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nological account of the development of Christianity in all its
aspects—theological, intellectual, social, political, regional, global —
from its beginnings to the present day. Each volume makes a sub-
stantial contribution in its own right to the scholarship ofits period
and the complete History constitutes a major work of academic
reference. Far from being merely a history of western European
Christianity and its offshoots, the History aims to provide a global
perspective. Eastern and Coptic Christianity are given full consider-
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in Christianity receive proper coverage. The volumes cover
popular piety and non-formal expressions of Christian faith and
treat the sociology of Christian formation, worship, and devotion
in a broad cultural context. The question of relations between
Christianity and other major faiths is also kept in sight through-
out. The History will provide an invaluable resource for scholars
and students alike.

List of volumes:

Origins to Constantine
EDITED BY MARGARET M. MITCHELL AND
FRANCES M. YOUNG

Constantine to c. 600
EDITED BY AUGUSTINE CASIDAY AND FREDERICK
W. NORRIS

Early Medieval Christianities c. 600—. 1100
EDITED BY THOMAS F. X. NOBLE AND JULIA M. H. SMITH

Christianity in Western Europe c. 1100—c. 1500
EDITED BY MIRI RUBIN AND WALTER SIMON

Eastern Christianity
EDITED BY MICHAEL ANGOLD



Reform and Expansion 1500—1660
EDITED BY RONNIE PO-CHIA HSIA

Enlightenment, Reawakening and Revolution 1660-1815
EDITED BY STEWART J. BROWN AND TIMOTHY TACKETT

World Christianities c. 1815—. 1914
EDITED BY BRIAN STANLEY AND SHERIDAN GILLEY

World Christianities c. 1914—c. 2000
EDITED BY HUGH MCLEOD



THE CAMBRIDGE
HISTORY OF

CHRISTIANITY

*

VOLUME 3
Early Medieval Christianities,
C. 600—C. I100

*

Edited by
THOMAS F. X. NOBLE
and
JULIA M. H. SMITH
*

Assistant editor

ROBERTA A. BARANOWSKI

UNIVERSITY PRESS



CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS
Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sdo Paulo, Delhi

Cambridge University Press
The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge cp2 8ru, UK

Published in the United States of America by Cambridge University Press, New York

www.cambridge.org
Information on this title: www.cambridge.org/ 9780521817752

© Cambridge University Press 2008

This publication is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception
and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements,
no reproduction of any part may take place without
the written permission of Cambridge University Press.

First published 2008
Printed in the United Kingdom at the University Press, Cambridge
A catalogue record for this publication is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication data
Early medieval Christianities, c. 600—c. 1100 / editors, Thomas F. X.
Noble, Julia M. H. Smith; assistant editor, Roberta A. Baranowski.
p. cm. - (The Cambridge history of christianity; v. 3)
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 978-0-521-81775-2 (hardback)
1. Church history — Middle Ages, 600-1500. 1. Noble, Thomas F. X. II. Smith, Julia M. H.
II1. Baranowski, Roberta A.
BR252.E27 2008
270.2 —dc22 2007050262

ISBN 978-0-521-81775-2 hardback

Cambridge University Press has no responsibility for the persistence or accuracy of URLs
for external or third-party internet websites referred to in this publication, and does not
guarantee that any content on such websites is, or will remain, accurate or appropriate.




Contents

List of Illustrations  xi
List of Maps ~ xii
List of Contributors  xiii
Preface  xv
Acknowledgments  xix
Abbreviations  xxi

Introduction: Christendom, c. 600 1
PETER BROWN

PART 1
FOUNDATIONS: PEOPLES, PLACES, AND
TRADITIONS

1- Late Roman Christianities 21
PHILIP ROUSSEAU

2+ The emergence of Byzantine Orthodoxy, 600-1095 46
ANDREW LOUTH

3 - Beyond empire I: Eastern Christianities from the Persian to the Turkish
conquest, 604-1071 65

IGOR DORFMANN-LAZAREV

4 - Beyond empire II: Christianities of the Celtic peoples 86
THOMAS M. CHARLES-EDWARDS

