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This volume brings together in one compass the Orthodox
churches of the ecumenical patriarchate — the Russian, Armenian,
Ethiopian, Egyptian and Syrian churches. It follows their fortunes
from the late Middle Ages until modern times — exactly the period
when their history has been most neglected. Inevitably, this empha-
sises differences in teachings and experience, but it also brings out
common threads, most notably the resilience displayed in the face
of alien and often hostile political regimes. The central theme of
this volume is the survival against the odds of Orthodoxy in its
many forms into the modern era. The last phase of Byzantium
proves to have been surprisingly important in this survival. It pro-
vided Orthodoxy with the intellectual, artistic and spiritual reserves
to meet later challenges. The continuing vitality of the Orthodox
churches is evident for example in the Sunday School Movement
in Egypt and the Zoé brotherhood in Greece.
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Foreword

by The Archbishop of Canterbury

The average educated westerner is still quite likely to think of Christianity in
terms of a basically western Europe-dominated history: the church gradually
builds up a centralised system of authority, filling the vacuum left by the fall of
the Roman Empire; its ideological monopoly is challenged at the Reformation,
and the map of the Christian world is reconfigured; and all the various terri-
tories on that map are now engaged in a doubtfully successful struggle with
global modernity, except where the newer churches of Africa are mounting
a vigorous counter-offensive. Even in some good and sophisticated surveys
of world Christianity published in recent years, this remains the dominant
picture.

But Christianity is more various than this begins to suggest. The essays
in this volume introduce us to a variety of contexts substantially different
from what has just been described. The faith of the Byzantine world had
nothing to do with the filling of a political gap; the Roman Empire continued,
with an educational system and a lay civil service which did not yield to the
clergy the kind of cultural closed shop familiar in the mediaeval west. What is
intriguing in this particular story is the spread of Byzantine Christianity not as
a tool of ‘empire’ in the crude sense but as the carrier and the ally of a much
more subtle process of cultural convergence — the ‘Byzantine Commonwealth’
over whose character a good deal of controversy continues. The Byzantine
Christian heartland continued, even when Byzantium was in steep political
decline, to nourish kindred but diverse cultural and intellectual projects, of
which Muscovite Russia is probably the most influential (and in many ways the
most eccentric). It is a record which does not easily fit into most of the “faith
and culture’ typologies familiar in western theological and historical writing.

The ‘commonwealth’ of Byzantine Christianity was not only about material
culture, political rhetoric and artistic style. It was also a commonwealth of

xvi

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Foreword

spiritual practice — the liturgy, but also, no less importantly, the monastic
life. ‘Hesychasm’, the practice of silent prayer free of ideas and images and
grounded in a set of physical disciplines, became, from the fourteenth century
to the present day, as clear a sign of the convergent Christian culture of eastern
Europe as anything. How far it represented the resurgence and refocusing of
a classical spiritual practice and how far it was innovatory and indeed in some
ways subversive of such a tradition is a matter of keen debate, and the evidence
of this debate can be traced in the pages that follow. In the twentieth century,
the hesychast tradition, in ways that might surprise those who know it only
through versions of the medieval disputes, has been one of the engines driving
intellectual renewal and fresh cultural engagement in historically Orthodox
societies like Romania, Greece and Russia.

But the Byzantine world is only part of the story. For most of their history,
nearly all those churches that broke with Byzantium for doctrinal reasons or
thathad alwaysbeen outside the political reach of the Empire lived as minorities
in a Muslim society. It was not always a nakedly hostile environment, but it
brought severe pressures to bear in all kinds of ways. Not least, it meant
a continuing tradition of intellectual life conducted in the medium of non-
European languages; only relatively recently has the world of Christian Arabic
begun to receive the attention it merits. And the importance of these Christian
communities in mediating classical Europe to the nascent Islamic culture is
hard to exaggerate. No ‘clash of civilisations” model will do justice to the
complex interactions of all these universes of thought. A history of relative
isolation and public marginality should not blind us to the substantive role of
Christian minorities beyond the Roman and classical frontiers. And the same
needs to be said about those churches like the Armenian and Ethiopian that
did not live consistently as minorities in a non-Christian environment but
experienced something of the same challenge in thinking and expressing their
faith in the languages of cultures outside the ‘classical’ world. Looking at
their history helps us make some better sense of the phenomena of marginal
Christianities in the west, especially in the Celtic context.

Nor should we be lured into thinking that the schisms of the fifth to the
eleventh centuries created hermetically sealed units of Christian discourse.
Armenians, Byzantines and Latins participated in the same arguments in the
Byzantine court; nearly all the churches of the east at one time or another
faced difficult decisions about how far to go in rapprochement with Rome; the
choices they made continue to affect relations between the modern churches
in acute ways. Whether in the Council of Florence or in the embassy sent from
Mongol Iran by Mar Yabh’allaha III to the courts of the west in the thirteenth

xvii

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Foreword

century, there was always an uncomfortable sense of unfinished business about
how to relate with those on the other side of doctrinal and political divisions.
Modern ecumenism has roots in a large number of missions and negotiations
in the past, and these essays will show something of the variety in that history.
In modern times, eastern Christianity has suffered once again from being
the victim of an imposed minority status in many countries; the trauma of
communist domination and persecution has indelibly marked the churches
of eastern Europe. But at the same time, many of the most creative theo-
logical elements in contemporary western theology can trace their origins
to eastern sources, thanks partly, though not exclusively, to the Russian dias-
pora. For both Roman Catholic and Reformed thinkers, the eastern world
has opened new pathways which relativise, even if they do not always solve,
the historic standoffs between diverse western concerns, and offer a different
and often more flexible vocabulary. Throughout the eastern Christian world
today, Byzantine and non-Byzantine, there is an upsurge of new thinking,
new artistic energy (think of the extraordinary development in the last few
decades of Coptic iconography), and ressourcement in the monastic life. The
final chapter in this volume gives a clear picture of the vitality and the wide
impact of this renewal. Despite the unhappy and often violent symbiosis in
some contexts between Christian rhetoric and uncritical nationalism, despite
the fresh difficulties of Christian minorities that have developed as a result of
contemporary geopolitics and a high level of tone-deafness in the west to the
needs of these minorities, there is plenty of vigour and sophistication. Ifit is a
cardinal temptation of our time to indulge in crass and destructive stereotyp-
ing of both Christian and Muslim worlds, forgetting the variety and wealth of
their histories, this book, written out of the most painstaking contemporary
scholarship, will be an indispensable aid in resisting that temptation. It is an
academic tour de force; but far more than a simple academic exercise.

Rowan Williams, Archbishop of Canterbury
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I

The Byzantine Commonwealth
1000—1550

JONATHAN SHEPARD

Introduction

That the rites and remains of the east Roman Empire made an impression on
most of the peoples surrounding or settled among them is hardly surprising.
Constantinople was purpose-built, a landmark not even the mightiest ‘barbar-
ian” warlord could hope to efface. With its numerous market places, massive
walls and monuments such as the Golden Gate proclaiming a New Jerusalem
and Christian triumph, the ‘God-protected city’ was a showcase for displays
of wealth, social cohesion and military force. These material blessings were
attributed by the palace ceremonies, art and orators to the piety of the emper-
ors and their subjects — often termed simply ‘the Christians’ in the ceremonial
acclamations — and to the empire’s central role in God’s plan for mankind.
Constantinople itself was under the special protection of the Mother of God.
In the medieval era Mary was venerated ever more dramatically in return
for safeguarding her city, wonder-working icons such as the Hodegetria being
paraded regularly through the streets in her honour.

Even furthest-flung outsiders could make the connection between Byzan-
tine prosperity, striking-power and religious devotions. From his Orkney van-
tage point, Arnor the Earl's Poet viewed God as ‘ready patron of the Greeks and
Gard-folk’." These ‘Gard-folk’ — Rus —had collectively come under the care of
the patriarch of Constantinople, when in or around 988 their ruler, Vladimir,
received a Byzantine religious mission and was himself baptised. A prime
reason for Vladimir’s choice of the Orthodox form of Christianity was prob-
ably the divine “patronage’ — in terms of material wealth and social order —
which their religion seemed to have secured. Vladimir flagged his personal
associations with the senior emperor, by adopting his Christian name, Basil,
and by marrying his sister, Anna. By around 1000 the ruling houses of several

1 Porfinnz-drdpa, in Corpus poeticum boreale, ed. and trans. G. Vigfusson and E York Powell,
11 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1883), 197.
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Map 1 The Byzantine Commonwealth

other northern neighbours of Byzantium, such as the Alans, had been baptised
by its priests. They were following a pattern already created in the mid-ninth
century with the conversion of the Bulgarians. The credit for these conversions
was claimed first and foremost for the emperor and in official correspondence
rulers whose forebears had been baptised at Byzantine hands were termed
‘spiritual child’ of the emperor. In the mid-tenth century, Bulgarian, Alan and -
more tendentiously — Armenian leaders were being addressed in this way.

2 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De cerimoniis aulae byzantinae, ed. I. I. Reiske (Bonn: Ed.
Weber, 1829), 11.48: 1, 6878, 690.
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The enamel plaques most probably sent by Michael VII Doukas (1071-78)
to the Hungarian ruler Géza make a clear visual statement of the Byzantine
version of the correct order of things: Michael and his son are portrayed with
nimbuses round theirheads; Géza’s garbis plainer and he lacks a nimbus. Buthe
wears a crown of sorts, and the object which the plaques adorned was probably
itselfa crown, perhaps designed for Géza’s noble Byzantine-born bride and sent
to her in the mid-1070s. Bride, crown and enamelled portraits jointly declared
Géza’s place among established leaders, and the Greek inscription beside Géza
calls him king (kpaAns).? Such marks of imperial favour also suggested the
patronage, which Géza might now be able to dispense to deserving magnates
of his own.

These enamels offer a snapshot of Byzantine diplomacy at work. It seems
that enamels were only used on crowns designed for external potentates,
standing reminders of the superlative craftsmanship of the Byzantines. Yet
the fate of Michael Doukas’s gift to Géza demonstrates the diversity of uses
to which potentates put their associations with the basileus: before long, the
enamels were forming the lower part of what became known as ‘the crown of
St Stephen’. What had been intended by Michael as a demonstration of hege-
mony ended up as the quintessential symbol of an autonomous Hungarian
realm. For many potentates, receipt of titles, gifts and emblems from the
emperor was compatible with aspirations to control their own dominions;
more confident regimes would adapt, if not mimic, symbols, which the basileus
considered his sole prerogative. Through acts of appropriation and overt ref-
erences to the imperial court, such potentates were primarily concerned
to consolidate their rule over heterogeneous, often inchoate populations.
Such unmistakable marks of authority could help transcend local differences
and rivalries, providing a visual vocabulary of power that all subjects could
understand.

Like Géza, most early medieval potentates sought to demonstrate their
right to the throne, whether it was inherited, usurped or still being fashioned.
They sought respect, if not obedience, from their kinsmen and other figures of
substance in the region, and from those living within their nominal dominions
and beyond. The bestowing of offices and concomitant determination of status
tended to be viewed as a measure of a ruler’s authority. Here, too, Byzantium
had much to offer. The notion of the emperor as God’s viceroy on earth and

3 The doubts of J. Deér as to whether the plaques originally decorated a crown, rather
than some other diplomatic gift, are well put, but do not rule out the a priori likelihood
that a crown was the enamels’ original holder: J. Deér, Die heilige Krone Ungarns (OAW:
Philosoph.-hist. Klasse, Denkschriften 91) (Vienna: Bohlau, 1966), 72—8o.
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answerable to Him alone flourished, for all the efforts of Byzantine churchmen
and monks to qualify it by means of canon law, ritual and denunciations. A
commanding role in religious affairs as well as earthly ones appealed to many
external potentates, especially those impatient with their senior churchmen.
Byzantium offered a working model, dignified yet also efficient, to would-be
monarchs without close cultural affinities or traditions of allegiance towards
the empire. Some drew unilaterally on Byzantium’s stock of visual symbols,
seeking neither their bestowal from the emperor nor to efface the old imperial
centre. They aimed, rather, at overawing and outshining powerful interest
groups in their own realm through borrowed ways of presenting their rule
as God-given. For example, Queen Tamara of Georgia reshuffled motifs of
Byzantine imagery of monarchy to bolster her unprecedented position as a
woman ruling in her own right. Byzantine-derived imagery had long been the
means of expressing Georgian kingly power. Tamara modified it in various
ways to represent her piety and legitimacy in church portraits of herself,
while also highlighting specifically Georgian themes and figures worthy of
veneration.*

Dimitri Obolensky believed that such borrowings from Byzantium’s politi-
cal culture, religious rites and visual media formed a pattern. In his magisterial
work The Byzantine Commonwealth, he envisaged constellations of potentates
and their subjects acknowledging imperial hegemony — whole societies as
well as elites. They were, he maintained, joined together in Orthodox faith, in
regard for the laws, which church and emperor jointly upheld, and in respect
for the emperor. The centre of their Christian universe was Constantinople,
for most of these units had initially received Byzantine missions and came
under the patriarch’s authority. Obolensky postulated that these peripheral
rulers usually accepted the emperor’s overlordship of all Orthodox Christians
as much from pragmatic desire to unify their own realms as from idealistic
devotion to the basileus.

Obolensky recognised that motives were mixed: self-interest could impel
Orthodox rulers into hostilities against the emperor, and the commonwealth’s
composition varied over time. He regarded the adherence to Byzantine nor-
mative values of most of eastern Europe’s Slavonic-speaking regimes at one

4 A. Eastmond, Royal imagery in medieval Georgia (University Park: Pennsylvania State Uni-
versity Press, 1998), 39, 94, 14953, 11923, 181—4; Eastmond, ““Local” saints, art, and regional
identity in the Orthodox world after the fourth crusade’, Sp 78 (2003), 717—24.

5 D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth: eastern Europe s 0o0—1453 (London: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1971), 2-3, 203, 206-8, 272—7, 289—90; Obolensky, ‘Nationalism in eastern
Europe in the middle ages’, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, ser. v, 22 (1972),
11-12.
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time or another as amounting to membership of an institution, for all their
mutability and multiple cultural affinities. Obolensky’s theory incurred criti-
cism from some reviewers, who highlighted the difference in circumstances
between polities located on the edge of the territorial empire and others fur-
ther afield. They also questioned why cognate cultures in southern Italy and
Caucasia did not qualify for consideration and suggested that the common-
wealth was no more than a culturo-religious sphere, lacking any institutional
basis or political connotations.® In the case of Rus, avowals of allegiance to
the tsar, or awareness of Byzantium'’s claim to be Rome’s heir, are singularly
sparse.” The texts ultimately of Greek origin circulating in pre-Mongol Rus
were mostly of religious content, and many had been translated or refashioned
among the South Slavs. Several had been translated in the early tenth century
at the Bulgarian court, with the aim of furnishing its rulers with guidelines for
Orthodox Christian governance. In the process they helped to create a kind of
textual community for Slavonic-readers.® One might conclude from the study
of such texts alone that the Byzantine imperial order provided these rulers
with little more than an assembly kit, from which to take what they pleased
and set up structures to suit their own preconceptions.

Yet for all the local variations between societies owing their Christianity
mainly to Byzantium, certain themes and motifs in their political culture
recur. Leaders aspiring to create their own nodes of material patronage, sacral
largesse and orderly governance took as a model the offices and honours
which Byzantine emperors could confer and retract. This is clearest with
thirteenth- and fourteenth-century Bulgarian rulers: most of the names of their
senior officials and dignities were translations, or slavicised forms, of Byzantine
ones. Serbian leaders, too, borrowed heavily from Byzantine terminology to
create courthierarchy. Offices bestowed in sacral settings and determining rank

6 A.Kazhdan in Vizantiiskii Vremennik 35 (1973), 261—2; G. G. Litavrin in Voprosy Istorii no. 5
(1972), 180—5; R. Browning in English Historical Review 87 (1972), 812—15.

7 S. Franklin, “The empire of the Rhomaioi as viewed from Kievan Russia: aspects of
Byzantino-Russian cultural relations’, B 53 (1983), 507—37.

8 The issue of which texts were translated by whom, and when, is highly controversial:
see F. J. Thomson, “The Bulgarian contribution of the reception of Byzantine culture
in Kievan Rus”: the myths and the enigma’, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12-13 (1988-89),
239—43; A. A. Turilov and B. N. Floria, ‘Khristianskaia literatura u slavian v seredine X-
seredine XI v. i mezhslavianskie kul'turnye sviazi’, in Khristianstvo v stranakh vostochnoi,
iugo-vostochnoi i tsentral’noi Evropy na poroge vtorogo tysiacheletiia, ed. B. N. Floria (Moscow:
Jazyki slavianskoi kul'tury, 2002), 431-3; S. Franklin, Writing, society and culture in early Rus,
c. 950—1300 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 101-3, 136—45; A. Nikoloy,
“Tsariat bogopodrazhatel. Edin prenebregnat aspekt ot politicheskata kontseptsiia na
Simeon I', Annuaire de I'Université de Sofia ‘St Kliment Ohridski’. Centre de Recherches Slavo-
Byzantines ‘Ivan Dujcev’ 91.10 (2002), 113-17.
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appealed to dispenser and recipient alike and texts of Byzantine ceremonies
for conferring on individuals such titles as patrikios were translated into Slavic.
Judging by the quantity of manuscripts found, they seem to have formed
the basis for South Slav court practice. There was local adaptation, however:
kouropalates and patrikios were rendered by the more general kniaz (‘prince’
or ‘notable’).® Such allusions to the palace on the Bosporus did not occur
in an intellectual vacuum. Stefan Dusan’s law-code of 1349 drew heavily on
the treatise synthesising secular and church law that Matthew Blastares had
composed in Thessalonike some years earlier. Dusan’s law-code also adapted
novels of fairly recent basileis, such as Manuel I Komnenos, as well as The
Farmer’s Law in shortened form. The ‘charter’ accompanying his code avowed
his ‘desire to enact certain virtues and truest laws of the Orthodox faith to
be adhered to’, thus subsuming civil regulation within faith. This scheme of
imperial order was supposed to apply to Dusan’s Slav and more or less recently
acquired Greek subjects alike. The code was intended for practical use: an
updated version incorporating DuSan’s recent edicts was promulgated in 1354.
The divinely inspired nature of the ruler’s law making and enforcement was
simultaneously propounded through visual media. For example, a prominent
theme of the wall paintings in DuSan’s church at Lesnovo is the ‘holy wisdom’
that enlightens the ruler, mystically informing his guidance of his people.™
Such depictions of Byzantine imperial attributes dovetail with the predilection
of Dusan and his predecessors for terms of rank redolent of the imperial court.
The distinction between functional and honorific title was not clear-cut, and
bestowal of the more senior offices and titles by fourteenth-century Bulgarian
and Serb rulers was akin to a religious ordination, as in Byzantium itself.
Neither Byzantine secular law-codes nor the concept of office transforming
an individual’s status counted for very much among the Rus, for all Prince
Semen of Moscow’s flattering avowal in 1347 that the empire was ‘the fount of
all piety and the teacher of law-giving and sanctification’.” Yet the Byzantine
imperial order, however hazily conceived among the Rus, held out a compre-
hensive ‘package’ of concepts, rites and authority-symbols, sealed with the
church’s blessing. And eventually their leaders took advantage of it. Ivan III of
Muscovy had particular reason for making his power-centre redolent of the

o I Biliarsky, ‘Le rite du couronnement des tsars dans les pays slaves et promotion d"autres
axiai’, OCP 59 (1993), 94—7, 106—9 (text), 120—2 (trans.); Biliarsky, ‘Some observations on
the administrative terminology of the second Bulgarian empire (13th-14th centuries)’,
BMGS 25 (2001), 79-80, 83.

10 Z. Gavrilovi¢, ‘Divine wisdom as part of Byzantine imperial ideology’, in Studies in
Byzantine and Serbian medieval art (London: Pindar, 2001), 51-3.
11 RPK 11, no. 168, 478-9.
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ancientimperial court, a generation or so after Constantinople fell to the Turks.
His build-up of earthly power coincided with eschatological expectations no
less intense for being variegated: to churchmen such as Ivan’s metropolitan,
Zosima, the fall of New Rome in 1453 might herald the present world’s end
but also God’s glorification of ‘the new emperor Constantine for the new city
of Constantine, Moscow, the sovereign of the whole Rus land and many other
lands’.** Ivan adopted some of the trappings and ritual of the Byzantine court,
laying out the Kremlin as the exemplary centre of newly gathered lands and a
new society, poised between this world and the next.” The ruler as guardian of
souls could be of practical help to whoever believed that a God-willed new age
was at hand. What might seem narrowly religious concerns coloured general
expectations of a prince’s worth, which Ivan built on — in bricks and mortar,
and with symbols of Jerusalem such as the liturgical arks donated to one of the
Kremlin’s churches.™ The sense of being a New Israel was more clearly artic-
ulated and fervently believed among the late fifteenth- and sixteenth-century
Rus elite than that of being the New Rome. Yet it was the imperial city on
the Bosporus that provided the most recent model of, and familiar pathway
towards, the New Jerusalem.

This was not simply a matter of evoking a vanished empire. Ivan’s political
ambitions gained definition from beliefs about the future that emanated from
Orthodox thinking. And, for all their diversity, the eschatological theories took
for granted that Byzantium was God’s most favoured kingdom on earth: any
other Orthodox ruler could only hope to succeed in his own domain by God’s
will, observing the codes of conduct set out by pious tsars. The ruler’s role
as overseer of the church, defender of his subjects and caretaker of their souls
received fullest articulation in Rus with the coronation of Ivan IV as emperor
in 1547. Ivan and his counsellors expressly invoked historical associations with
Byzantium. They elaborated upon the tale of the ‘crown’ sent to one of Ivan’s
distant forebears by Constantine IX Monomachos and adapted Byzantine rites
and texts for the coronation ceremony itself. On murals of the Kremlin’s
Golden Hall were depicted scenes from the history of Israel and Rus (the New
Israel); the God-given quality of the ruler’s power was a prominent theme, his
‘divine wisdom’ being highlighted in the manner of Dusan’s at Lesnovo.” The

12 ‘Mitropolita Zosimy izveshchenie’, RIB v1, cols. 798-9.

13 M. S. Flier, “Till the end of time. The apocalypse in Russian historical experience before
1500°, in Orthodox Russia: belief and practice under the tsars, ed. V. A. Kivelson and R. H.
Greene (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003), 135-6.

14 Ibid., 156-8.

15 D. Rowland, “Two cultures, one throne room. Secular courtiers and orthodox culture
in the Golden Hall of the Moscow Kremlin’, in Orthodox Russia, 41-3, 4751, 54-5.
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symbolism may have been interpreted with varying degrees of subtlety by the
courtiers and churchmen who viewed these pictures, but their message was
inescapable.

Recourse to Byzantine ideology for this purpose was, in a sense, faute de
mieux, in default of alternative formulations of imperial dominance consistent
with Orthodox doctrine. For justification and demonstration of Moscow’s pre-
eminent power and piety, the churchmen appropriated Byzantine ideas and
motifs about the imperial centre and made express allusions to the old hub of
Christian leadership. The sense that Moscow was actually superseding it was
conveyed by dubbing the city the “Third Rome’, in succession to the “Second
Rome’ on the Bosporus. Describing a new centre of political and religious
authority as a ‘new Rome’, a ‘new Tsargrad’, had long been a claim made for
polities aspiring to create their own self-sufficient centres, especially if adjoin-
ing Byzantine territory. From the later thirteenth century, Bulgarian writers
were hailing Veliko T°rnovo as a ‘new Tsargrad’. More striking is the delay in
elaborating upon this claim for Moscow, after somewhat halting experimen-
tation with the epithet in the late fifteenth century. In couching claims for a
new centre within the conceptual framework of the old, claiming for their own
prince the divine sanction long attributed to the basileus in Tsargrad, Muscovite
writers could not casually flout his longstanding pre-eminence. They were, for
the most part, churchmen themselves and therefore belonged to an organisa-
tion whose headquarters remained in his city. There were additional reasons
for Moscow’s self-restraint from overtly imperial posturing. Tatar khans of
the Great Horde, who were, as descendants of Genghis Khan, termed tsars,
still collected tribute from north-east Rus until the late fifteenth century and
Muscovite princes remained vulnerable to the Crimean Tatars and other Tatar
groupings, to whom they paid heavy tribute throughout the sixteenth century.

But a standing caveat to the aspirations of Rus and other rulers was the ecu-
menical patriarchate’s commitment to the idea that Christendom’s unity was
underpinned by the persistence of a ‘Roman’ empire in Constantinople. This
was given currency by, for example, images woven on the sakkos (ceremonial
tunic) belonging to Photios, the Moscow-based metropolitan of Kiev and all
Rus in the early fifteenth century. Prince Vasilii of Moscow and his wife are
depicted facing Emperor John VIII Palaiologos and his bride, who was Vasilii’s
own daughter. Emperor and Rus-born empress are haloed, unlike the prince of
Moscow. The locus of holy rulership and primary authority could scarcely be
made plainer.”® At church services conducted by his head churchman wearing

16 D. Obolensky, ‘Some notes concerning a Byzantine portrait of John VIII Palaeologus’,
Eastern Churches Review 4 (1972), 141-6.
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the sakkos, Vasilii bore witness to the visual message of this gift from Con-
stantinople. He thereby gained status vicariously: his daughter, at least, was
now in the nimbus-league. Assent to union with Rome at the council of Flo-
rence in 1439 did not inflict lasting damage on the standing among the Slavs of
the ecumenical patriarchate. Its reservations about alternative emperors had
therefore to be taken into account by any would-be emperor of a New Rome
even after Constantinople had fallen to the Turks. Hence the organisers of
the coronation of Ivan IV took the precaution of seeking the patriarch’s con-
sent, which was eventually given. Even so, at the moment of anointing, the
officiating metropolitan, Makarii, pronounced a different form of words from
those used in late Byzantine inauguration-rituals. Seemingly, his self-restraint
registered awareness that he was no more patriarch of Constantinople than
Ivan was emperor of the Romans."”

Byzantium was long gone as a territorial empire by the time Makarii per-
formed the coronation in 1547, and paintings in the Golden Hall portrayed
Ivan being crowned by angels. Very few other rulers within the Byzantine
ambit are shown being crowned, whether by Christ or by heavenly beings.
Those few were generally intent on hegemonial status comparable to that of
the basileus, rather than on his uniquely ‘Roman’ title. In 1344—45, for example,
the Bulgarian Ivan Alexander was depicted in a miniature being crowned by
an angel before Christ: Christ is termed ‘tsar of tsars and eternal tsar’ while
Ivan is ‘tsar and autocrat of all the Bulgarians and Greeks’."™ Such outright
visual claims to sovereign authority divinely bestowed were rarer even than
appropriation of an imperial title.

Such hesitations on the part of potentates suggest awareness of the special
status on earth claimed by the basileus, whether or not they regarded his polity
as the empire of the Romans or merely the land of the Greeks. As a working
model of political order underpinned by law, the Byzantine state was of value
for leaders seeking to gather the reins of power into their own hands and
secure them exclusively for their offspring. With the help of God and His
law the basileus presided over a hierarchy, which held out a moral for one’s
own troublesome domestic rivals and subjects in general. There is much to be
said for regarding Byzantium as an exemplary centre, conveying in ritualised
form the norms of hegemonial leadership. Such rites provided more or less

17 M. Arranz, ‘L’aspect rituel de I'onction des empereurs de Constantinople et de Moscou’,
in Roma, Costantinopoli, Mosca [Da Roma alla terza Roma, documenti e studi 1] (Naples:
Edizioni scientifiche italiane, 1983), 414-15.

18 C. Walter, “The iconographical sources for the coronation of Milutin and Simonida at
Gratanica’, in Vizantijska umetnost pocetkom XIV veka, ed. S. Petkovi¢ (Belgrade: Filozofski
fakultet — Odeljenje za istoriju umetnosti, 1978), 199 and plate 16a.
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universally recognisable symbols of authority together with clear intimations
of a heaven-sent mandate to rule and they were of practical use as building
blocks in the establishment of new structures of hegemony. In so far as a ruler
was expressly invoking the Byzantine brand of political culture, he was likely
to show at least a measure of deference to its original and principal exponent.
The alternative, of seeking to eclipse or to take over the template of Christian
authority, was scarcely an option worth considering before 1453.

This rationale can be set out in more or less conventional terms, of self-
interest and the profit-and-loss accruing to individual dynasts and would-be
monarchs among peoples whose elites, at least, were conscious of the Byzan-
tine Empire. And it is plausible for the period when Byzantium enjoyed over-
whelming material wealth and power. However, as Obolensky noted, the hey-
day of the commonwealth came after Byzantium’s politico-military decline
and its religion’s consequent loss of the aura of success. The work of social
anthropologists, such as Mary Helms, on ‘superordinate’ centres helps to
explain this apparent paradox. These are centres, much like the Byzantine
capital, which provide outlying leaders and their peoples with the goods, rites
and symbols with which to organise and define themselves. They hold out a
template to which individuals, political elites or whole communities aspire."
A “superordinate’ centre is, in Helms’s formulation, ‘a geographically distant
setting’ deemed to be a ‘particularly charged point or direction of cosmological
contact between various dimensions of the outside. Because of this conjunc-
tion it is a place where ritual can bring the gods into contact with humans’.*
Association with such superhuman forces sets the leaders and elites of outly-
ing lands in positions of advantage over their subjects and all others lacking in
such links, and at the same time imbues their existing privileges with further
legitimacy.

For their part, those at the centre believe themselves ‘charged with the moral
obligation to repeat or continue the task of manifesting moral legitimacy and
ideological centrality in the face of the non-moral or the less moral on this
earth’. These claims to moral superiority over the ‘barbarians’ take mate-
rial form in the well-crafted or rare objects, which they bestow on them.*
It is this ability, rather than just brute force, which ensures a ‘superordinate’
centre’s continuing prestige and goes along way towards explaining the Byzan-
tine paradox. Long after 1204 Byzantium’s imperial-ecclesiastical complex

19 M. W. Helms, Craft and the kingly ideal: art, trade and power (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 1993).

20 Ibid., 194.

21 Ibid., 180, 181.
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continued to be well equipped to meet the ethical and conceptual as well as
material and political requirements of external societies, and its propaganda
fostered the idea that the imperial court ceremonial was attuned to the heav-
enly sphere.

Mount Athos and Serb saints, princes and emperors

The theory of the ‘superordinate’ centre offers an explanation for the paradox
that the standing of the Byzantine Empire remained high, arguably rising
further, after ‘the God-protected city’ succumbed to the Fourth Crusade,
losing material wealth and unbroken continuity of sovereignty, as well as
sacred relics. The city kept its allure even though it never fully recovered after
1204. But there were other, more specific, reasons why beliefs that the empire
was divinely ordained could accommodate such a catastrophe. In Orthodox
eyes the fate of the City was intertwined with that of the empire and God’s
design for mankind. The City’s fall to barbarians could herald the End of
Time, but it might alternatively warn His people to mend their ways and
find spiritual rebirth. Such had been the theme of preachers during barbarian
assaults in earlier centuries.” The collapse could therefore be interpreted as
signalling God’s demand for stricter religious observance from His people.
The events culminating in the crusaders’ seizure of the City seem to have been
followed intently by even the most distant Orthodox. A full narrative comes
from a Novgorodian chronicle. Probably composed not long afterwards, it
apportions blame to the Greek tsars” internecine strife rather than to Latin
aggression.” The restoration of the capitalin 1261 signalled the rehabilitation of
Constantinople as a locus of God-blessed authority on earth. The mystique of
its rightful incumbents watching over all true-believers appealed to Orthodox
rulers not only because the basileus was now more malleable and suggestible,
but also because of a new-found solidarity in the face of the threat to the
Orthodox faith from the Latins.

If the imperial capital provided one conduit to God’s kingdom, Byzan-
tine monasteries offered another. The veneration and awe they generated as
microcosms of the celestial order had come increasingly since the mid-tenth
century to focus on the Holy Mountain of Athos. Imperial patronage ensured

22 P.J. Alexander, “The strength of empire and capital as seen through Byzantine eyes’, Sp 37
(1962), 343—7; D. M. Nicol, Church and society in the last centuries of Byzantium (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979), 98-9, 104—5.

23 Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’ starshego i mladshego izvodov, ed. A. N. Nasonov (Moscow
and Leningrad: Akademia nauk SSSR. Institut istorii, 1950; reprinted St Petersburg, 2000),
240—6.
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privileged status for its monks. Many individuals were attracted there from out-
side the empire, some founding religious communities. Almost from the first
there were houses of Iberians (Georgians) and Amalfitans, and from the mid-
eleventh century special ties linked Athos with the Kievan cave-monastery,
whose founder, Anthony, was tonsured there before being directed back to
Rus. His monastery on the Dnieper was thought to have ‘originated with the
blessing of the Holy Mountain’.** Xylourgou, the Rus house on Athos, was
the beneficiary of an imperial chrysobull issued in 1169. It granted the abbot’s
request that the governing body of Athos set aside an additional house, St Pan-
teleimon, to accommodate the numerous and well-funded Rus monks, who
were expected to restore and fortify it, to serve God and ‘pray for our most
excellentholy emperor’.” By the later twelfth century the hundreds of religious
houses and hermits’ retreats on Athos exerted atleast as great a drawing-power
over outsiders as they did over the emperor’s subjects. When the seventeen-
year-old son of Stefan Nemanja, the Serb ruler, heard the call, he headed for
Athos. There he was tonsured and received the monastic name of Sava. A few
years later in 1196 his father abdicated and joined him on the Holy Mountain,
taking the monastic name of Symeon. The following June the Emperor Alexios
IIT Angelos assigned to Symeon and Sava the monastery of Chilandar, which
was to receive ‘those of the Serb people choosing the monastic way of life’
and was to be ‘self-governing and autonomous’ like the houses ‘of the Iberi-
ans and the Amalfitans . . . situated on this mountain’.?® Chilandar expressly
looked to the Byzantine emperor for protection from predatory tax-officials.
By ensuring that the emperor rather than the protos of Athos confirmed newly
elected abbots of the monastery, it also saw the emperor as a counterweight to
the protos, who exercised a wide-ranging jurisdiction over the monasteries of
Athos.”” A kind of ‘triangulation’” emerged: non-Greek-speaking communities
could secure their place on ‘the Holy Mountain’ through imperial title-deeds,
even while serving as channels for their own people’s access to God, each
staking its special claim to divine protection.

