydg thv Gdehpdv, od 8el [/ yoyyuopdv motelv
k(a)t’ avtod, GAA’ Vmaxonv v wpEnovoav 1oig povayloilg, &rei om Piog
xafBapog (kai) nioTig d00AmTog dmdeikvipe- /2% val napd 1oV tEkW(wv) gig
tou¢ Eavt®dv m(até)pag. Avépheiv oldev fxdotov v didvolay, 810 nOALIKIG
kal dvtt yapoxtiipog aishntod /2% v Evdov Siabsov 1§ xépig Tod Ayiov
Mv(ebpato)s appotépolg avakaivntel, kai Oeobg tdg kapdiag, x(a)yrd 10
adouevov, aroxadiotnoty. //2¢ TMeBouevor Toivov adtdt ddiotaxte yuyiit,
adtog Gypunvicel OREP TtV yox(®dv) adt(®v) kora tov Bglov dndotolov:
MeiBecbe, /37 on(oiv), toig fyovuévolg dudv (xai) Omeikete: adroi y(ap)
aypunvotoly Omep tdV yoxdv OVpdv, ®¢ Adyov droddoovieg fva petd
/138 yapdg tobro mowobowy Kai ut otevalovies. Avtog (88) 6 mowuv KoAdg
fepancvopevog YO 1@V oikeiwv adtod tobt(wv) npo- [/*° Batov, ph|éxéte
@dewav elvar avroig Opylhog, GAL’ fijuepog (xail) mpoonviig x(a)ta 1OV
Oepanovia Mlovoléa. Kal y(ap) ob tocobt(ov) ya- //4°.paypata ypoppd-
Hwv) dovaviar @épewv gig bmotaynv Twva, 6cov timog kalod kal mpdovg
nowévos. [Karldg (88) mopaiv(mv) 6 npootabeic //*!' rap’ éuol motpdv v
roipvnyv, Kai keA®g notpatvopevol of dmhkoot, pty éyétw Gdetdy T1¢ kot avtod
é¢navictacBat kai €- //*? taipi(ag) moElv kol doTAoELS KO YWPLOUOLS
dtaxtovg, (kai) vmomeioet 1f) dpdr 1dv Beoxamni(wv) Tovdai(wv). M1y (3¢)
gxtte Gdswav //*? amoPariewv thv guRv tabtnv voupov (kui) kebBapav
d1anxmy, fjv Etbneca Oyt 16 Aoyioud kailéppoptv(os) tag ppévag.  //** El
(8&) tig merpabdeiev oyiow f PRk elc avthv tomoacba, éxéte dvadepa tapd
M(at)p(0)s (ki) Yiod kai Ayiov [Iv(ebpato)s &xétw kai v //*5 and tdv
ayiov n(até)pov apav xai tap’ éuod deopodv dAvtov: eivat (88) Tabtnyv PePfaiav
k(ai) anapacaivt(ov) npecPeioig tfig ayi(ag) //*° dmepopvitov deomoivng
NuUdV O(cotd)kov, tdV Beoeddv ayyéi(wv) (kai) navi(ov) t@v aylov),

auchv) 114

//?® xai ... motpvnv: T2 //*® Matth. 18,20 //3'732 Hebr. 2, 13 /133 Beodg tag
kapdiag: conf. I calendari in metro innografico di Cristoforo Mitileneo, a cura di E. Follieri
[Subsidia Hagiographica 63] (Bruxelles, 1980), vol. 2, S. 431 :"AvBpmnog dyiv kai 8ed¢ Tv
kapdiav — adopevov: leg. @dopevov — in margine dext. alia manu: pf nexoOA(1ov) Exev
avt(oig) éveterhap(nv) /3737 Hebr. 13, 17
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/147 1 "Eypa(en) 8 xerpds Aouvkd tameivod kal apaptorod Emiokomn(ov)
ToMov) x(a)tevon(lov) Tavt(ev) povay(®dv) T

/48 &v ét(e) ,gre’ vd(k)t(1@vog) € T "Eot(w) 6 dywog) Nikora(og) 10D
KaotédA(ov) dydprotog &k tiig pov(iic) tod ayiov Mrinn(ov) + //4° + Kate-
voriov] déronict(wv) w(a)p(tdpmv), Baciieo(c) npwtorandi(s), Kovotavr(i-
vov) mpea(Putépov) p(@)p(tupog), Toivkaprov mpeosPut(Epov) wu(a)p(tupog),
Tepuoipov npeo(Putépov) po(va)x(od) w(@)p(tupog), //3° Nikor(dov) Sia-
kovov, Zepyiov mpeoPut(Epov). Tabdtny v paptupiav Erpaptvpototy iepeig
(xai) povayoic.

/10 povayxoic: leg. povayoi
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Stephanus, Proconsul of Asia, and Related Statues

CLIVE FOSS

It is a special pleasure and privilege to contribute the present study to a
volume which honours Professor Thor Sevéenko, since he himself wrote
a masterful essay on a similar subject some fifteen years ago. He used his
profound knowledge of late antique epigraphy and institutions to show,
by analysis of an ‘‘épigramme du Bas-Empire,” that two well-known
statues from Aphrodisias in Caria represented governors rather than
local magistrates.! My aim here is similar: I set out to demonstrate that
a group of late antique statues from Ephesus represents not consuls or
civic magistrates, but governors — proconsuls—of Asia; at the same
time, I shall attempt to identify several other statues. If Professor
Sevéenko believes the adage that imitation is the sincerest form of
flattery, he will accept this paper in the proper spirit. It was first delivered
to the Byzantine Fellowship in Cambridge, Massachusetts, which
Professor Sevéenko founded and has guided since his arrival at Harvard.

A series of statues from Ephesus constitutes a remarkable example of
late antique monumental sculpture and portrays officials whose rank has
not been satisfactorily determined.? The statues were found in the centre
of the city, on the street which runs beside the Agora then turns to the
east and rises to the Upper Agora, or civic centre. In the latter part of its
course, the street was known as the Embolos, the “colonnaded street™
par excellence. Lined with statue bases and dedications, as well as
luxurious buildings public and private, the street formed the most active
centre of the late antique city.® The statues have been dated by stylistic
evidence: the earliest is from the beginning of the fifth century, the latest
from the middle of the sixth, and the majority from the late fifth and

1 Sevéenko (1968). (Please see the list of References and Abbreviations, pp- 217-18).

2 Kollwitz (1941) 85-88, nos. 6-11; 99-113; cf. Bammer et al. (1974) 84f., 173, 178f. To
the series of Kollwitz should be added the statue of Stephanus, discovered in 1956 and
discussed here: Bammer et al., 85f., with full references.

3 For this street and its monuments, see Foss (1979) 61-77.
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early sixth centuries.* Although the number of surviving statues may
seem small —there are seven—it represents the largest homogeneous
group of late antique monumental statuary found in any city of the
empire. The major group is from Ephesus, but other statues of officials
with virtually identical dress and attitude have been found in Sardis,
Aphrodisias, Constantinople, and Rome; they will be considered below.

The statues evidently represent magistrates of high rank, clad in an
unvarying dress of inner tunic, outer tunic or colobium, toga, and high
shoes (calcei). In the majority of cases, they wear the so-called broad
East Roman toga, in which a wide piece of drapery descends from the
right shoulder, forms a deep sinus in front, and is taken up on the left
hand.® This different fashion of draping the toga, characteristic of the
elaborations which the simpler Roman garment seems to have under-
gone in Late Antiquity when its use was highly ceremonial, produces a
wider image.® In the statues in question, the rather stylised folds of the
drapery give an impression of force and clarity.

Most of the officials are represented with a sceptre in their left hand
and a mappa, the kerchief used to signal the start of the games, in their
right. Where traces are visible, the sceptre ends in a bust, presumably of

4 Oberleitner (1959) 95ff., cf. (1964) 14f.; much detailed chronology comes from the
study of the portrait heads: see below, fn. 10. Note that these statues are dated by stylistic
analysis, not documentary evidence. I follow the dating proposed in the most recent works,
without wishing to imply that it is always firmly established, or that alternative possibilities
do not exist.

5 Identified and analysed by Delbrueck (1929) 49. This kind of toga appears on the statue
of Stephanus and on Kollwitz (1941) nos. 7, 9, 10 and 11 from Ephesus, as well as on the
three rogati from Aphrodisias, the two from Constantinople, and the two from Rome: on
these, see fns. 62, 63, 82, 84 below. The statue of Stephanus is among the best preserved.
Statue no. 6 from Ephesus, however, has a more complex and realistic drapery (see below,
fn. 32), while no. 8, dated to the fourth quarter of the fifth century, shows further variation.
Its drapery is strikingly different, with a broad piece of material covering the whole upper
part of the back and continuing to become the sinus: compare Kollwitz Taf. 28.1 with 28.4
and 25.2 (both from Ephesus) and the apparently more conventional drapery of the
Probianus diptych (of 418, from Rome) analysed and illustrated by Delbrueck (1929)
45-48. Whether these variations in drapery represent different ranks or merely changes of
style within time periods and thus might be evidence for dating seems not to have been
considered; for their dating, see Oberleitner (1959) 95ff. and (1964) 14f.

¢ The complex question of how the toga was actually worn in this or earlier periods
seems not to have found a resolution satisfactory to all: see Delbrueck (1929) 44-51 with
bibliography 44 fn. 129. By far the most valuable among the works there cited is the careful
and practical study of Lillian N. Wilson (1924), who makes full use of the visual material
to analyse the changing styles of toga used by the Romans through Late Antiquity, and
to present convincing reconstructions of them. An appendix even tells the reader how to
make his own toga. See her chapter “Later Forms of the Toga,” pp. 89-127 and especially
104-110 on the kind of toga which appears in these statues.
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the emperor, and the mappa is folded into a ball, ready to be thrown
into the arena.” Several have a bundle of scrolls by their feet. Apart from
variations in execution, in the style of draping the toga, and in a raised
or lowered right hand, the statues present an unchanging type.

The resemblance between the statues is not accidental, for the torsos
were intended not to represent individuals, but their office. They could
evidently be made in quantity or at leisure and stored, awaiting the time
when a portrait head would be inserted to give them individuality. The
heads, which were made separately, were attached by a dowel.® This
method of production, and the relatively large number of surviving
torsos, suggests that togate statues were in demand, either because this
dress was in common use in Ephesus or because the office-holders who
wore it followed each other in rapid succession. It also meant that the
statues could be reused by the simple expedient of inserting a new head
onto an old torso and carving a new inscription on the base.® Such reuse

7 For the sceptre and mappa in general, see Delbrueck (1929) 61-63. Since so few

of the statues have survived complete, the sceptre — the most fragile part —is usually
missing, but traces of its tip are sometimes visible on the drapery of the left shoulder
where that is preserved. On statue no. 7 from Ephesus, for example, a bust is clearly
visible in the surviving traces of the end of the sceptre (Kollwitz 1941, Taf. 25.3) while
that of no. 8 (ibid., Taf. 17) ended similarly, though the head is now missing. The sceptres
of the Roman statues end in knobs, but here there has apparently been extensive
restoration: Helbig (1963) 1419. Note that the absence of traces need not indicate that
the figure did not carry a sceptre: the example of the statue of Palmatus from Aphrodisias
(see below, fn. 62) shows that the sceptre could be held at an angle away from the body so
that its.end could disappear altogether. The statue of Stephanus shows the mappa held in
his raised right hand, while nos. 8 and 11 apparently show it held against the body (right
hand and mappa are missing from nos. 6, 7, 9, and 10). These variations seem to be of
only stylistic significance. Although Delbruck (1929) 60 states that there is no evidence
that the mappa was actually thrown, the story of its origin recounted by Cassiodorus
(Variae 11.51) would seem to remove all doubt: according to this Nero was so reluctant
to leave the dinner table to start the games that he ordered his napkin thrown out the
window to the impatient crowd as a signal to begin. Whatever the truth of this, it shows
clearly that the mappa was thrown.

8 See the remarks of Oberleitner (1959) 87f., and note the further examples of the
statues from Istanbul (Kollwitz 1941. 84f.), Rome (Helbig 1963.1491), and Aphrodisias
(Fl. Palmatus: Inan-Rosenbaum 1979. 236-238 with fig. 264). Another statue from
Aphrodisias (ibid., no. 195) seems to present a similar phenomenon: the torso was found
complete but the head was not yet finished. This led the authors to suggest that there had
been different masters for the head and the body. Here, too, it might be possible to suggest
that torsos were produced in quantity or in advance with the head only roughly blocked
out, waiting for a commission to endow it with the features of a particular office-holder,
and that a quantity of such torsos might be needed to accommodate a large number of
officials who succeeded each other rapidly. This particular statue, however, presents special
problems: see below, fn. 63.

9 See below, fn. 12. For reused bases, note the example from Ephesus of the dedication to
the proconsul Messalinus (of uncertain date: Malcus 1967. 138f. gives a chronology which
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of old material was characteristic of the age and appears in monuments
of all kinds.

In addition to the statues, most of which survive as headless torsos,
many portrait heads of the period have been found at Ephesus. Several
of them could belong with statues of the type considered. The heads
represent a broader chronological span— from the Tetrarchy to Justi-
nian— and suggest that a large number of statues once existed. Some of
the heads may have belonged to busts which, together with the statues,
adorned the city. Three busts may be considered with the present group
of statues: one from the late fifth century and two assigned to the time
of Justinian. The latter are certainly togati, whereas sufficient traces of
the former remain to suggest that it, too, bore a toga.!?

The headless torsos, of course, cannot be identified, nor has it
been possible to associate most of the surviving portraits with known
individuals. One of the statues and one bust, however, may be identified
by the inscriptions which accompanied them. The statue, the best
preserved of all, was found complete with its head on the Embolos near
the baths of Scholastica, where it had evidently fallen from a base which
stood about a foot away. The position of the find left no doubt that head,
statue, and base belonged together.!! Stylistic analysis of the portrait
head, which depicts a rather simple-looking gentleman of middle years,
has suggested a date early in the reign of Justinian. It has also
demonstrated that the head has been reworked from a larger, earlier
piece whose ears have left traces amid the locks of Stephanus’s hair.!?
The base bears the following inscription:

is unconvincing because based on the supposed evidence of earthquakes, on which see Foss
1979.188-191), reusing the base which had borne the inscription and statue of Dulcitius,
proconsul in the time of Julian (Malcus 1967.106ff.): Miltner (1959) B276 = BullEp
1961.536. As other examples in the region, note Robert (1948) 19 n. 1 (Hypaepa, fifth
century) and ibid., 45 = MAMA VI1.15 (here, a late antique vicarius, Constantine, replaced
Docticius, apparently a governor of the same age: Robert 1969.339 = MAMA. VI1.14).
' For description of the portrait heads found in Ephesus, see Inan-Rosenbaum (1966)
nos. 182-189, 191-202 and (1979) 150-156. Their chronology and relation to the sculpture
of the age are discussed in careful detail by Oberleitner (1959), (1964), and Sande
(1975). The surviving busts are: Inan-Rosenbaum (1966) no. 187 (Constantinian), 194
(Eutropius), 201 (Justinianic); (1979) 156 (Justinianic). For Eutropius, see below; the rest
are well preserved and clearly show the toga. Since they consist of head and shoulders only,
the hands which would have held mappa and sceptre are naturally lacking, but their dress
alone makes association with the togate statues plausible.

'* Miltner (1959) 280f.

12 Oberleitner (1959) 88-94, Sande (1975) 85-87. According to Sande 85, the statue
of Stephanus, with its conservative execution of the drapery, shows that the stylistic
development at Ephesus was slower then previously believed. He remarks also that there is
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Eibvdixy Ztepave kabapiic pera poybov anivng
glkova Aaivény oTioaTo Tdca TOALG

Enpene NaEov Exev tékog GAPLov, i pa xai avtov
Bpéyato Kiooopdpov Bakyov &¢ edppocivny.t?

The city thus honoured a certain Stephanus, a native of Naxos, who
had given right judgements, and whose labours were symbolised by a
mule-drawn carriage. It provides no date and appears not to specify
what, if any, office Stephanus held. Although the words of the epigram
may appear vague, the poy6or of Louis Robert and Thor Sevéenko
have shown that in fact the language contains technical terms of some
precision which leave no doubt that Stephanus was a governor.'* Four
terms in particular are revealing: iBvdikng, kaBapodg, poybog, and
annvn.'5 The first, “giving right justice,” occurs over and over again
in late antique verse dedications to denote a governor; it is used as
a technical term and its appearance alone is sufficient to identify the
office described.'® KaBapdg, “pure,” is likewise a virtual prerequisite
to describe objects or offices associated with governors, and appears
both in these rather stylised epigrams and in the official language of
the laws.!”

great similarity between the statue of Stephanus and that of a rogatus from Aphrodisias
(Inan-Rosenbaum 1966. no. 244) dated to the fifth century, and that, if both were lacking
their heads, hardly anyone would believe that they had been a century apart. There is, of
course, a simple resolution of the problem: the head of Stephanus could have been put
onto an earlier torso. This phenomenon could have been more widespread than supposed,
since heads and torsos were made separately, and might allow the Ephesian style to be
seen developing at a normal rate.

13 JEph 1V.1310, incorporating the corrections of J. and L. Robert, BullEp 1961.536.
Illustrated in Foss (1979) 68 (base only). The editors of IEph, misled by the conventional,
mythological allusion of the epigram, suppose that Stephanus must have been a pagan and
is therefore to be dated to the fourth century. Such allusions, of course, are typical of
the age (see the numerous examples in Robert 1948) and are of no chronological
significance. There is thus no reason not to assign the inscription, like the head, to the
time of Justinian.

14 See, in general, Robert (1948) and Sevéenko (1968).

15 J. and L. Robert in BullEp 1961.536 pointed out the importance of these terms for
unambiguously identifying the office which Stephanus held.

16 See the many examples assembled by Robert (1948) 13-37 and Sevdenko (1968) 31.
17 See Robert (1948) 38-40 and the extensive additions of Sevienko (1968) 35f. To these
may be added numerous examples from the Novels of Justinian, which show that xaBapog,
xafapdtng, and especially some form of the phrase kaapai yeipeg, were virtually
formulaic in the legislation of the time. They occur in almost every law dealing with
provincial governors, most notably in the admonition that they should keep their hands
clean of any bribes. I have noted the following occurrences, all in the Novels: 8. praef., vii,
viii.l, x, edictum i (especially abundant here, because the law ordains that governors should
be appointed without bribery); 13. iii, iv, v, vi; 24. i, ii; 25. ii; 26, iii; 27. i; 28. v; 29. iii;
30. vi, ix; 102. i; Ed. 4. i. There are doubtless many more such occurrences.
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The qualities of justice and purity were especially significant in an
age when governors were notorious for the quite different qualities
of rapacity and corruption. For an official on his way up to a higher
post in the capital, a provincial governorship was an expensive but
useful stepping-stone which could yield a good return on his investment
in buying it and give him capital to bribe his way further up the
administrative ladder. The greatest profits came from extortion and the
sale of justice.!'® Hence, the constant admonition in texts of the age to
retain pure hands and to govern with justice. It is, of course, not possible
to tell whether the phrase of this and similar epigrams represents praise of
an exceptionally honorable governor, or merely wishful thinking on the
part of the civic officials who erected the statues.

Corrupt or not, the governors had real “‘pains” or “toil” since, in
addition to their important duties of maintaining public works and
public order, they had the unenviable task of reconciling the conflicting
interests of the various government agencies and the locals, especially
the large landowners on whose approval they depended for advance-
ment.*®

Among the various manifestations of their power, the governors had a
state carriage, often elaborately decorated, called anfjvn in Greek and
carpentum in Latin. Since the use of vehicles was highly restricted in
Roman times and apparently in Late Antiquity, such a carriage was a
real distinction and a valuable privilege of high office.?° In the time of

'8 The corruption of the late antique government is well surveyed by Jones (1964)
391-401.

19 See Jones (1964) 363-410 passim, and note the significant phrases of Cassiodorus
Var. V1.12 who reproduces the words spoken when an honorary Comitiva Primi Ordinis,
a title without the burdens of office, was bestowed (italics mine): “Magnum quidem
multis et inter vices videtur esse geniatum publicae utilitati probis actionibus occupari:
sed quanto felicius honorem splendidum sumere et cogitationum molestias non habere?
interdum enim assidui labores et ipsas ingratas faciunt dignitates, dum imbecillitas humana
cito solet sustinere fastidia et quod prius ambisse creditur, postea vitare velle sentitur. sed
hos multo praestantius adesse conspectibus regiis et abesse molestiis, gratiam hebere loci et
vitare contumelias actionis. dulce est aliquid sic mereri, ut nulla possit anxietate turbari.”
Note, in the case of this and other citations below, that although Cassiodorus lived in
Italy under the Ostrogoths, he is reproducing documents from the archives which may be
taken to represent formulas in use for much of Late Antiquity: see Chastagnol (1960) 18.
20 See, in general, Mommsen (1887) 1. 393-396 and Ensslin (1939) 89-105; cf. Chastagnol
(1960) 203-205. For 4nnvn, see Robert (1948) 42 fns. 3 and 4. Among the confusing and
often ambiguous terminology of these carriages (discussed in detail by Ensslin, loc. cit.)
the equivalence of danfivn and carpentum is clearly established. The phrase ygpovikn
anfvn of Synesius ep. 57 (PG 66.1393, cited by Robert), the official car of the praeses of
Libya Superior, is plainly the equivalent of the iudiciale carpentum of the consularis of
Pannonia II (Amm. Marc. 29.6.7, describing events of 374) and of the Prefect of Rome
(SHA Aurelianus 1.1; supposedly anachronistic: see Chastagnol, loc. cit.). Note that the
anfvn of Justinian, Nov. 70.1, appears in the Latin version as carpentum. Such carriages
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Justinian, when Stephanus apparently held office, a particularly splendid
carpentum, made of silver, is specifically attested as one of the signs of
the office of proconsul.?!

Ephesus was the capital of the province of Asia whose governor
occupied an anomalous position in the administration by holding the
ancient and exalted rank of proconsul. The statue of Stephanus was
found on the Embolos, a street lined with statue bases which bear similar
inscriptions in honour of governors. There is clearly sufficient evidence
to identify Stephanus as proconsul of Asia.?? Since he was dressed
exactly like the other togati, they, too, were apparently proconsuls, and
the toga would seem to have been their official dress.

The second identification is probable and lends some support to the
association of office and dress. A head in a remarkable, expressionistic
style was found. on the street east of the Agora, near a stone console
which bore a cutting suitable for insertion of a bust; it has been dated
to the late fifth century.?® Study of the head has shown that it formed
part of a bust, not a statue, and the natural association has been
convincingly made between the bust and the base, which bears the
following inscription :

Tnvde praaypiTvev OAiynyv xapv ebpao poybov
Evtpomnie, {abing "Epécov Bdroc, obveka ratpnv
poppapéals koounoag Eotporolcty dyviaic.24

were used by the Praetorian Prefects (Just. Nov. 70.1 Cassiodorus, Var. V1.3; Anth. Pal.
VI1.698), by the prefects of Rome (Cassiod. Var. VL4, cf. VI.18; Chastagnol, loc. cit), and
Constantinople (Themistius, Or. 30 D427 a carriage decorated with silver: érnapyipwv
Synuatov; Just. Nov. 70.1), by the Vicarius urbis Romae (Cassiod. Var. V1. 15) and by
provincial governors (as noted; Cassiod. Var. V1.20, consulares). For those officials who
did not have the right to a carriage of their own, it was considered an honour to ride in
that of higher magistrate: see Cassiod. Var. VI.18, where the praefectus annonae has such
a privilege in the car of the prefect of the city. Special vehicles were also granted to the new
Justinianic officials, the praetores of Pisidia and Lycaonia, both of whom received carriages
of silver: Just. Nov. 24.4 (dippov €€ apyvpov = vehiculum ex argento) and Nov. 25.5
(anfivng apyvpdg = argenteo vehiculo). The latter law, together with Nov. 30.6, make it
clear that such carriages were a perquisite of civil officials and were only exceptionally
granted to the praetores, whose duties were primarily military.

21 Justinian, Nov. 30.6, establishing the proconsulate of Cappadocia: 8xnpa &€ apybpov,
using one of the many synonyms of Gnfjvn, rendered in the Latin as carpentum ex argento.
22 Since the name is common, there is no reason to identify this governor with the
Stephanus, presumably also a proconsul, who rebuilt the Library of Celsus next to the
Agora of Ephesus, a work generally assigned to the fourth century. On that, see Foss
(1979) 65 with references in fn. 38.

23 Fichler (1939), establishing the association of bust and statue; for dating and
description of portrait, see Inan-Rosenbaum (1966) no. 194.