5 - Germanic Christianities 107

LESLEY ABRAMS

vii



Contents

6 - Slav Christianities, 8oo-1100 130
JONATHAN SHEPARD

PART II
CHRISTIANITY IN CONFRONTATION

7 - Christians and Jews 159
BAT-SHEVA ALBERT

8 - The Mediterranean frontier: Christianity face to face with Islam, 6oo-1050
178
HUGH KENNEDY

9 - Christians under Muslim rule 197
SIDNEY H. GRIFFITH

10 - Latin and Greek Christians 213

TIA M. KOLBABA

11 - The northern frontier: Christianity face to face with paganism 230
IAN N. WOOD

PART III
CHRISTIANITY IN THE SOCIAL AND POLITICAL
ORDER

12 - The Christian church as an institution 249

THOMAS F. X. NOBLE

13 - Asceticism and its institutions 275
ANNE-MARIE HELVETIUS and MICHEL KAPLAN

14 - Law and its applications 299
JANET L. NELSON

15 - The problems of property 327
ROSEMARY MORRIS

16 - Ideas and applications of reform 345

JULIA BARROW

viii



Contents

17 - Churches in the landscape 363
DOMINIQUE IOGNA-PRAT

PART IV
CHRISTIANITY AS LIVED EXPERIENCE

18 - Birth and death 383
FREDERICK S. PAXTON

19 - Remedies for sins 399

ROB MEENS

20 - Sickness and healing 416
PEREGRINE HORDEN

21 - Gender and the body 433
LYNDA L. COON

22 - Sacrifice, gifts, and prayers in Latin Christianity 453

ARNOLD ANGENENDT

23 - Performing the liturgy 472
ERIC PALAZZO

PART V
CHRISTIANITY: BOOKS AND IDEAS

24 - Visions of God 491
ALAIN BOUREAU

25 - Orthodoxy and deviance 510
E. ANN MATTER

26 - Making sense of the Bible 531

GUY LOBRICHON

27 - The Christian book in medieval Byzantium 554
LESLIE BRUBAKER and MARY B. CUNNINGHAM



Contents

28 - Saints and their cults 581

JULIA M. H. SMITH

29 - Last Things 606
JANE BAUN

Conclusion: Christendom, c. 1100 625

JOHN H. VAN ENGEN

Bibliographies 644
Index 803



Fig. 1.
Fig. 2.

Fig. 3.

Fig. 4.

Fig. 5.

Hllustrations

The orders of clergy, from the Sacramentary of Marmoutier: Autun,

Bibliothéque municipale, ms. 19 bis, fol. 1r. page 480
Exultet roll: Rome, Biblioteca apostolica vaticana, ms. Barberini Lat. 592,

fol. 1. 484
Adoration of the Magi; Massacre of the Innocents; Presentation of Christ

in the Temple: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, ms. Gr. 510,

fol. 1371. 565
Gregory of Nazianzus holds his pen and opens his book to the text: Paris,
Bibliothéque nationale de France, ms. Gr. 923, fol. 255r. 566
David, Christ, and the Samaritan woman at the well: Moscow, Historical
Museum, cod. 129, fol. 33r. 567

xi



Map 1.
Map 2.
Map 3.
Map 4.
Map 5.

Maps

The Christian Mediterranean
The Christian East

Western Europe

The Slavic World

The British Isles

Xii

page xxiii
XXIV—XXV
XXVi—XxVii
xxviii

XXiX



Contributors

LESLEY ABRAMS, Fellow of Balliol College and Lecturer in the Faculty of History, Univer-
sity of Oxford

BAT-SHEVA ALBERT, Professor of Medieval History, Department of General History, Bar
Ilan University

ARNOLD ANGENENDT, Emeritus Professor, Westfilische Wilhelms-Universitit Miinster

JuLiAa BARROW, Reader in Medieval Church History, School of History, University of
Nottingham

JANE BAUN, Greyfriars Hall and Faculty of Theology, University of Oxford

ALAIN BOUREAU, Centre de recherches historiques, Ecole des hautes études en sciences
sociales, Paris

PETER BROWN, Rollins Professor of History, History Department, Princeton University

LESLIE BRUBAKER, Professor of Byzantine Art History; Director, Centre for Byzantine,
Ottoman, and Modern Greek Studies; Associate Director, Institute of Archaeology and
Antiquity, University of Birmingham