The gravitation towards Athos of Sava, followed by his father, occurred
while Serb political relations with the empire were fraying. Gifts and titles
lost something of their allure in a time of imperial indigence and military
impotence. The uprising in Bulgarialed by the Asen brothers against Byzantine

24 PVL, 69.

25 Actesde Saint-Pantéléémon, ed. P. Lemerle et al. [AA 12] (Paris: P. Lethielleux, 1982), 83 (text);
D. Nastase, ‘Les débuts de la communauté oecuménique du mont Athos’, SUuueIkTa 6
(1985), 2902, 294.

26 Actes de Chilandar, ed. M. Zivojinovié et al. [AA 20] (Paris: CNRS, 1998), 1, 108—9 (text).

27 Ibid., 1, 28-9.
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rule in 1185-86 was initially directed against excessive taxes. The heterogeneous
nature of the insurgents and rivalries between the brothers were handicaps,
but the notion of a revived Bulgarian polity began to coalesce around the
cults of saints such as Ivan of Rila and Emperor Peter of Bulgaria, aided by
texts and folklore concerning past Bulgarian power. The onset of the Fourth
Crusade gave the surviving Asen brother, Kalojan, a chance to consolidate his
embryonic dominions by turning to the papacy for confirmation of his rule.
Together with a crown and sceptre Innocent III bestowed on Kalojan the title
of king of the Bulgarians and Vlachs. The Serbs were equally opportunistic.
In 1199 the Serb ruler, Sava’s brother Stefan, showed his lack of respect for
the Byzantine Emperor Alexios III, repudiating the latter’s daughter Eudokia
and despatching her homewards virtually naked. Stefan eventually received
a crown from the legate of Pope Honorius III in 1217, referring to himself in
his charters as the “first-crowned king’. However, these thrusts away from the
Byzantine orbit were short-lived and rather superficial. This was partly due to
the attachment of local populations, Greek-speaking or Slavonic-speaking, to
Orthodox religious rites and imagery.

The aspirations of Serb and Bulgarian rulers to rule over heterogeneous
communities scattered across mountainous terrain relied heavily on local
cooperation: brute force and intimidation were of only momentary value.
Association with the incontestably sacred was a means of gaining such
cooperation: thus one of the first moves of the Bulgarian tsar Ivan Asen ITupon
defeating the ‘emperor’ of Thessalonike, Theodore Angelos, at Klokotnica in
1230 was to head for Athos and lavish gifts and privileges on the monasteries
there. To the family of Stefan Nemanja, association with Athos was espe-
cially valuable, highlighting their unique status as well as the sanctity of the
monasteries they founded in their own land. In 1206 or 1207 the relics of Stefan
Nemanja were borne from Athos to the monastery-church of Studenica he
had founded, and soon they were oozing holy oil again. The translation was
the work of Sava who, although no longer resident on Athos, was still a fre-
quent visitor. The Serb leadership’s commitment to eastern Orthodoxy was
further reinforced in 1219 when Sava was ordained “archbishop of Pe¢ and of
all Serbia” by the Orthodox patriarch in Nicaea, his standing being recognised
by a synodal decree issued with the emperor’s authority.

In this, as in other cases, coterminous ecclesiastical organisation sharp-
ened the territorial definition of still-embryonic polities, while also bringing
legitimisation. Sava performed the coronation of Radoslav, the eldest son
(by Eudokia) and successor of Stefan ‘the first-crowned’. Subsequently, in
1233/4, Sava crowned Radoslav’s brother, the usurper Vladislav. Without being
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precisely formulated, the close involvement of Stefan Nemanja and his descen-
dants with the Holy Mountain was of inestimable value in establishing the
dynasty. Sava embedded their piety in his Life of his father, in his translation of
the Nomokanon, and in the monastic rulebook (Typikon), which he composed
for Chilandar.*® His work went far towards turning these Serb chieftains not
merely into a dynasty, but into a holy family, incomparable in sacred order and
law. Through harping on parallels with scriptural figures, literary apologists
for the dynasty sought to bring definition and a sense of common purpose
to disparate subject-populations, by presenting them as a New Israel with a
mission from God. This, in turn, reinforced the dynasty’s title to legitimate
self-determination. At the same time the ruling house’s self-identification with
Mount Athos and its patronage of the Serbs’ sacral rallying-point on ‘the Holy
Mountain” wove ties, gossamer-thin yet durable, with the Roman emperors
once the latter returned to Constantinople: the basileus’s protection and fiscal
privileges remained of inestimable value to the monks of Chilandar, as to other
Athonite houses.

It was against this background that Stefan Uro$ I Milutin (1282-1321) looked
to Athos as well as to the patronage of monasteries and churches within the
dominions he inherited or acquired. After overrunning Byzantine territories as
far south as Prilep and Ohrid and then capturing Durrés (Dyrrakhion), Milutin
came to terms, wedding Simonis, the infant daughter of Andronikos II, in 1299.
This marked a turning back towards Byzantium and away from the west, which
had provided the most lucrative markets for the production of Serbia’s silver-
mines. Western influence was all too clear in the Romanesque and early Gothic,
which had hitherto predominated in Serb church architecture. Milutin now
sought to set in stone his hegemony over newly conquered subjects, truculent
Serb nobles, and his own disgruntled elder brother and nephew, but he chose
to call on the services, not of Latins, but of the most proficient Byzantine-
trained architects and craftsmen. Their skills shine out not only from the
mausoleums and show-churches built at his expense within his dominions, but
also from Chilandar and from monuments in Constantinople, Thessalonike
and Jerusalem. These extensive building-projects were recorded among other
feats of this new Constantine by his biographer, Danilo.*” Milutin also made
substantial gifts of lands to the monastery of Chilandar, which served as a

28 V. Corovi¢, Spisi sv. Save, in Zbornik za Istoriju, Jezik i KniZevnost Srpskog Naroda 17 (1928),
5-13.

29 Danilo 11, Zitije kralja Milutina, in Archbishop Danilo et al., Zivoti kraljeva arhiepiskopa
stpskih, ed. D. Dani¢i¢ (Zagreb: US. Galca, 1866), 148—51.
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kind of seminary for senior churchmen in Serbia.** He took care to have these
grants confirmed by imperial chrysobulls. On occasion, Andronikos I showed
and sought goodwill through his own gifts and privileges. For example, in 1313
to mark the victory of a joint Byzantine—Serbian force over a marauding band
of Turks Andronikos provided Milutin, ‘my dearest son and son-in-law’, with
a village with tax-exempt lands on the Strymon, so that he could donate it to
Chilandar.?* Milutin also obtained imperial chrysobulls to confirm the title of
monastic possessions within his dominions, for example for the house of St
Niketas near Skopje.*

Byzantium offered Milutin the richest arsenal for devising a political culture
consonant with his aspirations. Direct association with the basileus and evoca-
tions of his court ceremonial served to legitimise Milutin’s gains and to con-
solidate his monarchical regime. The donor-portrait in Milutin’s monastery-
church and putative mausoleum at Gracanica shows two angels presenting him
and his wife with royal crowns, crowning them on behalf of Christ.* Milutin’s
court decked out with gold and silken trappings was like a stage set, striving
for ‘imperial and, so far as was possible, even Roman excellence’, in the words
of a visiting Byzantine ambassador.?* If he went further than his predecessors
in portraying himself'and his wife as God-crowned, his audacity owed much to
the fact that Simonis was the emperor’s daughter, possessing divinely conferred
authority in her own right: reportedly, he had dismounted before receiving
her ‘as a sovereign, not a wife’.*® He received from the Byzantine empress a
crown almost as splendid as the emperor’s own.? In return for his displays
of deference Milutin acquired plausibly quasi-imperial attributes, setting him
head and shoulders above his malcontent brother and other members of his
family. Not that ancestors were disregarded: near Milutin’s donor-portrait in
Gractanica, a wall painting depicts his descent from Stefan Nemanja by means
of a variant on the Tree of Jesse.

Like his grandfather Milutin, Stefan Dusan was willing to war with the
empire when opportunities presented themselves. Exploiting the minority of
John V Palaiologos he seized the lands of south-east Macedonia and extended

30 Danilo was its abbot before eventually becoming, in 1324, archbishop of Serbia.

31 Chilandar, 1, 45, 205-8 (text).

32 Ibid., 1, 43, 69-70, 174-5 (text).

33 Walter, ‘Iconographical sources’, 183—5, 199—200 and fig. 1.

34 Theodore Metochites, TpeoBeuTirds, in K. N. Sathas, Meoaicwvikn) BiA1o01ikn (Venice:
Chronos, 1872), 1, 173.

35 George Pachymeres, Relations historiques, ed. and trans. A. Failler [CFHB 24/4], 1v (Paris:
Institut frangais d’études byzantines, 1999), X.4; 314-15.

36 Nikephoros Gregoras, Byzantina historia, ed. L. Schopen and I. Bekker (Bonn:
Ed. Weber, 1829), VIL.5: 1,242.
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his dominions as far as the Strymon and the Chalkidike peninsula. Upon
capturing the key town of Serres in September 1345, Stefan was proclaimed
emperor and, by the time the newly proclaimed Patriarch Joanikij (formerly
archbishop of Pe¢) crowned him emperor at Skopje on 16 April 1346, he was
signalling his territorial acquisitions at Byzantium’s expense: in an Athonite
charter of January 1346 Stefan styled himself “emperor and autocrat of Serbia
and Romania’, thereby alluding to the ‘Greek lands” now under his control.”
In stark contrast to the regimes in Constantinople, Stefan could offer effective
protection and order. According to Nikephoros Gregoras, Stefan ‘exchanged
the barbarian way for the manners of the Romans’, wore a crown and robes
befitting a Roman emperor, and reserved newly conquered regions for himself
to rule according to the Romans’ custom’.*®

In keeping with this, Stefan had himself portrayed as receiving, together
with his wife and son, crowns directly from Christ. The same wall painting, at
Lesnovo, declares his enlightenment by virtue of divine wisdom. In general,
Stefan outshone his predecessors in the sophistication with which he har-
nessed Byzantine iconographical programmes and ideology to his regime’s
needs. Even so, he appears to have baulked at assailing Constantinople’s walls.
In so far as Stefan aspired to power in the City, it was through dynastic links: in
1343 he betrothed his infant son-and-heir to the daughter of the late Emperor
Andronikos III. He also forbore from styling himself ‘emperor of the Romans’
in his chrysobulls for Athonite houses, even though their prefaces empha-
sise that the church and monasteries featured among imperial concerns — in
accordance with the basileus’s own conventions.

There were several reasons for Stefan’s forbearance. He had spent some
of his formative years in Constantinople. The emphatic regard he showed
for Christian law and church order owed something to his observation of
their benefits in a Byzantine setting. Besides, repulse from Constantinople’s
formidable walls would only confirm that the City was still ‘God-protected’
against ‘the nations’, the Serbs included. There was another constraint: the
primacy accorded to the ‘emperor of the Romans’ by the monasteries of
Athos. Stefan showed personal devotion to the ways of the monks and belief
in the mountain’s protective force. Partly to escape the Black Death, he stayed
there for eight months in 1347-48 together with his wife and son, visiting
several monasteries and venerating their shrines. He restored to many houses
properties on the mainland lost during the Byzantine civil wars and made

37 Actes d’Iviron, 1v, De 1328 au début du XVle siécle, ed. J. Lefort et al. [AA 19] (Paris:
P. Lethielleux, 1995), 114; 116 (text).
38 Nikephoros Gregoras, 11, XV.I: 11,747.
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generous gifts of lands and tax-revenues. For example, he commended himself
to the monks of the Rus house of St Panteleimon, hoping their prayers might
render Christ merciful for his actions. The monastery of the Iberians — now
occupied mostly by Greeks —likewise received land grants and tax-exemptions,
asdid the houses of Docheiariou and Esphigmenou. Stefan’s moves were politic
as well as spiritually salutary, but obtaining the monks’ prayers came at a price.
In 1345 they notified him that despite his generosity they would be praying first
for ‘the emperor of the Romans’ and only then for his ‘kingliness’ (kpaAoT1s),
a stipulation fraught with connotations of the basileus’s superior legitimacy as
well as precedence.* The prayers or maledictions of Athonite monks were not
for Stefan Dusan to decide. General acknowledgement of the basileus’s age-old
legitimacy was such that in 1351 Stefan even sought confirmation by John V
for the charter that he himself had issued for the house of Chilandar.#° This,
in turn, virtually ruled out a hostile bid by Stefan for the throne of John V, an
incontestably legitimate emperor of the Romans. Similar constraints weighed
with Milutin, who had refrained from styling himself tsar, save on some of his
seals.

The Serb rulers stood out from other Orthodox rulers in extending their
dominion to Athos: they maintained their overlordship of the mountain for
sixteen years after Stefan’s death in 1355. But a sacred enclave on the mountain
was sought by several other aspiring rulers, Greek-speaking basileis among
them, perhaps goaded by Stefan’s example. In 1374 the emperor of Trebizond,
Alexios III, explained his support for the monastery of Dionysiou thus: ‘all
emperors, kings or rulers of some fame have built monasteries on the Holy
Mountain for their eternal memory’. Alexios was therefore adding ‘a new
foundation in order to survive eternally in the memory of the people’.# The
princes of Wallachia were no less zealous patrons. The earthly respect and
eternal blessings, which the monks’ prayers and devotion to the mountain’s
shrines could earn, spoke to them all.

Such zeal may be dismissed as just another example of how Byzantium'’s
imperial and religious symbols were used as building-materials by external fig-
ures for their own political structures. Dusan had to take account of Athonite
reverence for the ‘emperor of the Romans’ in Constantinople, but his practical

39 Grcke povelje srpskih viadara, ed. A. Solovjev and V. A. Mosin (Belgrade: Srpska kraljevska
akademija, 1936; reprinted London: Variorum, 1974), 32-3.

40 Obolensky, Byzantine Commonwealth, 256; D. Kora¢, ‘Sveta Gora pod srpskom vlastu
(1345-1371)°, Zbornik Radova Vizantiloskog Instituta 31 (1992), 84—6, 108—11.

41 Actes de Dionysiou, ed. N. Oikonomides et al. [AA 4] (Paris: P. Lethielleux, 1968), 60 (text).
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support for the emperor of the day was clearly determined by self-interest.
Besides, the monks of Athos, constantly squabbling over properties and mat-
ters of discipline, were far from a united bloc and relatively few saw themselves
as cheerleaders for individual emperors. None the less many senior monks and
leading holy men on the mountain had strong personal ties with the patriar-
chate of Constantinople, which assumed formal responsibility for the Holy
Mountain in 1312, even if the monasteries continued to look to the emperor as
supreme legal authority. Three notable patriarchs of the fourteenth century
had spent time on the mountain, Niphon (1310-14), Kallistos (1350-53; 1355-63)
and Philotheos Kokkinos (1353-54; 1364—76); so, too, had Isidore I Boucheiras
(1347-50). Bitter, heavily documented disputes over religious discipline and
hesychasm sometimes divided Athonite monks from the hierarchy in Con-
stantinople, but in an era of spiritual exploration and the high expectations
invested in a life of prayer, discord between driven holy men and the ecclesi-
astical and monastic establishments was more or less inevitable. In fact, the
disputatious character of fourteenth-century monasticism made the notion of
an overarching custodian of the fundamentals of doctrine and hierarchy all the
more desirable to those vested with formal ecclesiastical or monastic author-
ity. This combined with the predisposition of leading Athonites to venerate
the ‘holy emperor of the Romans’ above all others, regarding him as the prime
legal guarantor of their estates” tax-exemptions and other privileges.

The arc of Orthodoxy

The Constantinopolitan patriarchs had reasons of their own for insisting on
respect for the imperial majesty, now that they played a unique part in the
inauguration ritual of emperors. They made themselves indispensable in the
early thirteenth century once they began anointing the emperor with chrism,
thus providing sacramental confirmation of his fitness to rule with God’s
grace. By the mid-thirteenth century the patriarch was being described as the
spiritual image of Christ and source of the emperor’s authority, redoubling
claims already made by Photios in the ninth century. The mystique of high
ecclesiastical office gained iconographic expression in the fourteenth century,
when wall paintings in the Balkans began to depict Christ wearing a patriarchal
sakkos in liturgical scenes.

In part, this was a reflection of the retreat of effective imperial authority,
a consequence of the loss of Constantinople to the Latins in 1204. It was the
Patriarch Germanos II (1223-40) who had to confront the new situation. He

21

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



JONATHAN SHEPARD

was repeatedly called upon to intervene and arbitrate between prelates and
their flocks in areas lacking imperial governance, for example Latin-dominated
Cyprus or Melitene, long under Turkish rule. He found that such recognition
of him as arbiter of church discipline and law was of value in dealings with the
papacy, asacounterbalance to papal claims to universality. A letter of Germanos
addressed to the curia’s cardinals in 1232 lists all those peoples who in obedience
to their Byzantine mother-church have stayed firm in their Orthodoxy. They
range from the Ethiopians and “all the Syrians’ to the Georgians (‘Iberians’),
Alans, ‘the numberless people of the Rus’ and the victorious realm of the
Bulgarians.#* That this was more than a rhetorical declaration is evident from
Germanos’ role in 1228, when called on to determine the jurisdiction of Rus
bishops in relation to their princes.”

After the restoration in 1261 of the ecumenical patriarchate to Constantino-
ple the pressure on the patriarch to provide guidance to Orthodox commu-
nities mounted still further. A happy accident has preserved the patriarchal
register for the period from 1315 to the beginning of the fifteenth century. It
provides a wealth of detail in comparison with what survives from earlier:
copies of letters were quite carefully kept, while the proceedings and judge-
ments recorded display competence in church law and regard for all interested
parties. The patriarchate needed to put on record the ways in which it was vin-
dicating its pre-eminence over other Orthodox churches: reorganising sees to
take account of new circumstances; answering enquiries from external poten-
tates and churchmen; adjudging disputes; and at least attempting to lay down
the law. The patriarchs could, in the process, hope to inspire greater respect
from the Greek-speaking congregations and secular authorities on their own
doorstep, and this was not the least incentive for them.

A few examples may illustrate the manifold ways in which thirteenth- and
fourteenth-century patriarchs of the New Rome provided pastoral care for
Orthodox churches and communities. Many sees were instituted, raised in
status or merged. While our evidence is seldom specific, the patriarchate
seems to have been adapting to new circumstances with alacrity. For the
creation of metropolitan sees and transfers of churchmen from one see to
another, the emperor’s authority was needed. Significantly, a tract dedicated
to the subject of transfers underwent two revisions and updates around the
turn of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, while Andronikos II is said to

42 A. L. Tautu, Acta Honorii III (1216-1227) et Gregorii IX (1227-1241) (Rome, 1950), 251-2;
Reg. no. 1257.
43 Reg. no. 1247.
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have commissioned a work listing the current ranking-order of sees side by
side with a traditional version.*

One example of the speed with which the ecclesiastical authorities reacted
to the unexpected is the see instituted at the headquarters of the Golden
Horde on the Lower Volga. The see of Sarai, named after the encampment
that sprang up there, received in 1261 a certain Mitrofan, seemingly its first
incumbent. Although Mitrofan himself was apparently Rus-born, appointed
by the Rus metropolitan, his immediate successors were Greek-speakers and
in close touch with Constantinople. In 1276, for example, Bishop Theognostos
attended a meeting of the patriarchal synod and posed questions of canon law
and Christian discipline. The synod’s answers deal with such questions as what
the bishop should doifhe wished to celebrate mass and only had prieststohand,
rather than (more appropriately) deacons. The responses made allowances for
the steppe world in which the bishop was officiating. Masses could be cele-
brated without deacons, if none were available; consecrated bread could be
transported around and former sacred vessels could be restored and reused.
However, a priest who had fought in battle must be dismissed from office if he
had killed anyone. And the prelates of neighbouring sees were not to visit Sarai
and claim the right to look after members of their congregations there,” which
suggests a predisposition of Orthodox churchmen to frequent the new power
centre. Theognostos and his successors served as intermediaries between the
khans and the Constantinopolitan authorities, while also brokering the fre-
quent visits of the metropolitans and princes of Rus to the khan’s court. In
fostering this Christian out-station, the patriarchs of Constantinople acted
in close liaison with the emperors, who generally sought amicable relations
with the leaders of the Golden Horde, as pillars of stability on their northern
approaches and allies against the Turks in Asia Minor. Illegitimate daughters
of all three of the first Palaiologan emperors were married to khans, maintain-
ing themselves at Sarai with sizeable entourages. Thus dynastic ties enlivened
the Byzantine ecclesiastical presence on the Lower Volga from the turn of
the thirteenth century, an example of the way the imperial-ecclesiastical com-
plex extended its reach across the pax mongolica in competition with the Latin
church.

The patriarchal registers also deal with issues of church order in the eastern
Black Sea region. Alania is the subject of several entries. Its metropolitan

44 RPK 11, no. 138, 300-1; Reg. no. 2235; Notitiae episcopatuum, ed. Darrouzes, 179-81; J. Dar-
rouzés, ‘Le traité des transferts. Edition critique et commentaire’, REB 42 (1984), 169.

45 ‘Otvety konstantinopol’skogo patriarshogo sobora’, in RIB vi, prilozheniia 1, cols. 8-12;
Reg. no. 1427.
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was among those overeager to intervene at Saral. The main issues seem to
have arisen from the proliferation of sees and recalcitrant prelates, rather than
lack of revenues or priestly material. Thus around 1344 the ancient coastal
see of Soterioupolis was restored to metropolitan status, provoking indignant
protests from the metropolitan of Alania, to whose province it had belonged. A
subsequent metropolitan of Alania, Symeon, was himself the butt of repeated
complaints from clergymen and a monk around the Lower Don: he was
accused of infringing their rights, appropriating their revenues, and simony.
A further charge levelled against Symeon at the patriarchal synod in 1356
was presuming to consecrate an incumbent for the ‘metropolitan see of the
Caucasians’.4®

Resolution of this, as of many other cases, was complicated by the rapid
turnover of patriarchs, itself a reflection of the instability of imperial regimes at
the time: several judgements concerning distant sees shifted with the vagaries
of politics in the City. The synod had simultaneously to cope with contin-
uing changes in local circumstances. Many problems were essentially ones
of success: the need, for example, to provide Christian priests for numerous
and articulate communities. The appearance of a ‘metropolitan see of the
Caucasians’ in the first half of the fourteenth century implies an expansion
in Orthodox populations to the south of Alania; so, too, does Metropolitan
Symeon’s specious argument that besides this see there now existed a separate
‘bishopric of Caucasia” which came under his authority. Symeon’s presump-
tion — shown to be fraudulent after the synod consulted ‘the canonical books’
listing the sees — was probably fuelled by his connections with the Mongol
khans: the synod noted that with the aid of his ‘bishop of Caucasia’ he had
also consecrated a new bishop for the see at Sarai.*

Symeon was far from unique in being well connected and well funded,
or, indeed, in being querulous. Substantial numbers of the Tatar elite became
Christians, judging by the names on Greek-language gravestones around Soug-
daia and in the mountains of the south-eastern Crimea. The expansion of
well-to-do Orthodox households and communities forms the background to
a number of disputes involving prelates across an arc of Orthodoxy spanning
the north coast of the Black Sea in the first half of the fourteenth century. Thus
in 1317 the metropolitan of Sougdaia complained to the synod that patriarchal
officials (exarchs) from the metropolitan see of Gotthia were appropriating rev-
enues from churches belonging to his own see. The synod characteristically

46 RPK 11, no. 215, 212-17; Reg. no. 2392; Nikephoros Gregoras, XXXVIIL.6-8: III, 532-3.
47 RPK 111, no. 215, 218-19; Reg. no. 2392.
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determined that the case should be investigated on the spot by ‘neighbouring
metropolitans’, in this case of Alania, Vicina and Zichia-Matracha.”® ‘Neigh-
bouring’ wasno misnomer, seeing how easy —thanks to the Genoese —journeys
along the north coast of the Black Sea and between the Crimea and Con-
stantinople had become. The problem in the fore-mentioned case bespeaks
rivalries rather than simply uncertainty over diocesan boundaries or insecurity:
the issue turned on revenues from newly built churches in the Sougdaian see,
and the measures taken by officials acting on behalf of the patriarchate there.

The metropolitan of Alania had a counterpart west of the Black Sea, at
Vicina, in the region of the Danube delta. This see was raised to metropolitan
status at the behest of Michael VIII Palaiologos, probably during the 1260s.
The town soon became an important entrepot of the Genoese. There are
ample signs of trade and Byzantine material culture in the Danube delta of
the Palaiologan period.* Besides illustrating the adaptability of the imperial-
ecclesiastical complex to altered circumstances, the creation of a metropoli-
tan see at Vicina reflected an awareness of its commercial potential, which
worked to the benefit of its incumbents, such as Bishop Luke who lent out his
church funds for 8oo gold pieces annually.® The metropolitan’s means prob-
ably stemmed directly or indirectly from the Genoese merchants’ lucrative
dealings at Vicina. The metropolitan used his funds to attend to the needs of
his spiritual flocks on the fringes of the steppes, as well as carrying out other
services for the emperor. Thus in 1301 the metropolitan acted as the intermedi-
ary between Andronikos II and several thousand Alan cavalrymen, who were
seeking asylum with their families.>" The patriarchate also maintained a pres-
ence at this time in the vicinity of the Danube delta through the possession of
a series of strongholds.” These initiatives could not, however, ensure lasting
security for Vicina. Devastated around 1340 by a Tatar band, the town lost its
role as an important emporium for Genoese merchants. Soon afterwards its
metropolitans ceased to reside there.”

This setback did not, however, put paid to an organised Orthodox presence
in the region of the Lower Danube. Alexander was a forceful warlord (voevoda)

48 RPK1, no. 52, 342—7; Reg. no. 2082.

49 On the problem of the precise location of Vicina and on Genoese trading activities there,
see P. S. Nisturel, ‘Mais ou donc localiser Vicina?’, BF 12 (1987); ODB, 11 (sub Vicina).
See also V. Frangois, ‘Elaborate incised ware: une preuve du rayonnement de la culture
byzantine a I'époque paléologue’, Bsl 61 (2003), 161.

50 Athanasios, Correspondence, ed. Talbot, 56—7; Reg. no. 1613.

51 George Pachymeres, Relations historiques, 1V, X.16; 336—9.

52 These are listed in a deed of c.1321: RPK 1, no. 64, 400-1; Reg. no. 2101.
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based around Curtea de Arges, who sought Byzantine approval for the creation
of an Orthodox see for his territories, as a way of solemnising his secession
from the Angevin kingdom of Hungary. For some time he had been hosting at
his court the displaced metropolitan of Vicina, Hyakinthos. In 1359 Byzantium
acceded to his request that his guest should become the ‘legitimate pastor
of all Oungrovlachia for the blessing and spiritual direction of himself, his
children and all his lordship” and agreed to the creation of a metropolitan
see for “all Oungrovlachia” after Hyakinthos’s death. The centre of gravity
of Orthodox ecclesiastical organisation in the region thus shifted inland to
Alexander’s court. In 1370 Alexander obtained permission from the ecumenical
patriarchate to create a ‘metropolitan see of part of Oungrovlachia’, which
covered the Banate of Severin, his territories along the Hungarian border. He
himself was dubbed ‘great voevoda and master of all Oungrovlachia’. In return,
he provided a written pledge that the patriarch and his synod would appoint all
future heads of his church and that all Oungrovlachia should remain under the
authority of the Great Church.>* The emperor and patriarch thereby gained
anew out-station of appointees, personal contacts and admirers, north of the
Lower Danube. The transfer of Hyakinthos received imperial approval, which
was, according to Patriarch Kallistos’s letter to Alexander of 1359, ‘especially
because of your Honour’s unblemished good-faith and love towards my most
excellent and holy autocrat from God, most sublime emperor of the Romans,
the quintessence of all good things’.” How far Alexander’s ‘good-faith” had
substance is debatable, but his son and heir Vladislav took a bride who may well
have belonged to the imperial court-circle.*® Around the same time, responding
to repeated requests from Mount Athos, Alexander made generous donations
to the dilapidated monastery of Koutloumousiou, while his son Vladislav went
further still, becoming its “proprietor and founder’, according to his charter
for the monastery of 1369.”

Young Wallachian monks streamed into the rebuilt house, and their desire
to relax some of its disciplines aroused objections from the Greeks remaining
there. These were, however, essentially problems of success, exemplifying the
attraction exerted by the mountain. An agreement on the degree of asceticism
to be practised in Koutloumousiou was eventually reached between its abbot,

54 RPK1I,1n0.243, 412-13, 414-17; Reg. no. 2411. For the second metropolitanate, see Miklosich
and Miiller, 1, 5323, 535-6; Reg. nos. 2588, 2593.

55 RPK 111, no. 244, 420-1; Reg. no. 2412.

56 S. Andreescu, ‘Alliances dynastiques des princes de Valachie (XIV-XVI siecles)’, Revue
des Etudes Sud-Est Européennes 23 (1985), 350—60.

57 Actes de Kutlumus, ed. P. Lemerle [AA 2], new edition (Paris: P. Lethielleux, 1988), 9-11;
104 (text).
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Chariton, the Wallachian monks, leading holy men of the mountain, and
Vladislav; the latter making generous donations by way of encouragement.
In 1372 Chariton was appointed metropolitan of Oungrovlachia in succession
to Hyakinthos, supplementing Athos’s links with outlying non-grecophone
populations of substantial means, while the ‘metropolitan of part of Oun-
grovlachia’ was a former senior official of the Great Church, Daniel Kritopou-
los, who now took the name of Anthimos. Chariton later added the charge
of protos of the Holy Mountain to his responsibilities. Thus an intricate web
joined Athos and the imperial-ecclesiastical establishment to the Wallachian
elite. While many threads were ofa personal nature, they often proved durable.
At the same time institutional links were forged with other potentates of the
region. For example, in 1301 a lesser voevoda, Balitza, and his brother presented
their monastery of St Michael in Maramures (near Sighetu Marmatiei) to the
patriarchate; as a ‘patriarchal monastery’, it received direct supervision from
Constantinople, while the abbot dispensed ecclesiastical justice locally, serving
as patriarchal exarch.®

Another important institutional link between Constantinople and a nascent
polity north of the Danube delta had been forged by 1386 with the creation of
the metropolitan see of ‘Maurovlachia’ (Moldavia). The local ruler, however,
expelled the patriarch’s appointee to the new see and imposed his own nom-
inee, a relative named Joseph: a fait accompli, which the patriarchate finally
accepted in 1401. Meanwhile monasteries were being founded in Moldavia,
not least at Suceava, the princely stronghold and metropolitan see. The fact
that neighbouring Galicia was now under Catholic rule following the Polish—
Lithuanian Union of Krewo in 1385 acted as a stimulus to Byzantine interest
in the region. When Joseph died, Emperor Manuel II took it upon himself to
appoint his successor in 1416; having made his choice, he pressed the patriarch
to issue the new appointee with “patriarchal letters’. Such was the importance
of the see to Manuel, and such was Manuel’s capacity for intervening in church
affairs.>®

These developments in the region of the Lower Danube have been recoun-
ted at length because they illustrate the adaptability of Byzantine monks
and churchmen to circumstances: they turned setbacks to their advantage
through their ability to harness the energies and resources of ‘upwardly
mobile” potentates far beyond the empire’s territorial bounds. For most of
these men of the cloth, the emperor uniquely symbolised the continuity

58 For St Michael’s, see Miklosich and Miiller, 11, 156—7; Reg. no. 2892.
59 E. Popescu, Christianitas Daco-Romana (Bucharest: Editura Academiei, 1994), 461-3.
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of the universal church as part of God’s design for mankind. There was no
exact counterpart to this in the Latin scheme of things. Beleaguered as they
were by Turkish armies, Byzantine emperors could still offer aspiring rulers
means of dignifying and legitimising their regimes, not least court ritual. Late
fourteenth- and fifteenth-century Wallachian and Moldavian voevody conferred
Byzantine-style dignities on their notables, like Bulgarian and Serb rulers before
them.

Coping with the flux beyond the steppes

Matters stood rather differently in the wider world of the steppes and
the northern forest zones. Emperor and patriarch had readily provided for
the new power-centres that emerged there after the Tatars’ onslaught; early
in the fourteenth century, metropolitan sees were created for the Rus principal-
ity of Galich (Galicia) and, around 1315, for the polity of the Lithuanian grand
dukes. The latter were still practising pagans, but they had drastically extended
their dominions to the south and south-east, incorporating large populations
of Orthodox Rus. The Orthodox Church seems to have flourished under the
pagan regime, and even gained adherents among the ruling family. Sons of
Grand Duke Olgerd were Orthodox believers by c. 1347. When three Christians
were put to death for refusing the grand duke’s orders to eat meat during a
fast, the sons reportedly saw to the burial of one of the martyrs. It may well
have been the mounting appeal of Orthodoxy to members of Olgerd’s court
that precipitated persecution.