24 JEph 1V.1304; this Eutropius is apparently not to be identified with any of his
numerous late antique namesakes.



STEPHANUS, PROCONSUL OF ASIA, AND RELATED STATUES 203

This records that Eutropius, a native of Ephesus, received a small reward
(the dedication and bust) for his sleepless labours in adorning the city
with streets paved with marble. Here again is the language typical of
epigrams in honour of governors. The poy 0ot ‘toils’ are the same as the
novor of Stephanus and many others, while the adjective “‘sleepless”™
frequently occurs to describe the unceasing labours of high officials.??
The reference in the last line to Eutropius’s activity in adorning the city
with streets paved with marble reveals another important aspect of the
governor’s role in the late antique city. In addition to being the chief
judge of the province, the governor was responsible for the maintenance
and construction of public works in its cities, a constant activity which is
frequently commemorated in verse dedications.?® Eutropius, then, may
be regarded as another proconsul of Asia, and as one whose monument
was in an especially appropriate place, since it stood on a street paved
with reused marble; the bust thus adorned the work.2” Traces of drapery
represented on the neck and shoulder of the bust indicate that it was
clothed in a toga.?® This example, too, suggests the obvious and
inevitable conclusion that the proconsul of Asia wore the toga.
Portrayal of the toga, however, has been taken to show that the
statues do not represent proconsuls at all. In Late Antiquity, officials
wore uniforms which distinctly indicated their rank and office, and
whose details were the subject of government regulation. To some
extent, therefore, it should be possible to determine office from the
representation of dress, with the natural limitations that the sources do
not describe the dress of each official and that relatively few represen-
tations have survived. In the case of the present group of statues, the

25 For the poybBot, see Robert (1948) 21 fn. 3, and for the sleepless labours note the
instructions given by Justinian to the praetores populi, Nov. 13.6, where he demands not
only purity and clean hands, but dypunvia. Such unceasing work was characteristic not
only of governors and praetors, but of the greatest of all officials, the emperor: see
Anth.Pal. 1X.689 on walls of Constantinople apparently built by Julian the Apostate and
especially the preface to Justinian, Nov. 8: ‘Andoag Nuiv Ruépag 1€ kai voxtag cupPaivel
HETh mAoMg dypunviag T kel gpoviidog diayely del fovievopévorg, Gmwg dv xpnoTov Tt
Kai dpéokov 0ed mup’ Mudv toig vmnkodolg dobein. Kai ov ndpepyov v dypunviav
Aappavopey, GAA elg toladtog avtnyv avarickopev Bovidag Sinpepevoviés te Kai vuEiv €v
{o@ toig NUEPULG Y POUEVOL ...

26 For the dedications, see Robert (1948) 60-89, and for the role of the governor in
providing public works for the cities, Claude (1969) 146-149, Jones (1964) 757-759,
Liebeschuetz (1972) 132-136 (Antioch), and Foss (1979) 25-28 (Ephesus).

27 For the street, see Foss (1979) 61-63.

28 Inan-Rosenbaum (1966) pl. 181. 1-2 shows folds of drapery over the left shoulder of
the bust which would not occur if the portrayed were wearing a chlamys, but are typical of
a toga: cf. pl. 178 which shows complete statues of both kinds.
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conclusion has been drawn that they represent consuls who, as late as
the sixth century, were nominally the chief magistrates of the empire. In
fact, the role of the late antique consul was almost entirely ceremonial,
and his chief function that of providing games and spectacles for the
population of the capitals. The antiquity and importance of the office
were expressed by its uniform. At a time when the civil service was
called a militia and when most high officials wore the military cloak, or
chlamys, the consul was distinguished by his use of the Roman toga, and
so he appears in the numerous late antique representations on ivory
diptychs. On his entry into office, the consul wore triumphal dress— an
elaborately embroidered purple tunic and toga—and sat on an ivory
throne holding a sceptre. As he presided over the games, he stood
holding the mappa in his right hand.?® This has seemed to be the costume
of the togati of Ephesus; consequently, the only one identifiable has
been known as the Consul Stephanus.?°

This identification poses serious problems. Consuls spent their terms
of office in Rome and Constantinople where they produced their
spectacles; their activity did not extend to the provinces. It is difficult
to understand how not one, but several consuls should adorn the main
street of Ephesus. The question has another aspect : did the city decorate
itself with statues of officials who could only be seen as representatives
of the capital, and are the statues thus to be considered symbols of the
overwhelming power of the distant central government? Moreover, such
an abundance of consular statues finds no parallel in other cities (even
the capitals), nor, more curiously, any reflection in the epigraphical
record of the city. Numerous inscribed statue bases of the period have
survived: not one names a consul — although members of the imperial
family who could have held that office are represented — and the great
majority clearly refer to governors.®! It is of course possible that a
consul could be honoured in Ephesus for a special reason: a native or

2% For the peacetime and triumphal dress of the consul, see Mommsen (1887), 1. 408-
429 and Delbrueck (1929) 43-68, and for the similar dress of the emperor, Alféldi (1970)
121-186.

39 Oberleitner (1959) 86 identifies the torso as that of a consul ; Bammer et al. (1974) 85f.,
noting that the title can be derived from the inscription, call it the statue of the Consul
Stephanus; while Inan—Rosenbaum (1966) no. 202, who curiously fail to connect the statue
with the inscription (in spite of the unambiguous evidence of the excavation: see above,
fn. 11), refer to it merely as the statue of a magistrate.

3 Foss (1979) 67 (Embolos); 1Eph 11.305-317 (imperial family), I111.621, IV.1300-1312,
1319 (governors).



STEPHANUS, PROCONSUL OF ASIA, AND RELATED STATUES 205

benefactor of the city, for example; but there could hardly be enough
of these to explain the relatively large number of statues.>?

The problems can be resolved simply by identifying the rogati of the
statues as proconsuls of Asia. This would be in complete accord with the
epigraphical evidence which unambiguously shows that Stephanus and
Eutropius were proconsuls, and where it is only natural to associate,
without attempting any specific identifications, the epigrams to gover-
nors on statue bases with the other statues. Since proconsuls served short
terms which rarely exceeded two years and were forbidden to hold the
office more than once, the age would have produced vast numbers of
them to be honoured.?? Such a quantity of potential subjects would
explain the method of manufacture of the statues in which, it appears,
large numbers of bodies with the appropriate dress could be prepared in
anticipation of honours being granted to an individual whose identity
would be established by a specially carved head.** This identification
has been rejected, however, on the grounds that proconsuls wore the
chlamys, supposedly the dress of provincial governors, rather than the
toga.®®

32 Kollwitz (1941) 86 suggested that these statues represented consuls. A few perhaps
did, in spite of the lack of inscriptions mentioning consuls. Others could have represented
members of the imperial family. Statue no. 6 (Kollwitz 1941.85f,, Taf. 20) might be
considered in this connection. It bears a toga quite different from the broad East Roman
one (see above, fn. 5) of the rest. Instead, it has a broad sinus in front, and more lifelike
folds of drapery. Stylistically, it stands apart and is closest to the statue of Valentinian Il
from Aphrodisias dated to 390 (Kollwitz no. 1, 81-83, Taf. 16; for the chronology of these
statues see Oberleitner 1959. 95ff., 1964.14f.) which also has a bundle of scrolls at its feet.
The stylistic evidence has indicated an early date for this statue, but the different style of
toga may also suggest the statue represents an emperor or member of the imperial family.
In fact, imperial relatives were honoured on the Embolos at precisely the time proposed
for this statue, when proconsuls dedicated statues to Theodosius, the father, and Aelia
Flaccilla, the wife of Theodosius I (/Eph 11.306, 314). Since Theodosius pater was a general
who would probably have been portrayed in military dress, the statue may represent
another member of the family. In any case, it seems likely that variations in draping the
toga should be taken to indicate differences of rank as well as date.

33 The list of known proconsuls of Asia shows that they rarely served even two years
in office: see Malcus (1967). According to a law of Honorius, Cod. Th. 1X.26.4 of 416,
no one could hold the proconsulate more than once, but the example of Theodore illustris,
who held the office twice, suggests that the prohibition was no longer enforced in the time
of Justinian: see Anth. Pal. 1.36 (= IEph 1V.1354).

3% Naturally, there is no reason to suppose that most, or even many of the proconsuls
were represented in statues. It is more probable that only a governor who had conferred
some special benefit on the city would have been so honoured. Nevertheless, the excess of
surviving bases over statues shows, as might be expected, that many of the latter have
disappeared.

3% Kollwitz (1941) 86; cf. Agora 1.80.
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In the elaborately structured hierarchy of the late antique government,
proconsuls occupied an anomalous and exalted place. The two procon-
suls of Asia and Africa were survivors of an antique administrative
system and had exceptional privileges. Alone among provincial gover-
nors, they were subject not to the praetorian prefects or their vicars, but
directly to the emperor himself. Similarly, they bore the exalted title of
spectabilis (rnepifhentoc), which put them above all other governors.3®
This preeminence would naturally be reflected in official dress, while the
antiquity of the office appeared in the trappings of its power.

In spite of fundamental changes of organisation and style, the
ceremonial of Late Antiquity preserved much from the early empire and
even the republic. The consul, wearing the toga, seated in an ivory chair
and holding a sceptre, was still attended by the traditional twelve lictors
carrying the fasces. This retinue, as essential as dress in expressing rank,
was the sign of the highest magistracy. As such, under the republic and
early empire, it was the prerogative of other magistrates with consular
imperium, and therefore of proconsuls who were in origin consuls with
their year in office extended. When Augustus divided the provinces
between senate and emperor, the senatorial provinces were to be
governed by proconsuls who would wear civilian, not military, dress and
who would be attended, like consuls, by twelve lictors.?”

In Late Antiquity, the elaborate ceremonial of the proconsulate
changed hardly at all. Legal texts show that proconsuls still used the
ancient consular insignia and were preceded by lictors.*® The rods and

3¢ For the rank and constitutional position of the two proconsuls, see Jones (1964) 375,

378 and index s.v. proconsul. For the proconsul of Asia, see Eunapius, V.S VIL.5 (479) on
Clearchus, promoted from vicar to proconsul, and note that in the list of governors
appended to Justinian, Nov. 8, the proconsul of Asia is second in rank, preceded only by
the comes Orientis. The proconsulate of Achaea, revived by Constantine, did not share the
rank or privileges of the others: see below, p. 213.

37 Dress and lictors: Dio Cassius 53.13. The number of lictors assigned to proconsuls
varied according to their rank : those who had actually served as consuls governed Asia and
Africa (Dio Cassius 53.14) and held the highest dignity, expressed by twelve lictors; others,
who had only held the office of praetor, had six. Similarly, the governors of the imperial
provinces who had been praetors had six lictors, while the rest, legati pro praetore, had
only five. These complicated questions are discussed with full references by Mommsen
(1887) 1. 383-388.

38 The number of lictors is not certain. The Digest of Justinian, 1.16.14, quoting Ulpian,
seems to state clearly that proconsuls should have no more than six: “‘proconsules non
amplius quam sex fascibus utantur.” Ulpian, however, lived in the early third century (d.
228), while Ep. 37 of Cyprian, a later writer (d. 257), indicates that the proconsul of Africa
in his time had twelve: “‘eant nunc magistratus et consules sive proconsules, annuae
dignitatis insignibus et xii fascibus glorientur.” This suggests that the compilers of the
Digest took the passage of Ulpian out of context, and that it may have referred more
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axes which the lictors carried are specifically mentioned, and these fasces
were considered as characteristic of the proconsular office as the silver
carriage.?® Similarly, the dress of the proconsul corresponded to his
rank. Under the early empire, he wore the toga of a civilian official;
proconsuls were, in fact, forbidden to wear military uniform or to carry
a sword at their belt.*® The normal toga of the proconsul was that of a
curule magistrate, decorated with a purple band, the toga praetexta.
When he presided at the games, however, he wore the triumphal regalia
of the consul, with a toga entirely of purple.*! The continuing import-
ance of traditional dress in Late Antiquity meant that the toga was as
inseparable from the office of proconsul as were the lictors, fasces, and
carriage. The evidence is especially clear for the sixth century, the time
of Stephanus of Ephesus.

Early in his reign, Justinian embarked on an ambitious series of
administrative reforms which included the creation of the proconsulates
of Armenia 1, Palestine, and Cappadocia. In the laws of 536 which
defined the duties of the new officials, the emperor specified the dress
which they should wear. The governor of First Armenia was to wear the
dress of the proconsul, without further details.*?> This shows that the
proconsul had distinctive clothing; its nature appears in the case of the
proconsul of Palestine. He was specifically ordered to wear *‘the reverend
and ancient toga, the robe with a purple border” —that is, the toga
praetexta— on festal occasions.** As for the proconsul of Cappadocia,
he was to have a silver chariot, rods and axes, and “whatever ancient
insignia may have been ordained by law.”4* From this, it is evident that

specifically to proconsuls who had not been consuls. The extract, however, does suggest
that the number of lictors was limited to six in the time of Justinian.

3% For the curule insignia of proconsuls, see Cod. Th. V1.10.3 of 381 and V1.22.7 of 383.
In the time of Justinian, the insignia of the proconsul of Cappadocia were a silver chariot
(above, fn. 21) and the fasces, néiexvv xai papdovs: Nov. 30.6; cf. Nov. 24.4 and 25.5
(above, fn. 20) on the praetors of Pisidia and Lycaonia who were exceptionally given the
insignia of consular administration, the silver chariot: and the rods and axes.

4% Dio Cassius 53.13; Mommsen (1887) 1.432, 435.

4! For the purple toga of magistrates giving games, especially the consul, see Mommsen
(1887) 1. 408-416, and, for the praetexta as their normal dress except when entering office,
holding a triumph, or giving games, ibid., 418-423. For detailed descriptions of the various
togas, see Delbrueck (1929) 43-68.

42 Just., Nov. 3l.i.praef.: otoAf) 1€ yap avtv (the office) katekoounoapev avluratov.
43 Just., Nov. 103.1: ypfoecton de kai tf] oesuvi] kai dpyoig ™mPBevve (eapsv 8t tf
TePTopPip® 6ToAR) £v Taig iepounviaig adtv reprtiBépevog = utatur nobili et antiqua
toga (dicimus autem purpuream stolam) sacris mensibus eam circumamictus.

44 Just., Nov. 30.6. In this case, it is possible that the proconsul did not wear the toga,
since he alone, unlike the others, had military as well as civil power.
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the toga was the dress of the proconsul in the time of Justinian, as it had
been for many centuries. It appears, however, that this was not the
triumphal toga of the consul, purple in color and adorned with gold
embroidery, but the more modest praetexta. Hence, the togas of the
Ephesian statues are notably different from those portrayed in the
consular diptychs, and far less elaborate.*> In general, however, the
dress and attributes of the proconsul would have been strikingly similar
to those of the consul.*®

The toga was the official and especially the ceremonial dress of the
proconsul. Although specifically forbidden to wear military clothing,
proconsuls of the early empire would certainly have assumed it outside
their capital cities when commanding troops.*” As purely civil officials,
however, the late antique proconsuls of Asia would never have had such
an occasion. Nevertheless, some proconsuls might have been represented
in military dress when they also held high military rank. Such might
have been the case of two proconsuls of Asia, Phlegethius in 449 and
Johannes of uncertain date, who both had the title comes domesticorum,
one of the great military commanders of the empire who ranked even
higher than the proconsul.*® An official who possessed both titles might
therefore have preferred to be represented in the dress of the higher
rank. These two, however, appear to have been rare exceptions, for they
alone among the long series of known proconsuls have a military title,*°

The statue of Stephanus, therefore, is to be considered as representing
the proconsul of Asia in his festal dress as president of the games.
He wears the tunics and toga of his office, holds the sceptre which
symbolised his power, and raises the mappa to start the provincial
games. In Late Antiquity, Ephesus continued to be the site of the games
of Asia which were held in the provincial assembly, at which regional
dignitaries met to praise or condemn the governor, and to send petitions
to the emperor.’® This interpretation removes the problems which

45 The triumphal trabea of the consul, as shown by the vast majority of the diptychs,
is of a stiff heavy material quite unlike the flowing robes of these statues, and includes
an extra piece of material, the so-called Briicke, over the right shoulder; on that, see
Delbrueck (1929) 46f., and note his remarks about the East Roman toga, ibid., 49, and
the clear statement of the differences by Miss Wilson (1924) 112 fn. 9.

46 Note, incidentally, that the sceptre which these statues bear is similar to that of the
consul, ending in an imperial bust (see above, fn. 7), showing that the consuls were not
the only officials to use such elaborate sceptres, as implied by Delbrueck (1929) 61f.

47 Mommsen (1887) I11.260 fn. 4.

48 Proconsuls: IEph 1V.1336, 1352; comes: Jones (1964) 143 and index s.v.

49 1 hope to discuss the titles of the proconsuls of Asia in more detail elsewhere.

50 Foss (1979) 19f.
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consular identification had introduced and suits the language of the
inscriptions. The other fogati may also be seen as proconsuls and their
statues, like the numerous inscriptions, may be taken to reflect the well-
known prominence of governors in their capital cities. The relative
abundance of statues, and their technique of production, is suitable
for officials who succeeded each other rapidly. Henceforth, the only
identifiable statue from Ephesus may be known as that of the proconsul
Stephanus.

In Late Antiquity, the toga was a relatively rare object: only consuls,
magistrates of consular or senatorial rank, and senators wore it.>! Even
they donned this bulky and elaborate dress only on official occasions
and seem generally to have preferred the simpler military cloak, or
chlamys. In 382, a law had to be passed specifically ordering senators to
doff the chlamys in Rome and to wear the toga to meetings of the senate.>?2
Some togate officials, of course, would also have ranks or titles for which
the toga was appropriate and vice versa. These are thus sometimes
represented in both kinds of dress, notably in the consular diptychs.
Such is the case of consuls who were also patricians— they wore the
chlamys — and of a vicar of the city of Rome who is shown both in his
official chlamys and in the toga of a senator.3® Most officials, however,

51 Delbrueck (1929) 44, 51-58. Kollwitz (1941) 85, maintained that only the praefectus
urbi among the magistrates of Late Antiquity wore the toga, and has generally been
followed, e.g., Agora 1.80 and Alf6ldi (1964) 6 (for this and a few other references I am
indebted to a reader of an earlier version of this paper who provided them amidst a
peculiarly inaccurate and disagreeable commentary). This seems to have been based on a
misreading of his source, Stein (1928) 184, who noted that, beside the republican
magistrates of Rome, the Prefect of the City wore the toga (the key phrase here is
“abgesehen von den republikanischen Magistraturen der Stadt Rom”); the republican
magistrates, of course, include the proconsul and many others. Mommsen (1887) 1.409 n.1.,
refers to the toga of the praefectus urbi as “der letzte Uberrest” of the ancient official
dress. The source for the dress of the praefectus urbi, Cassiodorus, Var. V1.4.7, Formula
praefecturae urbanae, does indeed describe him as wearing the toga, but nowhere states or
implies that he alone has this distinction.

52 Cod. Th. XIV.10.1. This was probably the case for magistrates also, but does not
affect the question of their statues or other official representations.

53 These examples appear in the consular diptychs: Delbrueck (1929) N2 and N3, which
respectively show Constantius I (?) and Felix, consul in 428, as both consul and patrician
(for the chlamys of the latter, see Lydus, de Mag. 1.17). The case of N6, which is supposed
to represent Basilius, consul in 480 in both toga and chlamys, raises problems of dating
and interpretation which cannot be considered here. For the opposite case, see N65,
the diptych of Probianus, vicarius urbis Romae in 416. The natural interpretation of
Delbrueck followed here seems superior to that proposed by Chastagnol (1960) 222 (he is
shown exercising his duties within and outside Rome), especially when compared with
Cassiodorus, Var. V1.15 which emphatically shows that the dress of the vicar was the
chlamys: “Additur quod nec salutari te sine chlamyde iura voluerunt, scilicet ut sub veste



210 CLIVE FOSS

would hold one office and be portrayed in the dress which represented
it, whatever they might choose to wear on less formal occasions.

The militarised administration of the age naturally showed itself in
the chlamys, which was the dress of the vast majority of officials. The
emperor normally wore a chlamys, donning the toga only when he
assumed office, celebrated a triumph, or held the consulate. The head
of the civil administration, the praetorian prefect, wore a chlamys, as
did his subordinates in the provinces, the vicars, and virtually all
government officials.5* Use of the chlamys was so widespread that it
has been considered the normal dress of provincial governors.>® While
this is generally true, there was an important exception in addition to the
proconsuls.

Most provincial governors were praesides, equestrian officials who
had obtained senatorial rank by the fifth century. They wore the
chlamys.¢ The best known examples are the chlamydati of Aphrodisias,
whom Professor Sevéenko has identified as praesides of Caria. They
wore the military cloak over a tunic, and the cingulum or belt of office
which indicated active duty, rather than an honorary post. These statues
have been dated to the fourth or early fifth century.>” This military dress
had its origins in the reforms of Augustus, who ordained that governors
of imperial provinces, legati pro praetore, as distinct from proconsuls,
should wear military uniform and a sword and be attended by life
lictors.3® The late antique praeses, who was of a lower rank than the

militari semper visus numquam credideris esse privatus.” The same passage also states that
the vicar acquired senatorial dignity and would attend meetings of the Senate: “*Praeneste
ludos edis in vicem consulis in honorem positus dignitatemque senatoris adquiris ... hinc
est quod in aula Libertatis locum patrium tenes at ibi mereris consessum.”

54 Delbrueck (1929) 32-40; cf. Mommsen (1887) 1.429-433 on the war uniform of
emperors and magistrates. Note that this dress was never characteristic of proconsuls: see
above, fn. 40. For the praetorian prefect, see Lydus, de Mag. 11.13; vicar of Rome: above,
fn. 53; provincial governors: below, fn. 56. See also Mommsen (1887) 1.388, who shows
that magistrates of the praetorian prefect and others of equestrian rank never had the
insignia of senatorial magistrates. Because of the widespread use of the chlamys, it is not
possible to identify with certainty a statue which stood in the theatre of Ephesus : Bammer
et al. 179. It showed the chlamys over a tunic, and the left arm stretched forth; it is not
clear whether or not the cingulum of office was portrayed. The statue has been dated to
the early fifth century by its resemblance to the chlamydati of Aphrodisias, on which see
below. It could represent a praetorian prefect or one of the proconsuls who held military
rank (see above, p. 208).

55 Sevéenko (1968) 37; Agora 1.80.

56 Cassiodorus, Var. V1.21, Formula rectoris provinciae: *‘chlamydis tuae procul dubio
inter alia clavos intende.”

57 Sevéenko (1968); Inan—Rosenbaum (1966) nos. 242, 243; Kollwitz (1941) 83f.

58  Dio Cassius 53.13.
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old legatus, apparently had no fasces, but purely military trappings of
office.*®

Between the praeses and the proconsul was another kind of governor
with the title of consularis. This post was of senatorial rank and, as
its name indicates, was originally held by men who had been consul. In
Late Antiquity, the term consularis had two meanings: a grade of
provincial governor, and a member of the upper echelon of the Senate,
an ex-consul. Classical and late antique consulares wore the toga, a
dress attested specifically for the ex-consuls but plainly also that of the
governors.®® Like consuls and proconsuls, these were attended by lictors,
and the fasces they bore were considered to symbolise the office of
consularis in the language of the imperial court.®! Since they had the
attendants of the consul, it is only natural that they should have worn
the toga, as did their namesakes in the senate.

A recently published statue from Aphrodisias confirms the dress of
the consularis and explains another statue from the same site. The new
statue was found complete with its base, which bears a dedication to
Fl. Palmatus, tov nepifientov UnatikOV Kai £naiyovia 1OV TOTOV ToD
peyohonpenestdtov Pukapiov, a consularis with the rank of spectabilis
who occupied the position of the magnificentissimus vicar of Asia.
Palmatus is portrayed in the familiar broad East Roman toga, holding
the mappa in his lowered right hand, and the sceptre in his left. The
work has been dated to the late fifth century, and is in any case not later
than 536, when the office of vicar of Asia was abolished.®? Combination
of the statue and inscription show clearly that the consularis wore a
toga, and enable a similar statue from Aphrodisias to be identified. This
shows an official in the same toga, holding the mappa in his raised right
hand. It has been dated to the second quarter of the fifth century and

3% Cod. Th. 1X.26.4, a law of 416 which distinguished between the fasces of a consularis
and the vexilla, or military insignia, of the praeses.

%0 Classical consulares: Mommsen (1887) 1.418f.; late antique viri consulares: Delbrueck
(1929) 52f.

¢! Cod. Th. 1X.26.4 (of 416); Cassiodorus, Var. V1. 20; Formula consularitatis : *Quamvis
dignitatem tuam a consulibus descendere nominis ipsius videantur testimonia declarare,
tamen et insignia tanta circumstant, ut nullus possit ambigere te de illius lampadis claritate
lucere. secures enim et fasces, quos illi dicavit genio antiquitatis, tuis videntur phaleris
deputata.” Consulares were apparently attended by five, or exceptionally six, lictors:
Mommsen (1887) 1.385, with reference to CIL VIII, p. xviii, a fourth-century inscription
of a consularis of Numidia.