THOMAS M. CHARLES-EDWARDS, Jesus Professor of Celtic, University of Oxford

LYNDA L. COON, Associate Professor, Department of History, University of Arkansas

MARY B. CUNNINGHAM, Lecturer, Department of Theology, University of Nottingham;
Honorary Fellow, Institute of Advanced Research in Humanities and Social Sciences,
University of Birmingham

IGOR DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Lecturer in Greek and Oriental Patristics, Department of
Theology and Religion, Durham University

SIDNEY H. GRIFFITH, Ordinary Professor, Department of Semitic and Egyptian Lan-
guages and Literatures, The Catholic University of America, Washington, DC

ANNE-MARIE HELVETIUS, Professor of Medieval History, Centre de recherches his-
toriques, Université Paris VIII (Vincennes-Saint-Denis)

PEREGRINE HORDEN, Professor of Medieval History, Department of History, Royal Hol-
loway University of London

DOMINIQUE 10GNA-PRAT, Centre nationale de la recherche scientifique, Paris

MICHEL KAPLAN, Professeur d’histoire Byzantine, Unité de formation et de recherche
d’histoire, Université Paris I (Panthéon-Sorbonne)

HUGH KENNEDY, Professor of Arabic, School of Oriental and African Studies, London

TIA M. KOLBABA, Assistant Professor, Department of Religion, Rutgers University

GUY LOBRICHON, Professeur d’histoire du Moyen Age, Université d’Avignon

xiii



Contributors

ANDREW LOUTH, Professor of Patristic and Byzantine Studies, Department of Theology
and Religion, Durham University

E. ANN MATTER, William R. Kenan, Jr. Professor, Department of Religious Studies, Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania

ROB MEENS, Universitair docent, Instituut Geschiedenis, Universiteit Utrecht

ROSEMARY MORRIS, Visiting Fellow, Department of History, University of York

JANET L. NELSON, Professor Emerita, Department of History, King’s College London

THOMAS E. X. NOBLE, Professor of History, Robert M. Conway Director of the Medieval
Institute, University of Notre Dame

ERIC PALAZZO, Professeurdhistoire de 'art du Moyen Age, Directeur du Centre d’études
supérieures de civilisation médiévale, Université de Poitiers

FREDERICK S. PAXTON, Brigida Pacchiani Ardenghi Professor of History, Department of
History, Connecticut College

PHILIP ROUSSEAU, Andrew W.Mellon Professor of Early Christian Studies; Director, Cen-
ter for the Study of Early Christianity, The Catholic University of America, Washington,
DC.

JONATHAN SHEPARD, Formerly University Lecturer in History, University of
Cambridge

JUuLlA M. H. sMITH, Edwards Professor of Medieval History, Department of History,
University of Glasgow

JOHN H. VAN ENGEN, Andrew V. Tackes Chair of Medieval History, Department of
History, University of Notre Dame

IAN N. wooD, Professor of Early Medieval History, School of History, University of Leeds

xiv



Preface

Christianity arose, spread, and strengthened its claims on people’s lives in the
ancient world in the period covered by volumes 1 and 2 of the Cambridge History
of Christianity. Volume 3 treats the history of Christianity during the centuries
usually labeled “early medieval” that stretch from about 600 to about 1r00.
This long, dynamic, and creative era saw both the consolidation of ancient
Christianity’s achievements and dramatic new developments.

One way to grasp the changes and continuities that marked the early
medieval period is to read the first and last chapters in this volume. The
opening one presents a panoramic view of Christianity in about 6oo with
occasional looks into the past and glimpses of the future. The closing chapter
takes a similarly panoramic view in about 1100. In 600 Christianity was still
fundamentally a Mediterranean phenomenon. Almost all its creative centers
hugged the shores of the inland sea, as did its key administrative sites. The vast
majority of all Christians then alive lived within two hundred miles of the sea.
Christianity’s most impressive territorial expansion beyond the Mediterranean
basin lay in the east and in Africa. Western Europe was just then becoming
visible as a potential site of growth and development. By 1100 Christianity’s cre-
ative core was located squarely in western Europe. The rapid and continuous
expansion of Islam had diminished Christianity’s presence in Mediterranean
Europe and Africa, as well as in central and western Asia. Islam also consti-
tuted a persistent challenge for Byzantium and thus for Orthodox Christianity.
Indeed, Byzantium'’s reach shortened not only in the eastern Mediterranean
but also in the north where Avar, Bulgar, and Slav peoples and states chal-
lenged historic Byzantine claims. Christianity had meanwhile spread to every
corner of Europe itself, with the exception of some areas lying along the east-
ern Baltic. If places such as Antioch and Alexandria had been the intellectual
powerhouses of ancient Christianity, sites such as Winchester, Cologne, Paris,
and Chartres were the dominant influences in the centuries on either side of
the turn of the millennium.