However, the expansion of Orthodoxy among the Lithuanian elite coin-
cided with further annexations by the grand dukes and confrontation with the
princes of Moscow, whose rise to prominence owed much to their acknowl-
edgement of Tatar dominion. Reward for their services as chief tribute-
collectors for the Tatar khans came in the form of patents of overlordship
(iarlyki) over the north-east lands of Rus. A feature of these iarlyki was the
guarantee they provided of the church’s landholdings and jurisdiction in Rus,
which bound church and prince still more tightly. From the early 1320s the
metropolitan of ‘all Rhosia” Peter (1308—26) fixed his residence in Moscow,
which was to become the permanent abode of his successors. This signalled
Byzantine recognition of Moscow’s ascendancy, but it also brought the Byzan-
tines face to face with the Lithuanians and their ambition to extend their
hegemony over all Rus. By 1352 Grand Duke Olgerd was seeking a metropoli-
tan not, as before, ‘of the Lithuanians’ but ‘of Rhosia’ in general. What had
initially been an expedient means of accommodating a new power within the
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Byzantine fold was now re-employed by Olgerd to legitimise the full sweep of
his ambitions: disregarding the metropolitan resident in Moscow, Theognos-
tos, he proposed a protégé, Theodoretos, for the post of metropolitan of ‘all
Rhosia’. Olgerd’s ambition was not inherently absurd. The metropolitan’s close
association with Moscow was not only fairly novel, but also unsignalled in the
nomenclature of his office: he was still notionally the ‘metropolitan of Kiev
and all Rhosia’. The ancient see of Kiev had been under Lithuanian sway since
1325. None the less, the ecumenical patriarch rejected Olgerd’s nomination of
Theodoretos.

For Byzantium the choice between this thrusting new power and Moscow
was complicated by a series of contingencies. The murder of Khan Berdi-Begin
1357 followed in quick succession by the death of Prince Ivan of Moscow created
a power vacuum in Rus, which the metropolitan Aleksii came to fill. Unlike
most of his predecessors, he was not a Greek, but came from a Muscovite
boyar family. Before his death Ivan had ‘entrusted to [Aleksii] the education
and upbringing of his son Dmitrii, so that [the metropolitan] became fully
and immediately absorbed by his concern for the prince’, as a much later
patriarchal synod tersely stated.®®

Conversant with Byzantine ways and able to read Greek, Aleksii was con-
secrated as metropolitan ‘of Kiev and all Rhosia’ in 1354, after waiting a year
in Constantinople. That he associated his office so closely with the welfare
and continuity of the Muscovite princely house need not, in itself, have raised
difficulties for Byzantium. But Aleksii’s regency in Moscow was a red rag to the
Lithuanian grand duke: snubbed by the Constantinopolitan patriarchate, he
had promptly turned to the Bulgarian patriarch who consecrated his nominee
Theodoretos as metropolitan in 1352. Olgerd and the Muscovite princely court
both looked for support in Byzantium, but found a divided ruling elite and an
unstable political regime. Olgerd had his sympathisers among the Genoese
and other supporters of John V, who regained full power with their help in
December 1354. They saw in Olgerd a formidable potential ally and within a
few months had arranged for the consecration of his new candidate, Roman,
as ‘metropolitan of the Lithuanians’. Olgerd was, as the Byzantines well knew,
aiming ‘to find a means, with Roman’s help, of ruling Great Russia’, and
Roman subsequently showed his hand, by adopting the title of ‘metropolitan
of Kiev and all Rhosia’ and going to live in Kiev.®" Aleksii, in contrast, managed

60 Miklosich and Miiller, 1, 117; Reg. no. 2847. See also ibid., 11, 12; Reg. no. 270s.

61 Miklosich and Miiller, 11, 12-13; Reg. no. 2705; RPK 111, no. 259, 530-1; Reg. no. 2434; J.
Meyendorff, Byzantium and the rise of Russia: a study of Byzantino-Russian relations in the
fourteenth century (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 169—70.
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Muscovite affairs during the 1360s, abided by the patriarchal synod’s decisions,
and was an honoured guest both at Constantinople and at the khan’s court. He
benefited from the vacancy of the Lithuanian metropolitan see following the
death of Roman in 1362. Olgerd finally complained to Constantinople in 1370
that Aleksii never visited the Lithuanian-ruled lands and sided with Dmitrii
of Moscow: ‘he blesses the Muscovites to commit bloodshed . . . And when
someone kisses the cross to me and then escapes to them, the metropolitan
frees him from his allegiance [to me]."®*

The fluctuating power-balances in regions far beyond effective political
reach inevitably posed problems for Byzantium. The flexibility earlier shown
in accommodating the rise of Lithuanian power was strained once the grand
duke aspired to dominance over all Rus. Patriarch Philotheos’s response to
Olgerd’s complaints and demands was, for all its ingenuity, slow to take effect.
During Aleksii’s lifetime, Philotheos consecrated his own former envoy to Rus,
Kiprian, as ‘metropolitan of Kiev, Rus and the Lithuanians’ and sent him to
live temporarily in the lands under Lithuanian dominion; but the synodal act
promulgating his appointment in 1375 expressly stated that ‘the ancient state
of affairs should be restored in the future under one metropolitan’; Kiprian
was, after Aleksii’s death, to assume jurisdiction over the whole of Rus and be
metropolitan ‘of all Rhosia’.®

In the event, after Aleksii’s death Prince Dmitrii of Moscow secured the
installation as metropolitan of his own candidate, Pimen. Only after the deaths
of prince and metropolitan in the same year, 1389, was Kiprian able to take
up residence in Moscow. Yet, without downplaying the importance of contin-
gency, both the pagan Olgerd and Moscow’s leadership shared the assumption
that patriarch and emperor, acting in conjunction, would have the last word
in determining the ecclesiastical landscape. Olgerd’s complaint to Philotheos
about Aleksii’s partisanship and plea for his own candidate presupposes a
degree of impartiality in Byzantine church discipline not so far removed from
Semen’s rhetorical-seeming declaration that the empire was ‘the teacher of
law-giving’.%4 Olgerd’s frustration sprang from recognition of the indispens-
ability of Orthodox rites and devotions to most of the Rus inhabitants of his
dominions; in light of his subjects’ proclivities, the grand duke’s bargaining
power with the Constantinopolitan patriarchate was limited, for all his martial
prowess and intimations of sympathy for Latin churchmen.

62 Miklosich and Miiller, 1, 581; Reg. no. 2625; Meyendorff, Byzantium, 1935, 288.
63 Miklosich and Miiller, 11, 120; Reg. no. 2665; Meyendorff, Byzantium, 200-1.
64 RPK 11, no. 168, 478—9.
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The issue of the succession to Metropolitan Aleksii reveals the diverse forms
of influence still available to Byzantium north of the steppes. The patriarchate
showed finesse in choosing Kiprian. Besides being of marked scholastic and
administrative ability, he was Bulgarian by birth and so could be expected
to communicate easily with the Orthodox Slavonic-speaking inhabitants of
Lithuanian-ruled lands and, eventually, throughout Rus. Kiprian, a Bulgarian
yet also ‘a Roman-friendly man’,® embodied the talents, upon which the
Constantinopolitan patriarchate could still draw, together with the willingness
of individuals from peripheral polities to align themselves with the ancient,
divinely sanctioned, centre.

The Constantinopolitan patriarch’s skilful use of human resources extended
to human remains. Olgerd found himself cast as, in effect, a villain in sacred
time when the three Lithuanians executed at his behest c. 1347 were recognised
as martyrs by the ecumenical patriarchate; their relics were brought to the
Bosporus by Kiprian upon his return from a mission to Olgerd’s court on
behalf of Patriarch Philotheos in 1374. There quickly followed an encomium
of the martyrs, composed in the milieu of the Great Church, a Passio and
other liturgical texts honouring them. Their canonisation was an affirmation
of moral superiority that hard-bitten potentates ignored at their peril and called
to mind events from the earliest era of evangelisation.®®

The notion of a moral lead set by eastern churchmen involved the emperor
as well as the patriarch, given that formal responsibility for instituting exter-
nal metropolitan sees rested with the former. Moreover the emperor’s role
as superintendent of the church, static yet salutary, had support from senior
churchmenin the patriarchate. They saw in him a kind of unifying focus of alle-
giance, proof against all alternative church organisations or creeds. Patriarch
Anthony IV wrote to Dmitrii of Moscow’s son and successor, Vasilii, urging
him to let the emperor’s ‘sacred name’ be commemorated in the liturgical dip-
tychs and to show respect: ‘it is not possible to have a church and not to have an
emperor, for the empire and the church have a great unity and commonality,
and it is impossible to separate them’.”” This was one of a series of attempts
by the patriarchate to impress upon external rulers and churchmen their com-
mon origins in, and lasting debt to, the ‘Roman’ imperial order. Byzantine

65 Miklosich and Miiller, 11, 361; Reg. no. 31r2.
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churchmen were hoping for material repayment of the debt, as witness the
letter sent by Patriarch Matthew I in 1400 to Kiprian and other senior church-
men in Rus. Matthew represents the raising of funds to aid the city of Con-
stantinople as a supreme act of piety: donors will earn more merit with God
for this than by performing the liturgy, almsgiving or freeing prisoners, “for this
holy city is the pride, the bulwark, the benediction and the glory of Christians
everywhere in the inhabited world’.®

It was, in fact, to the Franks in the west and not to the Balkan Slavs or the
Rus that Manuel II journeyed in quest of military support, as Matthew’s letter
acknowledges. The Orthodox potentates’ reputed veneration for the ‘holy city’
did not materialise in a relief force. But this is a reflection of their own military
and administrative limitations: it would be rash to underestimate how useful
they found the aura of affinity to higher earthly and celestial powers® —an aura
which still clung to Byzantium. For leaders such as the northern Rus princes,
still obliged to render tribute to Tatar khans, the notion of belonging to an
alternative order capped by a sacred emperor probably grew more attractive,
not less, as the Golden Horde began to fragment and could no longer maintain
security against steppe marauders. The prince of Moscow’s right to obedience,
service and revenues from his subjects relied on a combination of fear, belief
and custom. In these circumstances, the imperial Byzantine order brought the
prince’s stance a certain external validation, best understood through visual
renderings of the hierarchy of rulership.

The interrelationship of the Moscow prince and the emperor was solem-
nised on the sakkos, which Metropolitan Photios wore during liturgies, besides
being implied in Photios’s testament.”® On the sakkos were depicted, between
emperor and prince, the three Lithuanian martyrs whose cult the Byzantines
were now furthering: the haloed emperor’s mission to spread the faith goes
on, but the Rus prince has a place in this scheme of things. The imagery
conveys something of what Patriarch Anthony asserted in his letter to Vasilii:
that the emperor and the patriarch care for all Christians, irrespective of little
local difficulties, and should not be despised because of the empire’s material
frailties.

The sumptuousness of the vestment carrying the images and the fact that
it was a gift from the Byzantine authorities to the head of the church in Rus

68 Miklosich and Miiller, 11, 361; Reg. no. 3112.
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fit well with the concept of the ‘superordinate’ centre as formulated by Mary
Helms. The blend of ritual, numinous authority and allusion to recent events,
the martyrdom of the Lithuanians, focused the Muscovite elite’s attention on
Constantinople as a ‘charged point” ‘out-there’, offering access to ‘up-there’.”*
An institution so graphically presenting claims to be the site of cultural origins
could override fluxes in surrounding regimes, actually drawing vitality from
their kaleidoscopic shifts.

That many among the political and clerical elite in the late medieval eastern
Christian world were amenable to such notions, even if interpreted on their
ownterms, islikely enough. It maybe no accident of survival that Rustravellers’
descriptions of Constantinople as a Christian city abounding in holy relics
and marvels date mainly from the fourteenth century. This was an era when
travel across the Black Sea was relatively commonplace. Large parties of Rus
churchmen were not infrequently in town to press their respective candidate’s
claim to become metropolitan of all Rus; considerable sums of money made
their way into patriarchal and other purses in Constantinople in the process.
Arriving in 1389 with Metropolitan Pimen was Ignatios of Smolensk, who
recorded what he saw during his stay. He was mainly interested in the City’s
shrines, relics and wonder-working icons. But Ignatios also gives a detailed
description of the coronation of Manuel II in 1392 in St Sophia. He was left
awe-struck by the sheer beauty of the ceremony.”* His description may well
have been carefully noted for use in inauguration-ritual back in Rus.” If the aim
ofthe Muscovite court was to adapt such ritual to the greater glory of their own
political order, the arrival in Rus of senior churchmen from Constantinople
bearing finely crafted artefacts, including Photios’s sakkos,”* served as periodic
reminders of Byzantine credentials as a ‘superordinate’ centre.

Envisaging an imperial order

Some of the envoys sent by the ecumenical patriarchate to the lands of Rus
held offices in other eastern churches, for example Michael, archbishop of
Bethlehem. They were living testimony to an imperial scheme of things, as
was the readiness of eastern Mediterranean churchmen to refer local disputes

71 See Helms, Craft and the kingly ideal, 173-80, 192—6.
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or problems to the patriarchal synod. The patriarchate’s response was often
politic: when invited to nominate a successor to the lately deceased patri-
arch of Alexandria in 1397, it first checked with the patriarch of Jerusalem
whether, as would be quite understandable, the Mamluk sultan had already
approved the appointment of a patriarch.” Melkite churchmen in the Levant
still looked to the patriarch for resolution of disciplinary disputes, while impe-
rial laws remained normative for Christian communities. In the thirteenth
century Palestinian scribes were still copying the Melkite Arabic translation
of the Procheiros Nomos.”® The emperor’s overriding authority was perhaps the
more cherished for being remote. It may be to Orthodox employees of the
Egyptian sultans that we owe a fairly explicit formulation of the ‘Byzantine
Commonwealth’ in the shape of address-formulae for diplomatic letters sent
by the Mamluks to the basileus. Thirteenth- and early fourteenth-century salu-
tations of the latter as ‘heir of the ancient Caesars, reviving the ways of the
philosophers . . . versed in his faith’s affairs, equitable in his realms’ chime
in with conventional imperial attributes. Géza of Hungary and earlier poten-
tates would have recognised in him ‘the only sovereign of the faith of Jesus
authorised to [distribute] thrones and crowns’. But for almost a hundred years,
from the mid-fourteenth century onwards, the basileus was addressed in such
specific terms as ‘head of the communion of the Cross . . . king of Bulgaria and
Vlachia, ruler of the great cities of the Rus and the Alans, protector of the faith
of the Georgians and Syrians’.”7 While the drafters of this formula may well
have found sentiments in similar vein among the diplomatic correspondence
received from Constantinople, they would have needed little prompting if, as
seems likely, they were themselves Christians linked with the Melkite patriar-
chate of Alexandria.”®

To high-placed Christians in Mamluk service, as to the churchmen who for-
mally prayed for the wellbeing of the khan and his family in fourteenth-century
Rus, God had sent powers-that-be, which were tolerant of Christians and yet
not of their own kind or choosing. Beliefin an ancient order transcending these
necessary compromises, an ultimate warranty of their faith on earth, offered a
certain intellectual coherence, if not solace. The sentiment was seldom artic-
ulated at length. Nor could it mobilise armies to relieve Constantinople from
the Turks. But the assumption that ‘the empire of the Romans’ was part of
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God’s design for mankind, at once fixed point and all-encompassing skein,
was widespread among eastern Christians from Egypt to northern Rus. And it
was something which Muslim powers had to accommodate within their own
spectrum of political thought.

A rather different stance was taken by eastern Christian leaders seeking
to acquire the foundations of law and a divinely sanctioned order from the
empire and to adapt and enlist its authority-symbols to their particular needs.
As has been seen, their aim was to strike out and form their own fulcrums of
legitimate authority, while aligned with the creed and most of the church ritual
and discipline of the Constantinopolitan church. They sought from Byzantium
means of convincing their subjects that they, too, constituted a nation under
God, who had allocated a particular dynasty or individual to protect them.
Cults venerating members of the ruling family among, for example, the Serbs
may have infringed the basileus’s claim to be the one true ‘Godsend” among
earthly rulers, but neither in theory nor in practice could they ignore or belittle
the ideal of Christian rulership on display in Byzantium. There was a sense
that the true faith overarched local power structures. While this emerges most
clearly in relation to patriarchal authority,”® Byzantium'’s exquisite symbols of
legitimate rule spoke to those in charge of developing political structures.
Among the Georgians as among the Rus, the motif of inverted hearts on
cloisonné enamels associated ruling houses with Old Testament figures and
military saints, as it did in Byzantium. Leaders of and apologists for such houses
had an interest in representing their rule as part of cosmic harmony, in key
with the basileus.

If this holds true of political and social elites and of churchmen, there
remains the question of what, if anything, the populations in the regions under
review made of a world-emperor residing on the Bosporus: how far did the
axioms of written law emanating from the empire impinge on their religious
observances and everyday practices? For myriads of rural communities strung
across the Balkans and in the forests north of the Black Sea steppes, one’s
homestead or village was ‘the world’, and persons or notions from outside
tended to evoke suspicion. Few opportunities or encouragements for long-
distance travel were available, making pilgrimages to Tsargrad or Jerusalem
a minority pursuit. And while Byzantine political culture abounded in visual
imagery, beaming out messages of divinely sanctioned hierarchy that even
illiterates could grasp, the proportion of rural populations directly exposed to
it was finite. But remoteness and a reputation for mystifying yet efficacious
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rites, complex lore and incomparable techniques are characteristics of ‘super-
ordinate’ centres. The patriarchal and imperial establishment acting in virtual
unison from ‘the reigning City’ still met these criteria in the early fifteenth
century.

The commonality of Mount Athos and a Slavonic
textual community

But to treat the imperial-ecclesiastical complex as sole pillars of a ‘common-
wealth” would be to disregard ‘the Holy Mountain’, at once landmark and
generator of spiritual movement, and known to fourteenth-century writers
as ‘the workshop of virtue’.® A stay there offered individuals outstanding
opportunities for self-improvement and eventual absorption within the god-
head. The prospect appealed not only to Byzantines but also to individuals or
whole peoples whose ideals of piety were closely aligned with theirs. Athonite
monasticism played a key role in the spirituality or political formation of sev-
eral of these peoples, whether through directing Anthony to return to Rus and
inspiring later generations of monks, or cradling the cult of a sacred dynasty
among the Serbs. Fourteenth-century Athos was a hive of spiritual endeavour:
it produced innovative ways of staging the liturgy; there were intensive efforts
to partake directly of the divine through fasting, prayer and meditation, while
Gregory Palamas provided the theological foundations.

The Serb monastery of Chilandar became the scene of intensive copying
and the translating of Greek texts into a literary language with South Slav char-
acteristics but of sufficient clarity and consistency to be comprehensible to all
readers and speakers of Slavonic, including the Rus. A Bulgarian-born monk
writing among the Serbs around 1418, Constantine of Kostenets, remarked that
there were only two centres producing Slavonic texts that faithfully reproduced
the style and content of their Greek originals: one of these was Mount Athos
and the other was Veliko T’rnovo.*" This had been the seat of the Bulgarians’
patriarch and tsar, but by the second half of the fourteenth century the over-
riding concern of its churchmen seems to have been to improve their religious
texts through reference to Greek originals, praising Greek for its inherent ele-
gance and precision as a language, and also translating prayers, hymns and
other liturgical offices recently composed by Greek-speaking Byzantines.
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Bulgarian ruling elites had long been trying to secure parity with the realm
of the Greeks for their dominions. The encomiasts of Tsar Ivan Alexander
proclaimed him ‘a new Constantine’ and his capital ‘a new Tsargrad’. The
analogies, like the learned encomia themselves, were a means of exalting
Ivan’s city as a temple of wisdom, setting it apart from alternative ‘God-
protected’ capitals of rival Bulgarian dynasts, who likewise aspired to imperial
status for themselves and their seats of power. Ivan made donations to and
fostered cults at long-established monasteries such as Rila and Bachkovo. But
high levels of literary culture and religious knowledge still required, in the
eyes of Ivan and his entourage, ready access to the Church Fathers in Greek.
Bulgarian clergymen showed respect for the copious writings of contempo-
rary Byzantine divines, not least their prayers and the new forms of liturgical
offices being composed. The monasteries of Athos contained copies of these
texts and, unlike Constantinople’s houses, they were more or less continuously
accessible, unaffected by the fluctuating relations between basileus and tsar.
The house of Zographou on Athos was closely associated with the Bulgarians
from the thirteenth century onwards. It became an important centre for copy-
ing texts and reflective spirituality, even if it did not match Chilandar. Several
other monasteries accommodated teachers, copyists and Slavonic translators,
notably the Great Lavra. There, a scholar named Ioann and his pupils ‘trans-
lated into our Bulgarian tongue’ and made copies of a formidable corpus of
writings, from the Gospels and the Psalter to a monastic Typikon, John Klimax’s
Ladder of Paradise, and exegeses of liturgical hymns. Many of these Slavonic
texts were sent to Bulgaria, but some ended up in St Catherine’s monastery
on Sinai, an indication of the keen mutual interest of Orthodox centres in this
period.®

Another Bulgarian bookman of the Great Lavra, Evtimii, returned appar-
ently ofhis own accord and founded the Trinity monastery near Veliko T"rnovo
in 1371. Ivan Alexander had just died and it was wholly due to Evtimii’s ability,
piety, and force of personality that his new house became a centre for trans-
lating from Greek into Slavonic. According to Evtimii’s pupil and encomiast,
Gregory Tsamblak, his pupils came ‘not only from the Bulgarian peoples . . .
but from all the northern peoples as far as the Ocean and from the west as far
as lllyricum . . . He became their teacher in piety and they became instructors
in their homelands.’® In their translation work, Evtimii and his circle showed

82 G. Popov, ‘Novootkrito svedenie za prevodacheska deinost na b’lgarski knizhovnitsi ot
Sveta Gora prez p’rvata polovina na XIVv.’, B’lgarski Ezik 28 (1978), 402-T0.

83 Gregory Tsamblak, Pokhvalno slovo za Evtimii, ed. P. Rusev et al. (Sofia: B’lgarskata
akademiia na naukite, 1971), 196—7.
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keenest interest in recently composed works, especially prayers, hymns and
other texts used for the liturgy. They translated several prayers and sermons
of Philotheos, like Evtimii himself, a former hesychast on Athos. Evtimii’s
concern to align forms of worship with those in Constantinople continued
after his appointment as Bulgarian patriarch in 1375. Evtimii treated the texts
and forms of worship used in the Great Church as definitive and, in rewrit-
ing works on earlier Bulgarian saints such as Ivan of Rila or composing new
ones, he underlined the respect that pious emperors had supposedly shown
for patriarchs and other senior churchmen. At the same time, he toned down
claims made by thirteenth- and earlier fourteenth-century Bulgarian writers
that their ‘new Tsargrad” was at odds with the old. Evtimii acknowledged
that Constantinople was ‘the queen of cities’ and raised no objection when
the important Bulgarian see of Vidin returned to the fold of the ecumenical
patriarchate in the 1380s.34

The foundation of other Bulgarian monasteries at this time also bears wit-
ness to the importance of personal links forged on Athos, a disregard for
localised loyalties, and a purposefulness amounting to missionary drive. For
example, Feodosii, a Bulgarian by birth, founded a monastery at Kilifarevo
in Veliko T’rnovo, which received the support of Tsar Ivan Alexander. The
monks’ zeal for translation was accompanied by strict insistence on discipline
and liturgical practices, to the point where Feodosii and his pupil Roman wrote
to the Constantinopolitan patriarch, Kallistos, querying some of the practices
of their local — Bulgarian — patriarch. They had reason to expect a sympathetic
response, seeing that both Feodosii and Kallistos had the hesychast Gregory of
Sinai as a spiritual father. Kallistos went on to write Gregory’s Life,®> which was
soon translated into Slavonic at the Kilifarevo monastery. The Bulgarian patri-
arch resented the implied criticism and Feodosii and Roman migrated, with
their pupils, to Kallistos in Constantinople. Feodosii and Kallistos had both
lived in the monastery, which Gregory of Sinai had founded in the Byzantino-
Bulgarian borderlands several years after leaving Athos in the later 1320s. Gre-
gory, too, had received patronage from Ivan Alexander and, renowned for his
familiarity with the traditions of the early Fathers, had attracted some sev-
enty disciples, Bulgarian, Serb, but also Greek. Gregory was a mystic, who

84 D. 1. Polyviannyi, Kul'turnoe svoeobrazie srednevekovoi Bolgarii v kontektse vizantiisko-
slavianskoi obshchnosti IX—XV vekov (Ivanovo: Ivanovskii gosudarstvennyi universitet,
2000), 197-8.

85 Patriarch Kallistos, Bios kai moAiTeiar ToU év crylois maTpods nucdv pnyopiov Tol
2aiTov, ed. I. Pomialovskii, in Zhitieizhe vo svatykh otsanashego Grigoriia Sinaita [ Zapiski
istoriko-filologicheskogo fakul‘teta imperatorskago St.-Peterburgskogo Universiteta 35]
(St Petersburg, 1896).
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combined disciplined self-denial with meditation and respect for book learn-
ing. He laid empbhasis on translation into Slavonic of collections of lives of holy
men and theological tracts.

It has been argued that while on Athos Gregory gave guidance to his name-
sake Gregory Palamas.®® Theiradherence to akind of ‘fundamentalism’, direct-
ing an individual to God via the strictest guidelines, formed part of a chain
reaction among reflective souls across the Orthodox world to the shortcomings
of earthly institutions and to the intellectual challenge and material wellbeing
of Latin churchmen, warriors and traders. This heightened their sense of
what they held in common with one another and with the writings of the
Fathers. Transcending obstacles of space, language and time was characteris-
tic of these communally aware proponents of individual enlightenment, for
whom hesychast is a convenient if “‘catch-all’ term.

To speak of a ‘hesychast movement’ is misleading if it implies a hierarchical
leadership directing a programme, or card-carrying members with agreed
objectives. But the personal bonds of pupil and teacher linked very many of the
persons mentioned above.*” The ‘workshop of virtue’ on Athos served asakind
of seminary or haven for advocates of the new rigorism; the bonds forged there
or in their own foundations transcended existing institutional frameworks. An
example of this is the disregard of Feodosii and Roman for their local church
leader and the reception they subsequently received from Patriarch Kallistos
in Constantinople. Such priorities did not engender unqualified allegiance to
any particular emperor. Indeed, these monks’ values and frequent journeys
across the eastern Christian world might seem on another plane from that
of emperors. And yet, the Athonite houses continued to place themselves
first and foremost under the protection of the Byzantine emperor, for the
empire’s existence was interdependent with the fate of mankind in Orthodox
eschatology. If there was friction between the patriarchate and the monks
of Athos, there was also constant interaction. The patriarchate drew on the
networks of monastic rigorists, employing them for its own purposes. This
nexus breathed life into the emaciated empire of the ‘Romans’, even while
setting out new coordinates.

Not infrequently monks with affiliations to Athos or kindred houses
received assignments from the patriarchate to far-flung sees or gave counsel to
churchmen carrying out patriarchal business there. We have already encoun-
tered Chariton, the former abbot of Koutloumousiou, who was appointed

86 D. Balfour, "Was St Gregory Palamas St Gregory the Sinaite’s pupil?’, St Vladimir’s Theo-
logical Quarterly 28 (1984), 115-30.
87 See Obolensky, ‘Late Byzantine culture’, 2s5.
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metropolitan of Oungrovlachia. While residing in his Trinity monastery,
Evtimii answered questions on monastic discipline put to him by Anthimos,
metropolitan ‘of part of Oungrovlachia’ and by Nikodemos. Nikodemos, him-
self a product of Athos, assigned by Patriarch Philotheos to Oungrovlachia,
proceeded to found important monasteries at Vodita and Tismana. Evtimii
also answered questions from a fellow-Bulgarian and former monk of Athos,
Kiprian, a future metropolitan of Rus, who spent part of the long interval
before taking up this post in scholarly labours in the Stoudios monastery
in Constantinople, where he translated the Ladder of John Klimax. It is one
of several Slavonic translations datable to around the turn of the fourteenth
century, which have survived from the Stoudios scriptorium.

Kiprian proved eager to inculcate a combination of accurate book learning
and carefully tempered asceticism more deeply and widely among the Rus. He
himself translated the prayers and sermons of Philotheos, which became pop-
ular in Rus. He paid particular attention to the recently codified and amended
texts for the Eucharist and daily offices in use in the Great Church and he saw
to their translation, doing some of the work on their detailed rubrics himself.
Among them was an updated version of the Synodikon of Orthodoxy, wherein
the theology of Gregory Palamas was solemnly endorsed. A copy was sent to
the clergy of Pskov, as Kiprian noted in a letter in 1395: ‘I sent you the correct
version of the Synodikon of Constantinople, which we also follow here [in
Moscow] in commemorating [the Orthodox] and cursing the heretics: you,
too, should conform to it.”®® Thus due performance of the liturgy using accu-
rate texts was indispensable for keeping the faith pure across the land. Kiprian
was anxious to maintain worship and beliefin common with eastern Christians
in Jerusalem and elsewhere, staying true to the Church Fathers. But he looked
to the vigorous ecumenical patriarchs of his own day for determination of best
liturgical practice and church discipline. Such an attitude entailed acceptance
of the imperial order, which the patriarchs propounded. It is probable that
Kiprian took the initiative in having the basileus’s name entered into Moscow’s
liturgical diptychs, as in Constantinople.®

Just as Kiprian’s advocacy of the imperial order as a fitting casement for
Orthodoxy has something of the zeal of the convert, so the networks of
monkish instructors, patriarchal staff, and metropolitans assigned to remote
sees might seem little more than a mutual admiration society. The inten-
sity of their personal relations and their spiritual and physical journeys can be

88 ‘Gramota mitropolita Kipriana pskovskomu dukhovenstvu’, in RIB v1, col. 241; Meyen-
dorff, Byzantium, 123—4, 260.
89 Meyendorff, Byzantium, 253—6.
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reconstructed in detail thanks to their almost instant encomia of one another’s
doings; so much so that it is tempting to dismiss the commonwealth as merely
frenetic networking on the part of a handful of individuals, a culturo-political
elite whose members” variegated agenda converged partially — and only
loosely — around an imperial centre in Constantinople. The hesychasts were
mainly concerned with entering the world of the spirit, oblivious to the here-
and-now. The materially enfeebled emperor might be regarded as merely a
figure of convenience, dignifying this scheme of things. The symbols and
imagery adapted by external rulers could be dismissed as efforts to deck out
new power-centres in grandest style before an uncomprehending populace to
whom the ways of the distant ‘Greeks’ and their dwindling empire meant little
or nothing.

Such salutary caution cannot, however, fully account for the persistence
with which would-be masters of their own extensive realms looked to the
basileus’s panoply of symbols and sought to appropriate them to their own pur-
poses, sometimes unilaterally but often through negotiations and marriage-
ties. It is a puzzle, which benefits from a closer look at Rus, in whose far-flung
lands indigenous princely authority was itself tenuous for most of the inhabi-
tants.

Commonwealth and a developing society:
the case of Rus

A change in settlement-patterns is a salient feature of the forest zones of Rus
in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Formerly, populations had tended
to congregate in so-called ‘compact nests’, huge clusters of settlements in
the vicinity of lakes or river ways engaged in intensive trading in furs and
other primary produce destined for distant markets, while gaining from those
markets silver, amphorae containing wine, glass beads and bracelets, metal
crosses, locks and keys. The pattern of settlement was uneven, with vast tracts
of forest and marshland left virtually uninhabited. From the thirteenth cen-
tury onwards the ‘compact nests’ broke up, longer-distance trading became
less common, and settlements began to be dispersed more evenly across the
wilderness. These small agrarian communities and homesteads were essen-
tially self-sufficient and did not need to barter produce for implements or orna-
ments from the outside world.”® They did not, however, slip out of Orthodox

90 N. A. Makarov et al., Srednevekovoe rasselenie na Belom ozere (Moscow: lazyki russkoi
kul’tury, 2001), 56, 64-8, 78—94, 216-26; Makarov, ‘Rus’ v XIII veke: kharakter kul'turnykh
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supervision altogether, for monks and monasteries played an important part
in opening up the forests, following the trail of new settlements and offering
or imposing economic and spiritual management. This marked a change from
the pre-Mongol era, when monasteries had largely been confined to towns and
‘compact nests’. Many monks probably regarded their forest retreats primarily
as opportunities for meditation, uncomplicated by routine secular concerns.
But even small communities required continuous funding and consequent
organisation. Whatever their original intentions, they tended to draw in addi-
tional manpower and rapidly acquired sizeable acreages of cultivable land.
They could afford to set rents quite low and impose lighter labour services
thanks to the fiscal exemptions issued by their princes and Tatar overlords.
Circumstances inevitably varied according to personality and priorities, but
monastic complexes emerged as potent economic and social forces in north-
ern Rus, providing pastoral care for the inhabitants of their own lands and
beyond. They set the tone for overt displays of spirituality as well as colouring
the peasants’ view of the world.