62 Statue: Inan-Rosenbaum (1979) no. 208; the inscription is treated in more detail by
Roueché (1979).
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would normally be taken to represent a governor.®? In fact, the rank of
the governor of Caria was raised from praeses to consularis between
about 400 and 480, so that both the chlamydati and the rogati can be
seen as representations of the same office and as reflections of its
increased rank and prestige.*

The governors of Lydia also bore the title of consularis, and fragments
of statues found in their capital, Sardis, seem to show that they were
represented in togas. One of these consists of an expressionistic, almost
grotesque, head from the early sixth century found near a lime kiln which
the Byzantines had installed in the ruins of a large Roman gymnasium
adjacent to the Pactolus river. Traces of drapery on the left shoulder
suggest that the figure wore a toga, while a dowel-hole shows that
the head was attached to a ready-made torso like those of Ephesus.®®
The toga and the apparent multiple production of statues would be
appropriate to consulares who, like proconsuls, followed each other in
rapid succession. Fragments of another statue, including a marble hand
holding a mappa, were found in the bedding of a Byzantine road which
partially covered the late antique colonnaded street adjacent to the
gymnasium. They have been tentatively dated to the fifth century A.D.%¢
These could represent pieces of another statue of a consularis, in his role
as president of the games, and make it possible to suppose that the main
street of Sardis, like that of Ephesus, was decorated with statues of
governors among the colonnades. The head, which implies the existence
of other statues, could easily have been brought from the ruins of the
nearby street to the kiln by medieval lime-burners.

A group of similar statues from Greece raises problems of identi-
fication which can only be partially resolved. This consists of four

63 Inan-Rosenbaum (1966) no. 244. A third statue from Aphrodisias poses more
complicated problems: Inan—-Rosenbaum (1979) no. 195. This shows a rogarus of similar
kind with his right hand outstretched and a bundle of rolls at his feet; both hands are
missing. The torso of this statue was finished, but the head was not. Nevertheless, analysis
of the portrait has suggested a date in the late Constantinian period, a time when the
governor of Caria was a praeses and would have worn the chlamys. It is therefore possible
that the statue represents some other dignitary, perhaps a member of the imperial family,
or that the dating proposed for this unfinished head is incorrect.

64 For the titles of the governor of Caria, see Roueché (1979) 174f.

65 Hanfmann and Ramage (1978) 102 no. 95. Sande (1975) 81-83 dates the head to ca. 520
and notes that the folds of cloth visible on the neck show that it was part of a chlamydatus.
Since these folds appear on the left shoulder, however, it is more likely that they are the
remnants of a toga. The toga bad several folds of material on the left shoulder, while the
material of the chlamys, which was attached by a fibula on the right shoulder, was usually
smooth here: see Inan-Rosenbaum (1966) pls. 178 and 184.

$¢  Hanfmann-Ramage (1978) 114 no. 133.
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chlamydati from Corinth, a chlamydatus from Megara, and two rogati
from Athens.

The Corinthian chlamydati, who wear the cingulum of active office,
pose a special problem. Two, like the similar statues from Aphrodisias,
hold scrolls in their left hands; one holds a mappa against his breast, like
some of the statues from Ephesus; the fourth is fragmentary.®” The first
seems to date from the fifth century; the other three are from the sixth,®8
The statues bear the attributes of high officials, presumably governors,
and one evidently appears as president of the local games. They have
naturally been identified as governors of the province whose capital was
at Corinth —that is, proconsuls of Achaea.®®

This identification raises a serious problem, not previously considered,
whose resolution is uncertain: if these statues represent proconsuls, why
are they wearing the chlamys? There seem to be two possible answers:
either they are not proconsuls, or the proconsuls of Achaea did not wear
the same dress as those of Asia. The statues could portray prefects of
Illyricum, or their subordinates the vicars of Macedonia, or other high
dignitaries who were benefactors of Corinth. In such cases, the chlamys
would be appropriate, but the mappa would be difficult to explain, since
the proconsul presided at the games. Consideration of the second
possibility suggests a different solution. The proconsulate of Achaea
had disappeared in the reforms of Diocletian, who assigned the province
to a corrector; Constantine raised the office again to a proconsulate.”®
This, however, unlike those of Asia and Africa, did not enjoy exceptional
privileges, but was subordinate to the vicar of Macedonia and his
superior, the praetorian prefect of Illyricum.”! It is likely, therefore,
that the proconsul of Achaea had a lower rank than the others and wore
the chlamys of a praeses rather than the toga of a proconsul. If this were
the case, Late Antiquity would have been following the precepts of
Augustus, who granted consular insignia and privileges only to those
proconsuls who had actually served as consuls— that is, the governors
of Asia and Africa. The rest were treated as praetors, had fewer lictors,

87 Kollwitz (1941) 89-91, nos. 13-16.

°8 Ibid., 100f., 109, 112f.; for the dating, see Sande (1975) 84f., following, for nos. {5
and 16, F. P. Johnson in Corinth 1X. nos. 327-328.

9  Kollwitz (1941) 89, cf. 86. Johnson, Corinth IX. no. 328, suggests an identification as
ZOVEIMOIs Or eMperors.

70 Jones (1964) 45, 106f.

! See the Notitia Dignitatum, Occ. 11.xx (Africa), Or. IL.xxiv (Asia), II1.viii (Achaea)
and the tabulations in Jones (1964) 1453, 1456, 1457.
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and wore military dress.”? Very few late antique dedications to officials
have been found in Corinth, but among them are three bases which bore
statues of governors, and none of vicars or praetorian prefects.”® Such
evidence, though certainly meagre, may support the suggestion that
these statues represent proconsuls, and that these proconsuls, unlike the
others, wore the chlamys.

A statue from Megara poses a similar problem. Dated to the mid-fifth
century, it portrays a figure wearing tunic and chlamys, but is too
deteriorated to provide details of dress.” It may represent a praetorian
prefect of Ilyricum, who had authority over all the Balkan provinces.
One prefect, famous for his benefactions to Athens, built city walls and
an aqueduct at Megara; the citizens, in return, honoured him with a
statue whose base and dedicatory inscription survive. This prefect,
Herculius, held office from 408-412, a period which seems not to
correspond with the date proposed for the statue.’® His example,
however, shows that praetorian prefects, like governors, were honored
in the cities of Achaea.”® On the other hand, the statue could represent
a proconsul of Achaea if they wore the chlamys. Inscriptions from
Megara also include dedications to proconsuls which show that statues
of governors were set up in the city.”’

The case of two rogati from Athens also involves some speculation.
One of them is represented by a bust of a bearded man wearing a toga;
it has been dated to about 440.7% The beard and the reputation of
Athens at this time as a centre of learning suggest that this represents
a philosopher who had gained senatorial rank or something similar
manifested in the toga. In the fourth and fifth centuries, teachers were
often rewarded with high distinctions and honorary ranks. At Athens,
for example, Prohaeresius, who flourished before the date assigned to
this bust, received an honorary prefecture, and both he and Plutarch, a
sophist of the early fifth century, were honoured with statues.”® The

72 Dio Cassius 53.13; Mommsen (1887) 1. 382f.

73 Statues of proconsuls: Corinth VIII/I. 89,92; V1I1/3.503.

4 Kollwitz (1941) 91, 109.

73 Epigram: IG V1193, cf. Robert (1948) 60f. For Herculius at Athens, see Frantz (1965)
190, 192. Kollwitz (1941) 109 notes that a definite dating of the statue is difficult to
establish because of its condition.

76 Praetorian prefects were likewise honoured at Athens: IG 112, 4224, 4225, 4226.

77 At Megara, statues were naturally also dedicated to proconsuls: /G VII.94, 95, 96; cf.
Robert (1948) 60, 94-102.

78 Kollwitz (1941) 91 no. 18; dating: Oberleitner (1959) 95.

79 See, in general, Jones (1964) 997-1002 with 1002 fn. 42. Prohaeresius : Eunapius,
VitSoph X.7 (492); Plutarch: Robert (1948) 95f.

~
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other togatus is a headless statue with both hands missing dressed in a
tunic, colobium and toga, dated to the last quarter of the fifth century.8°
If, as it appears, the proconsul of Achaea wore a chlamys, this also could
portray a high-ranking benefactor of Athens or a famous sophist.®!

The final group of statues to be considered comes from the two
capitals, which have each produced two rogati of the kind now familiar.
All wear tunic, colobium, and the broad East Roman toga. The two from
Rome are strikingly similar, each holding the mappa in the raised right
hand, and a sceptre in the left.3? They appear to date from the late
Constantinian period, perhaps the third or fourth decade of the fourth
century.®? If this dating is correct, they will be the earliest of all these
statues and may be taken to show that this distinctive toga was in use
throughout Late Antiquity.

The statues from Constantinople are similar, though less well pre-
served. The earlier, dated to the third quarter of the fourth century, has
a toga with a broad sinus and bears traces of the tip of a sceptre on its left
shoulder.®* The other, apparently from ca. 450, has no trace of a sceptre,
but a bundle of rolls stands by its feet.8> In both cases, the heads are set
in with dowels and the hands are missing, so that it is not possible to tell
whether or not they held a mappa.

Since these statues were found in the capitals, it is unlikely that they
represent provincial governors, while their distinctive togas seem to
preclude identification as consuls or emperors.®® In theory, they could
represent anyone of senatorial rank, and thus offer a vast range of
possible identifications. Their attributes, however, suggest that a more
specific definition may be possible. The togati of Rome hold the sceptre
of high office and the mappa of the president of the games. Those of
Constantinople, with their sceptre and bundle of rolls, respectively,
should represent high officials. In all cases, in fact, there appear to be
relatively few possibilities.

80 Kollwitz (1941) 91 no. 19 = Agora 1.791.

81 E. Harrison in Agora 1.80, supposing from the absence of a sceptre (which could have
disappeared without leaving a trace) that the statue could not be that of a vir consularis,
concluded that it was “perhaps safer to assume an unidentified senator.”

82 Description and bibliography in Helbig (1963) 1491. For the toga, see Delbrueck
(1929) 49. Note that the sceptres are at least partially restored, so that the knobs in which
they end need not be considered significant: cf. fn. 7 above.

83 Dated by Oberleitner (1959) 94f. and (1964) 14f. on the basis of the style of the
portraits; they had previously been assigned to the early fifth century.

84 Kollwitz (1941) 84-no. 4, dated by Oberleitner (1959) 95fF.

8% Kollwitz (1941) 85 no. 5, dated by Oberleitner (1959) 95.

86 See fn. 45 above.
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In the two capitals, one magistrate, the praefectus urbi, was preemi-
nent. He was one of the great officials of the empire, equal in rank to
the Praetorian Prefect; he served as president of the senate in both
Rome and Constantinople.®” His dress was the toga.®® The statues of
Constantinople could well represent such officials.®® Those of Rome,
however, are less likely to have been Prefects of the city, since they are
portrayed as givers of games. The Prefect of Rome seems rarely to have
organised or presided over games: he is known to have directed only the
Ludi Castorum of Ostia.®° In the capital, however, there was another
group of officials, the praetors, whose main duty was that of giving
games. After the middle of the fourth century, they were appointed far
in advance of the year in which their games were to be held; they formed
colleges of three and were chosen from the ranks of the richer senators.”!
In classical times, the praetor urbanus gave games and presided over
them in triumphal dress; his colleagues in Rome normally wore the
toga praetexta.®® For Late Antiquity, the evidence is less abundant, but
includes a rare labelled representation: a silver plate bearing the figure of
Aspar, consul in 434, shows him with his young son Ardaburius Junior,
who is clearly labelled as praetor. Ardaburius holds the mappa and wears
a toga.?? It is therefore clear that the praetor wore a toga, as would
be natural for a senatorial official. An ivory diptych seems to offer
confirmation by showing three togate officials presiding over a hunt
of wild stags; since they served in colleges of three, the natural
identification as praetors has been made.®* It is therefore possible that
the two statues from Rome represent praetors in their role as patrons of
games, or pérhaps less probably, urban prefects on the rare occasions
when they, too, presided over games.®3

87 See Jones (1964) 143, 375, 528, and particularly the detailed study of Chastagnol
(1960).

88  Cassiodorus, Var. V1.4; cf. Chastagnol (1960) 197-205 for the dress, office and
carpentum of the Prefect.

8 Since they seem to be later than 359, the statues cannot represent proconsuls of the
city, who were replaced by prefects in that year: see Dagron (1974) 215-226.

20 Chastagnol (1960) 280.

%1 Jones (1964) 132, 219, and 537-542 on the expenses of the games; cf. Chastagnol
(1960) 74, 280-282. The games of the praetor were, of course, secondary to those of the
consuls and emperor. In the East, the imperial government apparently took over most of
the games after the middle of the fifth century: Jones (1964) 706.

°2  Mommsen (1887) 1. 412, 418, I1. 236f.

93 Delbrueck (1929) N35.

74 Ibid., N58.

9% Identification as praetors raises one problem. In the cases cited in the two previous
notes, the figures do not hold a sceptre, a fact particularly notable in the case of
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For the most part, then, the late antique togati and chlamydati,
as Professor Sevéenko long ago suggested, may be identified with
known kinds of officials. The most important group, those of Ephesus,
are plainly proconsuls, and those of Aphrodisias likewise represent
governors. For the rest, certain identifications are not possible, but at
least a limited range of probabilities may be suggested: in Greece,
proconsuls, praetorian prefects and philosophers; in the capitals, urban
prefects and praetors. Most of the statues reflect the overwhelming
importance of the governor in the life of the city and so confirm the
evidence of the inscriptions and other texts. In particular, the series of
proconsuls of Asia is one of the most impressive groups of monumental
statuary found in a late antique city. With the office they represent
established, they may be seen to embody the characteristic relation
between city and central government. There are doubtless other statues
and representations which may be identified by considering their dress;
they, too, will then take their place in the artistic expression of late
antique society.

University of Massachusetts, Boston
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Statue of Stephanus, Proconsul of Asia, from Ephesus



Secular Jurisdiction over the Armenian Church
(Fourth-Seventh Centuries)

NINA G. GARSOTAN

Various aspects of the early Armenian church, from the consecration
of its first patriarch, Saint Gregory the IHuminator, at Caesarea of
Cappadocia in 314! to the period of the Arab invasions of the mid-
seventh century, have been the subject of numerous studies to date.?
Because of Armenia’s precarious position between the major powers of
Byzantium and Sasanian Persia and its own early assertion of ecclesias-
tical autonomy, this autonomy has been both affirmed and questioned.3
The precise date of Armenia’s rejection of the Council of Chalcedon and
consequently of its dogmatic break with Constantinople is still open to
question,* and the nuances of its own Christology are insistently
debated.® In view of these and other unresolved problems, the time has

! P. Ananian, “La date e le circostanze della consecrazione di S. Gregorio 1lluminatore,”

Le Muséon, vol. 84 (1961).

2 It is impossible, of course, to provide a complete bibliography of the early Armenian
church here. Two major surveys, both in Armenian, are M. Ormanean, Azgapatum,
vol. 1 (Constantinople, 1912), and H. S. Kogean, Hayoc' ekelec’in (Beirut, 1961). Among
the earlier western works, see: H. Gelzer, “‘Die Anfinge der armenischen Kirche,” Berichte
der kéniglichen sdchsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaft (1895); S. Weber, Die katolische
Kirche in Armenien (Freiburg i/B, 1903); J. Markwart, Die Entstehung der armenischen
Bistiimer, ed. J. Messina (Rome, 1932); as well as the numerous articles by P. Peeters. The
relations between the Armenian church and the contemporary social structure of the
country were first analyzed in N. Adontz, Armenia in the Period of Justinian, ed. and trans.
N.G. Garsoian (Louvain, 1970), ch. xii. The period preceding the Armeno-Georgian
schism was studied by N. Akinean, Kiwrion kat'olikos Vrac'... (k’arasnameay Srjan Hayoc
ekelec ‘akan patmut‘enén, 574-610) (Vienna, 1910). Finally references will continually be
made here to G. Garitte’s masterly analysis, La Narratio de rebus Armeniae (Louvain,
1952). Also see below, fns. 4, 5.

3 See, e.g., Adontz, Arménia, p. 254, for the opposing views of K. Tér Mkrt¢’ean and
N. Marr.

4 Inter alia, V. Inglisian, “Chalkedon und die armenische Kirche,” in A. Grillmeier and
H. Bacht, eds., Das Konzil von Chalkedon, vol. 2 (Wiirzburg, [1953]), pp. 361-417;
K. Sarkisian, The Council of Chalcedon and the Armenian Church (London, 1965).

5 In addition to the general works listed in fn. 2 above, see J. Gat'rc'ean, Himnakan
tarberut‘iwn kat'oliké ew Ejmiacnakan dawanut’eanc® (Constantinople, 1864); A. Balgy,
Historia doctrinae catholicae inter armenos (Vienna, 1878); F. Tournebize, Histoire
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obviously not yet come to attempt a new synthesis, nor is it my intention
to pursue theological discussions in the present brief exposition. The
question on which I should like to focus here is not one of doctrine, but
of jurisdiction.

Pursuing the question of Armenian ecclesiastical autonomy, Gérard
Garitte, in his major study of this period, maintained the accepted
position that Armenia had remained under the jurisdiction of the see
of Caesarea until the middle of the fifth century, when it became
autocephalous after its rejection of Chalcedonian Orthodoxy.® Much
earlier, however, Nicholas Adontz, in his study of the relationship
between the Armenian church and the characteristic “para-feudal”
naxarar social structure of early Armenia, had posited that ““the heads of
the [Armenian] Church changed in accordance with political influence,”
Roman or Persian.” He argued further that the patriarch (or kat ‘olikos)
of Armenia, because of his position as bishop of the royal domain and
court, was appointed by the native Arsacid kings and that this prerog-
ative passed to Persia after the downfall of the Armenian dynasty.® In
light of these disagreements, and of the indefinite character of the
“political influence” exerted over the Armenian ecclesiastical hierarchy,
a closer look at the activities of the secular powers of the day is not
unwarranted.

For all of the elaboration of the interior hierarchy of the Christian
church culminating in the twenty-eighth canon of the Council of
Chalcedon,® the question of secular interference in church affairs
remained a crucial one throughout the period under consideration. In
Constantinople, from the very period of its founder, the emperor,
isapostolos, Christomimetes, earthly icon of the divine perfection
according to the Eusebian theory, accepted few limitations to his authority
in ecclesiastical affairs.'® In matters of dogma, Maximus Confessor, at

politique et religieuse de I’Arménie (Paris, 1910), pp. 86-99, fns. 312-14, 320-23, 333-35,
346-48, 350-51, et passim; V. Hacuni, Karewor Xndirner Hay ekelec'woy patmut‘enén
(Venice, 1927); M. Jugie, Theologia dogmatica christianorum orientalium ab ecclesia
catholica dissidentium, vol. 5 (Paris, 1935), pp. 478-543. Given the subject, it is not
surprizing that much of the analysis is contaminated with polemics.

¢ Garitte, Narratio, pp. 56-57.

7 Adontz, Armenia, p. 275, cf. pp. 269, 271-72.

8 Adontz, Armenia, pp. 287-88.

® Inter alia, F. Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity in-Byzantium (Cambridge, Mass., 1958),
pp. 3-105.

'0  Eusebius, Oratio de laudibus Constantini, iii [= H. A. Drake tr. In Praise of Constantine
(Los Angeles, etc., 1976), pp. 86-88]; cf. F. Dvornik, Early Christian and Byzantine Political
Philosophy, vol. 2 (Washington, 1966), pp. 611sqq., esp. 616-622.
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his own bitter cost, or John of Damascus, safe beyond the imperial
frontier, might assert that the emperor, as a layman, could not meddle
in the church.!! In the preface to his Sixth Novella, Justinian might
differentiate between epwoidvn (sacerdotium) and Paciieia (imperium),
though he went on to legislate on episcopal appointments.'? Never-
theless, the emperor, and only he, summoned cecumenical councils and
promulgated their decisions as law. The fates of John Chrysostom, Popes
Virgilius and Martin, or the numerous bishops exiled or recalled at the
will of the successors of Constantine during the crises of the fourth and
fifth centuries testify all too eloquently to the heavy hand laid by the
emperor over ecclesiastical hierarchs, as would his control of patriarchal
elections.!® Even in the distant west, Gregory the Great seems to have
conceded to Maurice some say over his accession to the papal throne.!*

The Zoroastrian king of kings exercised the same prerogatives equally
effectively, although perhaps less extensively, over the Christian church
within his realm. The Council of Seleucia-Ctesiphon of 410 recognized
his right to call ecclesiastical councils and promulgate their decisions,
and to designate or ratify the election of patriarchal or episcopal
candidates. Similarly, it set the order of precedence for Persian metro-
politans according to the status of their cities, as would later be done at
Chalcedon.!? Thus, on both sides of the Armenian borders, the ruler’s

't For Maximus Confessor, see Patrologia Graeca (hereafter P.G.), XC, col. 117B-C.
For John of Damascus, P.G., XCIV, cols. 1295, 1297, 1302. Cf. H. Yedin, ed., History of
the Church (New York, 1980), pp. 460-61.

12 Corpus Iuris Civilis, I11: Novellae, ed. R. Schoell and G. Kroll (Berlin, 1899), pp. 35-36.
'3 For John Chrysostom, Virgilius and Martin, see Yedin, History of the Church, 2: 89,
128, 257-58, 452-55, 491. For the patriarchal designation at Constantinople, see The
Cambridge Mediaeval History, vol. 4, pt. 2, ed. J. Hussey (Cambridge, 1967), pp. 10-11,
109-110, etc.

'4  The salutation of Gregory's Letter to Maurice, MGH, Epistulae, 1, 220, 2, “Indignus
pietatis vestrae famulus,” may be no more than current rhetoric on the part of the “Servus
servorum Domini,”” although the dominus here is unquestionably an earthly one; however,
the commentary of Gregory of Tours, “Historiarum Libri X,” MGH, Scriptores, 1, pt 1,
fasc. ii, X, 1, 9-17, pp. 478-479 (*““... hoc apicem adtentius fugire temptans {Gregorius] ...
Unde factum est, ut epistulam ad imperatorem Mauricium dirigeret, ... coniurans et multa
praece deposcens, ne umquam consensum praeberet populis, ut hunc huius honoris gloria
sublimaret. ... At ille [Mauricius] gratias Deo agens pro amicitia diaconi, quod repperisset
locum honoris eius, data praeceptione, ipsum iussit institui’”), clearly indicates the imperial
jurisdictional prerogative in this matter.

'S Synodicon Orientale, ed. and trans. J.-B. Chabot (Paris, 1902), pp. 254-273; cf.
J. Labourt, Le Christianisme dans l'empire perse sous la dynastie des Sassanides (Paris,
1904), pp. 92-100, 119-25, 139, 327-28, 333-34, etc.; N.G. Garsoian, “‘Armenia in the
Fourth Century: An Attempt to Redefine the Terms ‘Armenia’ and ‘Loyalty,”” Revue des
études arméniennes (hereafter REArm), n.s. 8 (1971): 347-351 and footnotes.
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jurisdiction over his own church and its hierarchy de facto, if not always
de jure, was generally accepted as common practice.

Imperial control over the Armenian church both before and after the
Council of Chalcedon has long been amply documented, and I have
attempted elsewhere to trace the correlation between Armenian and
imperial religious policies in the fourth century.!® The consecration of
the Armenian patriarchs at Caesarea of Cappadocia from Gregory I to
the murder of Nersés I (314-ca.374) has never been challenged.!” In the
provinces of Armenia Minor west of the Euphrates, bishops conformed
fully to the imperial norms. As the Byzantine frontier moved eastward
after the partition of the Armenian kingdom ca. 387 and again in 591,
these norms were apparently extended to the newly annexed territories.
Their bishops attended the cecumenical councils of Chalcedon and
Constantinople (553, 680, 692);'® the bishops of Roman Armenia
dutifully came to the council of union summoned by Maurice in 591 that
was spurned by their eastern colleagues.'® It is particularly interesting
to observe in this connection that, with the exception of the sees
of Daranalik/Daranalis, Taron, and perhaps Derjan/Derxené,?° these
bishops were identified with cities according to common ecclesiastical
practice (Gregory of Justinianpolis, Marianos of Kitharizon, Theodore
of Karin/Theodosiopolis),2! and not with noble clans or domains

' N.G. Garsoian, “Politique ou orthodoxie? L’Arménie au quatriéme siécle,” REArm,
n.s. 4 (1976): 297-320.