XV
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In the dawning twenty-first century Christianity is very much a world reli-
gion, increasingly marginalized in Europe but vigorous on other continents.
The early medieval centuries inaugurated a long period when Christianity
seemed to be an essentially European phenomenon that in due course was
exported, eventually in both Catholic and Protestant versions, to much of
the rest of the globe. Today’s congeries of Christianities artfully blend peo-
ples, localities, languages, cultures, and historical experiences. That is what
the Christianities of 600 also looked like, and it is still what they looked like
in 1100, albeit the center of gravity had shifted to the north and west and the
forces of homogeneity were becoming evident.

This volume is entitled Early Medieval Christianities. The use of the plural is
not meant to deny that all Christians could trace their roots to the Mediter-
ranean world of Antiquity, or that they took inspiration from versions of the
same scriptures, or that they worshiped in tolerably similar ways, or that their
churches shared many legal and institutional features. Instead, the plural sig-
nals the futility of speaking in overly generalized terms about an ever-changing
religion that extended from Ireland to Afghanistan, from Norway to Nubia.
Christianity transformed every people and culture with which it came into
contact but it was itself transformed by peoples, cultures, antecedent histo-
ries, and even by landscapes. The plural, in short, denotes not chaos, confusion,
or disunity, but richness, creativity, and complexity.

What is more, Christianity must be understood in a variety of complemen-
tary ways that, taken together, again urge the descriptive plural. Christianity
is an ecclesial phenomenon everywhere, but it evolved very different kinds
of churches and of ecclesiological conceptions to sustain and explain those
churches. Christianity is also a body of teachings to which people grant vary-
ing assents of mind and heart and body. Those positions had to be defined,
articulated, and transmitted. In Antiquity they were frequently the occasion
of bitter strife. In the early Middle Ages there were fewer doctrinal quarrels,
but there were also large bodies of Christians who did not believe all the same
things and who had relatively little to do with each other. Christianity also
attends the major moments of life from birth to death; it is lived experience
as much as or more than a set of doctrinal formulations. Ancient Christian-
ity was a fundamentally urban phenomenon. Cities were not a conspicuous
feature of early medieval Europe. Curiously, however, Christianity retained
structures, practices, and outlooks that were essentially urban even as it took
root in what were essentially rural and agrarian societies. Adaptation and local
particularity are equally evident in that respect. No matter what place, time,
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or topic engages our attention, we cannot usefully reduce Christianity to a
singular phenomenon.

An awareness of these basic guiding principles will help the reader to grasp
the arrangement of this volume and to see the connective tissue that holds
the organizational skeleton together. The volume’s first part constitutes a
geographical and historical tour of the major, identifiable regions within which
Christianity either extended its ancient achievements or else began anew. The
first chapter in this part surveys the late Roman scene and the following
ones explore the Byzantine world, the many forms of eastern Christianity,
and then Christianity in Slavic, Germanic, and Celtic lands. The volume’s
next part addresses explicitly encounters between Christianity and Judaism;
Christianity’s confrontation with Islam, both along its expanding frontiers
and within the caliphate; meetings between Greek and Latin Christians; and,
finally, Christianity’s lengthy engagement with Germanic and Slav paganism.
These two sections emphasize the broader political, cultural, and religious
milieux which helped to shape early medieval Christianities.