Given the extent of the lands belonging to monasteries and to the Rus
metropolitan church by the fifteenth century and their sweeping jurisdictional
rights over those living on them, the profusion of legal texts of one kind or
another compiled or circulating in the monastic and ecclesiastical milieu is
unsurprising. An important collection of translated texts of Byzantine church
and civil law had been made in the 1260s at the behest of Metropolitan Kirill I,
drawing on a recently compiled Serb compendium. Copies of this Helmsman’s
Book (Kormchaia kniga) were disseminated across Rus, and regional variants
soon appeared, while Kirill himself invoked it in the Rule on church disci-
pline that he promulgated. These sets of regulations, dictums and penalties
covered a broad range of secular activities, including crimes, and in the four-
teenth century a compilation from imperial law-codes in translation known as
Merilo pravednoe (‘Measure of law’) was available to senior churchmen. How-
ever piecemeal, there were opportunities to apply some of these guidelines
among the many communities living under the clerical or monastic wing. The
responses of individual peasant households to the monks” material demands,
adjudication of disputes and pastoral care are sparsely documented, but there
are hints that monastic supervision and example could have an impact for
better or for worse on everyday living and manners of dying. So, laymen’s
testaments witnessed by churchmen start to survive from the late thirteenth

izmenenii’, in Rus’ v XIII veke: drevnosti temnogo vremeni, ed. N. A. Makarov et al. (Moscow:
Nauka, 2003), 5-11.
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century onwards, while funeral rites (including the prayers chanted at the
graveside) prescribed for monastic communities became widespread practice
in Rus.”” This may well reflect the frequency with which monks conducted
funeral services for laypersons, itself a mark of their involvement with secular
society. The wills and funeral rites form a backdrop to the claims of charitable
works, miracles, and near-universal veneration made for a number of holy
men by their hagiographers from the turn of the fourteenth century.

These holy men were riding waves of socio-economic change that were, as
stressed above, peculiar to Rus. They lacked direct experience of monasticismin
the eastern Mediterranean world. None the less, three of the most prominent,
Sergii of Radonezh, Kirill of Beloozero and Stefan of Perm, looked not only
to the Desert Fathers and other early exponents of monasticism but also to
contemporary practices on Mount Athos, in Constantinople and in affiliated
centres of spiritual excellence. While trusting in their own direct access to
God, they sought partly to compensate for instruction by living sages with
accurate liturgical texts, recently written manuals of spiritual instruction, and
more theoretical works, paying close attention to the “workshop of virtue’ and
corresponding with its products. Sergii of Radonezh spent years in a forest
“desert” well to the north of Moscow, founding a house for himself and one
brother, butattracting others, reportedly against his will. Eventually he became
abbot of the Trinity monastery in Moscow. Anxious to impose discipline as the
means to piety, he insisted on ascetic communalliving and looked to Byzantium
for a model. He repeatedly sought the patriarch’s counsel, and obtained an
authoritative letter from a patriarch, probably Kallistos, berating those monks
who objected to the rigours of cenobitic ways.”* At the same time Sergii’s
personal qualities earned him respect from a wide range of persons, including
Grand Prince Dmitrii, who sought his blessing before breaking with Muscovite
precedent and making a military stand against the Tatars at Kulikovo in 1380.
His standing was such that a Byzantine embassy of 1377 successfully sought
his good offices with Grand Prince Dmitrii in an attempt to have Kiprian
accepted as metropolitan in succession to Aleksii. Among the gifts which
the embassy brought him was a small gold cross containing particles of the

or D. H. Kaiser, The growth of the law in medieval Russia (Princeton: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1980), 153—5; Franklin, Writing, society and culture, 181, 184—6; A. A. Musin,
Khristianizatsiia novgorodskoi zemli v IX-XIV vekakh: pogrebal’nyi obriad i khristianskie
drevnosti [Archaeologica Petropolitana Trudy 5] (St Petersburg: Institut istorii mate-
rial'noi kul’tury, 2002), 75-6.

92 ‘Poslanie konstantinopol’skogo patriarkha’, in RIB v1, cols. 187-90; Meyendorff, Byzan-
tium, 134 n. 62.
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Church Father Athanasios of Alexandria and of the Forty Martyrs, but also
of ‘the new Lithuanian martyrs’, as its inscription terms them.” Surviving
letters of Kiprian addressed to Sergii presuppose that the patriarch and his
synod together with the emperor were joint upholders of order within the
church. The imperial-ecclesiastical complex held the key to the newly sacred,
as well as to martyrs of old.

Kirill of Beloozero likewise showed enthusiasm for the Desert Fathers and
for writings setting out their ways. He filled his monastery’s library with a
similar array of books to that in Sergii’s Trinity monastery, whose holdings bear
comparison with those available to monks in well-stocked Byzantine houses.**
To impart general knowledge about church history and exemplary societies
Kirill used textbooks originally intended for Byzantine secondary schools, but
glossing them with historical notes, to make them more accessible to his pupils.
He himself compiled an encyclopaedia with the aim of providing a manual
for right thinking and pure living, for individual contemplation and eventual
enlightenment.®> Kyrill paid particular attention to the “sketes” — semi-eremitic
houses — of Palestine and Mount Athos, because they offered an ideal spiritual
environment. He included in his encyclopaedia the ‘skete rule’ (Skitskoi ustav),
regulations composed earlier in the fourteenth century, whether in Greek orin
Slavonic by someone familiar with contemporary Greek. Ithas been suggested
that what appears to be a sketch-map on the encyclopaedia’s manuscript is
Kirill's attempt to adapt the standard layout of an Athonite skete to the lie of
the land at Beloozero.*®

Preoccupation with inner perfection and dedication to a better, invisible,
world were compatible with care for the local secular population and also with
evangelisation. The most celebrated embodiment of these qualities is Stefan,
whose Life was composed by a contemporary, Epifanii the Wise, writing in
the same mannered ‘word-weaving’ style that he used for his Life of Sergii
of Radonezh. Stefan, son of a clergyman in ‘the land of midnight’, became
a monk in Rostov, where the bishop, Parthenios, was apparently a Greek; he
learnt Greek and always kept Greek books in his cell. Stefan was ordained a

93 V. A. Kuchkin, ‘Sergii Radonezhskii i “Filoveevskii krest™’, in Drevnerusskoe iskusstvo.
Sergii Radonezhskii i khudozhestvennaia kul’tura Moskvy XIV-XV vv., ed. M. A. Orlova et al.
(St Petersburg: D. Bulanin, 1998), 16—22; Baronas, “Three martyrs of Vilnius’, 89-90, 120-1.

94 1. Sevtenko, ‘Russo-Byzantine relations after the eleventh century’, reprinted in his
Byzantium and the Slavs inletters and culture (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Ukrainian Research
Institute 19971), no. 20, 274.

95 Entsiklopediia russkogo igumena XIV-XV vv., ed. G. M. Prokhorov (St Petersburg: Oleg
Abyshko, 2003), 149-55 (text); 341 (commentary).

96 Ibid., 1928 (introduction); 158—65 (text); 345-53 (commentary).
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priest and went to Perm near the Urals where he learnt the type of Finnish
spoken by the local Zyrian population. He proceeded to create an alphabet and
literary language for them. He translated parts of the scriptures and liturgical
texts, harnessing the written word to his missionary work. Stefan understood
that elevating the Zyrians’ tongue to the rank of scriptural language was an
effective means of bringing the people around Perm within the wider Christian
sphere. But his missionary drive owed much of its urgency to expectations of
the end of the world.”” However loosely understood, he was striving to bring
them within a Byzantine commonwealth before it was too late. This sense
of belonging to an overarching community emerges, when Epifanii places
Stefan’s death in 1396: ‘During the reign of the Orthodox Greek tsar Manuel,
reigning in Tsargrad, under Patriarch Anthony, archbishop of Constantino-
ple, under Patriarchs Dorotheos of Jerusalem, Mark of Alexandria, Neilos of
Antioch, under the Orthodox Grand Prince Vasilii Dmitrievich of all Rus.”®
This was not merely an empire of the mind, a metaphor akin to the city
extolled as a model for well-ordered communities in the works of Sergii of
Radonezh and other monastic writers, for membership of the commonwealth
had always been quintessentially voluntary and was inevitably so after 1204.
Acceptance of the Constantinopolitan patriarch’s profession of faith and the
Byzantine-authorised forms of worship — virtually the only stable denomi-
nators of adherence to the Byzantine order — did not rule out a variety of
other cultural identities or political allegiances. The weaker the empire was in
material terms, the easier it became for individuals living far beyond its terri-
torial remains, often under uncongenial regimes, to conceive of the emperor’s
mission as a last best hope for mankind, which might against all rational
expectations be fulfilled. Such an attitude among monks and clergy was cer-
tainly fostered by the ecumenical patriarchate for the sake of coherence and,
ultimately, ecclesiastical and civil discipline among eastern Christians. But the
desire for overarching order also arose spontaneously among outsiders in novel
situations, whether churchmen objecting to the measures of their local princes
or Rus holy men, who found themselves providing social as well as spiritual
leadership amidst changing settlement patterns in the fourteenth century.
Their prime concern was with regulations for communities of like-minded
souls — monasteries — and with correct forms of worship. But in this sphere,

97 R. M. Price, “The holy man and Christianisation from the apocryphal apostles to St
Stephen of Perm’, in The cult of saints in late antiquity and the early middle ages: essays on
the contribution of Peter Brown, ed. P. Hayward and J. Howard-Johnston (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999), 232—5.

98 Epifanii Premudryi, Zhitie sviatogo Stefana episkopa Permskogo, ed. V. G. Druzhinin
(St Petersburg: Arkheograficheskaia Kommissiia, 1897), 85; see also ibid., 74.
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too, the ideal of a single emperor on earth presiding over a single divinely
authorised order of things had its uses.

Horizontal strands in the commonwealth

These considerations go some way to meeting objections that the Byzan-
tine Commonwealth lacked both substance and theoretical formulation.
But besides the vertical structures, expressed through hierarchies, horizon-
tal strands served to create a kind of ‘force field’, replete with positive and
negative charges. These circuits were no less important in creating an entity
that may be described as a commonwealth. As we have seen, the writings,
utterances and itineraries of fourteenth-century Orthodox ‘hesychasts” were
governed by spiritual preoccupations. They were on occasion prepared to
denounce the policies of emperors, as well as one another, and in word and
deed they were seldom constrained by earthly boundaries. Yet in envisaging
the future, criticising the existing socio-political order or essaying alternative
behaviour-patterns, monks and laymen were to a large extent orientated by
the range of options deriving from Byzantium.

A few examples may illustrate the workings of this force field’. Shared
by many senior churchmen in Rus were the expectations of the world’s end,
which propelled Stefan’s endeavours among the Zyrians. Their reckonings
about providence and time were likewise in tune with those of other Orthodox
communities. The completion of the seventh millennium since the Creation
was widely expected to trigger the Second Coming and the end of time. The
Byzantine year 7000 from the Creation corresponded to Ap 1 September 1492
to 31 August 1493. The leaders of Moscow saw an opening here for their own
God-given hegemony, particularly once life on earth continued after that year.
South Slav and Greek writers succumbing to Turkish domination were less
sanguine, linking up eschatological expectations and calculations with their
respective defunct or faltering polities.®

Chronological calculations about the end and ideological inferences from
them were mostly carried out by the political and clerical elite, but visions
of the future, of heaven and hell, circulated, in the form of texts in Slavonic
translation, at humbler levels of Orthodox societies, perhaps being read out at

99 Polyviannyi, Kul’turnoe svoeobrazie, 219-22, 2290-31; V. Tapkova-Zaimova and A. Mil-
tenova, Istoriko-apokaliptichnata knizhnina v’v Vizantiia i v srednovekovna B’lgariia (Sofia:
Universitetsko izdatelstvo ‘Sv. Kliment Okhridski’, 1996), 53—9; G. Podskalsky, Theologis-
che Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien und Serbien 865-1459 (Munich: Beck, 2000), 472,
482—7.
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meetings of confraternities. Accounts of journeys to the other world were very
popular among eastern Christians: heaven was envisaged as a superior version
of the emperor’s hierarchy on earth, while people of this world were punished
in hell. Works of Middle Byzantine vision literature, such as the Apocalypse
of Anastasia, seem to have had negative nuances, criticising the government’s
harsh corporal punishments and also corrupt officials. However, they did not
set out to overturn the imperial order as such or propagate heresy: on the con-
trary they probably owed their popularity to their effective reinforcing of the
Orthodox moral code against proselytising heretics.”*® The Apocalypse of Anas-
tasia was translated into Slavonic at an early date, perhaps in twelfth-century
Bulgaria, and copies of this Apocalypse circulated as far north as Rus. So, too,
did copies of Kosmas’s treatise against the heretics, a tenth-century Bulgar-
ian text overtly castigating the Bogomils, dualists at odds with the imperial
order, as with all ranks and material things. There are several hints, not least
the popularity of texts denouncing them, that South Slav or Byzantine dualist
proselytisers and writings of one kind or another circulated through the urban
centres of Rus. It could even be that the strigol'niki, targets of treatises penned
by Stefan of Perm as well as by Patriarch Neilos, owed something to dualist
notions.” These manifestations of dissent inevitably varied according to time
and place, but the politico-religious order they denounce is structured along
Byzantine hierarchical lines. This ‘force field’ of beliefs, apprehensions and
negations could also take material form in unauthorised but not consciously
unorthodox amulets, for example the bronze “‘womb’ pendants made for the
protection of women.

Another instance of the “force field’s” workings comes from the distribu-
tion pattern of those whose behaviour flouted conventions of property and
propriety in affirmation of otherworldly values, the fools for Christ. They
might snatch food from a market-stall, disrupt church services or even berate
an emperor. Holy fools were venerated in late antique and earlier medieval
Constantinople and the Lives of St Andrew the Fool and several other fools
had been translated into Slavonic by the twelfth century. Instances of folly for
Christ occur in most societies imbued with Byzantine Christianity, for example
the Bulgarians and Georgians. Individual monks were acting the fool in Rus by

100 J. Baun, ‘Middle Byzantine “tours of hell”: outsider theodicy?’, in Strangers to themselves:
the Byzantine outsider, ed. D. C. Smythe (Aldershot, 2000), 58—9; Baun, Tales from
another Byzantium: celestial journey and local community in the medieval Greek Apocrypha
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006). See also D. Angelov, “The eschatolog-
ical views of medieval Bulgaria as reflected in the canonical and apocryphal literature’,
Bulgarian Historical Review 18 (1990), 31-42.

101 Meyendorff, Byzantium, 137, 231 and n. 19.
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the eleventh century, when Isaac, a monk of the cave-monastery, deliberately
made himself an object of ridicule and vilification.”* Given their lifestyle, holy
fools are unlikely to have made the voyage to Rus from Byzantium and the
concept was most probably picked up from Lives of Byzantine fools available in
translation. In this instance, as in others, monks seem to have been the broad-
casters of Byzantine notions and practices to the populace at large. Deliberate
transgression of social norms for the sake of Christ and literal enactment of His
Beatitudes presented, in their way, a kind of living icon. The fool constituted a
variant on the icons lodged in many private houses and chapels, which offered
their venerators direct access to the holy. During the sixteenth century the
theory and practice of holy foolery gained considerable political significance
in Rus. Giles Fletcher, an eyewitness of Ivan IV’s Muscovy, observed that the
fools were regarded ‘as prophets and men of great holiness’. Some, such as
Basil and Nikolai of Pskov, had freely rebuked Ivan “for all his cruelty and
oppressions, done towards his people’; ‘this maketh the people to like very
well of them, because they . . . note their great men’s faults, that no man else
dare speak of ."* They were, Fletcher recorded, called ‘holy men’ by the Rus.

No precise analogies to fools of such persistent political prominence are
known from Byzantium, although holy men were not behindhand in speak-
ing out about misdeeds of officials or the emperor himself. Nor do Byzantine
emperors offer convincing counterparts to Ivan the Terrible’s conduct. Ivan’s
panoply of ceremonial is understandable in terms of adapting Byzantine rites
and concepts of legitimate hegemony to the needs of his own polity, impress-
ing the uniqueness of his authority upon fellow members of his family and
truculent boyars, firing them and newly subjugated populations with a sense
of divine purpose. That the ideology voiced in Makarii’s address at Ivan’s
coronation should have echoed that of a sixth-century treatise on imperial
authority by Deacon Agapetos is likewise unremarkable. More striking is
the fact that one of the main responses to Ivan’s pretensions to autocracy
came from individuals acting in apparent isolation from one another, lacking
direct experience of Byzantine precedents. Faced with Ivan’s experiment, they
reacted by drawing on a cultural idiom and range of behaviour-patterns now

102 Kievo-Pecherskii paterik, ed. L. A. Ol'shevskaia in Biblioteka literatury drevnei Rusi, ed.
D. S. Likhachey, 1v (St Petersburg: Nauka, 1997), 478, 480; trans. M. Heppell, The Paterik
of the Kievan Caves Monastery [Harvard Library of early Ukrainian Literature: English
Translations 1] (Cambridge, MA: Ukrainian Research Institute, Harvard University,
1989), 208; S. Ivanov, Holy Fools, trans. S. C. Franklin (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2006).

Giles Fletcher, Of the Russe Commonwealth (London: Thomas Charde, 1591), reprinted
with introduction by R. Pipes (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1966),
89v.—oI1r.
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engrained in their own society yet deriving from eastern Christian spirituality,
as transmitted via Byzantium. The political holy fools (and occasional martyrs)
ofIvan’s Muscovy were performing individual variations—ifnot syncopations—
on a Byzantine theme.

These cross-currents of belief and behaviour, not unlike Byzantine vision
literature, the teachings of dualists or of other outright heretics, constituted
the negative charges in a “force field” whose principal coordinates had been
determined far away. The Greek tsars remained objects of respect among Rus
churchmen and some leading laymen, although lacking tangible powers over
Rus princes, while Constantinopolitan patriarchs not only provided moral
leadership, personnel and authoritative legal rulings but also rallied eastern
Christians to the imperial ideal in the fourteenth century. Moreover, ‘the work-
shop of virtue’ on Athos still discharged monks, manuscripts and ideas about
means of gaining access to God. But by the sixteenth century hierarchical
constraints on the rulers of Rus were very faint and the idea of Moscow as the
new Tsargrad was gaining ideological coherence. But while the belatedness of
the Constantinopolitan patriarch’s approval of the imperial coronation of Ivan
did not hold back the ceremony, Ivan’s sweeping interpretation of God-given
autocracy evoked vigorous condemnation from the holy fools. Some ‘hori-
zontal elements of the “force field’, at least, were still active among the urban
populace. And, thanks to Athos, the notion of a right-believing empire-out-
there, albeit now lost, was still fostered by occasional visiting monks, such as
Maksim Grek.”* His sentiments were pieties: conventional calls for godliness
and righteous conduct on the ruler’s part, and a denunciation of assumption of
imperial rank by the unworthy, who behaved like torturers rather than tsars.
The inhibitions of an Orthodox autocrat in a realm far from the empire of the
‘Romans’ were largely self-imposed. Yet in appropriating the sort of author-
ity symbols that were supposed to have been in the Greek tsar’s gift and in
drawing upon Agapetos’s ideal of imperial hegemony, Ivan and his counsellors
remained open to the countercharges and moral constraints which Byzantine
imperial ideology could — and sometimes did — generate. We have seen how
Metropolitan Makarii showed some compunction at the moment of anoint-
ing Ivan in 1547, apparently out of respect for past form and Constantinople’s
prerogatives.’

104 Maksim Grek, Tvoreniia (Moscow: Sviato-Troitskaia Sergieva Lavra, 1996), I, 2036,
211-12; D. Obolensky, Six Byzantine portraits (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 218.

105 See above, p. 11; L. Seveenko, A neglected Byzantine source of Muscovite political
ideology’, Harvard Slavic Studies 2 (1954), 166—73.
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The Byzantine ‘force field’

If the political culture and behavioural patterns which Byzantium prompted
in so-called ‘acquiring’ societies are almost as notable for their diversity as
for common traits, this reflects upon the ambivalence and flexibility of Byzan-
tium’s own imperial-ecclesiastical complex. The emperor’saspirations to carry
on the divine mandate of Constantine the Great and lead the New Israel in the
manner of Old Testament priest-kings remained robust, even after imperial
intervention in doctrine and church governance came to grief with icono-
clasm. The insistence of court ceremonial and rhetorical declarations on the
harmony between emperor and senior churchmen represents the gloss on
incessant minor points of friction in everyday affairs and more fundamental
differences as to boundaries and values.”® The emperor’s hold over the estab-
lished church, already uncertain in the twelfth century, was shaken irreparably
by the Latin conquest of Constantinople. The subsequent failure of Michael
VIII's attempt to dragoon churchmen into union with Rome only served
to accentuate the limitations of imperial power in matters of church policy.
Throughout the fourteenth century the high calibre and morale of the patriar-
chate’s officials were in marked contrast to the gloom surrounding the imperial
apparatus. Moreover, the patriarch’s treasury seems to have been in a better
state of repair than the emperor’s, owing in part to the generous payments
which external rulers and churchmen were ready to make in return for deci-
sions to their liking. None the less, the emperor and his associates remained an
influential presence in the higher echelons of the patriarchate. Patriarchs tried
to impress upon foreign potentates the God-given nature of imperial power
and that they were acting in concert with the emperor in caring for Ortho-
dox Christians wherever they were, regardless of the complexion of the local
regime. It is probably no accident that patriarchal declarations to this effect
became clearest-cut in the second half of the fourteenth century, precisely the
time when the material resources and military position of the empire took a
turn for the worse. The nearest approach to a formulation of the Byzantine
Commonwealth comes from the time when the empire’s earthly power was
on the ebb and the emperor was least capable of applying duress, enforcing
judgements or providing Orthodox communities with physical protection.
Itis tempting enough to conclude that the characteristics shared in common
by supposedly constituent polities and communities are too faint or banal and

106 G. Dagron, Emperor and priest: the imperial office in Byzantium (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), 2—4, 48-50, 97-114.
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their divergences and alternative affinities too pronounced for the concept of
a Byzantine Commonwealth as formulated by Obolensky to have force.'” As
we have seen, the prevailing assumption of imperial policy after 1261 was that
effective military aid was best had from the west, even at the price of tampering
with religious doctrine: Orthodox rulers were generally deemed too remote,
indifferent, or barbarous and unruly to be effectual. Alternatively, as in the
case of the Serbs, especially Stefan Dusan, they were all too close, and viewed
as prospective conquerors. Yet the Serbs also serve as crown witnesses to the
operations of some kind of ‘force field’ for which the term commonwealth is
not so mal d propos. Members of this ruling elite and pious individuals showed
enthusiasm for acquiring texts about, and encountering living exponents of,
correct religious doctrine and best practice in church and monastic affairs.
In a sense, they were merely joining in the textual community of Orthodox
Slavs. Serbian princes appropriated Byzantine political institutions and culture,
not merely because they had seized extensive Byzantine territories, but also
because they recognised inherent merit in law-codes supposedly issued by
pious emperors such as Justinian. A highly ambitious ruler, Stefan Dusan for
example, operating from a position of military strength, could have himself
crowned ‘emperor’ by a newly instituted patriarch and expressly place his
law-code in the tradition of earlier emperors. But he seems to have baulked
at trying to seize Constantinople for himself by force. He had to reckon with
the inhibitions of his own churchmen and likely protests from at least some
of the monks of Athos whose prayers he valued. But what may have weighed
most heavily with him was risk of giving offence to the City’s supernatural
protectors: he was, as a student of history, well aware of their impressive record
to date in shielding the City.

If self-interest counselled caution to Dusan, leaders of Orthodox structures
further away from Constantinople also had to handle with care this model of
Christian order under ancient imperial tutelage. So long as an unimpeachably
Orthodox emperor reigned in Constantinople, no other Orthodox rulers could
afford overtly to disengage from, ignore or claim exclusive proprietorship of
that ideal, even if the basileus had no direct impact on their own regime.
Besides, the ideal had support, even within the remoter recesses of their own
polities, as the example of Sergii of Radonezh demonstrates. The overlords of
extensive territories with undersized administrations needed the cooperation
and prayers of such figures, while their populations’ predisposition in favour of

107 C. Raffensperger, ‘Revisiting the idea of the Byzantine Commonwealth’, BF 28 (2004),
1648, 172—4.
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long-established cults, religious rites and forms of devotion made maintenance
of contacts with church authorities in Constantinople a matter of practical
prudence, rather than just piety or habit.

The supra-regional entity, which emerges from these considerations, may
appear politically passive or negative, a source of inhibitions rather than a
focus of active allegiance. We have observed episodes when Serb, Bulgarian
and Lithuanian rulers sought to shake off ecclesiastical dependency on Con-
stantinople through creating their own patriarchates or looking elsewhere
for consecration of their head churchmen. But we have also seen the ten-
dency of churchmen in even the longest-established Christian polity, Bulgaria,
to look back to the Constantinopolitan patriarchate, Athonite spirituality and
the Greek language as templates of piety and correct doctrine. And the potency
of imperial inauguration-rituals and authority-symbols seems to have become
more valued by leaders of Orthodox polities when they were extending their
own hegemony over surrounding populations and seeking moral superior-
ity from the artefacts, regalia and imagery emanating from Constantinople,
irrespective of its current state, as was the case with the supposed ‘crown
of Monomachos” with which Ivan IV was crowned in 1547. The dynamics of
these polities did not conform to a single set of laws or principles and they
operated for the purpose of creating new centres. But access to supernatural
powers, religious faith and legitimate hegemonial authority were interwoven
in the Byzantine imperial order in an indissoluble and, even after 1204, visually
striking, quasi-liturgical web. So long as an emperor worthy of this ancient
centre reigned in Constantinople, a particular cosmic order still obtained. It
was a matter of political self-interest for leaders of other Orthodox polities not
to be seen to flout it. In fact, there was much to be said for abiding by the
rites of worship, religious doctrines and ideals of supremely pious conduct that
were supposed to prevail in the centre-out-there — Constantinople. In so far as
these rites and values commanded general assent, adherence to them was not
a matter for the leaders alone to decide. The “force field’, once entered, could
be manipulated, but it could not be abandoned or radically reprogrammed to
the unequivocal advantage of individual rulers while emperor, patriarch and
City still presided on the Bosporus.
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One episode presents many of the recurring features of the last phase of
Byzantine relations with the west. On 12 December 1452 in the teeth of popular
hostility St Sophia witnessed the much-delayed proclamation of the union of
Florence. It was the work of the papal legate Isidore of Kiev, whose recent
arrival in Constantinople gave new purpose to the unionist cause. He was
able to cajole the emperor Constantine XI Palaiologos (1448—53) into staging
the proclamation of the union of churches. Isidore understood how little
enthusiasm there was among the Greeks of Constantinople for union with
Rome. Most preferred to put their trust in their icons rather than in help from
the west. Even those who participated in the service of reunion justified their
presence in terms of expediency and urged opponents of the union to wait until
the present crisis had passed.” Thisincidentillustrates the popular opposition to
union; the reluctant realism among the ruling elite, which dictated lip service
to the union as a way of securing western aid; but also the energy and idealism
of a Greek convert to Rome, who saw in the union of churches not only a
return to the true faith, but also a path to regeneration. It is the final feature
that is the most surprising. Why over two centuries should so many of the
ablest and most attractive Byzantines have turned to the Latin West, not in a
spirit of expediency, but out of idealism? There is no one answer. But it was
part of a growing appreciation by influential members of the Byzantine elite
of Latin culture.* This was reinforced by a growing sense of despair about the
condition of Byzantium and a conviction that salvation could only come from
the west.

1 Ducae, Michaelis Ducae Nepotis, Historia Byzantina, ed. 1. Bekker (Bonn: Ed. Weber, 1834),
255-7.

2 F. Tinnefeld, ‘Das Niveau der abendlindischen Wissenschaft aus der Sicht gebildeter
Byzantiner im 13. und 14. Jh.’, BF 6 (1979), 241-80.
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From the fall of Constantinople (1204) to the
council of Lyons (1274) and its aftermath

These were not feelings that were widely shared, for a natural consequence of
the crusader conquest of Constantinople in 1204 was a vilification of the Latins.
The Byzantines remembered the sack of Constantinople as a deliberate insult
towards Orthodoxy. This was the theme of a tract compiled soon after 1204 by
Constantine Stilbes, bishop of Kyzikos, listing the errors of the Latins.? It took
this form of polemical literature to its logical conclusion. It provided a rather
different image of the Latins from that which prevailed before 1204, when the
Byzantines had been inclined to idealise the crusade and crusaders, as opposed
to the Latins, who evoked mixed feelings. Stilbes provided an original analysis
in which the crusade was presented as part of the apparatus of papal plenitudo
potestatis. The papacy offered crusaders indulgences which applied not only to
past sins, but also to those yet to be committed. Equally, the papacy released
them from their oaths. It taught that those dying in battle went directly to
paradise. Stilbes’s list of Latin errors closes with the crimes committed by
the Latins during the sack of Constantinople. These clinched the underlying
argument of his tract that addiction to war had perverted Latin Christianity
and had turned it into a heresy.

This tract was a key document in the refashioning of the Byzantine identity,
which was now defined against the Latins. If the defence of Orthodoxy against
the Latin threat became its central feature, the exact nature of that threat was
not always clear and produced mixed reactions across the Byzantine popula-
tion. In the short term, an even greater danger was that the Orthodox Church
would split up into a series of autonomous churches, which mirrored the polit-
ical conditions of the time. That this did not happen was largely the work of the
patriarch Germanos II (1223-40). He took his ecumenical duties very seriously,
asserting his authority in different ways over the various separated churches,
whether in Russia, Georgia, Serbia, Bulgaria, Epiros or Cyprus. He confirmed
the Greeks of Constantinople in their faith and exhorted the Cypriots to resist
Latin pressure for submission. These actions inevitably brought him into con-
tact with the Latin Church. In the process he rescued five Franciscans, who
had fallen into captivity among the Seljugs of Rum.*

3 J. Darrouzes, ‘Le mémoire de Constantin Stilbés contre les Latins’, REB 20 (1962), 61-92.
See T. M. Kolbaba, The Byzantine lists: errors of the Latins (Urbana and Chicago: University
of Illinois Press, 2000), 32-87.

4 M. ]J. Angold, Church and society in Byzantium under the Comneni 1081-1261 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), 522—9.
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The patriarch’s own words betray the immense impression that these fri-
ars made on him. They seemed to represent a different and more attractive
face of Latin Christianity. Their piety was in tune with the Byzantine ideal.
They held out the hope that there might still be a peaceful way of settling
the differences that existed between the two churches. The negotiations that
ensued over several months in 1234 are among the best documented of any
exchange between the two churches.” They laid down a pattern that would
be repeated over the next two centuries. At its starkest it turned into a series
of recriminations, which revealed how far apart Greek and Latin were. It also
offered hope that these might be resolved. Dialogue was fruitful because the
friars had a good command of Greek and were well versed in Greek patristics.
They were able to argue out their case in terms that their Greek counterparts
understood. They made some sort of apology for the sack of Constantinople in
1204, insisting that it was done not with the permission of the Roman Church
but ‘by laymen, sinners, excommunicates presuming on their own authority’.

Amongthe delegation of friars was a Dominican working at Constantinople,
who in 1252 completed the Contra errores Graecorum.” This tract is notable not
only for its rigorous organisation in the best scholastic manner, but also for its
use of the Greek Fathers. The author was convinced that the Greeks used their
own authorities erroneously in order to support heretical notions. It was his
intention to persuade the Greeks on the basis of their own patristic tradition
that the Latin position was correct. In this he was building on the works of Hugh
Eteriano and his brother Leo Tuscus, who had been in the service of Manuel
I Komnenos (1143-80). Their works represented the first systematic attempt
by Latin theologians to address the differences between the two churches
on the basis of Greek patristics. The Dominican author was familiar with
Orthodox practice. Over the question of purgatory he cited wall paintings he
had seen in Greek churches, along with extracts from the Greek Fathers, as
evidence that the Orthodox had some notion of purgatorial fire.® The treatise
was translated into Greek and was intended for missionary purposes. The
activities of the friars were limited pretty much to Latin Constantinople, but
there they met with some success among those of mixed Latin and Greek

5 H. Golubovich (ed.), ‘Disputatio Latinorum et Graecorum seu Relatio apocrisariorum
Gregorii IX de gestis Nicaea in Bithynia et Nymphaeae in Lydia 1234°, Archivum Fran-
ciscanum Historicum 12 (1919), 418—70; P. Canart, ‘Nicéphore Blemmyde et le mémoire
adressé aux envoyés de Grégoire IX (Nicée, 1234)°, OCP 25 (1959), 310—25.

6 Golubovich, ‘Disputatio’, 451-2.

7 PG 140, 487—574; A. Dondaine, ““Contra Graecos”. Premiers écrits polémiques des Domini-
cains d’Orient’, Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum 21 (1951), 344-5.

8 PG 140, 513B-D.
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parentage.® At a different level, they seem to have influenced the Byzantine
theologian Nikephoros Blemmydes, who was prepared to concede on the basis
of Greek patristic texts that the Holy Spirit proceeded from the Father through
the Son. This represented a shift towards the Latin insistence on the double
procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and from the Son (filioque)." By
the end of the period of exile there was, thanks mainly to the friars, a new
spirit of reconciliation abroad.

Discussions with the Latins were always intended to bring the recovery
of Constantinople closer. But this happened by sheer chance in July 1261,
when a small Nicaean force took the City by surprise. It might seem that —
with Constantinople recovered — there was no longer a political purpose to
dialogue with the Latin Church. However, the new Byzantine emperor Michael
VIII Palaiologos (1259/61-82) assessed the situation differently. He reckoned
that there was always the danger of western intervention unless the restored
empire received papal recognition.” To this end — and with Franciscan help —
he made contact with the papacy within a year of his triumphal entry into
Constantinople. It was a necessary first step to re-establishing his empire on
the international stage, but ultimately it proved his undoing, because it led to
church union with Rome, which in turn produced the progressive alienation
of both church and people.