'7  Ananian, “La date.” The one exception seems to be Aristakés, who was consecrated
by his father Gregory; see Agat'angelos, Pamutiwn Hayoc', ed. G. Tér Mkrté'ean and
S. Kananeanc® (Tiflis, 1909), dccclxii [= Agathangelos: History of the Armenians, trans.
R. W. Thomson (Albany, 1976), p. 397]. But, as observed by Adontz, Armenia, p. 285, this
probably occurred before the regularisation of episcopal ordinations at the Council of
Nicaea. The question of Armenian patriarchal and episcopal consecrations after 374 will
be discussed later.

'8 Adontz, Armenia, pp. 73, 284.

1% Narratio, § 103-105, pp. 40-41: “103 "Qoavtmg 8 kai Tig Acnovpaxav ydpag ot
éniokonol, kai 6501 vrfipxov Und v 1dv Iepodv EEovoiav, ovk NOEANCaV GreAdsiv.
104 O1 3¢ érniokomnot tob Tapdv, kai dvieg Ond thy dEovsiav tdv Popainv, anijAbov sig
Kovotavtivobnmoiwv. 105 xai peyarog épevviioavieg éneionoav toig Popaioig xai
gyypayapevol ped’ dpkov cuvepordynoav avrois.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, p. 227, for the
parallel ninth-century version of the Georgian kat'otikos Arsén, and p. 245.

20 Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, 1X, 645, 613, 993.
“T'ewpyiov énoxonov Aapavirews tiig Meyaing Apueviag”; Koriwn, Vark “s. Mastoc,
ed. N. Akinean (Vienna, 1952), xiv, p. 38, ** bufuljnynu Mip9uwbuwy, npncd whadh
yngbp 9-/15[3‘\” See preceding note for Taron.

21 Mansi, IX, 391, “Gregorius ... ep. lustinianopolitarum civitatis magnae Armeniae”
ibid., XI, 1005, “Mapravog dvat en. Kibapifov tiig npdng 1@v "Appeviov énapyiag.”
Cf. Adontz, Armenia, p. 284 and 474, fn. 69. Yovhannés Mayragomec'i “Letter,” apud
Movseés Kalankatwac'woy, Patmut'iwn Alwanic” asyarhi, ed. M. Emin (Moscow, 1860),
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(Mersapuh bishop of the Mamikonean; Xabbay bishop of the Arcruni,
Sahé bishop of the Amatuni), as was the characteristic Armenian
custom.?2

Even after the partition of Armenia and the subsequent breach
between the Greek and Armenian churches, the emperors seem to have
considered themselves entitled to summon all Armenian bishops both
within and without their territories to councils of union. In 572,
Justin II exploited the asylum sought by the kat otikos John II Gabelean
in Constantinople to force him into communion with the Greeks.??
Twenty years later, in 591, Maurice summoned the then kat‘olikos
Movseés II Elivardec’i to a second council for the same purpose.?* In

pp. 212-213 [= The History of the Caucasian Albanians of Movsés Dasxuranci, trans.
C.J.F. Dowsett (London, 1961), p. 172]: ““T'éodoros, bishop of Karin (Theodosiopolis),
called ‘the chief philosopher.”” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 247, 251-52. Havuk of Kukayafi¢
mentioned by Movsés Xorenac'i, Patmut iwn Hayoc', ed. M. Abelean and S. Yarut'iwnean
(Tiflis, 1913), 111, Ixv [= Moses Khorenats'i, History of the Armenians, trans. R.W.
Thomson (Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1978), p. 342, fn. 2], may have been another
bishop of Kitharizon, and was in any case an urban bishop, cf. Adontz, Armenia,
pp. 13-16, 18-20, 308 n. 27, 207* on Kitharizdn. All the bishops of Armenia Minor are, of
course, urban bishops on the normal pattern; ibid., pp. 73-74, 48*-61*, for the various
congiliar lists.

22 . In general Armenian bishops signed conciliar acts with their name and that of their
clan, which coincides with the name of its domains, e.g., for the council of 505/6:
«h U'L-[rzmu[m.( U'lul.qll[nfltﬁg bw[lullnulnui‘ o huwppuy U_[rbanfl/iwg /;ul[m—
fnynu, p Guwlt Udwmnidibwg byfulngnu . »; Adontz, Armenia, pp. 94*-102%,
especially 95*-96*. See also, Sebeos, Patmut’iwn Sebeosi, ed. G.V. Abgaryan (Erevan,
1979), xxiiii, p. 95 [= Histoire d’Héraclius par I'évéque Sebéos, trans. F. Macler (Paris,
1904), p. 41]: “Stephannos de Siunie ... scella de son sceau, de celui de 'évéque de sa
maison et de ceux d’autres princes de Siunie, ....” )

23 Narratio, §80-81 = Arsén kat'olikos, ibid., pp. 326-327, who is more accurate than
the Narratio in that he does not confuse the Armenian Council of Union of 572 with the
Fifth (Ecumenical Council of 553. He exaggerates, however, as we shall see, in the
assertions that *‘tous unanimement, ils recurent le concile de Chalcédoine; d’elle méme,
toute I’Arménie anathématisa et condamna celui qui le critique et ils s’unirent avec eux [les
Grecs].” There is no doubt in either text, however, that the order to hold the council
emanated from the emperor, although this order is direct in Arsén, but channeled through
the Armenian commander Vardan I Mamikonean in the Narratio. Cf. Garitte, Narratio,
pp. 175-202, for additional relevant sources and the attendant circumstances; also
N.G. Garsoian, “Le Role de ’hiérarchie chrétienne dans les rapports diplomatiques entre
Byzance et les Sassanides,” REArm, n.s. 10 (1973-1974), especially p. 136 and fn. 73, for
the attempts to mask the communion of the Armenian patriarch with the Greeks. The
Armenian source closest in point of time, the History of Sebéos, is significantly silent
about this entire episode.

24 Narratio, § 101: “Kai npocétatev 6 Bacthets [Mavpikiog] e ypappdtov naviag
100G €mokomoug Apueviov kai tOv kafoikov Mocfiv obv 10i¢ yYpapuatebolv adtod
napayevisBar eic Kootaviivodmoiwv.” Arsen kat olikos, ibid., p. 328, is equally categori-
cal: “Alors le roi ordonna au catholicos d’Arménie Moise (mose) et a tous les évéques
de venir a Constantinople, d’examiner de nouveau (la question) et d’établir la verité.” As
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632/33 Heraclius convoked the kat'olikos Ezr to Karin/Theodosiopolis
and compelled a third reaffirmation of the union.?’ Even after the
beginning of the Arab invasions, Constans II pressured the kat'olikos
Nerseés I11 into accepting communion with the Greeks during the imperial
residence in the Armenian capital of Dwin in the winter of 652-653,2¢
and Justinian II, in the fifth year of his reign, briefly extorted the same
results from the kat'olikos Sahak III and the Armenian princes at a
probable council that the Armenian sources describe as a captivity.2”

noted earlier, the bishops from imperial Armenia attended the council and signed the act
of union (see above fn. 19, for the text). Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 225-226; Ormanean,
Azgapatum, 1: cols. 579-581; and P. Goubert, Byzance avant I'Islam, vol. 1: Byzance et
I'Orient (Paris, 1951), pp. 191-218, for the background.of these events. There is no
question as to the presence of Chalcedonism in Armenia during the sixth to eighth
centuries, but the problem under consideration in the present study is that of imperial
interference.

25 Narratio, § 121-122: “Kai v 1¢ 8 et 1fic 1ehevtfig Xoopodov [H] kai 1@ xy” £te1
¢ Baocikeiog "Hpaxheiov, éABav év i) Meydin Appevig, ékéhevoe obvodov yevEcHat
HEYAAMV &V mavTioV 1AV EMokonwVv Kai Stduckdiny obv T® kubdorikd "Ecdpq kal ndct
10ig ‘Afatoig &v Ocodocioundrel Epevvav moificor kal ideiv mepi ... tfig ovvddov
Xarkndovog. 122 "Hpebvnoav obv di1d Tplakovta fuepdv, kai EncicOnoay ol Apuévior
anod 1OV yYpaedv kai dpooav £yypaews idtoyeipmg unkETL AvIEInelV epi tovtov.” In the
parallel passage, pp. 329-330, Arsén kat'olikos gives substantially the same account, and
notes that it was the ‘“third time” that the matter had been discussed between the
Armenians and the Greeks. Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 278-337, esp. 302-311. Only Sebéos,
History, xli, pp. 131-132 [= trans. Macler, pp. 91-92] speaks of a meeting rather than a
council and suggests that the kat’olikos had gone to meet Heraclius because of the threats
of the Armenian commander MzZeZ Gnuni: “il dit au catholicos Ezr d’aller dans la région
des frontiéres et de communier loyalement avec P’empereur, ‘sinon, nous nous ferons un
autre catholicos, et toi tu exerceras ton pouvoir sur les régions perses’ ... Le catholicos se
rendit en Asorestan [sic] et négocia [sc. communia] avec lui ....”" Even the historian
Yovhannés Drasyanakertc'i {the Kat'olikos}, Patmut iwn Hayoc" (Tiflis, 1912), xviii, p. 77
[= Histoire d’Arménie par le Patriarche Jean VI, trans. M.J. Saint-Martin (Paris, 1841),
p. 66], who follows Seb€os almost verbatim, states that MzeZ Gnuni had been sent by
Heraclius. Cf. Ormanean, 4Azgapatum, -1, cols. 687-693.

26 Narratio, § 138, “"Ote 8¢ 6 Nopotong Ervge tob Opdvov, éni mhelov érapaybn:
EBrene yip ovykowwvobvia avtov @ Pacirel t1dv "Pouaiov.” The Narratio is less
precise than usual concerning this episode, as is also the case of the parallel text of the
katolikos Arseén, ibid., p. 331; cf. Garitte, Narratio, p. 282, 340. However, Sebé€os states
clearly in his History, xlv, p. 148 [= trans. Macler, p. 112] that the katolikos Nerses III
and the Armenian clergy had not accepted the union with the Greeks. But when the
emperor “se rendit lui-méme avec 20.000 hommes dans I’Ararat et, arrivé 4 Dwin il
s’installa dans la maison du catholicos ... le jour de dimanche, dans I’église de ‘saint
Grégoire, le concile de Chalcédoine fut préché; la messe fut:célébrée & la romaine par un
prétre romain; 'empereur, le catholicos et tous les évéques, les uns de gré les autres malgré
eux, communiérent; ...,” xlviii-xlix, pp. 166-167 [= trans. Macler, pp. 135-136]. Cf.
Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1, cols. 712-15, 717-20.

27 Narratio, § 144: “'O 8¢ 1® ¢ avto¥ [Justinian II] &6l xaAécag OV KAOOAKOV
‘Ioadx ovv t0ig émokonolg eig Kootaviivoinoty, fijvocev adtovg toig oporoyodot
tag 800 @boeg 100 Kupiov xal @eol fipdv, ... kol &yyphowmg dposav pnkét
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Finally, on a more individual basis, the emperor Constantius, late in
the fourth century, did not hesitate to send the Armenian patriarch
Nersés I into exile together with Byzantine anti-Arian bishops.?® Two
centuries later, Maurice may have forced the installation of John of
Bagaran as Chalcedonian anti-kat‘olikos in the newly acquired imperial
portion of Armenia, as is asserted by most Armenian sources, although
the nearly contemporary Letter of the controversial theologian John
Mayragomec'i and the pro-Chalcedonian account known as the Narratio
de rebus Armeniae attribute the schism to the initiative of Theodore of
Karin and other local bishops.?®

Under these circumstances, occasional cases of high-handed imperial
interference in Armenia cannot be denied. They do not prove, however,

avaroyficar.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 350-356,; Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1, cols. 766-767.
As Garitte observes, the fact that the Narratio is the only source to mention this summons
to Constantinople does not invalidate its accuracy. Nor is the locus of the union,
Constantinople or Armenia, relevant to the present discussion. What is important here is
the emperor’s right to summon the Armenian katolikos in the eyes of the Chalcedonian
author of the Narratio, and the view of the Armenian church that this was an act of
oppressive tyranny, to be equated with coercion and captivity rather than lawful practice,
as is evident from the account of Stephen of Tardon [Asolik], Patmut'iwn Tiezerakal,
2nd ed., vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1885), pt. 2, pp. 100-10! [= Garitte, Narratio, pp. 351-352):
“Or, au cours de la quatritme année, Yustinianos lui-méme, faisant irruption avec une
puissante armée, vint dans une région d’Arménie, ... il manda alors tous les princes de
ces pays, et ils se rendirent auprés de lui, non pas de bon gré, mais par contrainte. Alors
I’empereur ayant pris avec lui quelques-uns des princes et ayant exigé les fils de quelques
autres comme Otages, et avec eux également le catholicos d’Arménie Sahak avec cing
évéques, il les détint auprés de lui. Et ayant honoré certains princes de cadeaux royaux, il les
établit princes de ces pays ...; (il laissa) une armée de 30.000 hommes comme aide pour ces
princes, et lui-méme retrourna 4 Constantinople.”

28 N.G. Garsoian, “Quidam Narseus — A Note on the Mission of St. Nersés the Great,”
Armeniaca (Venice, 1969), pp. 148-164.

29 Narratio, § 107: “énoincav [the Armenian Chalcedonians] 8¢ €avtoic kafolucdv
tov 'lodvvnv and tod Kokofrav IMaxpav tiic yopag.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, p. 251.
Movsgs Katankatwac'i/Dasyuranc'i, I, xlvi, pp. 303-304 [= trans. Dowsett, p. 172]:
“Then, at the time of the schism in the Armenian patriarchate, a great dispute broke out
between Movseés [the Armenian kat‘olikos] and T'@odoros, bishop of Karin ... Movsés
summoned a synod of the doctors of divinity [vardapets] of his region and instructed
them not to commune with the Greeks who submitted to the Council of Chalcedon ...
T‘€odoros then ordered the bishops in his part of Armenia to assemble in the town of
Karin, saying: ‘We must elect a catholicos’; and the Greeks [Romans] saw fit to establish
Yohan’s [the Chalcedonian kat‘otikos’] patriarchal. residence nearby in Awan [on the
imperial side of the border], and there was discord between them, for those consecrated
by Yohan were not recognized by Movsés.” The importance of Theodore’s réle is
supported by the fact that the Georgian version of the Narratio names him, rather than
John, as the Chalcedonian anti-kat‘olikos; Garitte, Narratio, p. 412: “Quant a eux [the
Chalcedonian Armenians] ils se donnérent comme catholicos Théodore kokusteli du pays
de Paprantis.”
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that this interference was warranted or in any way acceptable to the
Armenians, and considerable evidence suggests that the position of
Byzantine secular authorities in Armenian ecclesiastical affairs may have
been considerably overstated. Three significant factors are already
manifest. In the kingdom of Greater Armenia, as opposed to the imperial
provinces of Armenia Minor and the annexed territories, a gap of two
centuries separated the imperial intrusions of the fourth century from
those of the late sixth and seventh. Moreover, after the fourth century
overt imperial jurisdiction or coercion over Armenian ecclesiastical
authorities could be exercised only at times of major Armenian crises: in
572, as a result of the flight to the imperial capital of the kat'olikos
John I1 following the failure of the Armenian revolt against Persia; in 591,
upon Xusro II’s cession of a large portion of Persarmenia to Byzantium;
under Heraclius, Constans II, and Justinian II, when large imperial
armies were stationed on Armenian territory.3® Indeed, in the List of
Armenian Councils attributed to the early eighth-century kat olikos John
Ojnec‘i, these councils, with the sole exception of the Council of Dwin
of 555, have no reference to the imperial authorities and are dated
according to the regnal year of the Persian king of kings.*! Even more
significantly, the Lis¢ stresses twice that the pro-Chalcedonian kat’olikos
Ezr “was not acceptable to the holy church because he had received the
patriarchate at the order of Heraclius king of the Romans,” and it goes |
on to elaborate that Ezr had received the patriarchal authority from
Heraclius at the Council of Karin under exceptional circumstances,
since Heraclius, “was ruling over the Armenians and the Romans only
because King Xosrov had been killed and lost his sovereignty, for until

30 See above, fns. 26-27, for the evident coercion used on some of the Armenians to
force them into communion with Constans II and Justinian II, as well as for the size of
the army brought to Armenia by Justinian II and left behind to enforce his policies. The
taking and razing of the Armenian capital of Dwin by Heraclius in 623, and his use of the
country as winter quarters during his war with Persia, undoubtedly taught the natives a
sharp lesson; the emperor seems to have been present at Karin/Theodosiopolis at the
time of the council of union to support its authority. See, ¢.g., G. Ostrogorsky, History of
the Byzantine State, rev. ed. (New Brunswick, 1969), p. 102, and above fn. 25. On the
invasion and forces of Constans II, see A. Ter Ghewondyan, Armeniia i Arabskii Khalifat
(Erevan, 1977), pp. 36-39.

3t “Yovhannu Imastasiri Hayoc" kat ulikosi saks Zotovoc® or elen i Hayk',” Girk * T ltoc”
[The Book of Letters, hereafter BL] (Tiflis, 1901), p. 221. The actual “Oath of Union”
of the Council of Dwin, however, dates it merely in “the twenty-fourth year of Xosrov,
king of kings,” BL, p. 72, without the reference to Justinian’s regnal year given in the
“List”; while the Chalcedonian Narratio understandably puts Justinian in first place. Cf.
Garitte, Narratio, pp. 35, 131-32, 159-160, and N.G. Garsoian, The Paulician Heresy
(Paris and The Hague, 1967), pp. 88-89, 236-238.
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that time the Armenians were subject to the hand of Xosrov, king of
Persia.” 32 Finally, all the forced unions between the Armenian church
and the Orthodox empire proved abortive. Like their designation of
Armenian anti-patriarchs, imperial summons to joint councils were
regarded by the Armenians as abusive compulsions to be equated with
imprisonment rather than as acceptable jurisdictional rights vested in the
emperor.>® Force would always have the last word where circumstances
permitted, but the curt answer returned by the kat‘olikos Movsés II to
Maurice’s convocation to the council of 591:

*“I shall not cross the Azat river — that is the Persian border — to eat the purnid
[oven baked bread] of the Greeks, nor will I drink their t'ermon [hot water]”

with its famous liturgical and theological jibe,?* all too clearly
manifested the Armenian church’s contempt for the imperial authority.

If after the fourth century the Romans had little legitimate authority
over the Armenian church in normal times, the situation within the
autonomous Arsacid kingdom of Greater Armenia during the century
that the native dynasty survived the official Christianization of its realm
(314-428/9) was likewise less straightforward than Adontz would have us
believe.35 A state of tension prevailed between the crown and the church

2 BL, pp. 221-223:|  « byp QufPniqplnu puqhbgniply, ap ng phyniif unepp
Ehbgbgh, fuwal gh wu Ggp il qluypugybnn @ piith Lpurduwfian Zl:[nul[ll/:
[uguenpfl 2onndng, - » (221) « be wn [Ggp] qufdnn wbpofdbwb pong f
o‘nllnl[n_lfl llwpfmj [1 IBIIHIUILH[I!' Zbllllqult. np lll/l[lbLnl[ [Juu}uu_npbwg ZWJng Ee
Znnnﬁny, '[lllll[l 11/1 Ull[lllfl qh}nu[m:[ l.ll[l‘l_)uljfl '”wpuﬁg [ l;Ful[t& q[amqmm[lm—
Pl bnpw, pwhgh quih fup Siwgulghuy FHib Quyp phy dbnwip Rrnupnifn.
wppugh Quipspg : » (223). Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 286-287, who omits the second
quotation as a repetition, “sans données nouvelles” (p. 287, fn. 1) without noting the stress
laid in the second passage on Xusro II’s suzerainty over Armenia and Heraclius’s intrusion
as a result of the murder of the Persian king.

33 See above, fn, 27.

34 Arsén kat olikos, apud Garitte, Narratio, pp. 226-227, **Or Moise le Catholicos n’obéit
pas, mais il parla ainsi aux envoyés: ‘Je ne passerai pas le fleuve Azat (azac) — qui est
la frontiére des Perses —, je ne mangerai pas le purnid des Grecs, ni non plus je ne boirai
leur t‘ermon’; et de méme les évéques du Vaspourakan (vaspuragan) qui étaient sous la
puissance des Perses ne voulurent pas partir.” Cf. ibid., pp. 225-244. Narratio, § 102,
is a trifle shorter, but its intent is precisely the same: “‘O 8¢ kuBoiikdg Mwoiig oV
npoctoye toig npoctaybeiotl, Aéywv: ‘O uf mapélbw Tov toTapdy Afat 003’ ob un
@ayw povpvitapy 008’ od uf wim Beppov’.” The references to p'urnid and t'ermon are
unquestionably to the Greek use of leavened bread rather than the Armenian azymes for
the host, and to the admixture of hot water in the chalice of communion. According to
Garitte, Narratio, p. 243, this is apparently the earliest reference to the Greek practice of
mixing wine and water — symbolizing Christ’s two natures — in the chalice.

35 See above, p. 221, and fn. 8.
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through much of this century and the undoubted royal prerogatives were
never absolute.

Insofar as its dogmatic assemblies were concerned, the Armenian
church seems to have shown a remarkable degree of autonomy from
early times. The summoning of Armenian bishops to imperial councils
may be presented as a normal occurrence by the pro-Chalcedonian
Narratio, loyal to the Byzantine point of view, but its attitude is hardly
representative of the general position of the Armenian church. Despite
the persistent anachronistic tradition that the patriarch Nersés 1 had
been present at the Council of Constantinople in 381, there is not the
slightest evidence that Armenia Magna — as against Armenia Minor and
the annexed territories — was represented at any cecumenical council
after Nicaea.*® Even on a lesser occasion, the exceptional presence of the
mysterious “Isakokis of Greater Armenian’ at the synod of Antioch of
36437 came at a time of total chaos in the Armenian kingdom, which had
then been surrendered to the Persians by Jovian’s “ignobile decretum™
and deprived of its exiled patriarch.®® As such, his attendance was no
more normative than the forced imperial councils of the sixth and
seventh centuries already discussed. Within the country, Armenian

3¢ See Garitte, Narratio, pp. 74-75, for the texts attesting Ners&s’s presence at the Council.
It is not altogether correct, however, to assert that “la tradition arménienne unanime le
[Nerses] fait ... assister a ce concile.” The Epic Histories attributed to P'awstos Buzand,
probably the closest source in point of time, does not mention Nersés’s presence in
Constantinople; [Ps.] P'awstos Buzandac'i, Patmut ‘iwn Hayoc', 4th ed. (Venice, 1933), 1V,
xiii; V, xxix, etc. [= J.-B. Emine, “Faustus de Byzance, Bibliothéque historique,” in V.
Langlois, ed., Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de I’ Arménie (hereafter CHAM A4)
vol. 1 (Paris, 1867), pp. 248, 290-91]. Even in the case of Armenia’s representation at
Nicaea, it is interesting that Movsés Xorenac'i, II, Ixxxix {= MK, Thomson tr., p. 245]
states that both King Trdat of Armenia and the patriarch St. Gregory refused
Constantine’s summons to the Council and independently chose Aristakés to represent the
kingdom of Greater Armenia, although the earlier History of Agat angetos, dccclxxxiv =
MK, Thomson tr., pp. 414/5] does not mention this refusal.

37 Socrates Scholasticus, Historia ecclesiastica, 111, xxv: "loakokig Appeviag peyaing.
This personage is perhaps the same as the "locdxng listed among the orthodox bishops in
St. Basil of Caesarea’s Epistula xcii, “To the Italians and the Gauls.” Chronologically he
may perhaps be identified with the C'unak imposed as Armenian patriarch during the exile
of St. Nersés, who may also be the Sahak sometimes given as the successor of Nersés
(Ps. P'B, IV, xv). In any case, Ps. P'awstos reiterates that C'unak was an anti-patriarch,
irregularly consecrated, a man of nothing (Arm. ¢‘unak, “one who has nothing”), and the
“slave of the slaves of the king.” If so, he can hardly be taken as an official representative
of the Armenian church. Cf. Adontz, Armenia, pp. 274-275; Garitte, Narratio, pp. 87-88,
406, 415-21, especially 418 on the elusive Sahak and the succession of St. Nersés I; also see
below, pp. 231-32, and fns. 45, 49, for C'unak’s irregular consecration.

38  Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum gestarum libri qui supersunt, XXV, vii 12-13. On
Nersés’s exile, see Garsoian, ““Quidam Narseus,” pp. 149-156.
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councils from the time of Nicaea until at least the Council of Dwin of
555, if not the Council of Manazkert of 725/26 well into the Arab period,
were in the main convoked by ecclesiastical rather than secular
authorities, as against Byzantine custom.>® When the patriarchal throne
was vacant, the Armenian bishops even tried on occasion, albeit with
little success, to gather spontaneously without awaiting higher
summons,*® and they met together with the lay magnates to advise the
king on the choice of a suitable patriarchal candidate.*!