The next set of chapters deals with what might be broadly characterized
as institutional issues: ecclesiastical organization, monasticism and asceticism,
the making and implementing of law, property and material concerns, ideas of
reform, and locations of cult. Unlike the chapters in the first two parts which
tend to focus on specific regions or incidences of cultural contact, the chapters
in part 3 range widely across all the Christianities included in this volume.
They balance a high level of generalization with enough concrete examples
and case studies to make key issues both clear and vivid.

The volume’s fourth part takes up critical themes in the history and practice
of Christianity as alived experience with particular attention to the sacramental
life of the church and its Christian communities. Its premise is that modes of
worship, ritual, and prayer tell us a good deal about what people believed, or
about what they were expected to believe. Rites that attended birth and death
open the discussion. Penance, both the practice of penance and ideas of sin
and redemption, follows the discussion of baptism and final anointing. There
follows a treatment of sickness and healing that combines reflections on both
medical and spiritual remedies. The ensuing chapter explores gender, sexuality,
and the body. This chapter permits insights into how writers talked about the
people, both lay and clerical, who actually were the Christians of the early
medieval period. The part concludes with a two-fold discussion of worship:
the theology behind the celebration of the Eucharistic liturgy, everywhere
the church’s central act of worship, and the performance of the liturgy itself,
including some discussion of the books needed for that performance.
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The fifth andlast partin the volume treatsintellectual and culturalissues that
pertain to both formal learning and to Christianity’s imaginary. The lead chap-
ter discusses some of the myriad ways in which early medieval people thought
and wrote about God. The next addresses “God-talk,” theology, directly by
inquiring into doctrinal quarrels. These were fewer in number and intensity
than those in Antiquity and perhaps less deeply rooted in the ordinary experi-
ence of most early medieval Christianities. The Bible, always and everywhere
the crucial Christian book, or collection of books, is treated in its textual and
interpretive frameworks. Books as objects, with particular attention to the
books of the eastern Christian tradition, come in for a thorough discussion.
Saints, the holy men and women who were thought to have lived exemplary
lives, are analyzed for what they can teach us about the aspirations and expec-
tations of ecclesiastical elites and ordinary believers. Finally, appropriately, the
“Last Things” conclude the volume: How did Christians imagine the other
world, the world beyond the grave?

Taken overall, this volume presents the reader with the main ways in which
twenty-first-century scholars imagine the other world of early medieval Chris-
tianities. The interpretations offered here can never be definitive: much in the
pages which follow challenges and refreshes debates or assumptions that have
longbeen deeply embedded in the history of Christianity. In reappraising them,
the book dislodges some issues from the center of attention and substitutes
other, more timely ones for the rapidly changing world of the third Christian
millennium. It is hoped that it will challenge and refresh those who read it, as
preparing it has its editors and contributors.

Thomas F. X. Noble
Julia M. H. Smith
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Introduction: Christendom, c. 600

PETER BROWN

The Kingdom and the kingdoms

A little after 680 CE, Julian, bishop of Toledo, the capital of the Visigothic
kingdom of Spain, was challenged to answer a constant objection made by
the Jews against Christianity. Christians were misguided to think that, in the
person of Jesus of Nazareth, the Messiah — the “Christ,” the Anointed One —
had come. The Messiah had not come. The world was only five thousand
years old. The sixth age in which the Messiah would arrive had not yet even
begun. The recent centuries lacked meaning. They were a blank space, a time
of waiting for the arrival of the true Christ — the Anointed One of God.

To the bishop of Toledo, his imagined Jewish interlocutors could not have
been more wrong. History was already tinged with excitement. The Messiah
had come. Christ had been born in Bethlehem in the days of the Emperor
Augustus. His coming to earth had left a palpable trace. For it had coincided
with a moment of almost supernatural quiet, throughout the Mediterranean
world, associated with the foundation of the Roman Empire. Civil wars ceased.
Peace returned to the cities. Relieved of military emergencies, the civilian
population returned to the fields: “and the business of war was delegated to
the Roman legions alone, to be conducted against barbarian nations.”” For
Julian, the peace of the Roman world in the age of Augustus, now over six
centuries in the past, had been nothing less than the footprint on time of the
incarnate God. The peace of Rome itself had not lasted. For Julian, the present
age was an age of war. But that distant and momentary lull in the laws of
history proved to Julian that the Jews were wrong. The Messiah had come.
His arrival had been marked, in time, by a thin fleck of peace. From that
time on, the world had entered its last, sixth age. And this sixth age was to be
lived out under the shadow of a vast, invisible empire. The entire world now
belonged to the Kingdom of Christ: “The Lord has made bare His holy arm in

1 Julian of Toledo, De comprobatione sextae aetatis, 1.13, 160.
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the sight of all the nations; and all the ends of the earth shall see the salvation
of our God.”