Why Michael Palaiologos was unable to carry them with him remains a
pertinent question. From the outset he encountered opposition to his rule.
This was more or less inevitable. He was a usurper and had to face the hostility
of those attached to the old Laskarid dynasty. But it went deeper than this.
He sought to restore the imperial office as the focus of Byzantine society and
identity. This meant reversing developments that occurred during the period
of exile. It brought the emperor into conflict with the church, which saw its
independence eroded by his autocratic stance. It was this far more than any
unionist negotiations that was for much of his reign the real issue: that is,
until the emperor’s unionist policy came to be seen not only as central to
his reassertion of imperial power, but also as a threat to the Orthodox core
of the Byzantine identity. At the end of his life Michael Palaiologos wrote
two autobiographical pieces. They reveal complete bewilderment at the lack
of gratitude for the benefits he had bestowed on his people. Had he not

9 R. L. Wolff, “The Latin Empire and the Franciscans’, Traditio 2 (1944), 213-37.

10 J. Munitiz, A reappraisal of Blemmydes’ First Discussion with the Latins’, BSI 51 (1990),
20-6, where he shows that Blemmydes changed his position over the procession of the
Holy Spirit.

11 D. J. Geanakopolos, Emperor Michael VIII Palaeologus and the West 1258-82: a study in
Byzantino-Latin relations (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1959).
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recovered Constantinople; had he not extended the frontiers of the empire
and successfully defended them against its enemies? He was especially bitter
about opposition from within the church: had he not restored the seat of the
patriarchate to Constantinople and rescued it from provincial obscurity?™

Michael Palaiologos’s overtures to the papacy only became controversial
when Pope Gregory X (1271—76) started to take them seriously. Superficially,
the emperor’s interest in union was as a means of blocking the ambitions of
the king of Sicily, Charles of Anjou. But Michael’s proposal to link union with
ajoint crusade suggested something more to the papacy: nothing less than the
integration of eastern and western Christendom under papal auspices.
The emperor was realistic enough to know that he could not foist union
on the church of Constantinople without first obtaining at least token consent
from the patriarch, Joseph I (1266—75). The latter was in a weak position. Hav-
ing inherited bitter divisions within his church he was now caught between
the emperor and the anti-unionists, the most prominent of whom was, at
this stage, John Bekkos, the chartophylax of St Sophia. The patriarch was not
entirely convinced by the emperor’s assertion that union would mean minimal
concessions to the papacy: no more than the commemoration of the pope in
the prayers of the Orthodox Church, recognition of papal primacy, and Rome
as a final court of appeal. He nevertheless gave his consent to negotiations
on condition that Orthodox forms of worship were respected. This enabled
Michael Palaiologos to obtain the adhesion of forty-four bishops for negotia-
tions over union. The patriarch knew he was in a false position. His decision
taken early in 1274 to retire to a monastery only confirmed how cleverly the
emperor had managed the church.?

Winning over John Bekkos to the unionist cause was one sign that at this
stage it was in the ascendant. Another was the sudden interest taken in Latin
texts by Byzantine scholars including the young Maximos Planoudes. His
major achievement in this field was the translation of Augustine’s On the
Trinity, which was vital for an informed view of Latin theology." Support for

12 A. A. Dmitrievskij, Opisanie liturgicheskikh rukopisei, 1.i (Kiev: Kievan Academy, 1895),
769-94; H. Grégoire, ‘Imperatoris Michael Palaeologi de Vita Sua’, B 20-30 (1950—60),
447-74.

13 1274: Année charniére — mutations et continuités [Colloques internationaux du Centre
national de la recherche scientifique 558] (Paris: CNRS, 1977); B. Roberg, Die Union
zwischen der griechischen und der lateinischen Kirche auf dem II. Konzil von Lyon (1274) (Bonn:
Ludwig Rohrscheid Verlag, 1964); B. Roberg, Das zweite Konzil von Lyon [1274] (Paderborn:
Schéningh, 1990).

14 W. O. Schmitt, ‘Lateinische Literatur in Byzanz: die Ubersetzungen des Maximos
Planudes und die moderne Forschung’, Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik 17
(1968), 127—47.
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union also benefited from the esteem in which the Franciscan John Parastron
was held throughout Byzantine society.” He was born in Constantinople,
then under Latin rule, and knew Greek to perfection. He participated in the
Orthodox liturgy and even advocated dropping the filioque from the Latin
creed as the price of ending the schism between the two churches.

It took time for opposition to the union promulgated at Lyons on 6 July
1274 to gather force. The critical moment came in April 1277 when Michael
Palaiologos and his son and heir Andronikos publicly proclaimed their adhe-
sion to the union and recited the creed with the Latin addition of the filioque. It
was becoming increasingly hard to trust the emperor’s assurances that union
would bring no substantial changes to Orthodox worship. As alarming were
the activities of John Bekkos, whom Michael Palaiologos had made patriarch in
May 1275." Imprisonment for his initial opposition to union had given Bekkos
the leisure to study the dogmatic differences separating the churches. He dis-
covered more and more support in the Greek Fathers for the compromise
position sketched earlier by Nikephoros Blemmydes. This led him to ponder
the historical circumstances of the split from the Roman Church. He became
convinced that the culprit was the patriarch Photios. He was dismissive of
the latter’s Mystagogia, which provided the theological foundations of Byzan-
tine criticism of Latin teaching on the Trinity. To Bekkos’s way of thinking,
Photios had allowed his ambition to destroy the harmonious relations that
had existed between Rome and Constantinople in an earlier period. Bekkos
sought to restore concord. To do so it was essential that the Orthodox Church
accepted the patristic view that on the procession of the Holy Spirit there was
no essential difference between the two churches.

Bekkos was working within the Orthodox tradition. His knowledge of
Latin culture and theology was minimal. He believed that he was recovering
the authentic Orthodox teaching on the procession of the Holy Spirit, which
had been lost through Photios. He insisted that he was as devoted and loyal to
Byzantium as it was possible to be. He could not understand why his opponents
treated him as a traitor. This was a line of thought expressed over the years
by many Latin sympathisers, along with their dismay at the violence of the
popular hatred of the Latins. The union of Lyons set in motion a struggle
within Byzantium that was superficially about the Latins but really about

15 Georges Pachyméres, Relations historiques, ed. A. Failler (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1984), 11,
V.Xi; 475-6.

16 H. Chadwick, East and West: the making of a rift in the church: from Apostolic times until the
Council of Florence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 246—57; G. Richter, Johannes
Bekkos und sein Verhiltnis zur romischen Kirche’, BF 15 (1990), 167-217.
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the Byzantine identity. Bekkos and his supporters were too high minded to
articulate their ideas in a way that had popular appeal. They were formed
by a historical perspective, which sought to liquidate four hundred years of
increasing friction with the Roman Church and to return to the fraternal
relations which had previously existed; to a time when the papacy had so
often proved itself the strongest defence of Orthodoxy.

Today Bekkos’s revisionism seems very attractive, but at the time it flew in
the face of papal intransigence. Michael Palaiologos may have convinced him-
self that union meant no substantial concessions; John Bekkos may have seen
it as the first step towards the restoration of harmonious relations between
the two churches, but the papacy viewed it as the reduction of the church of
Constantinople to obedience to the mother-church of Rome. To ensure satis-
factory implementation the papacy insisted on the presence in Constantinople
of a papal legate. Under pressure to prove his commitment to union Palaiolo-
gos embarked on the persecution of its opponents. The most vivid testimony
to its range and brutality comes from the report submitted in 1278 to the papal
legate by the emperor himself." It set out the scale of opposition that the latter
faced. It was disturbing how many of the imperial family now opposed union.
At their head was the emperor’s favourite sister, the nun Eulogia. Palaiologos
sent the papal legate on a guided tour of the dungeons of the Great Palace,
so that the latter could see for himself how opponents of union were being
treated. The emperor also sent back with the legate as a token of his good
faith two dissident monks, Meletios and Ignatios.

For his opposition to union Meletios is revered by the Orthodox Church as
a confessor.” His activities led to exile on the island of Skyros. There as part
of a larger work he composed a polemic against the ‘Errors of the Latins’. It
was written in political verse, which indicates that it was intended for wide
circulation. Its purpose was to confirm opponents of the union in their cause
and to convince waverers that Latins represented everything repugnant to a
good Byzantine. It was, in other words, presenting opposition to union as a
patriotic duty. Another product of anti-unionist propaganda was a tract which
purported to be a dialogue between an Orthodox bishop and a cardinal.” If it
turns into the usual list of Latin errors, it begins quite differently. It has one

17 R.-J. Loenertz, ‘Mémoire d’Ogier, protonotaire, pour Mario et Marchetto, nonces de
Michel VIII Paléologue auprés du Pape Nicholas III. 1278 printemps—été’, OCP 31 (1965),
374-408.

18 'T. M. Kolbaba, ‘Meletios Homologetes On the customs of the Italians’, REB 55 (1997), 137-68.

19 D. J. Geanakoplos, Interaction of the ‘sibling’ Byzantine and Western cultures in the Middle
Ages and Italian Renaissance (330-1600) (New Haven and London: Yale University Press,
1976), 156—70.
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John - plausibly identified with John Parastron — arriving from Rome leading
a mule with an image of the pope on its back. The emperor took the bridle
and escorted by twelve cardinals led it into the imperial palace where the
pope’s name was restored to the diptychs. Now the emperor was assured ‘all
Christians will partake of communion wafers (azymes)’. It is easy to identify
this scene as a travesty of the implementation of the union of Lyons. The tract
aimed at discrediting leading unionists, who are named. It catches a moment
when much of the elite still supported the emperor over union. It ends by
anathematising not only the Latins as heretics, but also the ‘azymites’, as
unionists were called.

This tract illustrates the way the union of Lyons touched a raw nerve at
Byzantium. It revived all the rancour that had been created by the fall of
Constantinople in 1204, which its recovery some fifty years later temporarily
assuaged. The return to Constantinople vindicated the ideology of exile, which
saw the Byzantines as the new Israelites. Nicaea was their Babylon. Having
atoned for their sins they returned to their Zion — Constantinople. In this
scheme of things Latin Christianity was presented as a perversion of the faith,
which threatened to pollute Orthodoxy, whether by its espousal of religious
warfare, by its use of azymes in the communion service, or by its strange
dietary customs. But the return to Constantinople also represented a new
beginning:* one requiring a greater openness to the west. This was a view
shared by many of the imperial elite, as the list of those who were initially
sympathetic to unionist negotiations indicates.

Opposition was at first sporadic. It centred on the deposed Patriarch Joseph
I. Some of the patriarchal clergy, such as Manuel Holobolos, remained loyal
to him, as did the monks of his old monastery of Galesios. The patriarch also
had support of members of the aristocracy, who had become convinced —
perhaps prompted by their monastic confessors — that union was a betrayal
of Orthodoxy and symptomatic of the emperor’s misuse of power. These
views won more adherents as the actions of the papacy conformed to the
stereotype set out in the ‘Errors of the Latins’ literature. The lack of debate at
Lyons underlined that the union was forced, while the emperor’s willingness
to condone papal demands was humiliating. Many of his erstwhile supporters
deserted him, as popular opinion turned against him.

His death in December 1282 allowed his successor Andronikos II (1282-1328)
to liquidate the union. John Bekkos was removed from the patriarchate to be

20 R. J. Macrides, “The new Constantine and the new Constantinople — 1261°, BMGS 6
(1980), 13—41; A.-M. Talbot, “The restoration of Constantinople under Michael VIII', DOP
47 (1993), 243-61.
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succeeded in a matter of months by Gregory of Cyprus (1283-89), one of those
who had turned from support for union to principled opposition. His choice
as patriarch emphasises that ending the union of Lyons was an inside job:
the work of men, such as the chief minister Theodore Mouzalon, who had
originally favoured the union. They realised that polemical tracts of the ‘Errors
of the Latins’ variety were all very well for the streets of Constantinople, but
they still had to win the theological battle against John Bekkos. The latter had
given sound reasons for supposing that the Latin position on the procession of
the Holy Spirit had strong support in the Greek patristic view that procession
entailed God the Father working through the Son. It needed somebody of
Gregory of Cyprus’s intellectual stature to reframe Orthodox teaching on this
doctrine.*

Gregory was able to vindicate a distinctive Orthodox position. He took
as his starting point a detailed examination of the exact meaning ascribed
to the phrase through the Son by the Greek Fathers. This, he maintained, did
not apply to the procession of the Holy Spirit, but to its manifestation both
in time and throughout eternity. In other words, it had no relevance to the
causation of the Holy Spirit, which was the work of God the Father alone — the
Orthodox position. It referred instead to the exercise of divine grace. In this
way Gregory of Cyprus was able to discredit Bekkos’s insistence that the Greek
Fathers provided support for the Latin position on the procession of the Holy
Spirit. At the same time Gregory put special emphasis on the working of God’s
grace, which followed from the contrast he drew between the procession and
the manifestation of the Holy Spirit. Implicit in this line of thought was a
distinction between the essence and the energies within the Godhead. This
provided the point of departure for Gregory Palamas’s formulations, which,
as we shall see, distinguished Orthodox and Latin teaching on the Trinity still
more radically.

Barlaam and Gregory Palamas

The union of Lyons cast its shadow over Orthodox relations with the west.**
It was remembered as having been imposed by the emperor ‘through the use
of force and against the general will’.*® It confirmed the stereotype of the

21 A. Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium: the filioque controversy in the patriarchate of Gregory II of
Cyprus (1283—1289) (New York: Fordham University Press, 1983).

22 A. E. Laiou, Constantinople and the Latins: the foreign policy of Andronicus II 1282—1328
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1972).

23 PG 151, 1334A.
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Latin as the mortal enemy of Byzantium. Under Andronikos II there were no
meaningful exchanges with the Latin Church. This isolationism was deliberate
policy on the part of Andronikos, but to an extent it was forced on him by a
power struggle within the Orthodox Church, as different factions claimed —
with little justification — credit for victory over unionism. At the same time,
monks were assuming an increasingly dominant role within the Orthodox
Church. This was fuelled by a wave of mysticism centring on the vision of
the uncreated light, which would take the Orthodox Church even further
away from Rome. It was in this period that Mount Athos, which had only had
a muted role in the struggle over union, began to come to the forefront of
Byzantine ecclesiastical life, as a centre of mysticism or — better — ‘hesychasm’.

While Andronikos II reigned, the Orthodox Church was protected from
contact with the Latin Church. This changed with his overthrow in January 1328
by his grandson Andronikos III (1328—41), who came to power with ambitious
plans to revive Byzantium. Their implementation was largely left to his right-
hand man John Kantakouzenos. It was clear that, whereas by itself Byzantium
was incapable of holding back the Turkish advance in Asia Minor, with western
aid this might still be possible. The price would be talks on the reunion of
churches. At the centre of negotiations was a Greek monk from Calabria
called Barlaam.** Almost nothing is known about his early life and education.
In the 1320s when there was increasing pressure on the Greek communities in
southern Italy Barlaam moved first to Arta and then to Thessalonike, which
had become a major centre of education and scholarship. He soon came to
the attention of John Kantakouzenos, who established him as head of a school
attached to the Constantinopolitan monastery of St Saviour in Chora. This did
not please its previous head, the great scholar Nikephoros Gregoras. He wrote
a Platonic dialogue entitled Phlorentios, in which he took Barlaam to task for his
Latin education and cast of mind.?® Recent scholarship has dismissed this line
of accusation as pure Byzantine prejudice against a Greek from southern Italy.
Barlaam’s writings at the time underline his sincere attachment to Orthodoxy,

24 J. Meyendorff, ‘Un mauvais théologien de 'unité au XIVe siécle: Barlaam le Calabrais’,
in 1054-1954: UEglise et les églises: neuf siécles de douloureuse séparation entre ’Orient et
U'Occident (Chevetogne: Editions de Chevetogne, 1954-55), 11, 47-64; R. E. Sinkewicz, A
new interpretation for the first episode in the controversy between Barlaam the Calabrian
and Gregory Palamas’, JThSt n.s. 31 (1980), 489—500; R. E. Sinkewicz, “The doctrine of
Knowledge of God in the early writings of Barlaam the Calabrian’, Mediaeval Studies 44
(1982), 181-242; T. M. Kolbaba, ‘Barlaam the Calabrian. Three treatises on Papal Primacy’,
REB 53 (1995), 41-115.

25 Nikephoros Gregoras, Fiorenzo o intorno alla sapienza, ed. P. A. M. Leone [Byzantina e
neohellenica napolitana 4] (Naples: Universita di Napoli, 1975).
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which he vigorously defended against Latin opponents, but in doing so he
revealed a quite un-Byzantine grasp of Latin methodology.

Late in 1333 papal emissaries arrived in Constantinople. The ensuing nego-
tiations were accompanied by a theological debate.? Invited to present the
Orthodox point of view Gregoras declined on the grounds that debate with
the Latins was utterly futile. The emperor turned instead to Barlaam, who
used his knowledge of scholasticism to make a defence of Orthodoxy in Latin
terms. He was the first Orthodox spokesman to demonstrate a proper grasp
of the works of Thomas Aquinas, which he consulted in Latin. He offered a
general criticism of the Latin use of syllogisms. He contended that they were
inappropriate to an understanding of the workings of the Godhead, where
scripture interpreted through the Fathers was the only guide. Barlaam’s spe-
cific criticism of Aquinas was over the use of scripture in such matters. The
latter’s interpretation was guided not by the Fathers, but by human reason
on the mistaken assumption that its rules necessarily applied to the Godhead.
Making original use of Pseudo-Dionysios Barlaam then argued against Aquinas
that it was necessary to accept the limitations of the human intellect, where
the Godhead — and in particular a mystery such as the origins of the Holy
Spirit — was concerned. It was a clever and effective defence of Orthodoxy, but
delivered by the wrong person.”

Barlaam came under attack from the hesychast leader Gregory Palamas,
who was acting as a spokesman for a group of Athonite monks.* His reaction
to Barlaam’s defence of Orthodoxy was precipitate and based on little more
than hearsay. He grossly misconstrued his adversary’s line of thought. His
assumption was that this revealed a theologian who was at heart a Latin.
He took Barlaam’s exposition of the Latin teaching on the procession of the
Holy Spirit and of Latin methodology, not as a debating position, but as a
statement of belief. Barlaam’s attempt to convince Palamas that this was not
so only made things worse. He tried to explain his position by reference to
the strengths and weaknesses of classical philosophy, always making clear its
inferiority to Christian revelation. Palamas took this as an admission of his
opponent’s adhesion to pagan thought.*

26 A. Fyrigos (ed.), Barlaam Calabro Opere contro i Latini [Studi e testi 347-8] (Vatican: Bib-
lioteca apostolica vaticana, 1998), 1, 211-18.

27 G. Podskalsky, Theologie und Philosophie in Byzanz: der Streit um die theologische Methodik
in der spdtbyzantinischen Geistesgeschichte (14/15. Jh.), seine systematischen Grundlagen und
seine historische Entwicklung [Byzantinisches Archiv 15] (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1977).

28 Barlaam Calabro Opere contro i Latini, 1, 219-33.

29 R. E. Sinkewicz, ‘Christian theology and the renewal of philosophical and scientific
studies in the early fourteenth century: the Capita 150 of Gregory Palamas’, Mediaeval
Studies 48 (1986), 334—51.
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There were hidden depths to Palamas’s stance against Barlaam. After a two-
year vacancy the patriarchal throne went to John Kalekas (1334-47), a married
man and a member of the imperial clergy. It was a political appointment, which
aroused bitter resentment both among the bishops and in monastic circles.?°
Coinciding as this appointment did with the reopening of dialogue with the
papacy it could easily be construed as a return to the unionist strategy of
Michael Palaiologos. This was an affront to the monks of Mount Athos, where
the myth of their brave resistance to his persecution was taking shape. As
spokesman in the debate with the Latin cardinal it was easy to cast Barlaam
in the role of another Bekkos.

Barlaam objected to criticism, which he judged to be both unfair and ill
informed. He also resented the way Palamas was turning friends and acquain-
tances against him. He expressed his indignation by ridiculing the exercises
employed by some hesychasts — navel-gazers, as he called them — to facili-
tate a vision of the uncreated light. He went further: he accused them of
Messalianism or seeking purification through prayer. This was a dangerous
charge because of the prominence that repetition of the Jesus Prayer had
assumed in hesychast practice. Gregory Palamas had now to defend prac-
tices and beliefs that had become central to the monastic ideal. As things
stood, only the writings and intuitions of mystics, such as Symeon the New
Theologian and Gregory of Sinai, supported a belief that the vision of the
uncreated light vouchsafed mystics direct contact with the divine. Gregory
Palamas began by making a distinction between the essence and the energies
of the Godhead. God in his essence is unknowable, but in His infinite mercy
He has manifested Himself in various ways to creation and mankind, most
famously at the Transfiguration on Mount Tabor. This Gregory argued was
only possible through the exercise of the divine energies. Realising that he
would be accused of dividing the Godhead he invoked the analogy of the sun
and its rays as proof that there was no necessary division. While Barlaam’s
agnostic approach threatened to divorce God from humankind, Gregory’s
theology did the opposite: it celebrated direct contact between God and man,
but in such a way as to enhance the role of the mystic. Palamas mobilised
support on Mount Athos for his theology, which was then approved by the
patriarchal synod meeting on 10 June 1341 under the presidency of the emperor
Andronikos III.

30 loannis Cantacuzeni eximperatoris Historiarum Libri IV, ed. L. Schopen (Bonn: Ed. Weber,
1828), 1, 432.
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Demetrios Kydones and Thomas Aquinas

Barlaam was condemned for his opposition. He left almost immediately for
Avignon, where conversion to Catholicism only confirmed existing suspicions.
His treatment in Byzantium was symptomatic of the continuing hostility there
was from many quarters to any renewal of contacts with the papacy. He has
famously been labelled a ‘bad theologian’,*' though it was more a case of being
wilfully misunderstood. But from a Byzantine point of view his fault was a
serious one: he was willing to disturb Byzantine thinking by introducing Latin
elements. It might have been a means of defending Orthodoxy, but to use
Latin methodology to such an end was to diminish Orthodoxy as the true
faith and guarantee of salvation. Barlaam had very little direct influence in
his own time, but the value of his work came to be appreciated by Orthodox
theologians. Already by the 1360s Neilos Kabasilas was making considerable
use of Barlaam’s treatises against the Latins, but he could not acknowledge his
debt openly?*

Barlaam may have laid the foundations for the later appropriation of Latin
scholasticism by Byzantine theology, but he was remembered as Gregory
Palamas’s first opponent and an enemy of Orthodoxy* With his departure
the controversy over the uncreated light could be conducted along strictly
Byzantine lines. Palamas’s opponents recognised his teachings for what they
were: a daring innovation, which was difficult to justify either on philosoph-
ical grounds or in terms of traditional Byzantine theology. The triumph of
the Palamites should not be dismissed as merely a product of the political
configurations of the time. Bad theologian that he may well have been, Gre-
gory Palamas was in tune with one of the enduring refrains of Orthodoxy:
‘God became man, so that man might become God.” His theology was part
of a spiritual revival, which spread via monasteries to all parts of the Ortho-
dox world. It tilted the balance within the Orthodox Church to the monastic
order. Effectively, Mount Athos rather than Constantinople became the centre
of gravity of Orthodoxy.

Opposition to the triumph of Palamite theology — confirmed at the council
of Blakhernai in 135134 — came from conservative elements within the Byzantine
establishment. Not all opponents of Palamas became Latin sympathisers, let

31 J. Meyendorff, ‘Un mauvais théologien’.

32 Podskalsky, Theologie, 180—230.

33 J. Gouillard, ‘Le Synodikon de I'Orthodoxie’, TM 2 (1967), 81-5.
34 Ibid., 242-6.
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alone converts to Rome, but opposition to Palamas did spawn an influential
group of Latin sympathisers. This was the work of Demetrios Kydones, who
became chief minister in 1347 following John Kantakouzenos’s coup.® At this
stage, Kydones seems to have been indifferent to the Palamite controversy.
This changed when he decided — with the emperor’s approval — to learn Latin
to help with his diplomatic duties. He made rapid progress; so much so that his
tutor — a Spanish Dominican — suggested that he translate Thomas Aquinas’s
Contra Gentiles into Greek. The impact of Aquinas’s thought on Kydones was
immediate: it had the power of revelation and led very quickly to conversion
to Rome.

This was the first major success for the Dominicans, who had been a pres-
ence in the Genoese factory of Pera — opposite Constantinople — since the
early fourteenth century. But their Pera convent was more a staging post for
the mission fields to the north and east of the Black Sea than for work in Con-
stantinople, where their influence was superficial until the mid-fourteenth
century, when Demetrios Kydones’s enthusiasm for Thomas Aquinas made
all the difference.’® He realised that Aquinas provided what Byzantine the-
ologians had consistently failed to supply: a systematic philosophically based
justification of Christian revelation.”” Aquinas had been dead for nearly eighty
years when Kydones began his translation of the Contra Gentiles. Byzantine the-
ologians had been able to ignore Aquinas for so long because he was deemed
irrelevant to Byzantine needs. However, this was no longer the case once it
became clear that at the heart of the Palamite controversy lay the competing
claims of mysticism and authority.?® The traditionalists opposed to Palamas
were adamant that mysticism defied rational explanation, but they could no
longer appeal to authority because Palamite teaching now had the force of
dogma. By way of contrast they found in the rigour of Aquinas’s analysis an
attractive alternative. By Byzantine standards it was fresh and invigorating,
even if in the west its solutions were already being questioned. Furthermore,
the translations made by Demetrios Kydones and his brother Prochoros were

35 R.-J. Loenertz, ‘Démétrius Cydoneés’, OCP 36 (1970), 47—72; 37 (1971), 5-39; F. Kianka,
‘Demetrius Cydones and Thomas Aquinas’, B 52 (1982), 264-86; F. Kianka, ‘Byzantine—
papal diplomacy: the role of Demetrius Cydones’, International Historical Review 7 (1985),
175-213.

36 C. Delacroix-Besnier, ‘Conversions constantinopolitaines au XIVe siécle’, Mélanges de
I’Ecole Frangaise de Rome 105 (1993), 715-61; Delacroix-Besnier, Les Dominicains et la chrétienté
grecque aux XIVe et XVe siécles [Collection de 'Ecole frangaise de Rome 237] (Rome: Ecole
frangaise de Rome, 1997).

37 G. Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone, Manuele Caleca e Teodoro Meliteniota [Studi
e testi 56] (Vatican: Biblioteca apostolica vaticana, 1931), 362—5, 3656, 391—2.

38 Gouillard, ‘Synodikon’, 246-51.
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outstandingly good, which allowed the power and originality of Aquinas’s
works to make their impact.

The Latin sympathisers around Demetrios Kydones have been dismissed as
men withoutlasting influence. This may be true of their role within Byzantium,
but not of the impact they had on Byzantine relations with the west. In the
face of the rapid advance of the Ottomans Demetrios Kydones engineered
a rapprochement with the west. He was now the chief minister of John V
Palaiologos (1341/54—91), who had secured Constantinople in 1354 with the
aid of a Genoese adventurer Francesco Gattelusio, to whom he granted the
island of Mytilene. With Kydones by his side the new emperor instituted a
Latinophile regime and stubbornly pursued a unionist strategy. He made his
intentions clear in a chrysobull of December 1355 addressed to Pope Innocent
V1.1t contained a request for military aid against an eventual union of churches.
The emperor was realistic enough to admit thathe was in no position to impose
union, when the church was in the hands of the Palamites.*

The papacy received these overtures politely, but continued to insist on the
old formula of no aid before conversion. And there it might have rested, had not
Count Amadaeus of Savoy, a cousin of the emperor, led a crusade to his rescue.
In 1366 Amadaeus first recovered the strategic crossing point of Gallipoli from
the Ottomans. Next he brought his cousin back from Vidin on the Danube,
where the latter had been marooned following an ill-advised journey to Buda to
discuss cooperation against the Ottomans with the Hungarian king.*° Atlong
last, the west had offered the Byzantine emperor solid military aid. He now
had to demonstrate his good faith over the union of churches. He promised
his cousin that he would travel as soon as conveniently possible to Rome
to make his personal submission to the pope. In the meantime, he handed
over substantial pledges to his cousin. This was only a start. The union of
churches required the establishment of the exact differences separating the
two churches. To this end the papal legate Paul of Smyrna debated the issues
atan assembly presided over, in the absence of the patriarch, by the ex-emperor
John Kantakouzenos, now the monk Joasaph. Kantakouzenos insisted that,
whatever the differences, the union of churches must never be forced. It was

39 O.Halecki, Un empereur de Byzance a Rome: Vingt ans de travail pour 'union des églises et pour
la défense de UEmpire d’Orient 135 5—1375 [Travaux historiques de la société des sciences et
des letters de Varsovie 8] (Warsaw: Société des sciences et des letters de Varsovie, 1930;
reprinted London: Variorum, 1972).

40 E. L. Coxe, The Green Count of Savoy: Amadaeus VI and Transalpine Savoy in the fourteenth
century (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967); J. Gill, John V Palaeologus at the
court of Louis I of Hungary (1366)’, BS 38 (1977), 31-8.
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a way of reminding the emperor and his adviser that union could never be
wholly a matter of politics.#

At the same time, the gap separating the unionists from the main body of
the church was highlighted by the case of Prochoros Kydones, who mounted
an attack on Palamite theology. His use of Aquinas was serious enough, but
his challenge was even more dangerous because it was launched from Mount
Athos, where Prochoros was amonk. Some ofthe fiercest criticism of Palamism
came from monks dissatisfied by the way that the new emphasis on mysticism
was displacing the liturgy and the common life as the focus of the monastic
ideal. Prochoros was expelled from Athos in 1367 and then brought before
the patriarchal synod, which condemned him the next year as an enemy of
Orthodoxy. It says much about the divided state of Byzantium that his brother —
still the emperor’s chief minister — was unable to save him. Bringing Prochoros
to trial at this juncture was designed to discredit his brother’s unionist strategy.

The condemnation of Prochoros only made an understanding with Rome
more essential. Accompanied by Demetrios Kydones the emperor went to
Rome where in the winter of 1369/70 he made his personal submission to
Pope Urban V. It was all in vain. No tangible help was forthcoming. The
emperor finally limped back to Constantinople in October 1371 to discover
that the fate of his empire had effectively been decided the previous month
at the battle of the Maritsa, where the Ottomans defeated the Serbs. John
Palaiologos capitulated and became a tributary of the Ottoman emir Murad I
(1362-89). With the collapse of the unionist strategy the influence at court of
its architect Demetrios Kydones waned. Other Latin sympathisers either had
to temper their opinions or were forced out of Constantinople. Of these some
went to Latin courts scattered through the Levant, while others found a home
at the papal curia or in the Italian cities, where their scholarship and learning
were often admired.

There are parallels between the unionist policies of Michael Palaiologos
and of his descendant John V. In both cases, a small but powerful elite around
the emperor sought union with Rome against stubborn opposition. There
were, however, differences. While Michael was able to bully the ecclesiasti-
cal hierarchy into accepting his strategy, John had very little influence over
the church. Against this Michael’s unionist policies did not create any solid
body of Latin sympathisers; rather they instilled into Byzantines of all shades
of opinion distaste for things Latin. This changed with Demetrios and Pro-
choros Kydones. They were intellectual converts to Rome. They believed that

41 J. Meyendorff, ‘Projets de concile oecuménique en 1367. Un dialogue inédit entre Jean
Cantacuzene et le légat Paul’, DOP 14 (1960), 147—77.
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Aquinas’s thought represented an advance in the understanding and elucida-
tion of Christian teaching, of which the Byzantines were now incapable. They
introduced Latin methodology into the mainstream of Byzantine thinking.
They also established enduring links with the Dominicans, who at last began
to exert aninfluence on members of the Byzantine elite. The Kydones brothers
ended the church of Constantinople’s insulation from Latin influence, which
was a consequence of the reaction against the union of Lyons and was then
reinforced by the Palamite victory.