In these cases of patriarchal elections, a fixed protocol was evidently
observed through much of the fourth century, and the royal prerogatives
were carefully safeguarded. The king met with the assembled bishops
and magnates, selected a candidate, and sent him to Caesarea for
consecration. There is no evidence that such assemblies were anything
more than advisory : unlike dogmatic councils, they normally met at the
king’s summons, and never openly forced an unacceptable candidate
on him. From the time of this baptism, King Trdat the Great took it
upon himself to send a reluctant St. Gregory to Caesarea and to request
his consecration. The same initiative was taken by his successors: Tiran
for the patriarchs Yusik, P‘arén and Sahak and Arsak II for St. Nersés

39 See the “List of Armenian Councils,” BL, pp. 220-233; Ps. P'B, IV, iv[= CHAMA, 1:
239} and MX III, xx [= MK Thomson tr., p. 274] on Nersés I’s calling of the Council of
Astisat; MX 11, lii [= MK, p. 319], on the council held by Sahak I and Mesrop concerning
the creasion of the Armenian alphabet during King Vramsapuh'’s absence from his realm.
Joseph, Sahak I’s locum tenens, is said to have called the Council of Sahapivan in 444;
see Asolik, 11, ii, p. 78 [= Dulaurier, p. 111} and below, fn. 89. For Nersés 1I's Council of
Dwin of 555, see Narratio, § 68-70, and the Treatise in Garitte, Narratio, pp. 131-132; {
Asotik, II, ii, pp. 82-83 [= Dulaurier, p. 115}, also fn. 31 above and fn. 64 below. On
the later councils, see also fn. 29 above for Movsés II’s calling of an anti-Chalcedonian
council; on Nersés 111, see Narratio, § 140-141, and pp. 282-283, 298, 337, 340; as well
as Lewond, Parmut‘iwn Lewonday ..., 2nd ed., vol. 4 (St. Petersburg, 1887), p. 14 [=
Ghewond, Histoire des guerres ... des Arabes en Arménie ..., trans. G. Chahnazarian (Paris,
1856), p. 13; Asolik, I, ii, p. 91 [= Dulaurier, p. 122]. For John Ojnec’i’s calling of the
Council of Manazkert, see ibid., pp. 102-103 [= Dulaurier, p. 131]. See also Ormanean,
Azgapatum, 1, cols. 169-170, 330, 478 (a possible council of John I Mandakuni), 502-504,
545-52, 712-15, 717-20, 828-33, 838-44.

40 Asolik, I, ii, p. 78 [= Dulaurier, p. 111]: “Sourmag étant mort, les évéques d’Arménie
se rassemblérent, et, s’étant mis en quéte pour lui trouver un successeur, choisirent un
prétre nommé Joseph ... et avec 'assentiment de Vartan, ils le placérent sur le siége
patriarcal.” A similar gathering took place after the death of the kat'olikos Movses II.
See below, fns. 74, 86.

41 ps, P'B, III, xiii-xv, xvii; IV, iii [= CHAMA, 1:224-25, 227-28, 236, 238]; MX, III, xvi
[= MK, pp. 269-270]. Movsés Dasyuranc'i, I, xxvi [= trans. Dowsett, p. 50}, also shows
the Albanian king Vadagan convoking a council to deal with matters of administration and
jurisdiction.
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the Great.*? Significantly, the candidate was accompanied on these
journeys by secular nobles rather than bishops and the king formally
received the new patriarch upon his return.*? In general practice as well,
the royal will usually prevailed within the church. No royal patriarch
was ever driven from his throne, despite the complaints of ecclesiastical
writers on the unworthiness of some of the royal choices;** nor did the
king fail to appoint his own candidate without consultation, when an
occasion presented itself. Not only did Arsak II impose the dubious
C‘unak during St° Nersés’s long exile, although the patriarch had
designated a vicar of his own choice, and did King Pap install Yusik
or Sahak, unacceptable to Caesarea, after Nerses’s death,*S but the

42

Agatangetos, dcexciv-deeciv [= trans. Thomson, pp. 332/3-342/3] for St. Gregory;
Ps. P'B, III, xii [= CHAMA, 1:221-222) for Yusik; ibid., III, xvi [=CHAMA, 1: 227] for
Parén; 111, xvii [= CHAMA, 1: 228] for Sahak; 1V, iii-iv [= CHAMA, 1: 236, 238} for
Nerses I. This practice came to an end with the murder of Nersés I, when Caesarea refused
to consecrate his successor: see below, fn. 59.

43 Agat angelos, dcexcv-deexevi [= trans. Thomson, pp. 332/3-334/5); Ps. P'B, 111, xii [=
CHAMA, 1: 221-222], who stresses that this was “‘according to the customary usage”;
ibid., IIL, xvi-xvii; IV, iv [= CHAMA, 1: 227-28, 238]. The first meeting of the returning
patriarch and the king was not altogether successful, according to Agat"angetos, dccexvii-
dcecxix [= trans. Thomson, pp. 354/5-356/7], but in both the cases of Yusik and Nerses I, the
king went out to meet the patriarch, exchanged greetings with him and brought him to
the country and to his cathedral church, Ps. P'B, II1, xii; IV, iv[= CHAMA, 1: 222,238].
In the case of Parén, Ps. P-awstos III, xvii [= CHAMA, 1: 228] specifies that the new
patriarch had been brought back *“‘to the king” [italics mine].

44 See above, fn. 37, for Pseudo P awstos opinion of Cunak. After the pejorative
comments cited, Ps. P-awstos closed with the evaluation that “C‘unak was a mild man,
having no capacity to reprove ... and he was in accord with the king in whatever he might
do,” IV, xv[= CHAMA, 1: 254). Yusik, Sahak, and Aspurakes were similarly depicted as
mild men incapable of leadership. V, xxix; VI, iii-iv [= CHAMA, 1: 294, 308], whereas
Zaven was characterized as a ““man of evil, harsh and envious nature ... [who] spent all the
days of his life in gluttony, greed, and depravity,” VI, ii [= CHAMA, 1: 307]. The
disapproval of the royal appointees is characteristic of the Epic Histories, since MX, 111,
xxxix-xli [= MK, pp. 300-303] has little to say concerning these patriarchs and even
reverses the order of the last group; cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 415-421. It should be noted
that despite the low opinion expressed about the “‘royal” patriarchs, the sources invariably
give the length of their pontificate without any suggestion that it ended earlier than their
natural life.

45 See above, fns. 37 and 44, and see below, fn. 49 for C'unak and the successors of
St. Nerses. Nersés had ordained his deacon, Xad of Marag, bishop of Bagrewand and
left him behind as vicar to supervise all the Armenian ecclesiastical foundations. He
was still fulfilling his duties when the patriarch returned from exile, so that Arsak’s
appointment of C'unak was clearly separate and contrary to Nersés’s will, Ps. P'B, 1V,
xii-xiii [= CHAMA, 1: 247-248); MX, HI, xxxixxxii [= MK, pp. 288-290]. Irrespective
of the name they give him, the sources agree that the immediate successor of St. Nersés
was a purely royal appointee: According to the Epic Histories, Ps. P'B, V, xxix [=
CHAMA, 1: 294], Yusik held his dignity “‘from the king’s will alone”; whereas MX, III,
xxxix [= MK, p. 300] stresses that “King Pap ... sought out and found ... Shahak ...
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undeniably canonical and holy Sahak the Great is said to have been
“appointed” to the patriarchal throne by King Xosrov III/IV, according
to the History of Movsés Xorenac'i.*® Finally, the kings invariably
resorted to force in the face of ecclesiastical opposition, and the violent
deaths of the patriarchs Yusik, Daniél, and St. Nersés himself testify
unequivocally to the danger of thwarting the royal will.*’

Despite his undoubted prerogatives and the king’s occasional blatant
display of his power, royal authority was not unlimited in fourth-century
Armenia. At the international level, the Armenian Arsacid court was
rarely in a position to pursue an ecclesiastical policy independent of that
of its powerful western neighbour. Thus, the occasional alternation of
the houses of St. Gregory and of Albianos of Manazakert on the
patriarchal throne were less a see-saw between pro-Roman and pro-
Persian parties, as argued by Adontz, than the result of the Armenian
kings’ attempts to follow the zig-zags of imperial policies, which often
brought them into conflict with their own church and local traditions.*®
Within his realm, the Armenian ruler was bound to consult, formally
or not, with the secular and ecclesiastical nobles on all matters of
importance, and breaks with this tradition were clearly perceived as
abusive. According to the Epic Histories attributed to P‘awstos Buzand,
Arsak II’s unsanctioned appointment of C'unak was rejected by all the
Armenian bishops, thus forcing the king to turn for support to the
bishops of Aljnik® and Korduk® outside his realm. True or not, this
episode was clearly intended to demonstrate the uncanonical character
of the candidate forced on Armenia by the king. All the more so since

and set him in Nersés’s place without [the permission] of the great archbishop of Caesarea.”
MX, III, iii [= MK, p. 256] also says that “The blessed [king] Trdat ... gave them [the
Albanians] as bishop the young Grigoris ... Although he thought the matter uncanonical,
considering his young age,” but Ps. P'B, IIl, v-vi [= CHAMA, 1: 212-214] does not
mention the king’s role in the appointment. Finally, Asotik, I1, i, p. 73 [= trans. Dulaurier,
p. 106] also says that Sahak’s successor Zawén was in turn set on the patriarchal throne
by King Varazdat.

46 MX, III, xlix [= MK, p. 313], “After ... Archbishop Aspurakés died; to succeed
him Khosrov appointed Sahak, son of Nersés the Great ....” This statement is repeated
almost verbatim in the History of John the Kat'otikos, xiv, p. 53 [= trans. Saint-Martin,
p. 45), as well as by Asotik, IL, i, p. 73 [= trans. Dulaurier, pp. 107]. See below, p. 242, and
fn. 79.

47 Ps. P'B, 111, xii, xiv; V, xxiv [= CHAMA, 1: 222-23, 226-27, 290-91]; MX, III, xiv,
xxxviii [= MK, pp. 267, 298-99]. Movsés Xorenac'i, III, xxxii [= MK, pp. 289-290] aiso
says that Arsak II had ordered Nersés’s vicar, Xad of Marag, stoned to death, albeit the
order could not be carried out. Ps. P'B’s parallel narrative, IV, xii-xili [= CHAMA,
1: 247-248] does not contain this episode, but does stress that the royal patriarchs were
ineffective men incapable of reproving or opposing the king; see above, fn. 44.

48 Adontz, Armenia, pp. 275, 281; Garsoian, “Politique ou orthodoxie.”
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the Epic Histories stress that only two bishops were present at C'unak’s
consecration, thus highlighting the fact that it was patently invalid under
the terms of the recently promulgated Nicaean regulations mandating
the presence of a minimum of three bishops on such occasions. The
same intent seems evident in the comment that Pap’s candidate Yusik,
appointed without the calling of an advisory council and rejected by
Caesarea, “held his dignity from the king’s will alone.”*® The king’s
use of force was perceived as equally illegitimate even if it usually went
unopposed. Disapprobation may not have been as extensive as eccle-
siastical moralisers would have us believe,*° but the sources emphasize
King Pap’s efforts to distance himself from the murder of St. Nersés, and
the king may well have paid with his own life for that of the patriarch.!

The greatest obstacle to royal interference in the ecclesiastical hierar-
chy came, however, not so much from the church and its ordinances, as
from the fundamental social structure of Armenia. Conforming to an
earlier Iranian tradition that all the offices of the realm, from that of the
king on down, were the hereditary prerogatives of certain noble houses,

49 Ps. P'B, IV, xv [=CHAMA,1: 254] : «Uym Lpuduwl  muyp pwquu.n[ﬂ}‘ nsky
qw:/[:ﬂwlfl lﬂu[lul[nu[nu Zlulng ulz[utup(/lﬂ, 11[1 bw?uybﬂ &lmﬂmrmli_q[lfl ngm.ﬂul[[ﬂ
/F l[m[t?nll/ll[nunL[}bmfl le.ljﬂg : bL ﬂe 147 n_g ﬂé [MILUIEITMIH lIl.UL. Fﬂljy lq’lﬂj[l ulla—
fllimg b lln[ulm_wg [:m[lu#nu[nulp H[ﬁfl, In zlganlulllﬂ &lillflulr]p[;g[lﬁ /1 4ul[(7nul[l—
Ynuncfdpihi pomn Lpudumbf [3"“}"11-"[1[7& i » Cf. above, fn. 45, for both Cunak and
Yusik. The fourth canon of the Council of Nicaea had decreed that the three bishops were
the minimum number required for an episcopal ordination, Mansi, I1, col. 669. Adontz’s
hypothesis that the reason for the appeal to Aljnik‘ and Korduk® was that there were no
other bishops in Armenia (Armenia, pp. 285-286) seems unlikely, especially since a bishop
P awstos had conferred the diaconate on Nersés I, the ordination of Xad of Marag as
bishop of Bagrewand in precisely the same period is depicted as an entirely normal
occurrence in the contemporary sources, and other bishops are also mentioned : Ps. P'B,
IV, iii, xii, and VI [= CHAMA, 1: 237, 247, 307-310].

50 According to the Epic Histories, Ps. P'B, III, xiii, xx [= CHAMA, 1: 223, 230],
Armenia was plunged in darkness and divine vengeance ovértook King Tiran for the
murders of Yusik and Daniel; MX, III, xv [= MK, p. 267], though not the Epic Histories,
says that the nobles murmured after the murder of Daniél, and “all Armenia” mourned
for Nersés the Great, Ps. P'B, V, xxx [= CHAMA, 1: 294} and MX, III, xxxix [= MK,
p- 300). Nevertheless, no action was taken except perhaps in the case of Nerses (see fn. 51
below). Only Daniél reproved the king for the murder of Yusik and was killed for his
pains, Ps. P'B, 111, xiv [= CHAMA, 1: 225-226]. Even in the case of St. Nersés, the king
was able to destroy all of the saint’s philanthropic foundations without meeting with
opposition; ibid., V, xxxi [= CHAMA, 1: 294-295]. The only royal failure seems to have
been the intended stoning of Xad of Marag (see above, fn. 45), but it is known only to
Movsés Xorenac'i.

51 Ps. P'B, X, xxiv [= CHAMA, 1:290-291] MX, III, xxxviii [= MK, p. 299]. See also
Garsoian, “Politique ou orthodoxie,” especially pp. 313-320.



234 NINA G. GARSOIAN

Arsacid Armenia viewed the patriarchate as inherent in the house of
St. Gregory. Again and again, contemporary sources insist that this
prerogative was inalienable and that other candidates might lawfully be
considered only when no members of the Gregorid family were available.
Even in such a case, when the Armenian sources themselves admitted
that there was no suitable Gregorid candidate after the murder of the
patriarch Yusik and his sons’ sinful refusal to assume the duties of their
house, the Epic Histories go on to comment:

They took counsel as to whom they should choose [find] as their leader, and all
were unanimous that they should find someone from the house ruled by Gregory
who might ascend the throne of his fathers.5?

Even more explicitly, the Epic Histories record that after the accession
of King Arsak II, all the magnates:

came together in a council to King Arsak ... in a single unanimous agreement
that they might gather, consider, and take counsel concerning their [spiritual]
leader, that is, who would be worthy to sit on the patriarchal throne. ... Then
this common counsel prevailed over all those present: that they should find as
patriarch one of the descendants remaining from the house of Gregory. “For,”
they all said to the king, “just as God renewed your kingdom, so it is right that
the spiritual leadership should be renewed by such a descendant. For,” they said,
“with the renewal of this throne [the patriarch’s], the moral lustre of this land of
Armenia shall be renewed.”*?

52 ps. PB. III, xv [= CHAMA,i 1: 227): « Fw_,g Juljfuf duufwfuuwl ns ap
qnyp, np ummé)fm[n}tp fmgm q,gm(wﬂijq[:mm.ﬁ[uflﬂ : U,u{w [unp[m[n} ul[ml[r[r&'
J0d3 gn z}mgbi} Jreplbuhy mnmcofm[n}. waynr iy bkt ml/bﬁl;gmﬂ wn (mum[null. qf
[tﬂll]:f: nurh ﬁz[uwflm.[abwi:ﬂ 971/14”,1/; z}mgl:ﬁ, np l[’”L’ﬂ" fr qm[?nn (m[ry& Ty
Cf. MX, II1, xvi [= MK, pp. 269-270]. These hereditary responsibilities could not be set
aside lightly. The refusal of Yusik’s sons Pap and At‘anakinés to assume the spiritual duties
of their house brought swift divine punishment on both, Ps. P'B, III, xiii, xv, xix [=
CHAMA, 1: 224, 227, 229]; MX, 111, xvi [= MK, p. 269].

53 Ps. P'B, 111, iii [= CHAMA, 1:236]:'« Uy 1‘1 qu dnrlm[ l[anligmfl wn ‘”['.[_J"ljfl
U‘[’Z"’ll 'L/L‘buu/l.‘b‘g fuu(mu[[;m,[_) ceny /t lql fluuuflm_[a[ufl L/[mlFulfuul[mﬂ /unp(nqn},g.
gl Ejkughh whughl ko funplbughl ffwub frpbuby  wowDinpyf, Pt nod
wpdwh fgl bumk) Jujdnn loypumbnn Phwih - : Uugw JunPbwg Gupme wpu
puh [unp[[n}ﬁ uu/bfll:‘anﬁ wn (muul[m:[[ np why Hvﬂ, 11[1 /1 fﬁlmgnpl}uly nulih
q-[r[u}n[;[r, Jm_,fuf Lluu_ml[t qmbybfl tlmnwyﬁn[n}nL/a[uE: .Q[l uu/l;flb,pl;mﬂ mut[rf/
quppuh fuwul g bopoghwy  Uwnniwd  qwquenpnfdfuli dbp,  unphglu
yuwpn § fo qughd quoshl bapegl; glnghonp  bwlmubnndd bl QF pig
fm[mqbl_ wybip w[Jnnn_/, wukh, fm[mqbugllfl s fduin llmp,p wz[uulp[[lu Zw_lng Ty
It is particularly interesting that the author uses the secular term nahapet “head of a noble
house” to de§ignale the “‘spiritual leadership™ of the patriarchate. See also ibid., I1I, xiii,
xvii, where Sahak was chosen, “because there was no one worthy from the house of
Gregory” [= CHAMA, 1: 228]; MX. 111, xvi, li [= MK, pp. 270, 315], etc.
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The same hereditary tradition affected episcopal sees which normally
belonged to the ruling house of the particular district and were held by
its members.** Thus, the ecclesiastical hierarchy of Early Christian
Armenia was conceived by the contemporaries as an inherent part of the
social fabric of the country, on a par with secular hereditary offices.
Consequently, the king’s choice, or even sanction, of ecclesiastical
candidates was severely restricted. Whatever he might achieve de facto
by a show of force, the jealously guarded traditional privileges that
united secular and spiritual nobles set definite limits on his lawful
jurisdiction.>?

From the foregoing discussion it seems reasonably clear that the
jurisdiction of the Byzantine emperor, and to some degree that of the
native Arsacid kings, were constricted de jure, at least by custom. But
any study of the position of the Armenian church vis-a-vis the secular
powers remains incomplete without a consideration of Armenia’s other
great neighbour, Sasanian Persia. The role of the king of kings has gone
curiously unnoticed in this connection,® even though nearly four-fifths
of the Armenian kingdom unquestionably lay within his realm — at
least, between the partitions of 387 and 591 — and the patriarchs
of Armenia resided on Persian territory throughout. The Armenian
sources, both the Chalcedonian Narratio and the national historio-
graphic tradition, are unexpectedly revealing on this subject, and despite
their a priori hostility to all manifestations of Iranian influence, they
demonstrate a considerable degree of Persian jurisdiction over the
Armenian church from the end of the fourth century until the Arab
conquests.3’

54 See above, pp. 223-24, and fn. 22.

55 On hereditary offices in Arsacid Armenia, see N.G. Garsoian, “‘Prolegomena to a
Study of the Iranian Aspects in Arsacid Armenia,” Handes Amsorya, XC (Vienna, 1976),
cols. 182-183, and fns. 42-45. The participation of the church in the nexus of naxarar
privileges was first analysed by Adontz, Armenia, pp. 253-288, but he did not emphasize
sufficiently the paramount rights of the house of St. Gregory to the patriarchal throne; cf.
ibid., pp. 274-76, 287. The hereditary character of the Armenian priesthood was also
noticed and singled out for condemnation by the Council of Constantinople of 692: “In
Trullo,” Mansi, XI, 957-959. These rights rested not so much on the “political power”” of
the Arsacids as on the inherent prerogatives of all the Armenian magnates. On the tug-of-
war between the “dynasticism™ of the magnates and the “feudalism” of the crown, see
C. Toumanoff, Studies in Christian Caucasian History (Georgetown, 1963), pp. 39-40, 108-
111, and fn. 176.

56 As observed earlier (see above, fn. 7), and Adontz, Armenia, pp. 287-288, Adontz
had noted that the Armenian Arsacid’s prerogatives had passed to the Persian king, but he
did not go on to discuss any aspects of this subject.

57 For the unequal division of Armenia in the first partition, ca. 387, and its subsequent
modifications, see Adontz, Armenia, pp. 7-24; E. Honigmann, Die Osigrenze des byzan-
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Traces of Persian interference in Armenian ecclesiastical affairs begin
to be recorded with the formal recognition of the king of kings’
jurisdiction over the Church of Persia at the Council of Seleucia-
Ctesiphon of 410, although they do not manifest themselves before that
date.38 According to both the Greek List of Katholikoi and the Epic
Histories, the church of Caesarea of Cappadocia refused to consecrate
Armenian patriarchs after the murder of St. Nersés, and evidence of this
disturbance may be found in the Letters of St. Basil, but no foreign
intrusion is suggested.’® At the time of Nersés’s son Sahak the Great,
however, the Narratio and its parallel Georgian text, the small Treatise of
the kat'olikos Arsén, stress that “Armenia had received from the king of
Persia the order to consecrate their bishops themselves,””®? and that “the
children of the catholic church were dispersed and scattered by order of
the Persian king.”®! The Greek List, albeit at a different date, specifies
that the orders of the Persian king had included consecration of the
Armenian kat‘olikos, as well as that of his bishops, and that this practice
continued until its own time.®? The kat‘olikos Arsén went even further,

tinischen Reiches von 363 bis 1071 (Brussels, 1935), pp. 3-37, and map 1; Goubert, Byzance
et I'Orient, pp. 290-295, who reproduces Honigmann’s map facing p. 192; Procopius, De
aedificiis, 111, i; etc. On the subsequent variations under Phokas, see Garitte, Narratio,
pp. 260-261. For the attitude of the Armenian sources, see below, fn. 67.

58  See above, fn. 15.

59 *La liste grecque des catholicos™ (Paris. graec. 900, ff. 180vb-182ra), apud Garitte,
Narratio, xii, p. 403, cf. 406, for the Georgian version, “&miOKOTMOLG YELPOTOVEIV
ovk £toApmv, €nedty 81 tov Bavatov 1ol dyiov Nopoton ékwiidnoav mopd tod
apyeniokomov Kaloapsiag al yerpotovial t@v émokonov i Meyaing Appeviag.”
Ps. P'B, V, xxix [= CHAMA, 1: 293-294): « Puyg pnows. bugfulinggnowwybnl Yhuwpae'
[t)f l[ulgnLgpu QnLuﬁq wnatly fm[uu [[luufwﬂﬁ blllimb 11/1 né npu[fu
unl[np Hr[l wn (w”nuu[limfl mwflb[_[l Yu uwp[uu /I &bnﬁwt}pm_p/uﬂ k>
gmuﬁmﬂ L‘llbml_ (mjpmu[litn[lﬂ llblllll[lﬂL b bllbL dn nl[ L‘lq[lul[nu[numgf: [7

qp[;g/rfl [3m.ll[5l wn lamquun b Ny, b nidph q[rz[uwﬂm.[aﬁl.fl Qul[anrl[:llnum.—
[lwliis. qp np g pghls Loypubinl 2ung .- fp’ pofulkugt dbnbugply qbyhulnynd
Zwlng. "[mll’u U"'["[T"LP/’LYI f[' f' Fﬂt :» 'The Epic Histories reiterates that the
Armenian kat'olikos no longer had the right to ordain bishops. That may well have been
the view of Caesarea, but it evidently did not work in practice, as we shall see. On the
problematic bishop Faustus and his rights, see Basil, Epistulae, cxx-cxxii. I shall return to
this problem elsewhere, but it is not germane to the present study.

80 Narratio, § 31, 65-66: “Elafov npootayua tapd tod Baciiéng [epo®v noielv avtods
gkeivoug Thv yewpotoviav”; cf. Arsen kat'otikos, p. 319, apud Garitte, Narratio, p. 101,
also pp. 99-100, 152, 154, and fn. 61 below.