What we moderns call (with deliberate vagueness) the “spread of Christian-
ity” was, for Julian of Toledo, the proclamation, through the Catholic Church
(and through no other body admitted by him), of the fact that the Kingdom
of Christ had happened, and could be seen to have happened, “in the sight of
all the nations . . . and [to] all the ends of the earth.”

It was not a claim calculated to convince a contemporary with any degree
of geographical knowledge. The Jews raised the fact that many “barbarian”
nations had plainly not become Christian. Julian’s answer to such skeptics is
revealing. He divided the world into two zones. The first was fully Christian;
anditwas fully Christian because it was ruled by Christian rulers. “For although
there are still unbelieving peoples in some regions, they are nonetheless unable
to escape the Lordship of Christ. For they are suppressed by rulers in whom
it is known that Christ already dwells through their faith in Him.”*

The second zone formed a less well-defined penumbra of the first: “For nor
do I think [Julian continues] that there is any population left which does not
know of the name of Christ. And although it may not have a preacher [of the
Gospel present among them] it cannot but know of Christ from what it has
heard from other nations.™

Itis with this notion ofa double zone within the single, overarching territory
of the world-wide Kingdom of Christ that we must begin our account of what
we now call “Christendom” in 600 CE.

Julian was already out of date when he wrote. One could not guess from his
pages that, by 680, Muslim armies had already entered North Africa and would
soon pass into Spain. But he was a scholarly bishop whose eyes in the year 680
looked at the world through the lens of books. For such a person, Christianity
still lived in the shadow of empire. It was at its most confident and populous
within the structures of two great empires who had (until recently) controlled
most of the agrarian land of the western hemisphere from the Atlantic coast of
Julian’s Spain to the edge of Central Asia and Afghanistan — the Roman Empire
and the Sasanian, Persian Empire. It was of these empires that contemporaries
first thought when they contrasted the grandiose Kingdom of Christ with the
“kingdoms of the world.”

2 Isa. 52:10.

3 Julian of Toledo, De comprobatione sextae aetatis, 1.13, 160.
4 Ibid.

5 Ibid., 1.14, 161.
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The sixth century had shown that the age of empires was far from over.
Under the Emperor Justinian (527-65) the Roman Empire, ruled from Con-
stantinople, reasserted its rights to large areas of the western Mediterranean —
to much of Italy, to North Africa, and even to parts of Spain. Even outside the
frontiers of the newly reconquered imperial territories, in Visigothic Spain and
in the Frankish kingdoms, strong kingship still wore a recognizably “Roman”
face. And a “Roman” face was a face borrowed from Constantinople. With
a population of over half a million, Constantinople had become overwhelm-
ingly the largest city in the Mediterranean and the Middle East. In Gaul and
Spain, the Roman Empire, as it continued at Constantinople, had remained
the preeminent model for earthly power at its most ebullient, formidable, and
God-fearing.

In western Asia, the Sasanian Empire (which embraced Iraq, Iran, and
parts of Central Asia) showed that it was the equal of the Roman Empire.
Under Chosroes I Anoshirwan (530—79) and again under Chosroes II Aparwez,
“the Victorious” (590—628), the Sasanian Empire entered into a period of
military and diplomatic confrontation with Constantinople which stretched
throughout the Middle East from the northern Caucasus to Yemen. It was a
colossal confrontation. It reached so deep into Central Asia and Inner Asia that
it stirred the interest of the Chinese court in the affairs of the distant West for
the first time since the days of Marcus Aurelius (121-80).”