Byzantine scholars and Italy

A complaint made against the Palamites by their opponents was that they
condoned the advance of the Turks. Although not strictly true, it caught a new
development: the willingness of Greeks, as individuals or as communities, to
throw in their lot with the marauding Turks. As often as not this led to
assimilation and conversion to Islam. This contrasted with the obstinacy with
which the Greeks retained their religion in lands ruled by Latins. The difference
is best explained by the conditions of conquest. The Ottoman conquest was
a traumatic business, where resistance brought destruction and enslavement,
while cooperation offered material benefits. The Latin conquest was far less
brutal, but more humiliating, because of the subjection of the mass of the
population which was Greek and Orthodox to a ruling class that was Latin
and Catholic. The Latin regimes in the Levant were anxious to ensure that this
division remained intact, because it was a guarantee of dominance. Equally, it
suited the Greeks. It furthered the social dominance of the Orthodox Church
and it created an ascendancy, which was able to mediate between the two
communities thanks to its access to the Latin ruling class. In Venetian Crete
there was interchange on the religious level: Greeks and Latins worshipped in
and were patrons of the same churches, and on special occasions participated
in the same celebrations. However, Greeks were discouraged from becoming
Latin priests and vice versa. The Latin authorities in the Levant were suspicious
of union, because it threatened the delicate balance of communities upon
which effective rule depended.*

42 F Thiriet, ‘La situation religieuse en Crete au début du XVe siecle’, B 36 (1966), 201—
12; J. Gill, ‘Pope Urban V (1362-1370) and the Greeks of Crete’, OCP 39 (1973), 461-8;
S. McKee, Uncommon dominion: Venetian Crete and the myth of ethnic purity (Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000), 100—32; M. Georgopoulou, Venice’s Mediterranean
colonies: architecture and urbanism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 165-91;
J. Richard, ‘Culture franque et culture grecque: le royaume de Chypre au XVe siécle’,
BF 11 (1987), 399-415.
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While Greek and Latin were strictly differentiated, at the level of the elite a
degree of assimilation and acculturation occurred. Greek increasingly became
the language of literature and social intercourse at Levantine courts. At a
dynastic level the imperial family of Palaiologos was connected by marriage to
the Lusignans of Cyprus and the Gattelusio of Mytilene. In Epiros the Orsini
and Tocco were entwined in a bewildering way with local families as well
as with the Palaiologoi. The ties of kinship ensured Byzantine aristocrats of
a warm welcome at these courts. The best-documented example is that of
John Laskaris Kalopheros. Disgraced by John V Palaiologos he sought ser-
vice with Peter I of Cyprus (1350—69) who rewarded him with a rich Latin
heiress. Such favouritism earned the king the hatred of the Cypriot nobles.
After his assassination in 1369 their anger turned against his intimates. John
Kalopheros was obliged to leave Cyprus, but it was not long before he married
another Latin heiress. He also acquired both Genoese and Venetian citizen-
ship. Though he never returned to Constantinople, he maintained his contacts
among the Byzantine elite. The ease with which he moved about the Mediter-
ranean reflects the creation of a Levantine society to which many Byzantines
gravitated, even if the price was conversion to Rome.*®

Amongthese was Demetrios Kydones. Resentful at the failure of his unionist
policies he requested that he be allowed to visit Rome to pursue his studies and
to perfect his Latin. This was refused, and initially he had to decline Gattelusio
hospitality on the island of Mytilene. This did not prevent Kydones devoting his
retirement to his studies and to the cultivation of a circle of disciples. Some of
the most distinguished of the next generation of Byzantine scholars — Maximos
Chrysoberges, Manuel Chrysoloras and Manuel Kalekas — claimed him as
their teacher. They followed their master on the path to Rome. There was no
question of Kydones having any formal teaching post. His students were at
least in their twenties, sometimes older. In typical Byzantine fashion Kydones
was regarded as a sage and attracted those interested in the wisdom he offered.
That wisdom consisted in initiation into Latin scholasticism through the study
of his translations of the works of Thomas Aquinas. Kydones was passionate
in his devotion to Aquinas, whom he considered Plato’s intellectual equal,
but with the advantage that he did not have to express his thought through
myths. He jested that, if Plato had had the good fortune to peruse the works
of Aquinas, he would have preferred the Christian Church to the Academy. He

43 D. Jacoby, Jean Lascaris Calophéros, Chypre et la Morée’, REB 26 (1968), 189—228; A. K.
Eszer, Das abenteuerliche Leben des Johannes Laskaris Kalopheros: Forschungen zur Geschichte
des ost-westlichen Beziehungenim14.Jh.(Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz, 1069); R.-]. Loenertz,
‘Pour la biographie de Jean Lascaris Calophéros’, REB 28 (1970), 129-39.
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was, however, completely sincere in his conviction that Aquinas had provided
the means by which it was possible to distinguish truth from falsehood.

His devotion to Aquinas was the basis of close relations with the Domini-
cans. He encouraged his followers to seek refuge with them at Pera when they
came under pressure from the Byzantine ecclesiastical authorities to accept
Palamite teachings. Maximos Chrysoberges was the first to do so; followed
in 13906 by Manuel Kalekas. This was for both of them a decisive step in their
conversion to Rome. Kydones also encouraged his followers to do what he
had not — to his regret — been able to do: to study in Italy. He congratulated
Maximos for enrolling in the University of Padua. He envied his installation
in an environment where scholarship was respected, so different from the sit-
uation in Constantinople. Kalekas does not seem to have studied at an Italian
university, but he stayed in Italy from 1401 to 1403 and attached himself to the
circle of émigrés around another of Kydones’s followers, Manuel Chrysoloras.
In the same way as his master, Kalekas was overwhelmed by the splendour
of the Italian cities. He involved himself in translating a wide range of Latin
theology, including Anselm’s Cur Deus Homo. He also cooperated with Max-
imos Chrysoberges in the creation of a Greco-Roman liturgy, indicative of
their hopes of convincing their fellow-countrymen to follow their example.
Kalekas returned to Constantinople in 1403 with the emperor Manuel II, but
to his surprise his old friends turned on him. He was treated as a traitor and
was forced, like Maximos Chrysoberges before him, to seek refuge with the
Dominicans of Mytilene, where he died in 1410.4

Manuel Chrysoloras® accompanied Demetrios Kydones to Italy in 1306 and
stayed on after his master’s departure the following year for Constantinople.*®
Coluccio Salutati, the chancellor of Florence, recruited Chrysoloras to teach
Greek at the city’s Studium. His brief tenure of the chair of Greek was of
immense significance because he used it to lay the foundations of the systematic
teaching of Greek in the west. At the core of his teaching was his analytical
grammar known as the Erotemata. It was much simplified in comparison to
earlier Byzantine textbooks of this kind. It also benefited from being translated
into Latin by one of Chrysoloras’s pupils, Guarino of Verona. Chrysoloras had
to cut short his tenure of the Florentine chair because Manuel II Palaiologos

44 R.-J. Loenertz, Correspondance de Manuel Calécas [Studi e testi 152] (Vatican: Biblioteca
apostolica vaticana, 1950), 16—46.

45 G. Camelli, Dotti bizantini e le origini dell’Umanesimo I. Manuele Crisolora (Florence: Centro
nazionale di studi sul Rinascimento, 1941); M. Baxandall, ‘Guarino, Pisanello and Manuel
Chrysoloras’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 28 (1965), 185-204.

46 Kydones died en route in Crete. It was later believed that on his death bed he sought
reconciliation with the Orthodox Church: see Mercati, Notizie, 441-50.
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(1391-1425) needed him, now that the latter had come to the westin order to seek
aid against the Turks. From 1399 Chrysoloras acted as his emissary to a series
of western courts. He returned with the emperor in 1403 to Constantinople.
Despite imperial support he found life there uncongenial. It hastened his
decision to convert to Rome and to make a permanent home in Italy, where
he attached himself to the court of Pope John XXIII. He played some role in
the negotiations which led to the opening of the council of Constance, where
he died in April 1415. He was remembered in the west with deep veneration,
while his comparison of the old and new Romes reveals his enthusiasm for the
city of Rome. He came to realise that ancient Rome had been an amalgam
of Greek and Latin, which he presented to his own times as a paradigm of
cooperation between Byzantium and the west.

Chrysoloras was still useful to the emperor Manuel, because his foreign
policy remained orientated towards the west. But for all his Latin sympathies,
the emperor avoided submission to the papacy. He had his father’s fate before
him. He also knew from his three years in the west the obstacles there were
to the despatch of aid. Perhaps the most serious was the Great Schism, which
divided the west into different ecclesiastical obediences. It was in Byzantium’s
interest to see it ended. Manuel therefore accepted the invitation of the Ger-
man emperor Sigismund and sent a delegation to the council of Constance,
which ensured that the union of churches came quite high on the agenda of
the new pope Martin V (1417-31). By 1422 the pope had agreed in principle
to debate the differences between the two churches within the framework
of a General Council. Credit for the groundwork that eventually led to the
council of Ferrara/Florence must therefore go to the emperor Manuel, but
how sincere was he? In a famous passage in his Chronicle George Sphrantzes
claims that Manuel gave the following advice to his son and heir John VIII
Palaiologos (1425—48): by all means, use union of the churches as a ploy to dis-
courage the Turks, but on no account ever allow its implementation, because
of the divisions that would follow within Byzantium.*® Even if there is an ele-
ment of the historian being wise after the event, caution was always Manuel’s
watchword after his return from exile. He ensured the election of moderates
as patriarch of Constantinople. He accepted the ascendancy exercised over the
church in Constantinople by the monk Joseph Bryennios. The latter’s oppo-
sition to union suited the emperor rather well because his main concern was
to extract concrete benefits from any engagement with the west. These came

47 G. Dagron, ‘Manuel Chrysoloras: Constantinople ou Rome’, BF 12 (1987), 281-8.
48 Georgios Sphrantzes, Memorii 1401-1477, ed. V. Grecu [Scriptores Byzantini V]
(Bucharest: Editura Academiei Republicii Socialiste Romania, 1966), xxiii.5—8; 58—60.
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in the shape of a series of prestigious marriages for his children. His eldest
son John married Sophia of Montferrat and his second son, Theodore, Cleopa
Malatesta, daughter of the despot of Rimini.

The union of Florence (1439) and its aftermath

John succeeded his father in 1425. Why did the new emperor not follow his
father’s wise example and steer clear of too close an involvement with Rome? It
was very largely because temporising over the union of churches became more
difficult once a new pope, Eugenius IV (1431—47) —in the face of the challenge
from the council of Basel — offered increasingly advantageous terms. Instead
of the prospect of a dictated settlement there were guarantees of unfettered
discussion of the points at issue between the two churches.*

At Byzantium there were fewer objections to negotiations with Rome, as
one by one opponents of union died, to be replaced by a more open-minded
generation. Prominent among the newcomers were Bessarion, Isidore and
Mark Eugenikos,”® who at a comparatively young age were put at the head
of important Constantinopolitan monasteries and then given prestigious sees.
They were not Latin sympathisers but neither were they hostile to the west.
Their assimilation of scholastic modes of thought meant that they did not
dismiss Latin theology out of hand.

The driving force behind negotiations was the emperor John VIII Palaiol-
ogos, who emerges as a man of some stature.”” Like his predecessors, he saw
union as the only means of obtaining substantial help from the west. He had
already as a young man made two journeys to the west in search of sup-
port. He had been entertained at the court of the emperor Sigismund, who
admitted that the Orthodox Church had preserved a purer tradition than the
Latin Church. And not only that: he anticipated that the Byzantines could help
reform the Latin Church, but only if they accepted union. These were sweet
words tailored to Byzantine amour propre. John made use of them to convince
opponents of the union, who at this point included the patriarch Joseph II
(1416-39), that a more tolerant spirit existed in the west.”* The patriarch was
won over to union, though his agenda was different from that of the emperor.

49 J. Gill, The Council of Florence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1959); G. Alberigo,
Christian unity: the Council of Ferrara-Florence 1438/9-1989 (Leuven: Peeters, 1991).

50 See J. Gill, Personalities of the Council of Florence and other essays (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1964), 45-78.

s1 Ibid., 102—24.

52 Les ‘mémoires’ de Sylvestre Syropoulos sur le concile de Florence (1438-1439), ed. V. Laurent
(Paris: Editions CNRS, 1971), 1.xliv; 148-53.
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Joseph was a scion of the imperial house of Bulgaria and a Slavonic-speaker. His
background led him to appreciate the importance of the Slav countries to the
Orthodox cause. He saw a union council as a stage on which to demonstrate
the ecumenical authority of a Byzantine patriarch.”

Once the emperor and patriarch arrived at Ferrara in 1438 their hopes of
free and open discussion were not disappointed. The Latins invariably accepted
their demands about the organisation of debates. Their forbearance offered
the possibility of achieving a union of churches which respected Orthodox
doctrine; so the Latins conceded that a number of differences, such as over
Purgatory, were of secondary importance, and absolute agreement was unnec-
essary. But on the centralissues of the addition of the filioque and the procession
of the Holy Spirit there had to be agreement. The Byzantine spokesmen were
able to hold their own intellectually. In any case, the debates in the end turned
on a historical and even codicological analysis.>* Mark Eugenikos argued the
traditional Byzantine line that the unilateral addition of the filioque to the
creed violated the injunction that there should be no such additions. But he
was increasingly isolated as another Byzantine spokesman, Bessarion, argued
for a return to the pre-existing harmony between the churches, or ‘Concord
of the Saints’, as it was called.

On arrival in the west Mark Eugenikos was not obviously either more pro-
or more anti-Latin than Bessarion.” It was the experience of the council that
convinced Eugenikos that Latin theology and Orthodox piety were incompat-
ible. He was famed for his mastery of scholastic methodology, but when urged
to deploy his expertise he insisted that he preferred to speak as a simple monk.
As the debates continued, he came to see the addition of the filioque as being
opposed to the central dogma of Christianity. He was possibly in competition
with Bessarion, but this was less important than the latter’s willingness to
revive arguments deployed by John Bekkos: to the effect that the patristic view
of the Holy Spirit proceeding from the Father through the Son was the same as
the Latin position represented by the filioque. It was on this basis that a compro-
mise was reached with the Latins, who clarified their position by emphasising
that behind the procession of the Holy Spirit was a single, not a double, prin-
ciple. At the end of the debates the Byzantine emperor could be satisfied that
he had gained as much as he could have expected. The patriarch had died on

53 Gill, Personalities, 15-34.

54 A. Alexakis, “The Greek patristic testimonia presented at the council of Florence (1439) in
support of the Filioque reconsidered’, REB 58 (2000), 149—65.

55 C. Tsirpanlis, Mark Eugenicus and the Council of Florence: a historical reevaluation of his
personality (Thessalonike: Patriarchal Institute, 1974).
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10 June 1439, apparently leaving a profession of faith, which accepted that Latin
teaching conformed to the Greek. But as the Byzantine delegation prepared to
depart it was put under considerable pressure by the papacy to make a number
of concessions over important points: demands which fuelled charges that the
union was forced. The pope then wanted to have Mark Eugenikos tried by the
council. This was a demand too many and the Byzantine emperor stood firm.
The council ended on a bad-tempered note. The pope refused any concessions
to the Byzantines once the decree of union was signed. They were expected
to participate in the Roman liturgy at the close of the council, but were not
allowed to celebrate their own liturgy the next day. The emperor’s comment
revealed a disappointed man: “We thought that we were correcting many Latin
errors. Now I see that those guilty of innovations, who err in so many ways,
are correcting us, even though we have changed nothing.”® The pope could
act in this way because leading figures on the Byzantine side had succumbed to
the attractions exercised by Italy. Two, Bessarion and Isidore of Kiev; accepted
cardinals” hats. The splendour of the papal curia did not simply dazzle. It also
seemed to offer a superior ecclesiastical order. Bessarion found the atmosphere
of Florence particularly congenial. The culture of the Florentine humanists
was much to his taste with its emphasis on the classical past. He could bask in
the reflected glory of his master George Gemistos Plethon,”who was added to
the Byzantine delegation to give it intellectual muscle. Despite doubts about
his commitment to Christianity Plethon made some telling interventions in
the debates. At one point he noted an inconsistency in the presentation of
the Latin case. Its apparent reliance on logical proof was little more than a
debating ploy, since it was historical proof that would be decisive.*® His advice
was highly valued by the Byzantine delegation. He won the confidence of the
patriarch, who told him that he was “an old man and a good one, who puts
the truth before everything’.”® He emerges as something of a traditionalist in
ecclesiastical matters. He criticised the emperor for having earlier advocated
entering the debate on Purgatory with an open mind. “‘What could be worse
than that’, was his comment, “for if we have doubts about the faith of our
Church, then we do not have to believe in its doctrines.”® Along with Mark
Eugenikos he had the intellectual self-confidence to stand up to the Latins.

56 Syropoulos, X.xiv; 500-3.

57 F. Masai, Pléthon et le platonisme de Mistra (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1956); C. M. Woodhouse,
Gemistos Plethon: the last of the Hellenes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986).

58 Syropoulos, vi.xxxi; 330-3.

59 Ibid., vii.xvii; 366—9.

60 Ibid., vii.xviii; 368—9.
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This is not so much of a surprise as it might seem. Thanks to Ciriaco of
Ancona his reputation as a sage, as ‘the most learned of the Greeks of our
time’, had preceded him. What was prized was his knowledge of Plato, now
a focus of interest among the Florentine humanists. He was invited to give a
series of informal lectures on the differences between Plato and Aristotle. They
generated great enthusiasm and were remembered long enough for Cosimo
de” Medici to institute a Platonic Academy in his honour. Their success was
testimony to the spread of knowledge of Greek among Italian humanists.
Leonardo Bruni, the chancellor of Florence — a pupil of Manuel Chrysoloras —
will certainly have lent his support, since he translated works of both Plato
and Aristotle from the Greek. The reception of Plethon at the council of
Florence opened the way for other Byzantine scholars to make their mark
on the Italian scene. The transmission of Byzantium’s classical heritage to the
west was a long-drawn-out process, beginning in the late fourteenth century
and continuing into the seventeenth. But the council of Florence was the
crux. It gave a further and decisive impetus to the process. The debate over
the differences between Plato and Aristotle was largely confined to Byzantine
scholars operating in both Byzantium and Italy, but it fuelled Italian interest
in Plato, although it took some twenty years before Marsilio Ficino presented
Plato in a way that appealed to Italian humanists. However fascinating the
Italians found Plethon he remained very much a Byzantine figure. He seems
to have understood the gulf that existed between a sage, such as himself, and
the Italian humanists he encountered. He refused to accept that the Latins
enjoyed any intellectual superiority. It saddened him that so many Byzantine
scholars abandoned their traditions on exactly those grounds. Unlike them,
he was not seduced by the west.

The majority of the Byzantine delegation found the outcome of the council
an anticlimax. Far from triumphantly vindicating Orthodoxy, union seemed
to be very largely on Latin terms. In contrast to what happened on the way
out, the Byzantines met a hostile reception from the Greeks of the Venetian
ports where they stopped. The latter understood union to mean subordination
to the Roman Church. This interpretation was not strictly true, but it had a
basis of truth. The emperor who had shown such energy and commitment
in driving through union was curiously apathetic. He never recovered from
the death of his beloved third wife, which occurred a few days before he
reached Constantinople. Little was done either to implement the union or to
combatits opponentsled by Mark Eugenikos, who now emerged asa dominant
personality. Bessarion preferred to return to Italy rather than promote the case
for union. The emperor could only wait on events. The long-expected aid from
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the west materialised in the shape of a Hungarian crusade, but in November
1444 it came to grief at the battle of Varna. It does not matter that it was a close
run thing. It meant that in practical terms the union of Florence had been in
vain. As so often in the past, western aid proved to be a mirage.

On the eve

The aftermath of the council of Florence demonstrated once again the unwill-
ingness of Byzantine society to follow its leaders down the path of union. The
career of George Scholarios, the future Patriarch Gennadios, provides testi-
mony of the strength of anti-unionism.®" Still a layman he was added to the
Byzantine delegation to the council. He was selected on the strength of his
expertise as a scholastic theologian. He knew Latin well. He had also expe-
rienced the hostility that learning Latin provoked at Constantinople. News
of his Latin lessons was cause enough for the mob to attack his house. At
Florence he was for a long time an advocate of union. He had a very poor
opinion of the intellectual level of the Byzantine delegation when compared
with the Latins. During the council he cooperated with Bessarion and Isidore,
the leaders of unionist opinion, in drafting the Byzantine statement on the
procession of the Holy Spirit, but its mixed reception by both Byzantine and
Latin was humiliating for Scholarios. This may be part of the explanation for
his precipitate withdrawal from the council. He left Florence on 14 June 1439,
scarcely a month after drawing up the Byzantine statement, in the company
of two anti-unionists: the emperor’s brother Demetrios and George Gemistos
Plethon. Like them Scholarios was departing early, so as to avoid signing the
union decree. How are we to explain this sudden change of heart? The death
of the patriarch Joseph was unsettling; working with convinced unionists,
such as Bessarion and Isidore, perhaps even more so. It forced him to ponder
his loyalties: did his admiration for Thomas Aquinas necessarily point towards
conversion to Rome? He decided not, because his purpose in studying scholas-
tic texts was to provide a defence of Orthodoxy that met the requirements of
Latin theology. He saluted Demetrios Kydones and Manuel Kalekas for their
mastery of scholastic thought, but was bitterly critical of their defection to
Rome.**

61 Gill, Personalities, 79-94; C. J. Turner, “The career of George-Gennadius Scholarius’, B 39
(1969), 420-55.

62 C. J. G. Turner, ‘George-Gennadius Scholarius and the Union of Florence’, JThSt 18
(1967), 83—103; Podskalsky, Theologie, 222—6.
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On his return to Constantinople he was not initially a vociferous opponent
of union. Only in 1444 did Mark Eugenikos pick him out as his successor. He
was one of the few in the upper ranks of society not tainted by adhesion to
the union of Florence. He took on the leadership of the synaxis, as the group
opposed to union was called, out of a sense of patriotism: to defend Orthodoxy
against Latin innovations, which were facilitated, as he saw it, by the ill-judged
union of Florence. His actions divided Byzantine society at a critical moment.
He had no wish to see Constantinople conquered by the Turks, but it turned
out to be a solution of sorts. It ended the schism that the union of Florence had
produced. Byzantine society united in condemning the betrayal of Orthodoxy
at Florence, as a way of explaining the fall of Constantinople. The conqueror
Mehmed II made a shrewd choice when selecting him as the new patriarch
of Constantinople. Here was a man willing to cooperate with the new dis-
pensation because he believed that it safeguarded the essentials of Orthodoxy.
One of Gennadios’s first actions as patriarch was to burn Plethon’s Book of the
Laws on the grounds that it constituted a codification of neoplatonic pagan-
ism. His condemnation of Plethon’s doctrine owed much to Thomas Aquinas.
Under the guidance of Gennadios the ecumenical patriarchate embraced Latin
scholasticism, now that the question of union with Rome ceased to matter. At
the same time Plethon’s autographs became the prized possessions of Italian
libraries, confirmation in its way that Byzantium’s classical heritage had passed
to the west. Here at last was some kind of a resolution to the impasse that
faced Byzantine intellectuals in the empire’s closing years.
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The culture of lay piety in medieval
Byzantium 1054-1453

SHARON E. J. GERSTEL AND ALICE-MARY TALBOT

Orthodox faith permeated the everyday lives of Byzantine men and women,
not just when they attended church services, but at home, in the streets and
even at work. The liturgical calendar, which designated certain days of the
week for fasting and Sundays for worship, provided a temporal framework for
the pious. Each day of the year had a special significance, whether it was a
dominical feast day of Christ, a celebration of the Virgin Mary, a saint’s day,
or a commemoration of key events in the lives of Christ and His Mother.
Ecclesiastical rituals sanctified life passages, such as birth, marriage and death.
Finally, in addition to their concerns about life on earth, Byzantines focused
intensely on the afterlife, with eternal salvation as their foremost goal.

The laity at church

The Byzantine landscape, whether urban or rural, was marked by ecclesiasti-
cal structures of varying size, shape and purpose. Within the city, the laity had
access to large-scale metropolitan churches, which often retained the archi-
tectural form of the venerable basilicas constructed in the early centuries of
the empire. Judging from the size of the medieval basilicas that still stand
in Berroia, Kalambaka, Servia, Ohrid and Edessa (medieval Vodena), as well
as in other large and small Byzantine cities, hundreds of parishioners could
have been accommodated within the body of a single church. These buildings
provide us the spatial context in which to imagine the powerful sermons of
such figures as Gregory Palamas, who, as bishop of Thessalonike (1347-59),
brought the city’s residents to the heights of religious fervour. In addition,
Byzantine cities were marked by dozens of other religious structures, which
also provided the laity with access to sacred rite and space. Larger cities would
have had a number of parish churches to accommodate weekly services as
well as special rites. Around 1405, a Russian pilgrim recorded the names of
Thessalonike’s parish churches as ‘St. Sophia the Metropolis, Acheiropoietos
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(Akhironiti), and Holy Asomatoi and many others’.” In smaller cities such as
Berroia and Kastoria numerous family chapels still stand hidden in residen-
tial neighbourhoods as they were in Byzantine times. These modest buildings,
intimate in scale and decoration, served the day-to-day devotional needs of the
city dweller and were used, in the medieval period, for the burials of members
of extended families.

Also present were the enclosures for urban monasteries and for dependen-
cies (metochia) of monastic foundations located in more isolated rural settings
or on holy mountains. Some members of the laity developed a close relation-
ship with local monasteries, attending services there regularly and consulting
the superior as a spiritual mother or father. They might offer various forms of
financial support to these institutions and seek burial within their walls. Even if
one did not enter within the monastic complex, its very presence conjured up a
world of sacred prayer and action, made all the more potent by the icons placed
on the outer walls of the monastery, which provided passersby with access to
the saints venerated within. While women were not permitted to enter the
monastery of the Virgin Kosmosoteira in Pherrai, they could ‘if they wished,
worship at the mosaic image of the Mother of God above the entrance to the
monastic enclosure’.” In a similar fashion, the west facade of the katholikon of
a late Byzantine monastery at Thessalonike (today known as Prophitis Elias)
contains tall niches in which holy portraits of Christ, the Virgin holding the
Christ child, and St Anne holding the infant Virgin were painted. Supplicants
could venerate the all-holy images displayed on the church exterior even when
the doors to the church were firmly closed.

A wide range of churches of different form and function also marked the
small villages of rural Byzantium. Archaeological and architectural remains
demonstrate that a larger church was often located at the proximate centre of
the village and that this may have served as the site of weekly liturgical cele-
bration and of other services of importance to the entire community. Smaller
churches or chapels were located in discrete neighbourhoods populated by
members of extended families. These chapels, which offered liturgical cel-
ebration less frequently than the village’s central church, were maintained
by families for their own devotional purposes and were often dedicated to
saints of special import to individual supplicants. The infrequent use of such
churches may be inferred from an inscription painted on the south wall near

1 M. Rautman, ‘Ignatios of Smolensk and the late Byzantine monasteries of Thessaloniki’,
REB 49 (1991), 145, 146 n. 1I.

2 L. Petit, “Typikon du monastére de la Kosmosotira pres d’Aenos (1152)’, Izvestiia Russkago
Arkheologicheskago Instituta v Konstantinopole 13 (1908), 61; Thomas and Hero, 11, 836.
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the sanctuary of the church of the Virgin at Apeiranthos, Naxos. After naming
the donors, Demetrios Maurikas and his wife Maria, the text reads: ‘and if a
priest celebrates the liturgy in this church, may he commemorate us, in the
year of the Lord 6789 (=1280/81)".> Many churches in small villages were built
by groups of donors, often related by kinship, who provided small sums of
money or gifts of land to sustain the church and to support its priest. A number
of churches, often situated on the periphery of the village, were surrounded
by graveyards and would have accommodated funerary and commemorative
rites for families or larger communities. Other shrines, sited at the extremities
of villages, may have protected the boundaries of habitation and the cultivated
fields through the invocation of saints concerned with the protection of life
and livestock.

In addition to these public settings for religious practice private chapels
accommodated a more intimate form of worship. The wealthy often included
oratories within their homes, as was the case in the imperial palace. Such
structures are listed in wills and inventories of the medieval period, which
provide information about the furnishings and decoration of private chapels.
A property near Miletos, which was given to Andronikos Doukas in 1073,
included, for example, ‘a church built of mortared masonry, with a dome
supported by eight columns . . . a narthex . . . and with a marble floor’.# In his
will of 1059, Eustathios Boilas bequeathed a set of books and other precious
objects to the church on his estate.” We might assume that these small chapels
housed icons of special significance to individual families. A letter of John
Tzetzes provides some insight into the conditions within these structures in
Constantinopolitan homes of the twelfth century. Decrying the large number
of fraudulent monks wandering the streets of the Byzantine capital, Tzetzes
complains that ‘leading ladies, and not a few men, of the highest birth consider
it a great thing to fit out their private chapels, not with icons of saintly men by
the hand of some first-rate artist, but with the leg irons and fetters and chains
of these accursed villains’.® Such metal implements were standard penitential
devices of legitimate holy men, and were often displayed near the tombs
of monastic saints and illustrated in holy portraits. Tzetzes condemns those
members of the laity who were deceived by false monks. It would seem that
the unregulated veneration of false relics rather than the icons of saintly men

3 S. Kalopissi-Verti, Dedicatory inscriptions and donor portraits in thirteenth-century churches of
Greece (Vienna: Verlag OAW, 1992), 109.

4 M. Nystazopoulou-Pelekidou, Budavtiva €yypaga Tiis woviis Tlatuou (Athens:
Ethnikon Idryma Ereunon, 1980), 11, 102-3.

5 P. Lemerle, Cing études sur le XIe siécle byzantin (Paris: CNRS, 1977), 20-9.

6 loannis Tzetzae Epistulae, ed. P. A. M. Leone (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1972), no. 104.
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might have justified concerns of the church hierarchy about the proliferation
of private chapels, which fell outside the bounds of church order.

Important, too, in considering the physical accommodation of sacred rite
and prayer in terms of lay piety, were the numerous chapels that were embed-
ded in fortifications or associated with other elements of the empire’s infra-
structure. For example, at Gynaikokastro, a fortified settlement built in the
early fourteenth century some 4o miles from Thessalonike, excavations at
the tower that crowned the settlement have revealed the existence on its
upper floor of a chapel, which was once decorated with frescos.” Other towers
were built by monasteries to protect their estates and, by extension, the vil-
lagers, who lived and worked on their properties. The Athonite monastery of
Docheiariou constructed a tall tower near ancient Olynthos in 1373. A chapel
occupied the eastern side of the tower’s upper floor. Marking the Byzantine
landscape, such towers were intended to protect the Byzantine garrison as well
as to place the surrounding territory under sacred protection. Images of holy
figures and sacred signs such as crosses or apotropaic formulae also branded
the walls of urban fortifications and were carried by armies. Byzantine lore is
replete with tales of sacred figures interceding to protect cities or to guarantee
victory in battle.

Objects and signs associated with Byzantine piety protected ports, bridges
and roads as well as the travellers who used them. On a bridge built in Thrace
in the twelfth century by Isaac Komnenos ‘was set up that stone panel with the
image of the Mother of God, as an object of worship for those who are passing
across, and as the prayer of my wretched soul’.® In the mid-fifteenth century,
Raoul Manuel Melikes, a resident of the Morea, repaired a bridge that spanned
the River Alpheios at Karytaina. He added a small chapel to the structure’s
second pier and an inscription, carved in marble, that bore his name and an
invocation: ‘Learn, O stranger, this bridge was built anew by Raoul Manuel
Melikes, a pious man. He who wishes to pass across, let him pray for grace
with all his soul lest he look as before into the abyss. In the year 6948 (=1440),
the third indiction.” Like bridges, watermills were also marked by Christian
signs, for example decorative brick crosses and abbreviated inscriptions, such
as the letters OXOTT- standing for ®QZ XPIZTOY OAINEI TTAZI (‘the light
of Christ shines on all’). These prominent symbols of Christian faith assured

7 A.Tourta, ‘Fortifications of Gynaikokastro, Greece’, in Secular medieval architecture in the
Balkans, 130015 00, and its preservation, ed. S. Curti¢ and E. Hadj itryphonos (Thessalonike:
Aimos, Society for the Study of the Medieval Architecture in the Balkans and Its Preser-
vation, 1997), T10—11.

8 Petit, ‘Kosmosotira’, 51; Thomas and Hero, 11, 828.

9 N.Moutsopoulos, ‘Ao Tijv BugavTivt) KapUtawe’, ITeAorovinoiakd, 16 (1985-86), 185.
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the laity that the safety of the wayfarer and the bounty of the water supply
were under divine protection.

Within the public and private spheres, then, whether in city or countryside,
whether in border fortresses or the homes of the elite, the Byzantine laity
was confronted with buildings imbued with sacred meaning and infused with
holy presence. These structures were powerful reminders of an affiliation to
a single church and the unification of the empire under a single rite — factors
that assumed political significance in times of internal and external crisis.
These constructions helped situate laypeople within a sacred topography that
both mandated and guided their adherence to correct faith and encouraged,
through the omnipresence of physical reminders, a deep religiosity that was
both reflexive and potent.

Parallel to this physical structuring of a religious landscape was a temporal
framework that ordered the life of the laity according to church rite and calen-
dar. Attendance at weekly church services was expected in city, town and vil-
lage. Considering the available sources, however, the degree to which the aver-
age Byzantine adhered to such expectations is impossible to gauge. Styliane,
the lamented young daughter of Michael Psellos, “would attend vespers read-
ily, taking part in the doxology, and in the chanting of hymns’. According to
her father, she faithfully attended the church liturgy, as well as holy feasts, and
chanted matins." Such descriptions oflay piety are counterbalanced by sources
suggesting that not everyone attended church with regularity. Although a con-
temporary panegyric claimed that in Thessalonike the churches were open
day and night to facilitate access for services and private devotions,” Gregory
Palamas complained that the city’s churches were deserted for several months
of the year as the faithful engaged in agricultural activity outside the city’s
walls.” Images of the Last Judgement in late Byzantine rural churches depict
parishioners who spend Sunday in bed — an artistic statement condemning
sexual intercourse on holy days, but one that also hints at diminishing church
attendance. In the early fourteenth century the patriarch Athanasios I sought
to encourage the faithful to go to services by ordering that taverns and baths
be closed from mid-afternoon on Saturday to mid-afternoon on Sunday.”

10 K. N. Sathas, Mecaicwvikn BipAiofnkn (Paris: Maisonneuve, 1876), v, 67.9-18; M. J.
Kyriakis, ‘Medieval European society as seen in two eleventh-century texts of Michael
Psellos’, Byzantine Studies/Etudes Byzantines 3 (1976), 86. Cf. A. Leroy-Molinghen,
‘Styliane’, B 39 (1969), 755—63.

11 PG 109, 642C-D.

12 PG 151, 333D.

13 PG 161, 1066¢-D. On further Sunday restrictions, see G. Dagron, Jamais le dimanche’,
in Edyuyic: mélanges offerts d Héléne Ahrweiler, ed. M. Balard et al. (Paris: Publications de
la Sorbonne, 1998), 165—75.
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The most common liturgy in the period under discussion was that of St
John Chrysostom, a service that could range in length from less than one
hour to more than two, depending on the status of the church and number
of celebrants. The Liturgy of Basil was used for the Sundays of Lent and for
important feast days. As the liturgy unfolded, the faithful were expected to
stand and to pay attention, although, judging from the complaints of various
churchmen, it was not always easy for the laity to endure the ceremony in
quietude and solemnity, or to remain for the duration of the service. A text that
is probably of Palaiologan date warns laymen of God’s strictures at the Last
Judgement for their irregular church attendance and for not paying attention
when they did come to services.