81 Narratio, § 32: “AwoxedhcObn 8t xoi Seomapn T tékva Tiig xabfolikiig
"ExkkAnciag tf) npoctatet tob MNepodv Baciréws.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 101-102.
62 “Liste grecque,” § 25-26: *’Ev toig fpéparg 8¢ tobtov mpooetaydnoav mapa tod
Bacriéwg tdv Mepodv xe1poTovelv eig TV Apueviav kaborkoig kai Enickonovg péypt
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in that he attributed the Armeno-Georgian schism of the early seventh
century to the Persian order that the Armenians consecrate their own
bishops.83 :

It has already been noted that Armenian councils were normally dated
by the regnal year of the Sasanian ruler, but in the case of the Council of
Dwin of 555, the Chalcedonian sources detect Persian pressure, as well.
This pressure is elaborated at some length in the Treatise of Arsén
kat‘olikos, who reiterates it even out of context:

le roi Chosroés fit une promesse non médiocre a ’adresse du catholicos Nersés
qui était appelé “moyen’ (Suay), c’est-a-dire en Arménien mijin (= arm. mijin
“moyen’’), par quoi (le roi) ébranla son esprit inintelligent; il fit le premier [sic]

concile a Dvin et ils se séparérent de la religion des Grecs et de Jérusalem ...
and again:

les rois des Perses forgaient les Arméniens a se séparer de la foi des Grecs ...
pour que la haine survienne entre eux par effet de la séparation religieuse et qu’ils
soient d’autant plus soumis au royaume des Perses; et ils promirent des cadeaux
trés considérables aux docteurs des Arméniens pour qu’il fit ainsi, lorsque fiit
enlevée la suprématie sacerdotale a la maison de Grégoire. Alors le catholicos
Nersés (c’était un hérétique mauvais) ... et aussi d’autres évéques et nobles
ordonnérent pour la seconde fois que se tint un grand concile dans la méme (ville
de) Dvin .... Et de nouveau ils condamnérent le saint concile de Chalcédoine et
I'appelérent nestorien ....5%

Chalcedonian writers understandably depict this anti-Nestorian council
as the result of bribery and coercion, but as we shall soon see, the
Armenians did not necessarily oppose the calling of a council at the
urging of the Persian authorities.

The relations between the Armenian church and the Zoroastrian court
were in fact by no means invariably hostile. To be sure, the presence of
antagonism between the two is unquestionably easy to document,
especially in the earlier period. The martyrdom of the Armenian saints
both on the battlefield of Awarayr in 451 and during Persian deportation

tfjg ofpepov.” The precise date of the shift in episcopal ordinations is not our concern
here. What is notable for the purpose of this study is the attribution of the consecration of
Armenian bishops to the order of the Persian king.

63 Arsén kat'olikos, p. 319, apud Garitte, Narratio, p. 101; cf. 216-218.

¢4 Arsén kat'olikos, pp. 322-23, 324-25, apud Garitte, Narratio, pp. 130-133, cf.
pp. 131-175. The Narratio itself, § 65-70, does not mention the Persians. See also C.
Galanus, Conciliationis Ecclesiae Armenae cum Romana ..., vol. 1 (Rome, 1650), p. 85,
“Domnus Nierses ... Hic iussu Regis Persarum, Ut Armenos separarent a Graecis,
Synodum coegit in Civitate Theuin; ...” and the *‘Liste grecque,” § 34-35, apud Garitte,
Narratio, pp. 404-405, 409 cf. p. 429, which also omits any mention of the Persians, as do
the Armenian sources.
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at the very time of the Council of Chalcedon — and consequently before
any hint of dissension had manifested itself between the Armenian and
Greek churches —set once and for all the implacably anti-Iranian tone
of all Armenian historiography.®® But the subsequent estrangement of
the Armenian church from Constantinopolitan Orthodoxy could only
serve to reinforce the country’s allegiance to the Sasanians, as the
kat'otikos Arsén shrewedly observed in his commentary on the Council
of Dwin, and as the Armenian sources unconsciously reveal in spite of
their explicit prejudices.®® Not only did the Armenian kat otikoi reside in
the Persian provinces of the country, with the sole exception of Maurice’s
anti-patriarch, John of Bagaran, but the shift of the Persian border
westward early in the seventh century as a result of Xusro IT’s retaliatory
campaigns following the murder of Maurice permitted the kat olikos
Abraham I to enforce his authority over the pro-Chalcedonian bishops
who had supported John and whom the kat“olikos Movsés II had refused
to recognize as legitimately appointed.®’

65 The martyrdom of the Armenian saints at the battle of Avarayr and in the subsequent
Persian deportation plays a major part in the nearly contemporary History of Armenia of
Lazar P'arpec’i, Patmut ‘iwn Hayoc', ed. G. Tér Mkrté'ean and St. Malyasean (Tiflis, 1904)
[= Lazare de Pharbe, “Histoire d’Arménie,” trans. S. Ghésarian in CHAMA, 2 (1869):
259-320]. It is the sole subject of Elis€’s Vasn Vardanay ew Hayoc® Paterzmin, ed. E. Tér
Minasean (Erevan, 1957) [= Elish&, History of Vardan and the Armenian War, trans.
R.W. Thomson (Cambridge, Mass. and London, 1982)]. Explicit hatred of the Persians
appears repeatedly in the late fifth century Epic Histories attributed to P‘awstos Buzand
and it conditions Armenian historiography thereafter. Any favourable treatment of Persian
rule in Armenia is revealed unconsciously and must be read by implication.

®6  See above, fn. 64; also see Garsoian, “Hiérarchie,” pp. 129-138, especially p. 137.
The apocryphal tales of Xusrd I's deathbed conversion to Christianity —e.g., Seb&os, ix,
p. 69-70 [= trans. Macler, p. 8] —probably stem from this rapprochement and the
resultant Persian benevolence.

67 See above, fn. 29, on John of Bagaran. In connection with the residence of the
Armenian kat otikoi on Persian territory, it is interesting to note the remark of Sebéos, xli,
p. 131 [= trans. Macler, p. 91] that Ezr was at first unwilling to meet with Heraclius because
he could not leave the land under his authority: « Juw[@agfilinu fppke ns jupug
[Bnqnyy gbplpp popiwhinefdbwh pipny - » On Abraham’s jurisdiction over the western
bishops, see Narratio, § 111: “koi t® avtd &ter [Abraham] xatnvaykace tovg
£mokomovg kai tpecPutépovg Kai fyovpévoug dvabdepatioat Tév év Xaikndovi ohvodov
1] éxymphloat ano tiig yopag: ol 3¢ avabepdticav kai Eravoev 1 avtidoyia.” Cf. Garitte,
Narratio, pp. 255-260, 267. The document preserved in BL, p. 151, says that the act was
“unanimous” and included bishops from regions as far to the northwest as Vanand, the
district of Kars: « anfuu[rl[' gnp Eunnch U,[z[nu(uufm. ZWJng l[m[anulﬁ[/nu[r [1
fpupuiniPluls wpfouplpn - Zigng, wjingll op G fofutndPluip
Z2nnndng h pwqwmpm.ﬁbwilfl U'w:.[rﬁéwﬂ oo Uwhwutp Puubling buwpulnyny
Um[n{lwfmu qu[mluuﬂfim] bulﬁuq”u[nu ‘(,[:[m[‘u ‘lw&wflr[w! [;a[/m[[nu[nu
-+» @nibwbfy Urwlif [the residence of John of Bagaran], etc.»
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From the fifth century on, the heads of the Armenian church showed
no hesitation about visiting the court of Ctesiphon in normal circum-
stances rather than under the compulsory conditions characterizing their
contemporary appearances on imperial territory.®® Movsés Xorenac'i
enlarges upon the great honours lavished on Sahak I during his visit to
the court of Ardasir IT and Bahram II and on the granting of his requests
there, as against his grudging reception at Constantinople.®® Late in the
same century, the kat'olikos Giwt did not demur from obeying the
summons of Peroz, but went “willingly and readily to court,” where he
was honoured even by the “heathens,” despite the king’s wrath,
according to the contemporary account of Lazar P‘arpec’i. The future
kat'olikos Kumitas attended the Council of Ctesiphon early in the
seventh century, before his own enthronement as patriarch, and
participated willingly in the debates.’® Even in the purely religious

%8 The situation is not altogether clear in the period preceding the confessional breach
between Armenia and Constantinople. John the Kat'olikos, xi, p. 43 [= trans. Saint-
. Martin, p. 36] states that the patriarch Vrt'anés journeyed on two occasions to
Constantinople in order to obtain the successive enthronements of the Armenian kings
Xosrov and Tiran (cf. MX, I, iv, xi {= MK, pp. 257, 263]), but in the first case, Movses
speaks of a patriarchal letter rather than of a journey. The closest source in point of time,
Ps. P'B, 111, v, xi-xii [= CHAMA, 1: 211, 221}, does not mention any intervention by
Vrt‘anés, and has him die immediately after king Xosrov II/III. The embassy of St. Nerses
the Great ended in his long exile at the order of the emperor (see above, p. 226, and
fn. 28), and his son, St. Sahak the Great, “‘was not received in a suitably worthy fashion”
(MX, III, lvii [= MK, p. 327)]), although in the tenth century John the Kat'olikos, xiv
p- 55 [= trans. Saint-Martin, pp. 46-47), more enthusiastically asserts that the patriarch
was received “like an apostle of Christ” in a passage that confuses Theodosius “‘the
Great” with Theodosius II. After the schism, the Armenian kat olikoi were present on
imperial soil only under duress (see above, fns. 23, 25, 27).
89 MX, I11, li [= MK, pp. 315-318), also LP", xiv, p. 23 [= CHAMA, 2: 270-271], who
is less positive about the outcome of St. Sahak’s mission, but also speaks of his honours
and mentions no hesitation on his part about a journey to the Persian court. See fn. 68
above for Movsés’s less enthusiastic account of St. Sahak’s reception in Constantinople.
The deportation to Persia of John of Bagran at the time of the Sasanian capture
of Karin/Theodosiopolis is another matter altogether, since John, the Chalcedonian
patriarch, was an imperial appointee. See above, p. 226, and fn. 29, as well as Sebeos, xix,
p. 91 [= trans. Macler, p. 36].
70 LP Ixiv, p. 113 [= CHAMA, 2: 322-323}: «[Pérdz] ([uuﬁwfl uuujp' uppny  Guw—
[anllilqnll’lfl Zuljng IT I}ﬂlnil (l.llUlIJiIbL [7L lllfll} ll[llll"lllll['ulllfl[T lllﬂilliL Flllil[Ty
qwmm/uuulﬁfl: hul{ lrpmi}[;/_[l llwﬁq_ll[lllnu 2‘”]”_‘] q-[u.m l[uuiuu. Ee Jodupm—
[PEwdp b pnink EpPup - nbuwhlp wibiiogh Swpy gbpbus inpw fippbe gbphoy
Lpbynmbf. pnpst b {bPuwiinup dbdwe llqm_zm_[abmﬁp Jnpobuwy  wuwinlunt il
| BdwhE 2» Seelbelow, pp. 248-49, and fn. 99 for the difficulties of Giwt at the Persian
court and their implications; also fn. 73, for Kumitas’s attendance at Ctesiphon while
still bishop of the Mamikonean.
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setting of Modestos of Jerusalem’s appeal for Kumitas I's benevolent
prayers and watchful care after Xusro II’s sack of the Holy City in 614,
we can detect an echo of the Armenian patriarch’s credit at the Sasanian
court already evidenced in Sahak I's earlier intervention.”!
Circumstances suggest that Modestos’s appeal was not altogether mis-
directed, since the king of kings had just authorized the rebuilding of the
cathedral of St. Gregory in the Armenian capital of Dwin and even
ordered the destruction of the nearby city fortress, despite the alarm of
the resident Persian officials. Kumitas himself had been able to engage in
an extensive building program, which may again reflect the benevolent
attitude of Persia in return for his collaboration.”?

Armenian bishops attended Persian councils: not only the dubiously
orthodox occupants of sees in the southern borderlands of Armenia, but
also the two ““faithful men... Kumitas bishop of the Mamikonean [the
future kat'otikos] and Matt'eos of the Amatuni” who participated in
Xusrd II's Council of Ctesiphon, ca. 614, and helped carry the day for
the Armenian confession.”® At home, whatever the circumstances of the
Council of Dwin of 555, the Armenian church does not seem to have
opposed the calling of councils by Persia officials. After the failure of the

7t Sebgos, xxxv, pp. 117-118 [= trans. Macler, p. 72]: « zfmp(/u U,uanan
/1 81;[1 unipp wlllm.[ali_q mL/L'flmjfl bqbllbgll,pu b[m:_uuulblf[l prqwm[;b_qwfl I
wuynfils 2 - Lo wplgl f thuna dbp’ whpwpup wquwfdbpnd Jual dbp, b
o’ ulml[wulil_mlfl?flh[lfl P aboby b buyly Fdbg - b onp plis yfunny iy
Go Gfpt lbwp fgb quumoiwdwelp dbp bwfuwbdy b fi dbnbnncndfdf
ofiwdny l[bﬁwpmp swp swpwbiugh aqky. qf uyud pupeny ke 1[1m1[lmlll:[_[l yurpghicug
Lwbgfuyffp :» Cf. Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1, cols. 666-667. This passage was called to
my attention by my friend and colleague, Prof. K. H. Maksoudian, to whom I should like
to express my gratitude for his suggestion.

72 Sebéos, xxvii, p. 100 [= trans. Macler, p. 47, cf. John Kat'olikos, xvii, pp. 70-71
[= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 60], who follows Sebéos on this point. On Kumitas’s building
ac_tivities, see Sebeos, xxxvii, p. 121 [= trans. Macler, pp. 76-77], and fn. 73 below for his
collaboration with the Persian authorities while still a bishop. Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1,
cols. 668-670.

3 Sebéos, xlvi, p. 150 [= trans. Macler, pp. 113-114]: « ‘Muybguwh wiiy wpp
[w:.mmw[l[lﬁ,p llnu.”muuu U wll]ﬂ[nflt[xg I;u[[lu[[nu[nu ko U wmﬁfnu USwmnne—
Ebwy..» This statement is faithfully repeated by Asolik, IL, ii, pp. 93-94 [= trans. Dulaurier,
pp. 123-124], who consequently also finds it acceptable; cf. Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1,
cols. 658-661. The bishops of the Armeno-Mesopotamian marchlands, e.g., those of
Mokk", Aljnik‘, Ostan, who appear at councils held in Seleucia-Ctesiphon, must have
been Nestorianizers, since this was the official creed of the Church of Persia. See,
Synadicon Orientale, pp. 285, 289, 311, etc., and Labourt, Le Christianisme, pp. 131-162.
I shall return to the problem of these southern bishops in a subsequent study.
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acephalic synod of Armenian bishops to provide a successor for the
kat‘olikos Movsés II early in the seventh century, Smbat Bagratuni,
marzpan of Vikan [Hyrcania] summoned, with the permission of the king
of kings, a council which elected Abraham I; the hostile Narratio even
attributes the election of ““the heretic”” Abraham to the presence of Xusré
IT in Armenia.”* According to the History of John the Katolikos, the
council at which Abraham I broke with the pro-Chalcedonian kat olikos
Kiwrion of Georgia was also called at the order of Smbat Bagratuni.”*
Finally, Xusro II’s Council of Ctesiphon, attended by Armenian bishops
as well as those of Syria and the east, also had Smbat as co-president.”®
To be sure, Smbat was an Armenian magnate, but his directives to the
Armenian bishops in these cases were those of a Persian official acting
with the sanction of the Persian court. Despite this fact, not only can we
find no objection to his actions in the Armenian sources, which treat his
councils as entirely canonical, but these even proclaim with satisfaction

74 Sebéos, xxvii, p. 100 {= trans. Macler, p. 47]. The first synod after the death of
Movsés 11 was clearly leaderless; BL, p. 146: « Yuilinlip np byuwh i Fncfpls, dhlignhn
Smwdnfful tp dagnfbyny bypuloynuwgh hwpghy huPnigplne 2uyng (ki
Sulncwll Uniubup limpnrlﬁ[[nu/; N npny dnqnz[bgm,p [note the first
person plural) bygfrulnynupu wyu p duypu puqu p Eibglighu Faciug» The council
which elected Abraham I was equally clearly summoned by the marzpan Smbat of
Hyrcania; ibid., p. 149:  « QEnbwpl’ gnp Jriigpbuyg Udpwmn d plhwh Swpgupul,
:lm_,ﬁ Eulﬁuq"u[numﬁu. npp l}m[r&bwl_ dnrlm[/;gulﬂ ﬁn[l[iﬂ [[mufwﬁuu. [1 ’}-nL[lﬁ.
llulqul_ qylﬁnul[:l{nu Zuljng.jl:m Swlniwlih U‘mlmtu/l. » Cf. Narratio, § 109-110:
“Meta 8¢ tijv 1t00t0L {Mavpikiov] 1ekevthy, Tpooserdfeto 6 Xoopong 6 Paciredg
Hepodv v yodpav Appeviag, 110 3te kai & aipetikdg APpadp katéot xabolikds”
The decisive participation of Smbat in the electoral council is repeated in John Kat’otikos,
xvii, p. 71 [= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 60]. See also p. 242, and fn. 77, for the legitimacy of
these councils in the eyes of the Armenians.

75 The Armeno-Georgian council is not mentioned by Sebéos, xxvii, p. 100 [= trans.
Macler, p. 47], but this is done explicitly by John Kat'olikos, xvii, pp. 71-72 [= trans.
Saint-Martin, p. 61], who is usually dependent on Sebéos in this portion of his History.
The Book of Letters, pp. 164-95, especially 168-75, does not give the acts of a council
but includes letters to and from the marzpan Smbat of Hyrcania in the correspondence
between Georgia and Armenia at this point. It is interesting that even in Arab times,
Armenian sources record that the kat'otikos Elia held a council in Partaw at the order
of the caliph ‘Abd al-Malik, Asolik, 11, ii, p. 102 [= trans. Dulaurier, p. 131].

76 Sebéos, xlvi, p. 149 [= trans. Macler, p. 114]: « leyur qupdusy haupni Apdgaf’
-+ Lpwlub b ardbhugh bypulnynuwg Gngdwligh Upbiby by b0 Vunpbumwisf
dnrlm[l:l_ } qaenb wppnidih .. b fwgnyg f 1[[;[111:] baguw numplwbe qUdpwn
Rugpuinnihifs, qulmcwbwly Naupnduy Cﬂflmﬁfl, ke gqpdyhuwuybinb ul[t,pm.ﬂ[l t»
This information is repeated almost verbatim by Asotik, II, u, pp. 97-98 [= trans.
Dulaurier, pp. 126-127].
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Xusrd IT’s official sanction and support of the orthodoxy of the Armenian
creed:

Le roi ordonna de chercher dans le trésor et on trouva la véritable foi de Nicée,
écrite et il examina la concordance avec la foi des Arméniens qui était scellée
avec I'anneau du roi Kawat et de son fils Xosrov[lI]; sur quoi le roi Xosrov [H]
donna I’ordre suivant: “Que tous les chrétiens qui sont sous mon pouvoir aient
la foi des Arméniens. Et de méme ceux qui ont la méme foi que les Arméniens
dans les régions de '’Asorestan, ....” Le roi Xosrov ordonna de sceller un
exemplaire de la confession véritable avec son anneau et de la mettre dans le
trésor royal.”’

It is particularly interesting that the point of reference for the Armenian
creed should be the Persian archives, just as they were for the Rank List
of the Armenian magnates sought by Sahak I on his visit to Ctesiphon.”8

The role of Smbat Bagratuni in the election of Abraham I discloses
what is probably the most important aspect of Persian jurisdiction over
the Armenian church, namely, designation of the successful candidate to
the Armenian patriarchate. As early as the accession of St. Sahak I, as
the only surviving descendant of the house of St. Gregory, who was
traditionally entitled to this office, the Sasanian ruler Sahpuhr III,
challenging both this tradition and the prerogatives of the reigning
Arsacid king Xosrov ITI/IV, “was angry at Xosrov ... for his unbidden
appointment of Sahak the Great to the episcopate,” even though his
successor Ardasir did not go so far as to remove the Armenian patriarch
from his office.”® Soon, however, Sahak was to be deposed by the
Persians and the patriarchal domains confiscated.®® In his stead the

77

Sebéos, xlvi, p. 151 [= trans. Macler, p. 116), repeated by Asotik, II, ii, pp. 97-98
[= trans. Dulaurier, pp. 126-127].
78 Adontz, Armenia, pp. 183-234, especially 213 = 67*sqq.
" MX, IL1[= MK, pp. 314-315); « Puyy Guynil fp guwuadwip plg h]nupm[wl
- ywblpwdwl huwpgly (bypolnynonP il qbdh Uwlady» Some of the manu-
scripts of Movsés Xorenac'i go even so far as to say that Ardasir had removed Sahak I from
his office (MK p. 321, fn. 12 = CHAMA, 2: 160). This is probably a confusion with the later
dismissal of Sahak by Bahram V (see the footnotes that follow), but the mistake is indicative
of the automatic assumption of the Persian king’s authority in this area. See above, fn. 45, for
Xosrov III/IV of Armenia’s “appointment” of Sahak as patriarch.
80 MX, III, Ixiv [= MK, p. 341]: « ([rwﬁwﬂimg anuuf wnmel_ qﬁmquﬂanﬁﬁLflfl
Jl}.pmmzpt \[of Armenia) --- b llmllbflmﬁl [ﬂleu uulqll fm[uu m_ilbL Jmppmfl[m.
)}njfmltu I lll/libil Uw(wl[. I llmm.ﬁﬁ l[w[Jnll[l[[numlimfl nLﬂ/m m[r,gm.fl/m. In
muy llmfuulﬂml[ ﬂn[uu jmpnn l?ul[ml[nu{numu[l:an[;[;ulm} ijng llUnL[ufmllfl
qwﬂ: : » The same account is given in LP", I, xiv, pp. 24-25 [= CHAMA, 2: 270-271].
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Persian king Bahram V appointed first Surmak, bishop of Bznunik*,8!
and subsequently two Syrians, Brk‘iSo and Samuel.’? Of particular
interest here are the comments of Movses Xorenac'i:

Viam gave the archiepiscopal throne to Samuel ... so that he might be a rival
and antipatriarch to Sahak, and he [Viam] set his [Samuel’s] duties: to assist
the marzban and to oversee the assessment of the required(axes, the law courts,
and other secular institutions. And Sahak the Great he set free, leaving him a few
villages from the same (patriarchal) domain that he might reside only in his own
see, with the authority only to give the traditional religious instruction and to
ordain those whom Samuel might accept.??

and similarly:

Samuel came and occupied the archepiscopal throne ... he did not allow Sahak
the great to ordain successors for the dead [bishops] and, as for the living, he
found feeble excuses that they were holding back the royal taxes to expel them
and seize all their domains for himself ...

But Sahak the Great did not cease nourishing with spiritual milk the young of
the church with Mesrop, whom he established in the cathedral church in the city
of Valarshapat, while he himself resided in the province of Bagrewand, ...%¢

81 See the preceding footnote for the text of MX, III, Ixiv, and the parallel text of
LP", 1, xiv on the appointment of Surmak. The same account is also found in John
Kat'otikos, xiv, pp. 56-57 [= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 48] and Asolik, II, i, p. 76.
[= trans. Dulaurier, p. 109] who confuses the order of Sahak’s successors but does not
question the king’s authority; cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 422-423. This attitude is also
shared by the “Liste grecque,” ibid., pp. 403, 407, cf. 421-422: “xatéBaiov avtov [the
Armenian king] ano o0 8povov avtod. 16 Kai peta thviEkntooty tod dylov Ioadk tov
Zopuax and tob Aptlaxt 1§ npootater 1o tdv Mepodv Paciiéng kol Ti) 1dig avtdv
BouvAi] éxébioav adtov kaBolrixkdv, StaPariovies 1ov Toadk.” All the sources denounce
the intrigues of the Armenian princes and of Surmak himself, but they never question the
ultimate power of the Persian king.

82 On Brk'iSo and Samuel, see MX, III, Ixvi [= MK, pp. 341-342} and LP, I, xv,
pp. 25-26 [= CHAMA, 2: 271-272], followed as usual by John Kat'olikos and Asolik, as
well as the ““Liste grecque”; see fn. 81 above.