The vasthorizons still embraced by these “kingdoms of the world” imparted
a sense of immensity to the Christian conviction that a yet wider Kingdom
of Christ stood, as it were, as the invisible backdrop to the history of western
Eurasia. How the various “kingdoms of the world” related to the Kingdom of
Christ was a matter of concern to contemporaries. In around 550, at the far end
of the Mediterranean, over two thousand miles from Toledo, a merchant and
amateur theologian from Antioch engaged the same questions as did Bishop
Julian. Cosmas (later called Cosmas the India-Merchant) was an experienced
traveler. He had lived in Alexandria. He had traveled as far as Axum (Ethiopia)
at the southern end of the Red Sea. He had even sailed on the Indian Ocean.
For a subject of the Roman Empire, his religious loyalties were somewhat
eccentric. Cosmas favored the views of the Christians of Persia, and spoke
with admiration of the teaching of a converted Iranian, Mar Aba, who had
traveled all the way from Mesopotamia to Alexandria and Constantinople in

6 Ward-Perkins, “Constantinople.”
7 Mikawaya and Kollautz, “Ein Dokument zum Fernhandel.”
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the 520s before returning to Ctesiphon, near modern Baghdad, to become the
head of the Church of the East.®

Cosmas’s views on the Kingdom of Christ were conventional. The Kingdom
of Christ alone was the truly “eternal” Kingdom spoken of by the prophet
Daniel: “His dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away.”

Cosmas took for granted that, in some way, a shadow of that eternity
had fallen on the Roman Empire. Because Christ had been born within its
territories, this kingdom had received special “privileges” from God. Though
frequently damaged, for its sins, by barbarian invasion, it would last until the
end of time. The world-wide acclaim of the rulers of Constantinople was
known to Cosmas from his experience of the trade routes of Asia. He reported
with pride that, as faraway as Ceylon, the golden solidus of the Roman emperors
was regarded as the best currency in the world.

This did not mean that Cosmas viewed the Roman Empire of his days as a
“universal” empire: the Kingdom of Christ was alone in that. But it was unbeat-
able. Its unshakeable prestige among the nations ensured that the Christian
faith would never be “narrowed down” to one region alone.™

Faced with the Persian empire, Cosmas propounded a more “de-centered”
view of the world than that which reigned in Constantinople. He found a place
for Persia, also, in the Kingdom of Christ. Persia was not simply the traditional
barbarian antithesis to the Christian empire. Though not a Christian state, the
Sasanian Empire had a role in God’s providence. For the Magi had come to
Christ from the East. By bringing gifts to the newborn Christ in Bethlehem,
they had paid homage to him as the true Emperor of the world on behalf of all
Persia. This act ofhomage had given the Sasanian Empire certain “privileges.”™
The Christian church within its boundaries could be treated as the equal, in
prestige and even in numbers, of the churches of the West.”

In this “de-centered” view of the world, Cosmas was in touch with the
realities of his time. The Roman Empire, though privileged, was one state
among many. Its universal claims had been tacitly refused by the western
kingdoms of the Franks and the Visigoths. In the East, the Sasanian Empire
had shown itself to be on a par with Rome. The “Church of the East”
was so called precisely because it was the Christian church within the ter-
ritories of the Persian Empire, the “Empire of the Sublime Region of the

8 Wolska-Conus, La topographie chrétienne.

9 Dan. 7:14.
10 Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographie chrétienne, 2.74—77, 389-93.
11 Monneret de Villard, Le leggende orientali sui Magi evangelici.

12 Cosmas Indicopleustes, Topographie chrétienne, 2.76, 391.
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East.” The Kingdom of Christ now towered above a world made up of many
kingdoms.

We need only look eastward, to the Christian communities within the
Sasanian Empire to which Mar Aba returned after his tour of the West, in
order to appreciate how much the Christians of this time, in all places, still
thought of themselves as living in the shadow of empire. The King of Kings
and his aristocracy were loyal to their traditional Zoroastrian religion. But
they had long extended a tolerance to the religious beliefs of their non-Iranian
subjects which was far greater than any extended in Constantinople to religious
dissidents.” As a result, the Sasanian Empire stretched above the Christianity
of the East as distant, but as much taken for granted as the sky. When Mar
Aba summoned a council in 544 to impose order on the Church of the East,
the council met at the imperial capital of Ctesiphon and at the direct behest of
ChosroesI: “In the Year of the Victory of the sweet, the merciful, the beneficent
Khusro [Chosroes], the King of Kings . . . by the care of this new Cyrus, who
is greater than all kings . . . to whom Christ has suggested to constantly lavish
gifts upon His church.”™