Even if you come to [the churches], you go to them with your feet, but you
lag behind with your soul . . . being preoccupied with the worries of daily
life you engage each other in conversation, and do not pay attention to the
scriptures . . . barely staying until the reading of the Gospel, straightaway you
quickly rush out and leave the church as if some force were pushing you out,
each person shoving another and trampling upon them as if they were being
chased out of there.™

Within the body of the church, according to both textual and artistic evi-
dence, laymen and women were segregated, although the manner of division
depended on the size and shape of the church as well as on the type of commu-
nity. Written sources demonstrate that in the great churches of the Byzantine
capital women — particularly those of high status — stood in the gallery or in
the side aisles. Artistic evidence from the medieval period suggests that in city
churches women and men were divided along the north and south sides of
the nave, as is the case in contemporary practice. Further afield, as suggested
by painted evidence in small rural churches, women and men were divided
along the north and south sides of the church, or perhaps even according to
perceived levels of sanctity, with men standing closer to the sanctuary and
women relegated to the building’s west end.

Itis widely accepted that communion, in the medieval period, had decreased
infrequency compared to early Christian practice. Although in the twelfth cen-
tury Theodore Balsamon affirms that the laity may receive communion every
day (provided that they are properly prepared), most churchgoers appear to

14 Vita of Basil the Younger, ed. A. N. Veselovskij, ‘Razyskanija v oblasti russkogodu-
chovnogo sticha’, Sbornik Otdelenija Russkago Jazyka i Slovesnosti Imperatorskoj Akademii
Nauk 53 (1891-92), suppl. 172—3. Unpublished English translation by S. McGrath, D. Sul-
livan and A.-M. Talbot.
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have communicated only a few times a year, on the Great Feasts and at Easter.”
The reception of communion required spiritual preparation and fasting which,
according to one thirteenth-century bishop, consisted of a diet of only bread,
dried figs, dates and green vegetables.™

The infrequency of communion, paired with complaints about church
attendance, signals a change in the manner in which laypeople approached
sacred rite. By the thirteenth century, in many churches, much of the eucharis-
tic celebration was visually obscured from the faithful by an opaque barrier.
This obfuscation of ritual practice in no way diminished the religious experi-
ence. In fact, the faithful’s spiritual encounter with the sacred may have been
heightened by witnessing a series of holy appearances, by being enveloped in
incense and by auditory participation in intoned prayers. Moreover, while the
priest was celebrating the liturgy the faithful had access to a series of power-
ful intercessors rendered in paint. Located on the nave side of the sanctuary
barrier, on stands and on the interior walls of the church, these large-scale
icons presented figures of devotional or doctrinal importance and constituted
a complex plan of salvation based on sacred figures of personal, familial or
congregational import. The icons structured pietistic exercises through the
supplicant’s baptismal association with a specific saint, through his or her
knowledge of holy biography and the special powers wielded by a specific
holy figure, or through the evocation of abstract qualities embodied in the
literal understanding of saints’ names, such as ‘many years” (Polychronia) or
‘much fruit” (Polykarpos). Judging from the numerous supplicatory inscrip-
tions affixed to portraits of saints in Byzantium, it was the holy figure that
constituted the most immediate intercessor for laypeople, guaranteeing their
health, prosperity, safety and salvation. Thus the religious experience of the
laity was associated both with the corporate rite and with an intensely private
system of prayer.

Feast days and pilgrimage

Churches saw their greatest attendance on important feast days, which
were numerous. An edict issued by the emperor Manuel I (who was con-
cerned about the number of days that the law courts were officially closed)

15 PG 138, 968c. Cf. R. E Taft, “The frequency of the eucharist in Byzantine usage: history
and practice’, Studi sull’ Oriente Cristiano 4.1 (2000), 103-32.

16 J. B. Pitra, Analecta sacra Spicilegio Solesmensi parata (Paris: Roger and Chernowitz, 1891;
reprinted Farnborough: Gregg International, 1967), vi1 (vI), col. 668. The bishop was
John of Kitros: see ]. Darrouzes, ‘Les réponses canoniques de Jean de Kitros’, REB 31
(1973), 329.
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limited the number of festivals to sixty-six full holidays (in addition to Sun-
days) and twenty-seven half-holidays!"” The celebration of these important
feasts extended outside the walls of the church. Many of the traditions today
associated with church festivals can be traced to Byzantine practices. The
decoration of the church with sweet-smelling bay leaves ‘as a symbol of the
holy feast’ is attested in an eleventh-century poem of Christopher of Myti-
lene.”™ A reference to cracking eggs at Easter is found in a letter written by
John Apokaukos, Metropolitan of Naupaktos, to a suffragan bishop in 1222. In
describing a slave boy named John Kleptes, Apokaukos notes: ‘at the age when
he [Kleptes] was still learning to read and write, he used to watch birds and
steal into their nests and remove the eggs, mainly in the fifth week of Lent,
which he, according to peasant custom, called Kwen. Then he would hide
the eggs away carefully so that he could crack eggs with the other children at
Easter.” Breads made of birds” eggs set in dough were baked at Easter time,
and might be offered to the local village priests as a gift.** In the fourteenth
century Matthew of Ephesos vividly described the joyous celebrations in Con-
stantinople at Easter, ‘the mother of feast days’, as entire families carrying
lanterns assembled in the streets singing hymns and even danced before the
church doors on the evening of Holy Saturday.

Epiphany (6 January) constituted an important feast day for the laity. On
this day, the priest blessed the waters, either by submerging a cross in a basin
or by tossing it directly into the sea to be retrieved. Documentary evidence
for the latter ritual is found in a Genoese statute from Kaffa, which describes
the outlay of money for a number of feasts, including that of Epiphany:

The expenses ought to take place yearly on the feast of the epiphany as written
below. First of all, the Greeks (Greci) who come to the palace and sing the
kalimera should be given two hundred aspers; likewise for those boys who
dive into the sea when the priest blesses the sea water, 75 aspers. For those
priests who chant lauds in the palace courtyard 100 aspers. Likewise for the
person who sounds the bell six aspers.*

The waters blessed during this rite, often bottled and taken home, were con-
sidered therapeutic for man, animal and crops.

17 R. Macrides, Justice under Manuel I Komnenos’, Fontes Minores 6 (1984), 140-55.

18 E. Kurtz, Die Gedichte des Christophoros Mitylenaios (Leipzig: Neumann, 1903), poem 32.

19 H. Bees-Seferlis, ‘Unedierte Schriftstiicke aus der Kanzlei des Johannes Apokaukos des
Metropolitan von Naupaktos (in Aetolien)’, Byzantinische-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher 21
(1971-74), 151.

20 Rhalles and Potles, 11, 355.

21 A. Pignani, Matteo di Efeso: Uekphrasis per la Festa di Pasqua (Naples, [1981]), 20-38; Pignani
Matteo di Efeso. Racconto di una festa popolare (Naples: M. D’Auria, 1984), 32-5.

22 S. P. Karpoy, ‘Chto i kak prazdnovali v Kaffe v XV veke’, Srednie Veka 56 (1993), 226-32.

86

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The culture of lay piety in Byzantium 10541453

Saints’ feast days fully engaged the Byzantine laity and every city and village
participated in the celebration. Annual ceremonies were held at the cult centres
of major saints, which attracted pilgrims as well as merchants to fairs held in
conjunction with the feast. Numerous descriptions of church festivals survive
from the Byzantine period. In Nicaea, for example, the feast of St Tryphon,
which took place on 1 February, was associated with the miraculous blossoming
ofalily out of season. A mid- thirteenth-century encomium to the saint, written
by Theodore Laskaris, describes the crowds assembled for the celebration:

When the miracle takes place, there is a universal festival — of infants, chil-
dren, adolescents, men, old men, elders, the aged, women, laymen, soldiers,
officials, priests and monks — every kind and age of people sees it and jumps
with joy. For what happens does not happen in a corner or some shadowy
place, but in the church of God.”

Atthe annual festival of St Demetriosin Thessalonike, visitors came to venerate
the saint, but also to participate in the great week-long fair.

Processions of important icons also involved the Byzantine populace. The
weekly litany of the Hodegetria icon in Constantinople, sustained by a con-
fraternity whose members carried the heavy icon, attracted large crowds of
supplicants and onlookers. The icon, attributed with healing powers, was car-
ried through Constantinople on Tuesdays, when it visited several churches and
was then returned to the Hodegon monastery. According to the Russian pil-
grim Alexander the Clerk, who travelled to Constantinople in 1394—95 and wit-
nessed the weekly procession of the icon, ‘whoever comes with faith receives
health’.** Eustathios of Thessalonike writes that a similar procession involving
an icon of the Virgin Hodegetria took place in his city.” Far from the capital
in the area of Thebes, members of a lay confraternity transported another
icon, the Virgin Naupaktissa, from church to church. The Constantinopolitan
procession is represented in a thirteenth-century painting in the narthex of
the Blakhernai church near Arta, labelled ‘Feast of the All Holy Theotokos
the Hodegetria in Constantinople’. In addition to representing the procession
of the icon, the scene includes a large number of vendors, suggesting that the
display of the icon was as much a commercial event as a sacred one.

23 C. Foss, Nicaea: a Byzantine capital and its praises (Brookline, MA: Hellenic College Press,
1996), 105-7.

24 G. Majeska, Russian travelers to Constantinople in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries [DOS
19] (Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1984), 160.

25 Eustathios of Thessalonike, The capture of Thessaloniki, trans. John R. Melville Jones
(Canberra: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies, 1988), 142.3-21.
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Pilgrimage to holy shrines and to holy men also played an important role
in the spiritual life of the Byzantine laity. Although during the middle and late
Byzantine eras long-distance pilgrimages to visit the loca sancta of the Holy
Land were undertaken primarily by monks, a few laymen are known to have
made this journey despite the dangers posed by the Muslim occupation of
Palestine. While still laymen, Cyril Phileotes and his brother journeyed to
the shrines of Rome and Chonai.*® Far more common were shorter devo-
tional journeys, including trips to a nearby town or city with an important
shrine, excursions into the countryside to pray at a rural monastery, or visits
to churches within one’s own city or neighbourhood. For example, the above-
mentioned Cyril used to make weekly journeys from the Thracian village
of Philea, some 30 miles distant from Constantinople, to venerate the icon
of the Virgin at the church of Blakhernai.*” Sometimes these pious journeys,
especially to the countryside, took on the nature of a holiday. Thus the young
Gregory Palamas went once with his entire family by boat up the Bosporus to
visit an ascetic at the monastery of St Phokas; en route his father caught a fish
to present to the holy man.*® The pleasure derived from natural surroundings
permeates a fourteenth-century description of a pilgrimage to the shrine of St
Prokopios (near Trebizond), where ‘westerly winds come from the so called
Mountain of Mithras which rises above, and especially in spring people come
there and enjoy the flowers and plants and take great delight in the sight of
their bloom and in the thick grass’.*

Most pilgrimages, however, had a serious purpose. The faithful visited
holy shrines to offer thanksgiving, to pray for salvation, and to seek healing
from various diseases and chronic afflictions, such as sterility. In a society
with an infant and child mortality rate approaching 5o per cent the principal
purpose of marriage was childbearing, and thus barrenness was viewed as a
dire misfortune. Byzantine sources are replete with stories of couples who
were unable to conceive children and who prayed to a wide variety of saints
for assistance. Among female saints, the Virgin Mary and her mother, Anne,
were believed to be especially efficacious in granting fertility to barren women.
Male saints, too, could be asked for intervention. St Eugenios of Trebizond is

26 E. Sargologos, La vie de Saint Cyrille le Philéote moine byzantin (1110) (Brussels: Société des
Bollandistes, 1964), §§ 18, 20.

27 Ibid., §14.

28 Vita of Gregory Palamas, in D. G. Tsames, P1Aoféou KwvoTavTivoutrdAews ToU Kokki-
vou épya, 1, Osooalovikels Ayior (Thessalonike: Aristoteleio Panepistemio Thessa-
lonikes, 1985), 433—4.

29 J. O. Rosenqvist, The hagiographic dossier of St. Eugenios of Trebizond in Codex Athous
Dionysiou 154 (Uppsala: Uppsala Universitet, 1996), 268—71.
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credited with enabling the sterile wife of the oikonomos Magoulas to conceive.*
For such entreaties, laypeople would have entered the church for assistance,
praying to saints whose images graced the walls or whose portraits were found
onicons. It was also widely believed that, in the absence of medical assistance,
saints could intervene to facilitate the healthy delivery of children or to assist
in difficult gynaecological cases.

Ailing pilgrims resorted to various rituals in their search for a miraculous
cure: kissing the coffin containing the holy man’s remains; prayer or incubation
next to the saint’s tomb; anointing themselves with perfumed oil that exuded
from the saintly relics or with oil from the lamp hanging over the tomb oricon
of the saint; or drinking water sanctified through contact with the holy relics.
The fourteenth-century account of the posthumous miracles of Athanasios I,
patriarch of Constantinople, relates an unusual rite, which verges on sorcery.
A certain Maria Phrangopoulina was healed of a long-term uterine disease
‘by secretly stealing a tiny piece of the holy ragged garment of the great
man; she placed it in a censer over hot coals and inhaled the fumes, and then
(praised be the judgments of God) she was delivered from her suffering’.*"
The faithful might also take home with them flasks of holy oil and water
or lead and clay tokens imprinted with the image of a saint for their own
later use or for distribution to friends and relatives. Preserved examples of
such artefacts include the small lead flasks (koutrouvia) of the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries bearing the images of Sts Theodora, George, Demetrios
and Nestor, all presumably from Thessalonike, and in the eleventh century
lead medallions of St Symeon the Stylite the Younger were still being brought
from Syria. In gratitude for a miraculous cure, pilgrims would bring to the
shrine gifts, ranging from wax and oil to specially commissioned silver-gilt
icon frames or liturgical vessels.

Pilgrims might also seek out living holy men, sometimes for healing, but
more often to make confession, or to receive a blessing or spiritual advice. A
few laymen even made their way to isolated hermitages on Mount Athos to
seek counsel, as can be seen in the Vita of St Maximos Kausokalybites. The
monk Cyril Phileotes, who lived relatively close to Constantinople, received
lay visitors from the capital in need of spiritual instruction.?* Other holy men,
such as Gregory Palamas in Thessalonike and the Constantinopolitan patriarch

30 Ibid., 290-1.

31 A.-M. Talbot, Faith healingin late Byzantium: the posthumous miracles of the patriarch Athana-
sios I of Constantinople by Theoktistos the Stoudite (Brookline, MA: Hellenic College Press,
1983), 113.

32 Sargologos, Cyrille le Philéote, §§ 34, 35, 46, 47, 50 and 51.
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Isidore I Boucheiras, who lived in an urban environment, were more easily
accessible to the general public, and could even serve as a spiritual father to
fortunate individuals, counselling them on such issues as marriage or a possible
monastic vocation.®

The domestic sphere

Devotional practices were also incorporated into many aspects of home life, in
city and countryside alike. There were blessings upon the house itself, when
the foundation stone was laid, or when a family first entered a new home;
on such occasions a priest would recite the appropriate prayers and sprinkle
the house with holy water.?* Invocation of divine intercession and prayers of
thanksgiving marked the daily routine, such as before and after meals, and
at bedtime.®® There were also prayers appropriate to various stages of the
lifecycle, especially at the beginning and end of life, blessings on the birth of a
child, the child’s first haircut, and his introduction to his letters.?* Women in
labour might seek to receive Holy Communion before giving birth.*” For adults
there were prayers for forgiveness at times of severe illness and impending
death 2

Other forms of private devotion such as singing of hymns, reading of scrip-
ture and other sacred writings, and the veneration of icons all might be carried
out in the home. This can be seen at the highest level of society in the house-
hold of the emperor Alexios I Komnenos (1081-1118), whose mother, Anna
Dalassene, set an example of piety for the rest of the imperial family. We are
told by her granddaughter, Anna Komnene, that she spent much of the night
in prayerful vigils and singing hymns; she insisted that there be set times for
chanting of hymns by the household so that ‘the palace assumed the appear-
ance rather of a monastery’.** Her daughter-in-law, Irene Doukaina, had to be
torn away from her spiritual reading to sit down to meals; among her favourite

33 See, for example, Tsames, PiAobéov KewvoTavTivoudéAews, 3737, 5724, 579-80.

34 J. Goar, EUxoAdyiov seu Rituale Graecorum (Venice: Bartholomaeus Javarina, 1730;
reprinted Graz: Akademische Druck- und Verlagsanstalt, 1960), 483—4. See also Les regestes
des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, ed. J. Darrouzes (Paris: Institut frangais d’études
byzantines, 1971), IV:1777, NO. 8.

35 Goar, Euchologion, 529, 568—9.

36 Ibid., 261, 264, 306, 572.

37 Cf. V. Grecu, Ducas: istoria Turco-Bizantina (1341-1462) ([Bucharest]: Editura Academiei
Republicii Populaire Romine, 1958), 323—s.

38 Goar, Euchologion, 543—4, 549-50.

39 Anna Comnéne, Alexiade, 111, viii, 3—4; ed. B. Leib (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1937), 1, 125-6; ed.
D. R. Reinsch [CFHB 4o (Series Berolinensis)] (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2001), 105—6.
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works were the writings of Maximos the Confessor and the lives of saints.*
A fourteenth-century Vita offers a vignette of family life in Thessalonike. The
paterfamilias used to pray every night in the family chapel which doubled as his
children’s bedroom. Thus prepared he would then go to the local monastery
for morning services.*

For families of the middle and upper classes who had access to books, devo-
tional reading in the home was a common pursuit. The psalter was the primer
of the Byzantine child; for example, Psellos’s daughter Styliane, after learning
herletters, “‘went on to study the “Psalms of David” and while learning them she
was able . . . to form perfect speech’.** The future St Symeon the Theologian
decided upon his monastic vocation after discovering a copy of the Spiritual
Ladder of John Klimax in his parents’ house and reading it assiduously.# The
young Alexios, who was destined to become Patriarch Athanasios I of Con-
stantinople, spent his childhood reading the Old and New Testaments, instead
of playing games, and was inspired to leave home for his uncle’s monastery
after reading the Vita of St Alypios the Stylite.*

Children might also be imbued with sacred lore through the storytelling
of their mothers; thus Theodote, the mother of Michael Psellos, lulled him
to sleep not with fairytales but with stories about holy children from the Old
Testament, such as Isaac’s narrow escape from sacrifice by his father Abraham
and Isaac’s later blessing of his son Jacob.* Children may also have learned the
stories of saints through sermons and painted images. Representations of the
lives of saints were included in church decoration as well as on icons intended
for public and private devotion. In a society with a high degree of illiteracy,
these visual texts played an important role in transmitting church dogma and
biography to the vast majority of the Byzantine populace, whether in towns
orin the countryside, and taught the common people the tenets of Orthodoxy.
Children might even incorporate elements of Christian ritual into their play,
imitating the censing of deacons and the liturgical practice of priests.*®

40 Ibid., v, ix, 3; ed. Leib, 11, 38.2—18; ed. Reinsch, 165-6; ibid., x11, iii, 2; ed. Leib, 111, 60.5-12;
ed. Reinsch, 364-s.

41 Vita of Germanos Maroules, in Tsames, PiAoféou KwvoTavTivouTToAews, 105.

42 Sathas, Meoaicwvikn BiBA1o01kn, v, 65.17—21; Kyriakis, ‘Medieval society’, 85.

43 1. Hausherr and G. Horn, Un grand mystique byzantin: vie de Syméon le Nouveau Théologien
(949-1022) par Nicétas Stéthatos [OCA 14] (Rome: Pontificium institutum studiorum
orientalium, 1928), §6, 12.21-2.

44 A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, “Zhitija dvukh’ Vselenskikh’ patriarkhov XIV v., svwv.
Afanasiia I i Isidora I, Zapiski Istoriko-Filologischeskago Fakul’teta Imperatorskago S.-
Peterburgskago Universiteta 76 (1905), 3—4.

45 U. Criscuolo, Michele Psello. Autobiografia: encomio per lamadre (Naples: M. D’ Auria editore,
1989), §8, 101.458—65.

46 Tsames, QiAobéou KwvoTavTivouTrdAews, 334.
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Families of sufficient means would endeavour to acquire one or more icons,
which would be venerated regularly. When the youthful Leontios (future
patriarch of Jerusalem 1176-85) stayed in a private home while en route to Con-
stantinople, he engaged in private devotions after dinner, singing hymns ‘in
the place where the divine images were kept” and praying for an uneventful
journey.”” On Cyprus, devotees of St Sabas the Younger had his image painted
on wooden boards and venerated these icons in their homes with candles, per-
fumed oil and incense.*® Michael Psellos’s famous description of the emotional
attachment of the empress Zoe to her icon of Christ Antiphonetes gives us
some idea of the importance of holy images for private devotions. As he writes,
‘T myself have often seen her, in moments of great distress, clasp the sacred
objectin her hands, contemplate it, talk to it as though it were indeed alive, and
address it with one sweet term of endearment after another.’* Icons were also
viewed as tangible assets and passed down through the generations. They are
listed in records of the synodal court, inventories and wills, sometimes with
their prices, and an heirloom icon would take pride of place in a dowry con-
tract. Particularly valuable icons, with silver revetments for example, might
be stored in a clothes chest, rather than kept on display.>

Articles of personal adornment protected the body as well as the spirit. Both
men and women wore enkolpia, pendants bearing a sacred image and wornona
chain around the neck. The pendants were made of a variety of materials, from
enamel and gold to wood; some enclosed relics, thus increasing their value.
Finger rings, as well, frequently bore sacred images and abbreviated prayers,
such as ‘Lord, help thy servant’ or ‘Bearer of God, help thy servant’. Such
rings were made for both men and women, and the quality of the materials
reflected the status of the wearer. Cameos and precious stones carved with
images of Christ, the Virgin and saints offered spiritual and physical protection
and were often inscribed on the reverse side with a second saint or narrative
scene, with invocations or with crosses. The material from which the amulet
was made was significant; lapidary prescriptions attributed healing powers to

47 D. Tsougarakis, The Life of Leontios, Patriarch of Jerusalem [The Medieval Mediterranean
2] (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1993), §5, 36.1-16.

48 Tsames, PiAobéou KwvoTavTivoutrdAews, 214.

49 Michel Psellos, Chronographie, ed. E. Renauld (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1926; reprinted Paris:
Belles Lettres, 1967), 1, 149; Michael Psellus. Fourteen Byzantine rulers, trans. E. R. A.
Sewter (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1966), 188.

50 Miklosich and Miiller, 1, 5389, a synodal act from 1370 describing a thief who stole
a revetted icon of St John the Baptist from a private house, kept the precious silver
covering, and threw away the icon. See N. Oikonomides, “The Holy Icon as an asset’,
DOP 45 (1991), 35-44.
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different types of stones, indicating that in powerful amulets the marriage of
physical and spiritual elements could be particularly efficacious.

Hundreds of pendant crosses survive from medieval Byzantium, both hol-
low, for the insertion of relics, and solid cast. These were manufactured in mass
quantities in base metals, as well as in deluxe versions, and must have been
affordable for many individuals. Bearing images of the Virgin and Christ or
saints and simple narrative scenes, these crosses were linked to church dogma
through their imagery. Worn close to the body, the crosses protected the
wearer and invited reflection on pietistic prayer through their contemplation
and through the perception of their suspended weight around the neck.

Faith and work

Even in the workplace devotional practices were not neglected. Certain festi-
vals, for example, celebrated specific commercial activities within a religious
setting. Psellos describes the annual festival of St Agathe, which took place in
Constantinople on 12 May”' The main actors in the festival were women —spin-
ners, weavers and wool carders (perhaps guild members) — who, in one part
of the ceremony, offered ornaments, presumably textiles, to icons. Christo-
pher of Mytilene describes the feast of the Holy Notaries, Saints Martyrios
and Markianos. On 25 October, student notaries and their teachers, dressed in
a variety of costumes (including women'’s garments), processed through the
streets of the capital to the church of the Hagioi Notarioi, located on a hill in
the western part of the capital >

In the village context the church was involved in other extra-liturgical rites
thatbrought daily labourinto contact with the sacred. Agricultural workers, for
example, might turn to the village priest to bless the fields, pray for the health
of silkworms, or to help heal ailing animals. There were special prayers for
the cycle of sowing and reaping, prayers over the threshing floor, for planting
and harvesting a vineyard, and for good weather.”® On one occasion, the
metropolitan of Thessalonike, Gregory Palamas, himself went to bless and
sprinkle holy water at an olive grove whose trees had failed to bear fruit>* In
these matters, the decoration of the village or rural church often facilitated
unmediated prayer to saints who specialised in agricultural activities, such as

51 Sathas, Meoaiwvikn BipAiofnkn, v, 527-31. See A. E. Laiou, “The festival of "Agathe”.
Comments on the life of Constantinopolitan women’, in Byzantium: tribute to Andreas N.
Stratos (Athens: [N. A. Stratos], 1986), 1, 111—22.

52 Kurtz, Gedichte, 91-8.

53 Goar, Euchologion, 523, 551-2, 60920, 710.

54 Tsames, PiAobéou KwvoTavTivouTrdAews, 471—2.
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Mamas, Tryphon and others. Sailors and fishermen could request prayers to
bless their fishing nets or the construction of a new boat.

Lifecycle rituals

In addition to lifecycle rituals observed in the home, other rites of passage
brought laymen and women into the church and engaged them in pious
practices. Children were baptised within the church and were given names
that derived primarily from the church calendar, most often names of saints,
but occasionally with reference to Christ, the Virgin or feasts. The naming of
a child established a close association between the name bearer and the name
saint, a fundamental bond that would guide a layperson’s devotional prayers
throughout his or her lifetime. This bond is demonstrated through inscriptions
in church and icon painting as well as in other media. One such example is
seen in the church of St Michael, Charouda, in the Mani, dated 1371/72, where
the represented donor of the small structure, the humble Michael Karydianos,
offers a model of the church to the Archangel Michael.

Among the most important events in the lives of Byzantine families were
betrothal and marriage, which the service books of the middle and late Byzan-
tine period include as separate rites. Girls were betrothed at a young age in
Byzantium, often before they turned twelve. Depending on family circum-
stances the actual marriage could take place some years later. Since the rites
of both betrothal and marriage took place within the church, the dissolution
of these ecclesiastical contracts had to be overseen by church courts. Indeed, a
number of cases brought before church courts by women concerned betrothal,
marriage, adultery and even divorce.

According to liturgical texts of the late Byzantine period, the betrothed
couple stood in the nave of the church directly in front of the sanctuary gates
for the duration of the ceremony.>® In the course of the betrothal rite, preserved
in slightly varied forms, the priest asked the prospective groom if he would
accept his betrothed before posing the same question to the prospective bride.
After swearing in the affirmative, the couple was blessed. Rings were given to
the couple, a gold ring to the man and a silver ring to the woman. On occasion,
the woman’s ring was made of iron or copper. The rings were exchanged three
times, the more precious metal ultimately remaining with the man. The priest

<

55 N. B. Drandakes, “O Ta§i&pyns Tfis Xapoudas kal 1) KTITOPIKT ETlypadn) Tou’,
Nakwvikal 2roudai, 1 (1972), 287-8.

56 P.N. Trempelas, Mikpov EUxoAdyiov:1. A dkoAoubiai kai Taeis uvrjoTpowv kal yduou,
eUxelaiou, yeipoToviddy kai BarTiouaTtos (Athens: [s.n.], 1950), 7—40.
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Figure 3.1 St Anastasia the Poison Curer and Anastasia Saramalyna; St Eirene. Panagia
Phorbiotissa, Asinou, Cyprus.
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affirmed to each: “The servant of God [name]is engaged to the servant of God
[name] in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” At
the end of the ceremony, the couple took communion, sealing the contract
through the blessings of the church.

The ecclesiastical marriage rite, or crowning (oTepdveoua), followed a ritual
that was already in place by the eleventh century. Texts from the period under
discussion describe the blessing of the couple in front of the sanctuary portal,
the reading of prayers, petitions regarding the propagation of children, the
marking of the heads of the couple three times with marriage crowns, and the
joining of the couple’s hands before they took communion from a common
cup.” The text of the rite is full of references to Old Testament marriages of
renowned strength, such as those of Abraham and Sarah, Isaac and Rebecca,
Jacob and Rachel, as well as to New Testament marriages, particularly the
Wedding at Cana. At the conclusion of the rite, according to several service
books of the period, the couple was escorted from the church to their house.

Funerals, in medieval Byzantium, were held in the church following prepa-
ration of the corpse at home. The body of the deceased, if a member of the
laity, was placed in the church narthex or nave for the funeral rites. The funeral
service offered prayers for the repose of the soul and invited the mourners to
approach the body for a final farewell. Wealthy Byzantines were often buried
in churches, usually in graves dug below the floor of either the narthex or sub-
sidiary chapels. More humble Christians were laid to rest in cemeteries, which
often surrounded burial chapels in which commemorative services could be
held. In most cases, the deceased was wrapped in a shroud and placed directly
into the earth; only on rare occasions have wooden caskets been documented
archaeologically. Corpses were laid in the tomb with their heads at the west
end so that their faces would look towards the site of Christ’s resurrection in
the east; in many cases the heads were propped up by a stone pillow. The hands
were crossed over the chest, a pose that is reproduced in numerous funerary
portraits on icons and in monumental painting. Graves could be used for mul-
tiple burials; this was particularly the case for mothers and children, or for
families taken by disease.

Burial was followed by along period of mourning, punctuated by commem-
orative services (uvnudouva) on the third, ninth and fortieth days after death
as well as on the first anniversary. Some Byzantine writers, such as Symeon
of Thessalonike, associated these staged memorials with specific days in the
life and death of Christ. Thus, the third day was viewed as a ritual imitatio of

57 Ibid., 41-96.
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Christ’s resurrection, and the fortieth his ascension. Commemorations took
place in the church and at the tomb or grave, where the family would gather
for prayer, bringing offerings to the church of kollyva, a dish of boiled wheat

mixed with almonds, nuts and raisins.*®

The search for salvation

In Byzantium, anxiety about salvation was an important factor in developing
close links between the laity and monastic institutions. One consequence of
this concern was a tendency among the laity to take vows towards the end of
their lives in the belief that those consecrated to the monastic life had greater
hopes of salvation. They might take this step once their children were grown,
or after the death of a spouse, or even on their deathbed. Not only were these
elderly monks and nuns assured of housing, food and medical care for the
rest of their lives, but, even more important, after death they were guaran-
teed burial within the monastic complex and commemorative services by the
monastic community, whose intercessory prayers were viewed as particularly
effective.

Through financial contributions to churches, the faithful were able to build
tombs and guarantee commemorative services for the deceased. In order to
secure ongoing prayers for their souls, very wealthy laypeople might con-
struct funerary chapels as architectural appendages to important monasteries
or guarantee, through donations, their burial within the walls of important
ecclesiastical foundations. City dwellers could also seek salvation and com-
memoration through more modest financial contributions. In Kastoria and
Berroia, for example, churches of the middle and late Byzantine period still
preserve the colourful portraits of male and female worshippers who were
buried in tombs positioned along the buildings” exterior. Elongated funeral
icons from Cyprus and monumental portraits on Crete and Rhodes equally
record the names and portraits of deceased Christians who were buried within
and around Orthodox churches. Burial patterns in villages mirror those from
urban contexts, though on a more modest scale. The church of the Holy
Anargyroi, in Kepoula, Mani, dated 1265, contains a lengthy inscription enu-
merating the names of donors and their financial contributions towards the
construction and decoration of a small church. The presence of medieval pot-
sherds and human bones in the field surrounding the chapel demonstrates that
the building was originally surrounded by a graveyard, most likely housing

58 PG 155, 688D—69IA; 692B.
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the remains of those mentioned in the inscription and their families. The
motivation for construction of this modest church, like many of the late period,
was to house liturgical celebrations and provide a physical context for private
devotions, but also to serve as the nucleus of a family burial plot and the
site of perpetual commemoration of the deceased. Written sources confirm,
explicitly, that donations were made to churches by the laity in order to ensure
that the memory of the deceased be recalled in prayer. In 1457, Constantine
Strelitzas and his wife penned crosses on an act of donation to the church of
St Kyriake at Mouchli, a hilltop town in the central Peloponnese. According
to the brief act, the couple gave a vineyard that they had purchased, “for the
salvation of our souls to the church of St Kyriake for the commemoration of
our parents and of ourselves’.>* Many similar acts of donation in exchange for
spiritual benefits (so-called wuyikd) are found in the acts of Mount Athos. Both
men and women eagerly gave property to monasteries on the Holy Mountain
in exchange for guarantees of posthumous commemoration (ranging from
daily to annual) by the brethren.

The decoration of funeral chapels provides abundant information on their
use for burials and for commemorative rites. In a number of chapels, quo-
tations from the funeral service or images evoked in the liturgical text are
represented on the walls and vaults. The central representation of all funeral
chapels, however, was the scene of the Last Judgement, which was often
located on the west wall. This elaborate composition spelled out the process
by which the soul would be judged, a process of immediate concern to those
who would be buried below the chamber’s pavement and those who would
view the artistic composition. References to the judgement of the soul are
found throughout Byzantine literature. Apocalyptic literature, for example,
refers to the interrogation of the soul as it passed through tollgates, whose
keepers assessed specific sins and assigned appropriate punishments. Writers
of the late Byzantine period draw comparison between judgement by the
heavenly court and the corrupt, earthly judiciary. The text of Mazaris’s Journey
to Hades or Interviews with Dead Men about Certain Officials of the Imperial Court,
written between January 1414 and October 1415, describes, in highly satirical
form, the social and political milieu of the late Byzantine court. The central
figure of the text, Mazaris, who finds himself in Hades, asks how a soul is
judged in the afterlife. The answer is as follows: Justly . . . and impartially,
without corruption or favouritism; neither flattery nor bribes can influence

59 M. Manoussacas, ‘Un acte de donation a I'église Sainte-Kyriaké de Mouchli (1457)’, TM
8 (1981), 319.
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[the judges].”® Judging from surviving evidence, representations of sinners
within the painted programme of many village churches increased in the
late Byzantine period, suggesting that accountability for earthly sins against
church and society was an increasing concern of the laity towards the end of
the empire when Byzantium was destabilised economically and politically.