83 MX, HI, Ixiv, Ixv [= MK, p. 343 « Lnwduy’ ... wnckwy qwfdnn bupo—
Ynygnuwbinn jbumbh quyy nifs munph, Gwidnily whadh, gp 1hgf Efn}l}[tﬁuu[mm
L/bb[lfl Uwlwluy be (ml[uuuul[w[ann. EL gnpd b llmangwﬂf liEfl[{l:[lbL lful[nlulm-—
ipls, husy r oflipusy pupfufry Luplug foliqplghyng b qumwnwliug b wyy wyprop—
(w[[wfl l[ul[lqulg : be lll/libfl Uul(ull[ mp&m[[l;m[ pnr[nL [1 fiw qbotlu uml{uu.u[l
Bn[r/ﬂ} muwhbl, 11/1 ﬂumgﬁ Iqﬂlljfl ]ﬁﬂgbmfl 1[[161"[1[1. [Qluwﬂm[z?[ufl m.ﬂb[_m[ ﬂlmﬁl
llmpl}wu[[;an[meﬂ unl[n[uul[wfl l[[:oi}/rgﬂ, ko &[mﬁwqpmﬁbmfl qmjﬂngﬁl['
qnpng b Glll'f"'-f[_ jwilt\ﬁ wnﬁﬂLynL : » Cf. John Kat'olikos, xiv, p. 57 [= trans.
Saint-Martin, p. 48].

8¢ MX, III, lxvi [= MK, p. 345]: «blbuy Guinidyf' fuwjwe qunn byfruln—
ulnumu[ban/r?l;w[l)}, v b tﬁn[uwi}n[n[ L/lmbLngfl ng mugp ﬁn”_ &l:n&uu”rbL lflzb[lfl
Uwlwluy, be ghbbqubibugh gnygh fs ‘}‘”b"’[_ wunbwny fumfubdul Lwpluwgh
wp.anfl[l‘ Luwpwdwlwhu wnﬂl’p, Jhph [[n[nibl_m[ lluu/bflbgndl wnchy 2 -
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The authority of the king of kings to designate the Armenian patriarch
and spell out his prerogatives, as well as Sahak’s inferior position
vis-a-vis the Persian appointee and his retirement from the capital, are
evident from these passages, despite the author’s patent prejudices.
Equally revealing for the purpose of this study is the case of another
of Sahak’s successors, Yovsep' or Joseph of Holoc'im, who was to
die in Persia after the Armenian defeat of 451. According to both Lazar
P‘arpec’i and Movsés Xorenac’i, St. Sahak’s collaborator, Mesrop,
designated Joseph to succeed him as locum tenens [etélapah] on the
archepiscopal throne; the Narrario simplifies the pattern and attributes
Joseph’s elevation directly to Sahak’s will.85 The later version of the
historian Stephen of Taron, known as Asolik, describes the meeting of an
Armenian council that took place spontaneously after the death of the
Persian patriarchal candidate, Surmak. This council designated “a
certain priest named Joseph who was a disciple of the great Mesrop ...
and at the order of Vardan [Mamikonean] ... placed him on the
patriarchal throne.”%® In all of these versions, the initiative is purely
Armenian, with no mention of Persia. In the absence of the vanished
Arsacids, the hereditary commander-in-chief of the Armenian kingdom,
Vardan Mamikonean, arrogates to himself the royal prerogative of
confirming the patriarch-elect. This purely local election and endorse-

Un bk Vwlwly n; [152 limubulg q(nqln.n[l [[lll[l?flil l}[ll:gm_gwflbl_ tful“{ulﬁg
H[bllb_qmg [wfnlblr& U'liupnu[uu., gnp [Jmllnu[_ [uul[lu[ul:mg Jbl[bllbyLﬂ?il llw—
P"‘-'ll"[lt‘ np [: Y wrpupywrun 'qmllm_g[v, [ril,pfl l[w[_nl[[l qu[rln.mfu} qmuun[r cee»
Cf. LP, 1, xvii-xviii, pp. 29-37 [= CHAMA, 2: 274-278}, who also depicts Sahak’s
withdrawal from the world, together with his eschatological vision and death in
Bagrewand.

85 MX, III, Ixvii [= MK, p. 349]: « hulj guwfdnn byfulnynuwybnndfFhubih
bmbrlwu[m[mpbmﬁ,p Jm‘?n[rql;mg [[mufmfmu. l:[mlf:l;l_l.njfl lfl;upnu[mj' ﬁnpﬁf;
wywhlbipml @nifulsh pwlwlhuy ». This version is repeated by John Kat olikos, xiv, p. 58
[= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 49], who, however, omits the fact that Joseph was only a
locum tenens. See also LP", 1, xix, p. 38 [= CHAMA, 2: 278). The Narratio, § 29, links
Joseph directly to Sahak the Great without mentioning Mesrop: “Tob obv pakapiov kai
dayiov loadax tehevticavtog ... dadéxetar tOvV Bpdvov tiig émokonfig T tobTOL
rnpootatel "loohe " Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 94-96, who also notes the total omission
of Joseph from the “Liste grecque™; ibid., pp. 404, 408.

%  Asolik, II, ii, p. 78 [= trans. Dulaurier, p. 111]:« be b dulniwbl Unipdwljuy
dmlm[l;ml_ (w_,[uuu[liuwlgfl Zuljng‘ [ufuﬂrlimL qmﬁ[l pm[wﬂm] nifty in[utl[r wlineh,
np I_bl_‘” l‘[r meml{b[nn lfbb[rfl lf[:ulmulmj e b [lmufwfuuL !lmpqmﬂw_/ bu—
wnighl qwfdnn Quifdngplynunt[Fhwh.» The phrase “a certain priest named Joseph™ is
hardly flattering to the status or reputation of the candidate whose main claim to
consideration seems to have been that he was a disciple of St. Mesrop.
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ment seem to have conferred a dubious legitimacy on Joseph, since the
sources betray again and again the equivocal character of his rank.
Lazar P arpac’i specifies on two occasions that “although he [Joseph]
was by ordination [only] a priest, yet at the time [he] held the throne of
the Catholicosate of Armenia,” and he normally refers to Joseph as
“blessed,” “‘holy,” “lord,” or even as “saint,” rather than as “‘kat‘olikos
of Armenia.”®” The same is true of the parallel text of EliS€, who even
begins an official letter from the presumed patriarch with the formula,
“The bishop Joseph, with many of his co-bishops,” styling him merely
“bishop of Ayrarat” and never “kat‘olikos.” In the accounts of the
martyrdom of the Armenian saints, Joseph, despite his personal sanctity,
is distinctly secondary to his colleagues, Bishop Sahak of Rstunik’ and
the priest Lewond, who is the eponymous hero of the saints.®® The List

87 LP", 1, xxiii, p. 44 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 257, which is the better translation for
this portion of LP"):« leub[l. np latultm b b[rtg bp punm c\bnﬁmr”rm[r?bmf/' wy)
llllmpnrlﬁl[num.[abmﬂ Quifng llw/ann mﬂfp | dwdwbiwlpli. »  LP', 1, xliii, p. 78
[= Thomson, Efishé, p. 284]\« vmipp b[ll‘gfl Bnifubsfp np Ev qlwldngplnundfdbulbl
Quiyny nLﬂtp llulpnn ». LP, I, xlii, p. 75 [= Thomson, Elishe, p. 290}: « gqunipp

Eptgh 8mfubsh, np ghwfPnqplnunddbwll adifp qufdnn f Jwdnih, » 1P,
xliii, p. 78 [= Thomson, Efishé, p. 293]) « quaipp Bnifulsf, qupnupbe ghuwf@ngplinul
ZQuigng », LP, 1, xlvii, p. 86 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 3017:]«}9um{1pi1 Lwlwhuwguh
Uunnidng, qulp Bnifuldh l[m[Jnrl[lllnu‘ ke mbp Um[wl[ﬂzmm.f:bmg buypulpnynu »
where Joseph is listed on a par with bishop Sahak; LP', I, Ivi, p. 100 [= Thomson, Elishé,
p.316), « unepp dJupnuybmp dbp ki Llnghinp Lupp wlp 8nduld ke wlp
’Ll;milr[‘ » where Joseph is equated with the priest Lewond. Elsewhere, Joseph is
recorded as “blessed,” ‘‘holy,” “saint,” “‘angel like,” and, to be sure, as ‘“‘kat’olikos”
without circumlocutions on four occasions: £P, 1, xlii, xliii, xlv, I, li, lvii, pp. 71, 76,
79, 81, 91, 92, 97, 98, 100, 101 [= Thomson, Elishé, pp. 285, 286, 291, 295, 296, 307,
308, 314, 315, 317, 318]. There is no question whatever as to Joseph’s personal worthiness,
and at one point, LP', I, lii, p. 92 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 308] says that Joseph’s chains
were heavier than those of his companions, presumably to emphasize his merits. But in the
whole lengthy account of the Armenian martyrdom in Persia he plays slightly second fiddle;
the starring role belongs to the priest Lewond, who gives his name to the entire group of
martyrs.

88 The attitude toward Joseph found in Eli§é’s account runs generally parallel to that of
Lazar P'arpec’i: Elisg, ii, p. 27 [= trans. Thomson, p. 81],1’« bu[ ul{nu[nu u_”rm[mmmj »;
Elige, v. p. 71 [= trans. Thomson, p. 122}, « Bmfubsp byfpulinyny pugned bugfuljn—
youwlhgop finyp » ELSE, vii, p. 178 [= trans. Thomson, p. 225], in first place,
« Yururly lnq[mérm[nu hywmackbug. » in second place, « Unepp 8m[uh[: F 'llu]ng
An[mfﬁqbrl?t Zningdwhyg.» We find again a series of “great,” “holy,” “saint,”
“bishop,” no title on occasion, but never the title of “Kat'olikos™: Elise, i, p. 28; v,
pp. 43, 100, 106; vi, pp. 123-124, 134; vii, pp. 146, 153, 169, 170 [= trans. Thomson,
pp- 82, 95, 152, 158, 175, 182, 186, 117, 203, 217]. To be sure, the priest Lewond addresses
Joseph on one occasion as® *“superior in rank to [us]|all,” EHi§¢, vii, p. 178 [= trans.
Thomson, p. 225], but here again it is Lewond who gives orders to Joseph and sets the
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of Armenian Councils attributed to the katolikos John Qjnec‘i speaks of
Joseph merely as “Mesrop’s disciple” and stresses his position as /ocum
tenens rather than as patriarch in his own right. The canons of the
Council of Sahapivan, presumably convoked by Joseph, curtly refer to
the council as an agreement of the Armenian nobility in the seventh year
following the death of St. Sahak, without any reference to a kat‘otikos or
president of the assembly, a formula likewise adopted by the Narratio.?®
All of these silences and circumlocutions suggest that Joseph’s position,
which had not been ratified by Persia, was anomalous and precarious
despite his personal saintliness, whereas the same sources express no
reservations as to the status of the two Syrian katolikoi appointed by the
Sasanians, Brk'iSo and Samuel, however much they may deplore the two
Syrians’ morals.®°

Ormanean’s thesis that until the death of Surmak, Joseph was only a
locum tenens exclusively concerned with spiritual affairs, as had been his
teacher Mesrop (and, for that matter, St. Sahak under Samuel) and that
he was only then elevated to the full dignity of the patriarchate may well
point in the right direction.®’ Despite Lazar P‘arpec’i’s assertion that
Surmak had quickly been deposed by the disenchanted Armenian
magnates who had first backed him,®? Surmak actually seems to have
kept his position until his death. Both Lazar and Efisé list him, albeit as
bishop of Bznunik‘— the see he had obtained from the Persian court —
among the Armenian bishops opposing Yazdgard II's ever-increasing
Zoroastrian pressure.®® The Narratio is acquainted with his pontificate,
and dates the Armeno-Byzantine schism from the time of his “power”

order of martyrdom. Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 94-96, and Thomson, Eliské, p. 81, fn. 1,
both of whom note Joseph’s double status as priest and kat'otikos.

8  BL, p. 220: « Qn[l[m[rl[ dagmf wpup Bnfubdh wywllbpn Uwspngp In uppnyh
Uwluwlpuy Bnpfils whyuywlf p Guwlwynifuwbfr. » Kanonagirk” Hayoc', ed. V. Ha-
kobyan, vol. 1 (Erevan, 1964), p. 423 '« bybwy dhwpuiindfdbmip wowg Quynyg, 1be—
[Jflbﬁn[ll[ uu#l 1[m/u6'mﬂbl_n]fl upnyli Uwlwluy l[m[u}/:gulfl fuwlink pu wyu » Narra-
tio § 28 “Kai pera 81 £ T terevtiic Tob dyiov Toadx éyévero advodog gig 10 ZamBayv.”
There is no reference to Joseph at this point, although he is mentioned as Sahak’s successor
in § 29; cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 88-92. The date given differs by one year from the one
given in the Kanonagirk', but the formula is the same.

90 See above, fn. 82, for Brk‘i§o and Samuel.

2t Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1, cols. 325-329.

92 LP, L xv,p.25[= CHAMA, 2: 271-272]. It is worth noting, as does Garitte, Narratio,
p. 102, that Surmak had the full authorithy (isxanu:‘iwn) of the kat'olikate and not merely its
de facto power. See also MX, 111, Ixiv [= MK, p. 341].

93} P, I, xxiii, p. 44 [= Thomson, Elishé, p. 258]; Elise, ii, p. 28 [= trans. Thomson,
p. 81].
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[8Eovoia).®* As we have already seen, Asolik dates the Armenian council
that appointed Joseph “after the death of Surmak.” Most explicitly of
all, the kat'olikos John categorically states that on the death of Mesrop,
“the priest Joseph ... occupied the patriarchal see as locum tenens.
However, at the order of Yazdkert [king of Persial] Surmak completed the
course of his ordination for six years until he died. Then the blessed
Yovsép“ was ordained [bishop] of Armenia.”®® Taken together with the
Armenian sources’ general evasiveness about Joseph’s status, it does
not seem unwarranted to conclude that the Persian patriarch-designate
Surmak had, in fact, kept his position for life, or perhaps temporarily
withdrawn to his see of Bzunik", only to return to full patriarchal dignity
in his last years. If so, we have here additional evidence that in this period
the Armenian patriarchate required the ratification of the Persian court
to achieve full legitimacy, and that a Persian appointee could not be
removed by local powers, even those of an ecclesiastical council whose
decision remained invalid without the endorsement of Ctesiphon.

Still more importantly, the Sasanian king of kings, unlike his Byzan-
tine counterpart, could not only designate a patriarchal candidate in
post-Arsacid Armenia, but have this prerogative accepted as legitimate
by the Armenians themselves. We find no objections to the councils
called by the Persian marzpan Smbat of Vikan, and the kat’olikos
Christopher II was denounced by the Armenians to the marzpan
Varaztiroc’, who presumably had the right to depose him, since the
kat olikos John censures the patriarch’s native calumniators but not the
Persian official who removed him.°® The same Armenian sources that
deplore the morals of the Syrian kat'otikoi of Sahak’s time state
unequivocally that the Armenian princes turned of their own volition to
the Persian court for the appointment of a new patriarch:

94 Narratio, § 33: “'H 8% apyn tfig avBadeiog tadtng [the ordination of Armenian
bishops by themselves instead of by Caesarea] éfovoiag fip&ato paliota v 1o0ic
gmokonolg Tig avrod yopag: dviatog 8t Epevev g tob vbv.” Cf. Garitte, Narratio,
p. 102.

°* John Kat'olikos, xiv, p. 58 [= trans. Saint-Martin, p. 49]: « Puyy qufdnn
(ulj[lwu[bmm_[(}l;wi/ﬂ mbllulu[m[m[abwﬁ[z _,m?n[u}f[: Bnlluh[l ,gw(wfuuj uml[mjfl
[1 (pwﬁmﬂ[’ 8m119b[1m/1 Um_[uiwll llwmmpt q&bnﬂmr}pmﬁbwft zlumuﬁ qmﬁu
1[[;5' lq'llizliL b /ml{ Fe wuw quLpp 8nl[ut1[1[7 almﬂuu”mL[aflLﬂ Zw_/ng c» A
different translation of this passage is given by Garitte, Narratio, p. 96, but it does not
alter the present argument.

96 John Kat'olikos, xvii, p. 75 [= trans. Saint-Martin, pp. 64-65). The accuracy of the
story is not our concern here. What matters is the presumed legitimacy of an appeal to
the Persian governor against the Armenian kat'olikos.
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“our princes sought from Viam [Bahram V] another occupant for the
[patriarchal] throne, and he gave them a Syrian Brk‘i$o .... Unable to bear him, the
princes again begged Viam to change him and give them someone of their own
religion ....”"%7

and find nothing illegal or unseemly in these appeals to Persia. The
Armenian bishops envious of Surmak’s acquisition of ecclesiastical
property “also dared to do the same, seeking [permission] from the
Persian king with the assistance of each one’s prince.””®® Thus, whatever
abuses may have existed de facro, the conclusion that must be drawn
from the tacit assumptions of Armenian ecclesiastical writers is that
Persian jurisdiction in Armenian patriarchal appointments was
acceptable de jure to the Armenians.

A still more precise definition of the nature of Persian authority can
be found in the apocryphal exchange between the Armenian kat otikos
Giwt (461-478) and the Sasanian king Péroz included in the History
of Lazar P arpec’i:

le roi envoya dire au saint patriarche Kiud [Giwt]: “Tu as jusqu’a présent exercé
ton autorité sans mon ordre, et ceux qui t’ont accordé une charge si importante
ne sont que de simples sujets [carayk® = servants). Tu n’as pas regu non plus
aucune autorisation de ma part. Cépendant, si tu exécutes ma volonté ... je
confererai perpétuellement, par un édit, cette charge a toi, 4 ta maison et a
quiconque tu me désigneras .... Mais si en t’obstinant, tu ne veux pas exécuter ma
volonté, je t'enléverai I'épiscopat, je te retirerai ta charge, et tu charge, et tu
retourneras dans ... ton pays déshonoré et outragé”. Le bienheureux serviteur de

%7 MX, I, Ixiv, (= MK, p. 341]: « huj i}ml‘um[ml[l,gﬂ g fubiqptpli p d nwduy
wyy wpnnmllml_ Ei b fmgm llﬂp,g[lznj nifl mun[r[r -oo Npacd ng llmpm_qbwl_
nuwlhiky flul[um[mllm:gﬂ l}m[l&liml_ wuskgfih g nud finfuly zli}ul Loy quyy np
puwn fpolifiy ingu. » \LP,\I xvi, p. 26 [= CHAMA, 2: 272), gives the same account:

« [ufu}pbg[»fl wilinlbmbe [upl;mf:g f:m[um[uu[v,gﬁ ijngjwpanﬂnLum Ilm['?ml[ll[nu

b Puguinpli dnwd kn bagw gPpphyny qnifs whnds --. JEpdbghl qPpphyny
ﬁ,gw(mﬂmjmull:mmpliﬂﬂl ijng bmﬁ}m._qmi}l:[_m[ pwqml_[r/rfl Y nwduy, --- ‘wy
wyp wnip dbg wnwinpy pun dbpncd phply jupgpe,’ . be d nwdwy wppuagl
bwembbwy hwdwe fuligpngl inga' wuyp ingw qupdlbeg q:upnll[lllnu wify wunpf,

npnd whindi fp Guinddy : »|In neither of these passages is there any indication of
contention or that the Persian king was intruding into Armenian affairs. Cf. MX, III, Ixv
[= MK, p. 342), for the divided appeals of the Armenian princes after the deposition of St.
Sahak 1. The princes’ choices may have been divided, but none of them recoiled from
requesting a kat“olikos from the king of kings. Cf. Garitte, Narratio, pp. 407-408, 419-423.
% MX, HI, Ivi [= MK, p. 345}: « ﬂﬁr} np ﬁm[umﬁ&l:ml_ b wyy l;u“‘lulinulnumg

dyplbgul ghagh wably, fuligpbind p Qupufy wppupbh oghwlwbnd @buip
Jrpwpulbspep psfuwbumg : »
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Dieu, le patriarche des Arméniens, Kiud ... répondit au messager du roi: ...” Dis
au roi qu’en ce qui concerne la charge que tu dis que j’ai jusqu’a présent obtenue
avec ['autorisation de tes sujets et non pas la tienne; si toi, ou si quelqu’un des
sujets qui me I'ont conferrée, voulaient me ’enlever, je m’en consolerais, et je le
désire méme; car ainsi délivré d’inquictudes facheuses et de tribulations, je ne
m’occuperais que de moi-méme et de la priére. Quant 4 I’ordre épiscopal que tu
me menaces de m’enlever, c'est un ordre de dignité céleste; et ni les rois, ni
quelqu’un des princes, ne peuvent me I’6ter; la mort méme est impuissante 4 me
I'arracher .... Ainsi je ne crains rien d’un homme mortel qui ne peut ni me
donner, ni m’enlever cette dignité.”°®

The fictional elements of this account are beyond question, but the point
of view of a late fifth-century Armenian ecclesiastical author is equally
clear. The assertion of autonomy on Giwt’s part pertains to his episcopal
order and to doctrine alone. Both here, and in the equally embellished
account of Xusro II’s registration of the Armenian creed’s orthodoxy in
the Persian archives, !0 jurisdiction over the Church of Armenia, as over
the Church of Persia, was acknowledged to lie ultimately in the hands of
the king of kings.

In retrospect, then, it may now seem warranted to argue that secular
jurisdiction over the Armenian church should not be taken as a simple
unilateral pattern, nor one that remained chronologically inflexible. In
the first century of the period under review, the Byzantine empire
exercised over the allied kingdom of Armenia some of the ecclesiastical
authority that the post-Constantinian emperors assumed in their own

% 1P, 1, Ixiv, pp. 114-115 [= CHAMA, 2: 322-323]y; [qumm[r] ~..j[ltl1 wn
b[uufll;L[r l[m[r;nr“‘l[[nui} q-[lun, ﬁl‘ ‘lrllﬂéliL gm_/dlf 2" ﬁefumﬁmﬁ[uﬁl} umulﬂg [uf
f[mlﬁwﬂlr [[wl_liwl_ [ 71 bulnulj ‘i’-"ﬂ'}[l’l[ Eh, npng 4_)1;11 Iimjl}u[[m[l k> gpd
anlimL | ng [Iilé Jl‘lﬂ‘ﬂ an:[lu 1[uu1m£nL[3[lLfl: leg wldﬁ [7[3!' llllli I[uufu
wnfibu, ... qanpdy quiyn pkq b padd wygh kv npnid goc fudpa’ yumpype
wuw l#lilzliLJlllL[unblllflll‘ veet U.u[m [thwﬁumbml_ é[luuufl/m l[mmwplzL zllluuiu fuf
gbyfulnynunc@pubiy b pwg webinid fr pbh Lo fr gnpdngy b pug (ubbd, b g
whupguwhop ki PEPEni[dbwip bpfdwu i wnch pn b jupfuwpll

b l:[rwilbl_[: wyplt Yunncdng l{m[t?ml[:l[nufl 2uigng Qpun - b wuinwofuwhf
be wul, ‘Uuw 5/3wquu.n11i}, Pt jugugu gnpdnju, gnp wuku, pt gmjdﬁ enf
dununppy b ns jfiitl huwpbwy gnpdwlwpnd@fuls’ 34 qoc qud PE np [ Sunwfyg
.L’”}] np bk, ke wnbinep (hobh ncpwfu b5 ke hundpdi. wuls gfs jmz[um[r[wmmfly
Lngny bt [{ulpl;wg lllll[ul[llilll[‘ whdfl yupunybs b ‘”’l"pl’f] : huly Jurqugy l:u[/m—
hnynuwlwly dbnhwgpn pbwhy np wube, Pt [ pug wnlindd fi P quyu 1:114—
buwenp dbnbuwgpniBbwh wunnfe wnling (pobh ns Puguinpp be ns gfifuwiiug
np, wyy dwl as fioful, pubigf be fupt fuly ng. e ng phoe bqulé/lli/l Surllubimgne
dwpqny’ wwy quuwinpe pid be fwd wabng gpdEh : » The French version does not

follow the text verbatim, but in no way alters its sense.
108 See above, p. 242, and fn. 77.
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realm. Even in this period, however, jurisdiction rarely manifested itself
overtly ; more commonly it operated indirectly through pressure brought
to bear on the Armenian crown to bring its ecclesiastical policy into
conformity with the current position of the imperial court. With the rift
between the Armenian church and that of Caesarea, as well as the
political partition of Armenia late in the fourth century, this tacit and
incompletely formulated relationship broke down. Thereafter, most of
the Armenian lands lay outside the empire, except for the brief period
following the new partition of 591, and confessional hostility,
intensifying after the Armenian official rejection of Chalcedonian
christology, widened the breach. The emperors continued to assert their
de facto rights whenever possible, but, except in the pro-Chalcedonian
milieu that produced the Narratio, the legitimacy of their actions was
denied by the Armenians. Consequently, the exercise of imperial prero-
gatives took on a coercive character and was viewed by the spokesmen
for the native church as an abusive intrusion.

The Armenian kings usually found it wise to coordinate their eccle-
siastical policy with that of Constantinople through much of the fourth
century, and their patriarchs first received their episcopal consecration
at Caesarea of Cappadocia. Nevertheless, direct royal authority over
the Armenian clergy was considerable and met with little effective
ecclesiastical opposition. The most effective limitation of the royal
control over the ecclesiastical hierarchy stemmed not from as yet
unformulated canonic regulations, but from the irrevocable hereditary
privileges that united the Armenian secular and ecclesiastical magnates
against any encroachments on the part of the crown.

Long obscured by the unremitting hostility to Iran of all Armenian
sources, irrespective of confessional colouration, the dominant position
of the king of kings emerges logically from the historical context. In
contrast to his imperial counterpart, the Sasanian ruler undoubtedly
benefited from the disappearance of both the Arsacid dynasty and the
hereditary patriarchal house of St. Gregory, which left Armenia in
jurisdictional disarray early in the fifth century, at the very time that the
king’s rights as regarded the Persian church were being set down at the
Council of 410. On the evidence of the Armenian sources themselves, it
appears that the same prerogatives were exercised thereafter in the
Armenian provinces of the Persian empire. Like its colleagues in
Ctesiphon, the Armenian hierarchy, willingly or not, acknowledged the
reality and legitimacy of Persian royal jurisdiction.

Columbia University



The Literary Self-Portrait of a Nation:
Poland and Poles in the Fifteenth Century

ALEKSANDER GIEYSZTOR

Polish moralists of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries were not
inclined to national megalomania. They made lists of the faults and vices
of the estates of their society without transforming the all-European
traditional material in any original way, except by adding a few details
ascribable to local color. A sophisticated versified poem written by
Frowin, a Cracow canon of the first half of the fourteenth century, gave
advice to and censured the manners of everyone from bishops, dukes, the
clergy, lords, and judges to servants, husbands and wives, and country
folk.! At the end of that century or early in the next, the Poznah master
Nicholas Oloch wrote in a similar vein “about the evil things that are
taking place here below,” his worst opinion being of women; he was also
the author of another short poem on the life and customs of courtiers
which was marked by satirical outrage.? From there, it was only a step to
the oldest instruction in the Polish language, dating back to the
beginning of the fifteenth century, regarding decent behaviour at a feast
and the proper way to praise women — namely, a poem by Slota about a
bread table.?

Paralleling the instruction and the schematized presentation of human
life were representations of work and daily life in cycles of illuminations
on calendar manuscripts. They included depictions of occupations for
successive months of the year, from drinking at home by the fireplace in
January to pigsticking in December, as described in a late thirteenth-
century psalter of Poor Clara’s order of Wroctaw and in a lost psalter of
Trzebnica. Although imitating foreign models, these representations also
reflected Silesian conditions.*

! ‘“‘Antigameratus,” written shortly after 1320, was published in E. Habel, ed., Die
Studien zur lateinischen Dichtung des Mittelalters (Dresden, 1931).

2 “Tractatus de malis,” ed. R. Ganszyniec, “Polonolatina V1,” in Pamietnik Literacki 22,
no. 3 (1925-26). J. A. Spiez, “Moralitety mistrza Mikolaja z Szamotul (XV wiek),” Srudia
Zrédloznaweze 13 (1968): 73-90.

3 “Wiersz Stoty o chlebowym stole,” in S. Vrtel-Wierczynski, ed., Sredniowieczna poezja
polska swiecka, 3rd ed. (Wroctaw, 1952).

4 K. Jasifiski, “Ilustracje kalendarzowe w rekopisie wroclawskim z okolo 1300r.,”
Kwartalnik Historii Kultury Materialnej 7 (1959): 203-208.
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These two kinds of moralizing, in literature and painting— areas in
which disparity between stereotype and reality is elusive — show that the
usual self-image of a medieval Pole shortly after the first half of the
fifteenth century was connected to earlier generalized ones.’

Jan Dlugosz (1415-1479), historian and historiographer, wrote about
his fellow countrymen in a way that surpassed all his predecessors. There
was no satire in his work. Indeed, one seeks in vain among his many
virtues for any sense of humor in Dhlugosz. On the other hand, he
expressed moral indignation against Poles on paper only once, in writing
about a change he saw in his contemporaries during the final days of his
life. The characteristics he identifies in an introduction about Poles in his
first book and his observations about noble families are astonishingly
insightful.

Before describing the geographical and climatic circumstances of
Poland’s history, Dlugosz presented a quite well-developed synthesis of
the Polish character. His assessment contained neither an undue opinion
of Polish values nor an appeal for improvement. It is worthwhile to
quote it in full here:

The Polish nobility are greedy for fame, inclined to pillage, risk perils and
death, fail to keep promises, are hard on subjects and inferiors, hasty in words,
wasteful beyond their means, loyal to a ruler, devoted to agriculture and cattle-
breeding, humane and kind in customs and toward visitors, and love hospitality
more than all other nations. The countryfolk are so inclined to drinking,
quarrels, and murders that it is difficult to find another nation equally stained
with domestic murders and disasters. The folk do not object to any toil or task,
suffer frost and hunger patiently, are responsive to superstitions and witchcraft;
also they themselves are inclined to pillage and to hostility, they are fond of
novelties, rapacious and avid for somebody else’s property. Slapdash in tending
homesteads, they are content with shabby huts. Brave and bold, hot-headed, not
easy to deal with, handsome in motion and bearing, surpassing others in
strength, of tall and slender stature, sound body, mixed color, white and black.
Brisk air, cold sky, unpleasant winds, long-lasting snow, permanently frozen
mountains form the nature and minds of the Poles. Strangers and foreigners,
though revealing talents and good manners, are seldom admitted to government
and to offices, unless [after] time passes and in a successive generation, and if that
does take place, they are admitted not without envy. Would that the Poles would
follow the example of the Spaniards, who do not scorn any kind of people when
they are conspiciously for virtue, and who entrust those converted from among
the Jews and Saracens with bishoprics and high offices, and owing to that
benevolence their republic grows stronger and flourishes. On the contrary, the

* Cf. J.C. Webster, The Labors of the Months in Antique and Medieval Art to the End of
the Twelfth Century (Evanston and Chicago, 1938).
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Poles are like the Czechs, who consider it shameful to have all the offices of their
kingdom not in the hands of the same family always, even if those hands are
dishonest and unfit, and they regard offices as stained if they have changed
hands; the Poles, contrarious in other matters, here seem to me to be erring a
good deal, as if they wanted to impose law upon God and to aim at appropriating
or obscuring the grace of His bounty. They are marked by such disposition and
such incompetence that they pay faint homage to virtue and knowledge; and
they raise to dignities and offices those who abound in greater riches, or have
impudent mind, dare death, and are prompt to wipe out others.®

How should one understand this collection of remarks, stereotypes,
and opinions about a political and social system? Surely we have here a
conglomerate of “what we noticed,” “what we were informed of by
others,” and “what we can imagine,” to quote a definition of stereotype
which is still current. Very likely, Dlugosz’s observations interlace the
-opinions of his contemporaries with his own generalized speculations.
Centuries of Latin literary influence also contributed to these notions,
but the search for models leads us only to the arsenal of expressions
used intentionally or unconsciously by the Cracow historiographer.”
Something else should arouse our interest: the author’s consciousness
and representation of Polish reality.

Here we are dealing with motives and opinions which, together with
innate perceptivity and susceptibility, provided the basis for Dlugosz’s
stereotypes of the Polish nobility (including the gentry) and of Polish
peasants. Other strata of the society are not mentioned in this
connection, although they are mentioned subsequently in the work. But
abstractions about Polish social strata turned out to be too difficult for a
man who was himself rooted in one of them, the clergy. Although the
greater part of Diugosz’s working life was spent in the large town of
Cracow, he associated himself with only one of its institutions — the
university.® He looked out at the lives of the court, knights, and peasants
as at a distant horizon, and it was there that he spotted a possibility for
generalizing about the two major divisions of society — the rulers and the
common people.

Diugosz looked at knighthood as an outsider. Belonging by birth to
the middle nobility, by order to the canons of the clergy, and by career to

lIoannis Dlugossii Annales seu Cronacae incliti Regni Poloniae (hereafter Annales),
bks. 1-2 (Warsaw, 1964), pp. 108-109: “De Polonorum natura et moribus.”
7 M. Koczerska, “Mentalnos¢ Jana Diugosza w éwietle jego tworczosci,” Studia
Zrodloznaweze 15 (1971): 109-139.
8 Cf. Dlugossiana. Studia historyczne w pigésetlecie Smierci Jana Dlugosza, ed. S. Gaweda
(Warsaw, 1980).
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episcopal and royal circles of the court, and having much in common
with all, Dtugosz remained first and foremost a man of letters. He was
not precisely speaking an intellectual, but rather a member of the
professional intelligentsia. In working for a livelihood, he became an
expert in spheres requiring intellectual skills and knowledge. A writer
of extreme diligence and productivity —his works as printed in the
nineteenth century comprise three thousand pages in quarto® — Diugosz
could justly expect the esteem of contemporaries equal to him in
education and intellectual breadth. He was also an administrator,
‘investor, secretary and diplomat, teacher of princes, and very serious
clergyman. He set high ethical standards for himself, and to a consider-
able measure lived up to them, although the interests of the church and
Poland had priority for him over all else.®

Following existing patterns and models, he traced the wellspring of
the Polish national character to Poland’s climate (how many preceded
and followed him in that idea!), and stressed its unfavorable nature.
According to Dlugosz, the challenging physical conditions forged in
Poles such positive traits as courage and perseverance, but also resulted
in inclinations to quarrelsomeness, impetuousness, and divisiveness.!!

Dlugosz depicted the Polish countryfolk in a chiaroscuro which
struck a certain balance between light and dark. This he achieved
by mentioning their negative traits, then praising their diligence and
endurance, returning to their faults, and ending with expressions of
admiration. So if his view of countryfolk was a stereotype, it was a
differentiated one, including implicit appreciation for traditional popular
culture, not excluding superstitions and witchcraft. Also, his observa-
tions were made without contempt or prejudice.!?

Dtugosz’s attention was focused first and foremost on the elite. First,
he commended their striving for fame and their contempt for death, then
he criticized them on a number of accounts; he completed the picture
with such positive features as loyalty to a ruler, devotion to farming,

9 Joannis Dlugossii ... Opera omnia (hereafter Opera omnia), 15 vols. (Cracow,

1863-1887), vols. 10-14: Historica Polonica.

10 U. Borkowska, “Regnum et sacerdotium w pismach Jana Diugosza,” Studia
Zrédloznawcze 26 (1981): 3-21.

' Annales, p. 108 “ferox aura, influencia cruda, gelida sidera, inclementes venti, longe
nives, perpetuo rigentes alpes naturam Polonis causant et ingenia.”

12 Annales, p. 108: “plebs rusticana in ebrietatem, rixas, calumpnias, cedes procliva ...
Nullius laboris aut oneris fugax ... audax et temeraria, ingenio callida ....”
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and hospitality. In a final separate passage he pointed to the political
xenophobia and isolation of the elite formed by birth and property.3
Along with his stereotype of the nobility Dlugosz made an effort
to characterize specific noble families. Noble lines or clans, at that time
in Latin called gens, genealogia, domus, ought to be understood as
family groups of both high nobility and gentry that were conscious of
their common ancestry. Their sense of community was expressed by
possession and use of one common coat of arms (arma, clenodium,
signum) and a clan name (proclamatio) which could also identify the coat
of arms (although one coat of arms could have several such terms, in
which case their function was comparable to that of a cri de guerre).'*
During Dlugosz’s time, the clans reached their apogée of importance
and self-consciousness, noticeable in the rise of heraldry and clan
names. That self-consciousness manifested itself in a solidarity of
various kinds — socio-political, military, legal, and cultural.! Thus it
was possible to make some generalizations about the role, attitude, and
behaviour of clans. A majority of the clans known in the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries was described by Jan Dlugosz in a short work entitled
Clenodia seu insignia Regni Poloniae. There, alongside a description of a
clan’s coat of arms (extant manuscripts of the sixteenth century include
color drawings) and mention of its Polish name (and sometimes a Latin
one) and proclamations, several socio-psychological characteristics were
also listed.!® For a long time the last was disregarded. For instance, in
the sixteenth century Bartosz Paprocki at first censored such passages
carefully, and only later included them more freely in his work.!?
Dhugosz wrote, for example, that members of the clan of Topor
(Bipennis) are “marked by eloquence and cunning,” about the Nieczuja
that they are ‘‘a Polish perspicacious family,” about the Osoryja that
they are “kind and humane men,” about the Przerowa that they are

13 Annales, p. 108: “animam habentes contempricem mortis, ad neces aliorum pronio-
rem.”

14 J. Bieniak, “Clans de chevalerie en Pologne du XIII® au XV* siécle,” in Famille et
parenté dans I'Occident médiéval, ed. G. Duby and J. Le Goff (Rome, 1977), pp. 321-34.
15 Cf. the articles by A. Gieysztor (pp. 299-308), H. Samsonowicz (pp. 309-321), and
J. Bardach (pp. 335-53) in Famille et parenté.

'6  “Klejnoty Diugoszowe,” ed. M. Friedberg (Cracow, 1931) in Rocznik Polskiego
Towarzystwa Heraldycznego, vol. 10 (1930); also in Opera omnia, vol. 1 (1887); “*Stemmata
Polonica,” ed. H. Polaczkowna, in Prace sekcyi historii sztuki Towarzystwa Naukowego
Lwowskiego, vol. 2 (1927). Dlugosz’s authorship remains conjectural.

7 B. Paprocki, Gniazdo cnoty (Cracow, 1578), and Herby rycerstwa polskiego (Cracow,
1584; reissued in 1858-60, and reprinted in 1978).

(1)
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“courageous and quick-tempered men, and inclined to Venus.” On the
negative side of the ledger, he wrote that the family of R6za was inclined
to ‘““‘avarice, haughtiness, and drinking,” and about the little known
family of Zerwikaptur he said simply that they were “fools, scoundrels,
and thieves.”

It is easy to guess where Diugosz obtained material for the stereotype
of the Leliwa clan (“‘perspicacious and provident men, caring for the
commonwealth and their own good”) when we look at members of that
family who were his contemporaries. But all these individuals were
descendants of only one branch of the clan, that of Spycimir, castellan
of Cracow, who was the most eminent statesman and collaborator of
King Wladystaw Lokietek. Spycimir’s fifteenth-century descendants
— the families Melsztyfiski, Tarnowski, Jarostawski — certainly tended
their own fortunes as well as they did those of the commonwealth.!8

Recollection of the historical past influenced Dlugosz’s opinions about
the Griphi, whom he called “‘radiant with the foundation and equipment
of cloisters.” But it is uncertain whether it was the legend about the
involvement of three families in the murder in 1079 of St. Stanislaus,
bishop of Cracow, and of one of those three in the killing in 1180 of
Werner, bishop of Plock, that prompted Dilugosz to write that the
Jastrzebiec (Accipitres) family were “inclined to tyranny and to pursuing
their private interests,” and that the Strzemie family were “prone to
anger and bloodshed.” About the third family, the Druzyna, he noted a
disposition to flattery. Apparently contemporary observation was the
source of those remarks and censures, although it is very difficult to
detect who or what provided the basis for one or the other opinion. With
admirable independence, Dlugosz pronounced his judgment of the
De¢bno family, to which his protector and ideal, Cardinal Zbigniew
Olesnicki, bishop of Cracow, belonged. To them he attributed not only
Tatar blood and appearance, which was fact,'® but added that they were
“brave, violent, and gluttonous,” which could have been a reference to
the cardinal himself. Dlugosz’s opinion of his own family, the Wieniawa,
was certainly based on personal experience: “‘brave and violent men,
caring more for their private property and matters than for public
agreement and modesty.”

Another question seems important: what palette did this historio-
grapher and ethno- and socio-psychologist use to color his Polish
18 Cf. W. Dworzaczek, Leliwici Tarnowscy (Warsaw, 1971).

19 M. Koczerska, “Pigtnastowieczne biografie Zbigniewa Oleénickiego,” Studia Zrédlo-
znawcze 24 (1979): 15ff.
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portraits? If we consider not only his specific attributions but also the
notions he expressed in more general terms, the result is some fifty
features attributed to contemporary Poles, variously for the 71 families
in Dlugosz’s list (18, however, were not characterized at all). Negative
features slightly outnumbered positive ones, although this resulted only
from Dhugosz’s honest attempt to be descriptive. What traits did Dlugosz
value? Most of all, boldness, bravery, and courage; then cleverness,
providence, eloquence, modesty, moderation and simplicity; and later,
integrity and lack of hypocrisy, loyalty to lords, devotion to the
commonwealth, generosity, humanity, peaceability, common sense, kind-
ness, strength. Remarkable is the lack of piety from the pen of a canon;
only one of Dlugosz’s remarks, on the founding of cloisters by the old
Griphi, refers to that quality.

What about the faults and shortcomings of the Poles? These were
presented in a long and unindulgent catalogue. Most often Diugosz
charges them with cunning and slyness, vehemence and irritability,
talkativeness; next come drinking, devotion to dogs and hunting, an
“inclination to Venus,” hypocrisy and inconstancy of speech,.selfishness
and arrogance, avarice, seeking other people’s property, impiety ; further
down come stubbornness, tyranny, cruelty and inclination to bloodshed,
taciturnity, gluttony; and finally, as with the harsh description of the
Zerwikaptur family, stupidity, roguery, and thievery.

Such were the social habits, attitudes and ideals, and intellectual and
emotional attributes that influenced individual small communities and
together made up a larger community, which in turn represented the
Polish nobility. To that community as a whole only a very modest
portion of family virtues and faults could be attributed. The representa-
tiori of Poles’ distinctive characteristics was based upon one overriding
notion, namely, that society prevailed over all aspects of individual
personality. Hence the stress on the quest for fame and booty, oppres-
sion of subordinates, extravagance, but also on loyalty, hard work,
hospitality.

The resulting self-image is both satisfactory and unsatisfactory, as are
all intuitive literary depictions of individual personalities and human
communities. Even today so-called national features are expressed in
stereotypes not much superior to those which emerged in the European
consciousness at the close of the Middle Ages. At the council in
Constance in 1414, one preacher condemned French pride, British
treachery, German boastfulness, and Polish drunkenness.?°

20 He was Johannes de Almaria. Cf. A.F. Grabski, Polska w opiniach Europy zachodniej
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In one instance Dlugosz was scandalized by the Poles. In 1465, between
aeulogy for a dead khan of the Crimea and a description of plague and the
dethronement of George of Podébrady, he wrote a passage expressing
strong criticism of the permissiveness in Polish manners at that time:

These times, not only this year but also in the past years, were abundant in
offenses of various kinds whether by reason of their impunity, or as a result of
permanent and long-lasting wars, or finally because of Heaven’s disgrace. That
time saw the hair being curled and made in plaits, and tucks being flattened down
in order to get into favor with women. Crops of hair were wrapped in a kerchief
at home and outside, during the day and at night. There was rivalry with women
for softness of body, and women were surpassed in length of hair and the
splendor of bands binding the chest, permission for which at another time was
scarcely given to women. There was an extraordinary increase in foul deeds by
deceitful people, as a result of debauched freedom and impunity. The deluge of
offenses was so great in those years that all limits on crime were overstepped,
many people not caring for the value of their property, and having spent their last
rents, embarked upon theft and brigandage. In some Poles the feeling of avarice
and haughtiness emerged, it is a soft and degenerated feeling, opposed to any
commands, even the most justified ones, and it commanded them to think ill of
the Christian religion and, what surpassed all offenses, also of the laws of God
and the church. They preferred correcting not their own mistakes, but those of a
superior authority.?!

In these complaints an older man— which Dlugosz then was, by the
life expectancy of the time— rightly discerned in the change of fashions
a change in Weltanschauung, and a relaxation of traditional values.
Although his observations were only of superficial things, he was
registering a sensitivity to psychic processes and behaviour different from
those of his youth, as well as to social and moral developments that
disquieted him. A young Pole born after 1450 did indeed live in a world
different from that of the sons of the heroes of the battle of Grunwald,
the generation to which Jan Dlugosz belonged.

Did the new generation of young Poles set out to discover themselves,
too? Certainly, two new phenomena during that time were marking the
autumn of the Polish Middle Ages. The metaphor of autumn, so deeply
rooted among medievalists, thanks to Johan Huizinga, is not quite apt,
for after all, autumn was not followed by winter, but by a proto-
Renaissance spring coming from beyond the Alps. Polish literature had

XIV-XV w. (Warsaw, 1969), p. 133; S. Kot, “‘Old International Insults and Praises. I: The
Medieval Period,” in Harvard Slavic Studies, vol. 2, 1954.
2! 1466: “depravati mores Polonorum recensentur.” Opera Omnia, 14: 471.
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as yet produced no autobiography, which is often considered to be a
signpost of the discovery of the relationship between the individual and
the world. For that the Poles would wait for some time. But immediately
after the second half of the fifteenth century a different kind of biography
appeared in Poland, investigating individual personalities and their lives
more deeply than had ever been done before. Diugosz himself produced
an interesting double portrait of King Wiadystaw Jagielto, written as
if two people were describing the king: one unfriendly to him and the
other strongly impressed by his personality.>? Diugosz produced a long
series on the lives of bishops, based mainly on literary devices, and his
life of St. Stanislaus was a very ambitious literary endeavor.?? The death
of Zbigniew Olesnicki, the “Polish Richelieu” who preceded the real one
by two centuries, gave rise to several biographies of various types,
including a pre-Renaissance one in which panegyrizing borders upon
abruptness. A completely Renaissance portrayal of the humanist poet
and archbishop of Lviv, Gregory of Sanok (ca. 1406-1477), came from
the competent pen of Filippo Callimachus.?*

What of pictorial art? An analysis of images of Poles in table,
miniature, and wall painting in the fifteenth century shows that they were
above all conventional and standardized images. Mainly they depict
founders adoring holy persons, to whom the painter gave the features he
regarded as most appropriate to a particular model’s social estate and the
atmosphere of solemn moment. Within a certain type, pictures did not
vary much. Portraits appealed through figure and attire, insignia, coat
of arms, and through facial expression.2® A style was being introduced
in Poland that resulted in early experiments in near portraiture, like that
of Wiadystaw Jagiello or of Zbigniew Ole$nicki. Despite some resistance,
it paved the way for the individualization of the sixteenth century. The
majority of illuminations and drawings in fifteenth-century manuscripts
show types rather than individuals; figures of priests, knights, peasants,
judges, and secular and monastic clergy represent various social systems
and hierarchies. Gradually, however, Poles discovered the rich unique-
ness of the individual, and that realization found expression in the art
of realism.

22 *“Vita, mores et vitia Wladislai lagellonis regis,” Opera omnia, 13: 533-38.

Opera omnia, 1: 182.

Koczerska, “Pigtnastowieczne biografie”; De vita et moribus Gregorii Sanocensis, ed.
I. Lichoniska (Wroclaw, 1963) (Bibl. Latina, 12).

25 E. Lomnicka-Zakowska, “Poczatki portretu polskiego,” Studia Zrédloznawcze 12
(1969): 13-24.
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In the late Middle Ages Poles searching for who they were turned to
the word and to the brush. As a Polish gloss of the mid-fifteenth century
says: “although among all of creation always there is no unity between
one and the other, at the same time everyone wants to be one and the
same.”?® Thus the individual consciousness of Poles had just as long a
genealogy as the consciousness of their political and language commu-
nity, descent, and customs, that is, of everything that led down the long
road toward becoming a nation.?’

University of Warsaw

26 “‘Jeze we wszem stworzeniu zawzde jeno z drugiem nie ma ztaczenia w jednos¢, nize

kazde chce by¢ za si¢ samo”; Slownik staropolski, vol. 3 (Wroctaw, 1960-63), col. 154.
27 Cf. A. Gieysztor, “Gens Polonica: Aux origines d’une conscience nationale,” in
Meélanges E.-R. Labande (Poitiers, 1974), pp. 351-62.



A Note on the Chludoff Psalter

OLEG GRABAR

The fascinating originality of Byzantine marginally illustrated psalters
has long been recognized, as it is difficult to resist the vivacity and
variety of an imagery triggered by the poetical and rhetorical weaith
of the Psalms themselves. Among these psalters the most famous is
no. 129d in the Historical Museum in Moscow, which is known as the
Chludoft Psalter. The manuscript is incomplete and has been retouched;
there is some discussion about its exact date (the twenties or, more likely,
middle of the ninth century), but none about its being one of the earliest
manuscripts of the group of marginal psalters and about the relationship
of its illustrations to Iconoclasm and its aftermath.! The recent complete
publication of the manuscript with color illustrations 2 is, therefore, a
major scholarly event and, like all historians of medieval art, I spent
some time looking at its lively and so often unexpected images. For
reasons to be developed shortly, two of them struck me as unusual
and as possibly related to a near contemporary development in Islamic
Jerusalem. Without wishing to enter into the controversies surrounding
the date and place of manufacture of the psalter, I s