But the picture for the afterlife was not exclusively grim. Those who were
saved were promised entrance into Paradise, which was envisioned as a garden
in Byzantine literature and art. Eulogies and inscriptions of the last Byzan-
tine centuries make frequent reference to Eden or the gardens of Paradise.
Deceased laypeople, in the late Byzantine period, are frequently represented
in flowering landscapes, expressing their hopes of entering Paradise and man-
ifesting, for the living, the fulfilment of their prayers. This manner of thinking
is further expressed in the comparison of the deceased in contemporary texts
to all manner of plant life — from cut vines to stalks of wheat ready to be
harvested.”"

While most sources describe Orthodox manifestations of Byzantine piety,
we must recall that a large body of written and visual evidence witnesses the
survival of deeply held superstitions and certain ceremonies that were the
inheritances of Byzantium'’s antique past or the remnants of folk practices
that were never completely expunged from the lives of the empire’s citizens.
The action of Maria Phrangopoulina, described above, in burning of a piece
of the patriarchal robe, fell outside the acceptable boundaries of Orthodox
practice. Images of women labelled as witches in wall paintings of the sin-
ners in late Byzantine churches suggest that un-Orthodox practices abounded
and were frowned upon by the church. Pagan practices were mingled with
Christian ones in a number of rites, and these signal the survival of an ancient
belief system that could not be easily suppressed. Calends, the celebration of
the New Year on 1 January when gifts were exchanged and costumes worn,
was derived from pagan customs and was censured, on occasion, by church
authorities. More seriously Niketas, the twelfth-century metropolitan of Thes-
salonike, confronted the issue of priests slaughtering doves over the tombs of
the deceased, a practice redolent of paganism.®* The Broumalia, a late autumn
Dionysiac festival celebrating the production of new wine, is also attested (and
criticised by churchmen) well into the late Byzantine era. Several agricultural

60 Mazaris’ Journey to Hades or Interviews with Dead Men about Certain Officials of the Imperial
Court (trans.) [Seminar Classics 609] (Buffalo: State University of New York at Buffalo,
1975), 16-19.

61 Manuelis Philae Carmina. Ex codicibus Escurialensibus, Florentinis, Parisinis et Vaticanis, ed.
E. Miller (Paris: Excusum in Typographeo imperiali, 1855), 1, 448-9.

62 Rhalles and Potles, v, 387-8.
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festivals, as well, were rooted in celebrations of natural phenomena that derived
from antique practices. Although a number of writers condemned these prac-
tices, it would seem, as today, that rites responding to superstition and fear were
tolerated to some extent and, in some cases, were provided with an Orthodox
veneer that made them, at least superficially, acceptable to the church.

In a culture comprised of different economic and social levels, and one
in which the population was divided between urban and rural dwellers, lay
piety could be manifested in many ways. It would be incorrect to assume
that every Byzantine approached his or her religious devotions with equal
fervour. Some members of society, particularly those of the upper classes whose
education enabled them to read theological texts and to correspond with
members of the high clergy, were so pietistic that their worldly lives resembled
a monastic existence. An ample number of sources attest to the good works
and monastic vocations of upper-class laywomen, who retired to monasteries
as they advanced in age. Many of the most stunning works of religious art
surviving from the middle and late Byzantine periods were commissioned by
extremely pious lay members of the elite: some as personal devotional objects,
and others for donation to churches and monasteries. Yet the sermons and
encyclical letters of strict churchmen like the patriarch Athanasios I constantly
complain of the lax behaviour of the working classes of Constantinople, who
are reminded not to work or go to the baths and taverns on Sunday, not to leave
church before the service is over, to observe fast days and to avoid magical
practices and divination.

Members of the rural population, as we have demonstrated, expressed their
piety in a more humble manner. For them, the church was closely linked to
agricultural work and to lifecycle rituals. Their manner of worship was affected
by their inability to read texts, and their deeply held faith must have sustained
them in the absence of high-church rhetoric. Thus the picture of lay piety is
a complex one and its study reveals significant differences in the devotional
practices of men and women, the elite and the humble, the literate and the
unlettered. Thus, while the assumption that the Byzantines were deeply pious
is undoubtedly correct, the manifestations of that piety were subtly diverse.
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The rise of hesychasm

DIRK KRAUSMULLER

During the third and fourth decades of the fourteenth century, at a time
when the rapidly shrinking Byzantine Empire suffered greatly from internal
strife, the Orthodox Church was rocked by an acrimonious controversy. This
controversy ultimately led to a redefinition of traditional Trinitarian dogma
as it had been formulated in late antiquity: in 1351 a church synod decreed
that not only the transcendent being of God was in the true sense divine but
also his operations or energies in this world, and it condemned as heretical
the alternative belief that these operations were created. The decree of the
synod reflects a theological model that the Athonite monk Gregory Palamas
had developed in polemical encounters with a string of opponents, among
whom the monk Barlaam of Calabria and the literati Gregory Akindynos
and Nikephoros Gregoras were the most prominent. While these men were
excommunicated, Palamas himself was canonised as a saint less than a decade
after his death in 1359. Today he is considered one of the authorities of the
Orthodox Church and the rediscovery of his writings by theologians of the last
century has played a crucial role in the construction of present-day Orthodoxy.*

The last stage of the controversy between Palamas and his adversaries was
characterised through a high level of abstraction and the extensive use of
patristic proof texts. However, its starting point was anything but academic.
Palamas formulated his views on the divine operations in order to solve a
concrete problem: namely how to reconcile the reality of mystical experi-
ences with traditional theology, which stressed the inaccessibility of God and
rejected all claims to visions of God’s being. Palamas and his allies were so
concerned about this issue because they were followers of the so-called hesy-
chastic method, a set of psychophysical techniques whose raison d’étre it was to
rid the mind of all distracting thoughts and to induce visions of God as light.

1 Cf. esp. V. Lossky, Théologie mystique de U'Eglise d’Orient (Paris: Aubier Montaigne, 1944);
J. Meyendorff, St Grégoire Palamas et la mystique orthodoxe (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1959).
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First attested in the thirteenth century, this method enjoyed great popular-
ity among Byzantine monks throughout the fourteenth century, in particular
on Mount Athos, which after the loss of Asia Minor had become the most
important centre of Orthodox monasticism. The proponents of hesychasm
saw themselves as the true heirs of the monastic tradition of the Orthodox
east and in particular of the school that stressed the need to be on constant
guard against sinful thoughts.> At the same time they disapproved of other
models of monastic life. Two groups of monks in particular attracted their
criticism: those who focused on asceticism and psalm singing and those who,
like Palamas’s adversary Barlaam, stressed the importance of intellectual activ-
ity for monks. The hesychasts accused the former group of neglecting the inner
man and disparaged the latter as pursuing worldly wisdom, which distracted
them from the quest for the divine. The self-portrayal of the hesychasts and
their criticism of the two alternative models proved so efficacious that their
point of view has become the canonical narrative of late Byzantine spirituality?
The following discussion explores the processes thatled to the construction of
this narrative. It seeks to clarify the link between hesychasm and the Byzantine
spiritual tradition and to determine the nature of the debates between hesy-
chasts and non-hesychasts in order to arrive at a more balanced understanding
of the rise of the new movement.

Pseudo-Symeon and Nikephoros the Italian

Any discussion of hesychasm must start with the two treatises that set out
the specific techniques by which visions might be induced. The first of these
treatises, which the manuscripts wrongly attribute to the eleventh-century
mystic Symeon the New Theologian, can only tentatively be dated to the late
twelfth or early thirteenth century.* By comparison, the author of the second
treatise is a well-known historical figure, Nikephoros the Italian, who lived as a
monk on Mount Athos during the reign of Emperor Michael VIII (1259-82) to
whose pro-western religious policy he was fiercely opposed.® In the fourteenth
century these texts enjoyed enormous success and were widely regarded as

2 In the following the terms hesychasm and hesychast are used exclusively to denote the
psychophysical method and its practitioners.

3 Cf. especially J. Meyendorff, Introduction a Iétude de Grégoire Palamas [Patristica Sorbonen-
sia 3] (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1959).

4 1. Hausherr (ed.), Laméthode d’oraison hésychaste[OCA 9.2] (Rome: Pontificium institutum
orientalium studiorum, 1927), 15072, cf. 111-18 on the identity and date of the anonymous
author.

5 Nikephoros the Monk, On sobriety and the guarding of the heart, in PG 147, 945-66. Cf.
A. Rigo, ‘Niceforo I'esicasta (XIII sec.): alcune considerazioni sulla vita e sull’'opera’, in
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authoritative.® It is not difficult to see why monks who strove for mystical
experiences would be drawn to them: Nikephoros presents his teachings as
a ‘science’ or ‘method’ for beginners, which is easy, fast, efficacious and free
from demonic interference.” However, it must also be asked why he and his
readers should have regarded such experiences as central to monastic life. The
writings of Symeon the New Theologian suggest a possible answer. Symeon
criticised the traditional view that visions were the preserve of a few exceptional
individuals and maintained that every monk could and should experience the
divine.® This radical position appears to have become more widespread over
time foritresurfacesin later spiritual authors such as the twelfth-century mystic
Constantine Chrysomallos.” However, Symeon, who was a ‘natural’ himself,
had not set out a specific method to achieve this aim.™ It is conceivable that
Nikephoros refers to this situation when he states that there are spontaneous
visionaries but that the multitude needs to be taught.” This assessment of
the situation defines the rationale of Pseudo-Symeon and Nikephoros: they
wished through their teachings to make available such experiences to the
average monk.”

How does hesychasm work? Both writers promise their readers that they
can attain visions in their hearts similar to the apostles’ experience of the trans-
figured Christ on Mount Tabor if they follow a prayer routine that involves a sit-
ting position, control of one’s breathing and invocation of the name of Jesus.”
Despite these similarities, however, the texts are not identical. In Pseudo-
Symeon practitioners are advised to look intently at the region around their
navel until it becomes suffused with light and transparent, and the transfigured
heart becomes visible to the gazer. By comparison, breathing and the Jesus
Prayer are only mentioned in passing. Nikephoros, on the other hand, makes
no reference to navel-gazing and instead focuses on the other two features.
He urges his readers to concentrate on the path that the breath takes from the
mouth to the heart and to ‘send down’ the mind into the heart together with

Amore del bello, studi sulla Filocalia. Atti del Simposio Internazionale sulla Filocalia (Magnano:
Edizioni Qiqajon, 1991), 79-119.

Cf. e.g. the Spiritual Century of Kallistos and Ignatios Xanthopoulos, in PG 147, 677D.
Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 945A-946A, and passim.

Cf. Syméon le Nouveau Théologien, Catéchéses, ed. B. Krivochéine (Paris: Editions du Cerf,
1964), 111, 238—68.

Cf. J. Gouillard, ‘Quatre proces de mystiques a Byzance (vers 960-1143). Inspiration et
autorité’, REB 36 (1978), 5-81, esp. 31-5.

10 Instead, he recommended tears and contrition. Cf. especially Catéchéses, 11, 194—222.

11 Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 962B.

12 This interpretation was first proposed by Hausherr, Méthode d’oraison, 127-9.

13 Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 9624; Hausherr, Méthode d’oraison, 160.2—4.
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the breath. He claims that by holding their breath they can keep their mind
inside their heart and prevent it from roaming and becoming distracted by
thoughts. Those who have reached this state are then continuously to invoke
the name of Jesus Christ in order to keep the mind occupied and to drown out
all ‘new’ thoughts that might arise. Despite these differences it is evident that
Pseudo-Symeon and Nikephoros operate within the same framework: both
techniques — navel-gazing and control of breathing — give an important role
to sense perception and imagination. Moreover, they are closely linked to the
body: concentration on the heart is not merely a device to focus one’s mind
but is believed to involve and to have an effect on the actual organ.™

The success of hesychasm leaves no doubt that these techniques were highly
efficacious. However, such efficacy alone does not provide a sufficient expla-
nation for their adoption by monastic communities on Mount Athos and
elsewhere. The treatise of Pseudo-Symeon gives an insight into the problems
faced by the early hesychasts. It is much more than a simple prayer manual:
the description of the ‘method’ is part of a carefully constructed argument
through which the author strives to gain acceptance for it within the monastic
discourse of his time. In his preface he announces that he will set out for his
readers three different prayer practices so that they can make an informed
choice between them. The criteria that he uses are ‘attention’ (Trpocoymn)
and ‘prayer’ (Trpooeuy)): effective attention should lead to the detection and
seizure of sinful thoughts and effective prayer should then eliminate them.”
The central role accorded to ‘attention’ points to a particular tradition within
monasticism, which is first attested in the Heavenly Ladder of John Klimax and
is later elaborated in the Spiritual Chapters of Hesychios and Philotheos of Sinai
where it becomes the dominant theme.”® Analysis of Pseudo-Symeon’s argu-
ment reveals a highly complex relationship between hesychasm and ‘Sinaitic’
spirituality and sheds light on the context in which the hesychastic method
originated.

The disposition of the treatise is straightforward: three chapters present
the “properties’ and effects of each practice. The followers of the first practice
stand upright and direct their inner and their outer eyes upwards to the sky.
They then conjure up in their mind the splendour of heaven until it becomes
perceptible to the senses of the body as light, smell and sound.” By comparison

14 Cf. especially the physiological excursus in Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 963AB.

15 Hausherr, Méthode d’oraison, 150.6-18.

16 Cf. ibid., 134—42. John Klimax is also quoted in Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 955a—
956a. Cf. J. Kirchmeyer, ‘Hésychius le Sinaite’, in Dictionnaire de spiritualité, vit (1971),
408-10.

17 Hausherr, Méthode d’oraison, 151.17-152.12; 152.20—4.
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the second practice requires the mind to keep tight control over the senses
and to examine all incoming thoughts for possible demonic interference.™
Followers of the third practice, which represents the hesychastic method, are
told to sit down and direct their inner and their outer eyes to the region of the
navel and to search for the place of the heart inside. They are told that they will
first experience darkness but that eventually the mind “sees the air inside the
heart and itself as being completely light and full of discretion. And from then
on, when a thought arises, the mind expels it and eliminates it through the
invocation of Jesus Christ, before it has been completed and shaped into an
image.”*

The first practice is declared worst: it does not lead to virtue and dispassion
and it may result in madness because its followers do not learn to distinguish
true visions from demonic illusions. By comparison the second practice is seen
in much more positive terms. According to the author it is not so much wrong
as incomplete since it focuses on the rebuttal of demonic thoughts coming
from the outside and neglects to deal with the thoughts that are already in
the heart. As a consequence it remains ineffective and can never rid the monk
entirely of his passions. Not surprisingly this is the achievement of the third
practice, where according to the author focus on the heart leads to discretion
because the practitioner sees all that is in his heart and can therefore easily
identify and destroy through prayer all demonic thoughts, not only those
coming from the outside but also those that are already inside.

At first, the author’s argument seems straightforward enough but a closer
look reveals significant anomalies. From his ranking one would expect the
hesychastic method to show greater affinity with the second practice. Instead
it shows striking similarities with the first: in both cases the author states
that the practitioners assume a particular posture, that they direct both their
imagination and their bodily senses to the same object, and that they expect
mystical experiences. None of these features can be found in the second prac-
tice, where the body and sense perception are not given a positive role and
where there is no visionary component. As we have seen, the author does
create a link between the hesychastic method and the second practice through
the common theme of discretion, which then permits him to compare his
own position favourably with the first practice. However, the overlaps with
the second practice are exclusively found in the latter part of the description of
the hesychastic method for which there is no longer a counterpart in the first

18 Ibid., 154.3-16; 157.21-158.5.
19 Ibid., 159.14-160.7; 164.9-165.17.
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practice. The author achieves the transition from one framework to the next
in the statement that ‘the mind sees . . . itself as being completely light and
full of discretion’. Accordingly discretion is not linked to the examination of
one’s thoughts as in the second practice but rather is tacked on to a technique
that results in visionary experiences. The common criterion of ‘attention’ thus
conceals radical differences in how this aim is achieved. Indeed “attention’ can
only have this function because it is given more than one meaning in the text.
As we have seen, the author defines it in his preface as the ability to detect
all thoughts that are about to enter the heart and to determine their nature
and origin. However, the term is then used in this sense only in the discussion
of the second practice, which is based on the ‘examination of thoughts’. In
the first practice, on the other hand, it denotes focus on an object, the sky.
Such a use has clearly nothing to do with the way the author defined the term
at the beginning. However, it later allows him to collapse the two notions
into one: in the third practice ‘attention’ to the navel results in a vision of the
transfigured heart, which at the same time makes visible all demonic thoughts
that are present in the heart. He could do so because the ‘inward turn’ of the
hesychastic method, which distinguished it from the first practice, permitted
a conflation of the heart as the object of visionary experience with the heart
as a metaphor for the ‘place’ of thoughts.*

The author’singenious exploitation of conceptual and terminological ambi-
guities has an obvious reason: despite its radically different character he wants
his approach to pass muster within the value system that is defined by the
advocates of the second practice. Indeed, the treatise may well have been com-
posed as a response to attacks from proponents of this second practice: the
author complains that they regarded themselves as ‘attentive’ (TrpocekTIKOS)
and that they criticised others for not being so. There can be no doubt that
the second practice with its exclusive focus on incoming thoughts is a carica-
ture of the teachings of the Sinaite authors John Klimax, Philotheos and, in
particular, Hesychios.* At the same time the description of the third practice
contains numerous literal borrowings from Hesychios’s Spiritual Chapters.*
In the light of the previous discussion it seems likely that the author inserted
these quotations in order to bolster his evidently specious claim to be part of
this tradition, which he then merely improves.

20 Cf. ibid., 146.

21 Cf. e.g. Hesychios, Chapters, in PG 93, 1496AB, 1497C.

22 Cf. Hausherr, Méthode d’oraison, 134—42, who identifies borrowings from Hesychios and
also from the Heavenly Ladder.
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Why did Pseudo-Symeon go to such lengths? Prayer practice in which
intense imagination results in sensory experience is attested throughout the
Byzantine era. In the ninth-century Life of Theophanes the Confessor by Patri-
arch Methodios, for example, the young saint and his bride ‘pursue’ Christ
by focusing on their sense of smell: they imagine him as fragrance and are
eventually rewarded with the miraculous manifestation of ‘real’ fragrance to
their noses.* In the hagiographical tradition such experiences are presented as
unproblematic and the issue of discretion is hardly ever raised. This unconcern
contrasts sharply with the views expressed in late antique and Byzantine spiri-
tual literature.** The authors of spiritual texts not only strongly discourage the
use of imagination because of the danger of demonic deception but also crit-
icise the exclusive focus on the achievement of visionary experiences and the
concomitant lack of interest in moral perfection and the strategies that lead to
it.® Itis evident that with his approach, which focused on visionary experience
and had no room for traditional practices of soul-searching, Pseudo-Symeon
found himself outside traditional spiritual discourse. With his manipulations
he tried to overcome the marginal status of his own position and to make it
acceptable within this discourse, represented in his text through the second
prayer practice. In order to achieve his aim he pursued a complex strategy.
Despite its obvious similarity with the hesychastic method he introduced the
first practice as a separate approach. In agreement with the spiritual tradition,
he then presented this approach as misguided and dangerous for its practition-
ers.?® This allowed the author to show awareness of and pay lip service to the
objections against the use of imagination and thus to disguise the fact that his
own position was virtually identical to those who made use of imagination in
the pursuit of visionary experience.

Pseudo-Symeon’s manipulations ensured hesychasm a place in the spiritual
mainstream. However, it is evident that the combination of the two traditions
remains superficial and is only possible through subversion of the conceptual
framework underlying the second practice. Nikephoros in his manual makes
it clear that for hesychasts immunity from demonic attacks is not achieved
through sifting through thoughts and the exercise of discretion but through

23 Methodios, Life of Theophanes, 13-14, ed. V. V. Latyshev, Methodii Patriarchae Constanti-
nopolitani Vita S. Theophanis Confessoris [Zapiski rossiiskoi akademii nauk. (po istoriko-
filologicheskomu otdeleniiu), ser. viii, 13.4] (Petrograd: Rossiiskaia akademiia nauk, 1918),
0.32-10.20.

24 Cf. G. Dagron, ‘Réver de Dieu et parler de soi. Le réve et son interprétation d’aprés les
sources byzantines’, in I sogni nel Medioevo (Seminario internazionale Roma 2—4 ottobre
1983, ed. T. Gregori) [Lessico intellettuale europeo 35] (Rome, 1985), 37-55.

25 Hausherr, Méthode d’oraison, 142—4.

26 Ibid., 152.15-153.22.
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shutting out such thoughts altogether thanks to the exercise of intense imag-
ination, which takes the place of all other mental activity.*

The treatise of Pseudo-Symeon gives us an insight into the earliest stage of
the hesychastic movement when it was not yet widespread and had to fight for
acceptance. The late thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries saw the rapid
expansion of hesychasm on Mount Athos. Nikephoros is said to have attracted
numerous disciples, among them Theoleptos of Philadelphia (} ¢. 1325), one of
the leading religious authorities of his time.*® However, the most important
figure of the next generation was without doubt Gregory the Sinaite. Caught
up in the Turkish conquest of western Asia Minor, Gregory became a monk
and then spent several years on Mount Sinai before departing to Mount Athos,
where he lived as a hermit. Later he founded a monastery in Thrace, which
attracted the patronage of the Bulgarian ruler Ivan Alexander (1331—71). When
he died in 1346 he had a great number of disciples, including many Slavs
who introduced hesychasm to Bulgaria and Serbia.* Gregory propagated the
hesychastic method in several prayer manuals, which he addressed to various
Athonite monks.?° In these texts he refers to both earlier treatises but it is clear
that his own teachings owe more to Nikephoros than to Pseudo-Symeon:
the focus is on breathing and the Jesus Prayer whereas navel-gazing is never
mentioned. His own experience is reflected in a strong interest in physical
reactions such as trembling and feelings of joy.

Gregory of Sinai

Gregory’s prayer manuals are evidence for the spread of hesychasm on Mount
Athos and elsewhere. However, they also show that this spread did not take the
form of simple imposition but was rather a process of mutual accommodation.
There can be no doubt that in its earliest form hesychasm posed great dangers
to traditional monastic life. Nikephoros not only sets out techniques that make
visions accessible to ‘ordinary’ monks but also maintains that these techniques
can be learnt without the help of a spiritual father?" If taken at face value this

27 Cf. Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 964B—965A.

28 See however R. E. Sinkewicz, Theoleptos of Philadelphia, The Monastic Discourses. A crit-
ical edition, translation and study [Studies and Texts 111] (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 1992), 2-5.

29 On Gregory’s biography cf. A. Rigo, ‘Gregorio il Sinaita’, La théologie byzantine, ed. G.
Conticello and V. Conticello (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), 11, 30-130, esp. 35-83. On his
influence on Bulgaria cf. G. Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien
und Serbien 8651459 (Munich: C. H. Beck, 2000), 299.

30 See Rigo, ‘Gregorio il Sinaita’, 106-19.

31 Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 963A.
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would have led to a complete erosion of the established process of monastic
socialisation, which required novices to subject themselves to the authority of
an experienced monk to whom they then gave unquestioning obedience. Such
behaviour inculcated the virtue of humility, which would rule out disruption
at a later stage when monks might vaunt their achievements. In contrast,
Nikephoros claims that reading a few pages of text is sufficient for a beginner
and that it can replace a spiritual guide. Gregory of Sinai’s writings on the
method are of a radically different nature. They limit visionary experiences
to those who are advanced and they stress the need for beginners to submit
to the discretion of experienced monks.?* Unsurprisingly Gregory also had an
acute sense of the possibility of demonic interference, which made him reject
all shaped’ visions, whereas Nikephoros had shown total unconcern for the
dangers incurred by practitioners of the method.? From this juxtaposition it
is evident that Gregory aimed at domesticating the new movement and at
making it compatible with traditional structures of authority.

Through his teachings Gregory of Sinai contributed to the success of the
new movement on Mount Athos. Indeed, he appears as an arbiter in mat-
ters of visionary experiences in hagiographical texts of the time.3* However,
there can be no doubt that many individuals kept their distance from hesy-
chasm or even felt resentment at its absolutist nature, which is summed up
in Pseudo-Symeon’s contention that once the Fathers had discovered the
method they abandoned everything else.*® One group of opponents were
monks who focused on ascetic practices such as fasting and sleep depriva-
tion and who preferred traditional psalm singing to the hesychastic method.
Nikephoros’s treatise contains a vicious attack against such monks, while Gre-
gory of Sinai also criticises them repeatedly in his writings.** Both authors
relied in their arguments on Pseudo-Symeon’s equation of the method with
Sinaite spirituality: their contention that ascetics neglect the inner dimension
is a direct borrowing from the traditional discourse of ‘attention’.*” There

[

32 Cf. especially Gregory of Sinai, Opusculum IV, in PG 150, 1340-1 [= H.-V. Beyer, Gregorios
Sinaites, Werke. Einleitung, kritische Textausgabe und Ubersetzung (unpublished Habilita-
tionsschrift, Vienna, 1985), 86].

33 Cf. Gregory of Sinai, Opusculum II, in PG 150, 1324A—C [ = ed. Beyer, 69—70].

34 F Halkin, ‘Deux vies de S. Maxime le Kausokalybe, ermite au Mont Athos (XIVe s.)’,
Analecta Bollandiana 54 (1936), 38-109, esp. 82—9.

35 Hausherr, Méthode d’oraison, 116.22—117.15. For expressions of resentment cf. A. Hero, Let-
ters of Gregory Akindynos. Greek text and English translation[DOT 7; CFHB 21] (Washington,
DC: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1983), 208.

36 Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 947a8; Gregory of Sinai, Opusculum II, PG 150, 1317C—
1320C [ = ed. Beyer, 75-6].

37 Cf. esp. Nikephoros, On sobriety, in PG 147, 947B—948A.
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are indications that the hesychasts were in turn accused of laxity: Gregory’s
hagiographer went out of his way to present the saint as an extreme faster at
the time when he became first acquainted with the method.?® On the whole,
however, the ascetics do not seem to have posed a serious threat to the new
movement.

Barlaam of Calabria

A much more dangerous opponent proved to be the monk Barlaam of Calabria.
Around the year 1330 Barlaam had left his homeland and had come to the
Byzantine East where he soon gained a reputation for his knowledge of the
Orthodox theological tradition and his interests in philosophy and science.*
In the mid-1330s he met monks in Constantinople and Thessalonike, who
acquainted him with the hesychastic method and its effects.** Considering the
views of the hesychasts at least misguided and at worst heretical, he saw it
as his duty to disabuse them of their errors.* However, when he set out on
his mission he was immediately confronted with vehement opposition, which
was led by Gregory Palamas, a member of a Constantinopolitan aristocratic
family who had become a monk on Mount Athos.#* Palamas was no stranger to
Barlaam: he had already exchanged with him a series of increasingly polemical
letters about the role of logic in the theological discourse.** Now he composed
a tripartite treatise In Defence of Those who Live in Quietude in a Sacred Manner,
which offered an arsenal of arguments to the beleaguered hesychasts.* It
appears that at the same time Barlaam, too, expressed his views in a series of
writings. However, once he became aware of Palamas’s treatise he withdrew

38 1. Pomialovskii, Zhitie izhe vo svatykh otca nashego Grigorija Sinaita [Zapiski istoriko-
filologicheskago fakul'teta imperatorskago S.-Peterburgskago Universiteta, 35] (St
Petersburg, 1896), 8.2-15.

39 Cf. R. E. Sinkewicz, “The solutions addressed to George Lapithes by Barlaam the Cal-
abrian and their philosophical context’, Mediaeval Studies 43 (1981), 151—217.

40 For the chronology of the controversy cf. R. E. Sinkewicz, ‘A new interpretation for the
first episode in the controversy between Barlaam the Calabrian and Gregory Palamas’,
JThSt n.s. 31 (1980), 489-500.

41 Cf. G. Schiro, Barlaam Calabro. Epistole greche. I primordi episodici e dottrinari delle lotte
esicaste [ Testi 1] (Palermo: Istituto siciliano di studi bizantini e neogreci, 1954), 324.127—31.

42 For Gregory'’s biography see R. E. Sinkewicz, ‘Gregory Palamas’, in Théologie byzantine
et sa tradition, 11, 131-88, esp. 131—7. For the sake of brevity I will in the following refer to
Gregory of Sinai as ‘Gregory” and to Gregory Palamas as ‘Palamas’.

43 R.E. Sinkewicz, “The doctrine of the knowledge of God in the early writings of Barlaam
the Calabrian’, Mediaeval Studies 44 (1982), 196—222.

44 Gregory Palamas, Défense des saints hésychastes, ed. ]. Meyendorft [Spicilegium sacrum
lovaniense, Etudes et documents 30] (Louvain: Spicilegium sacrum lovaniense, 1959), 1,
3—223 (triade 1).
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these texts and revised them in order to address Palamas’s criticisms.* Palamas
responded by composing a second treatise, which had the same disposition as
the first but dealt more directly with Barlaam’s written statements, which are
repeatedly quoted.*®

What agenda did Barlaam pursue? Unfortunately both redactions of his
writings are lost and their content must be reconstructed from other sources.
The obvious starting point for such a reconstruction is Palamas’s refutation of
Barlaam’s positions. The last, and longest, parts of Palamas’s two treatises deal
with Barlaam’s claim that the search for God ends with an understanding of his
total otherness from all created being: they set out the counterargument that
human beings can outstrip their natural faculties, either because the mind
possesses the ability to transcend itself or because God becomes accessible
to man through the gift of the Holy Spirit.# Such a disposition reflects the
central importance that this issue had for the hesychasts. However, one must
be careful not to see Barlaam exclusively through the hesychastic lens. His
own writings appear to have been organised quite differently: it seems that his
treatise On Light in which he voiced his objections against visionary experiences
was the first of his texts on the subject and that it was followed by a treatise
with the composite title On Prayer and on Human Perfection.*® This discrepancy
suggests that Barlaam had other priorities. Such an interpretation is borne out
by his earlier writings, in particular his two Letters to the hesychast Ignatios
and his second Letter to Palamas. These texts show that originally Barlaam
was less concerned with the vision of light as such, than with the fact that
it did not have the effects on the visionaries, which he considered essential
for their spiritual progress. These were the mortification and subjugation
of the passionate part of the soul and the vivification of the rational faculty,
which enabled human beings to make correct judgements and dispel error and

45 This is at least Gregory Palamas’s version of the events: Palamas, Défense, 1, 2289 (triade
11.1.2).

46 1bid., 1, 224-555 (triade 1).

47 Ibid., 1, 143, 13-18 (triade 1.3.16); 1, 209.13-17 (triade 1.3.45), ed. Meyendorff, 143.13-18,
209.13-17. For Barlaam’s position see Sinkewicz, ‘Knowledge of God’, 181—242.

48 These titles can be reconstructed from references in Palamas’s second triad (Palamas,
Défense, 1, xxvi); from Gregory Akindynos’s ninth letter to Barlaam (ed. Hero, Letters,
30.25-32.61); from Patriarch John Kalekas’s Explication of the Tome, in PG 150, 9o0D; and
from the sixth speech of Joseph Kalothetos, which was addressed to Kalekas (ed. D. G.
Tsames, lowong KaAobétou Suyypauuata[@sooatovikels BuGavTivol Zuyypadeis 1]
(Thessalonike: Centre of Byzantine Studies, 1980), 237.54—238.58). Kalothetos was one of
the addressees of Barlaam’s letters at the beginning of the controversy. Cf. H. Hunger
and O. Kresten, Studien zum Patriarchatsregister von Konstantinopel (Vienna: Verlag OAW,
1997), 11, 71-4. The above-mentioned sequence is suggested by Palamas, Défense, 1,229.10—
23 (triade 11.1.2), which appears not only to refer to On Light, but also to contain a summary
of first On prayer and then On human perfection.
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self-delusion.* It is evident that Barlaam had a negative view of both the
emotions and the body, which played an important role in the hesychastic
experience. Palamas tackles this topic in the second parts of his first and
second treatises where he attempts to show that emotions are not necessarily
sinful but can be sanctified.”* However, Barlaam’s contempt for feelings must
be balanced with his high regard for reason. In the tradition of Christian
neoplatonism Barlaam contended that the knowledge about the structure of
this world is inscribed in the human soul as common notions, which reproduce
atthe level of discursive thought the principles of creation inherent in the divine
mind.> In his lost disquisition On Human Perfection, which formed the last part
ofhis ceuvre, he set outa model of man’s ascent to God that corresponded to this
framework. He insisted that human beings must first awaken their dormant
rationality through exposure of their analytical and logical faculties to all kinds
of knowledge before they can transcend the purely human level through a
‘folding up’ of their thoughts to unitive and intuitive intellection.” This model
of graded ascent is without doubt the core of Barlaam’s teachings.® In his
refutation Palamas attacked it as an attempt to divert monks from their true
vocation, which he identified with the practice of the hesychastic method.>
He relegated the discussion to the first parts of his two treatises to which he
gave the headings: In what respect and to what extent is the pursuit of letters useful,
and What is the true salvific knowledge, which should concern the true monks, or
against those who say that the knowledge from secular education is truly salvific.®
Thus he gave the impression that Barlaam’s plea for intellectual activity was
completely extraneous to the monastic tradition.

This impression, however, is deceptive. In aletter to his friend Gregory Akin-
dynos, Barlaam defended his treatise On Prayer and Human Perfection against
criticism by stating that all he did was pre