Though largely concentrated at this time in the towns and villages of north-
ern Iraq, in the foothills of the Zagros, and in the trading posts of the Persian
Gulf, the Church of the East partook in the vast horizons of the Sasanian
Empire.” Mar Aba’s spiritual empire stretched as far as Zerang and Qandahar,
in modern Afghanistan — over a thousand miles to the east of Iraq — where he
was helped in his negotiations with the local bishops by the good graces of
“Suren of Beth Garmai [northern Iraq] the Keeper of the Queen’s Camels.”
There was a Christian bishop at Merv, the great oasis city on the far eastern
frontier of the Sasanian Empire.

Thus, it was as a religion protected by the structures of the Persian Empire
“of the Sublime Region of the East,” that the “Church of the East” (which has
come to be known to us as the Nestorian Church) entered the world of Central
Asia. A generation after 600, at a time when the pattern of world-empire itself
changed, with the dramatic rise of Islam and the consequent reconfiguration of
the lands between Merv and China, the “Nestorian” church moved yet further
east, to establishitselfin China. It did so in the train of upper-class refugees from
Persia, diplomats, and career generals. Christian monksand clergymen entered
Hsian-fu in 635 less as “missionaries” than as part of the shattered remnants

13 Brock, “Christians in the Sasanian Empire.”
14 Council of Ctesiphon (544), Synodicon orientale, 315.
15 Fiey, Communautés syriaques.
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of the Sasanian Empire within whose framework a vigorous Christian church
had grown up and expanded far into Asia in the fifth and sixth centuries.™

“Rulers in whom it is known that Christ
already dwells™"”

What emerges from this brief tour of the horizons of Christianity in around
the year 600 is the crucial importance of what were seen as the imperial
“heartlands” within which Christianity had grown to prominence. Whether it
was in the post-Roman kingdoms of the West, in the surviving Roman Empire
of Constantinople, or in the Sasanian territories of the “Empire of the East,”
the majority of Christians still moved in a world where grandiose imperial
structures seemed the norm. They were a fitting foreground for the invisible
Kingdom of Christ.

It is easy to forget how long-established Christianity felt itself to be in such
a world. Antiquity was now on the side of Christianity. By 600, the conversion
of Constantine (in 312) lay three centuries in the past. The Roman Empire
had already been a Christian empire for almost as long as it had been pagan.
In Rome, the most splendid basilicas of all (Saint Peter’s and the Lateran)
had been built in the reign of Constantine. Their income was assured by
complexes of estates in the Roman countryside and elsewhere, whose title
deeds, preserved in the archives for the clergy of this time to read, reached
back almost three hundred years. Ina very ancient Italy, the boundaries of these
estates themselves had not changed since the days of the Roman Republic.

But it was not only around the Mediterranean that Christianity had aged
gracefully. In Trier, near the Rhine frontier, the awesome dimensions of the
city’s first cathedral (probably built by Constantine’s pious son), its naves
supported on gigantic columns of black Rhineland granite, was a standing
reminder, in an age of smaller and less stable states, of what the concentrated
power and wealth of a united Christian empire had been like. It was repaired
at the end of the sixth century by an aristocrat bishop, Nicetius.

Nicetius himself represented a class with a long past. He came from a
group of Christian aristocratic families, some of whom were proud to trace
their descent back four hundred years, to a senator who had been martyred
at Lyons in 177. As the writings of Gregory, bishop of Tours (d. 504), made
plain, the clerical aristocracy of Gaul associated themselves with a “deep”

16 Pelliot and Forte, L’inscription nestorienne; Brown, Rise of Western Christendom, 279-8s.
17 Julian of Toledo, De comprobatione sextae aetatis, 1.13, 160.
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past, associated with the tombs of martyrs and saints (many of them in elegant
classical marble) which lay in ancient crypts and in family mausolea scattered
in Roman cemeteries outside the cities. Many such saints were the ancestors of
living bishops. Their history led back into the long past of Christian Gaul. This
continuity meant more to a man such as Gregory than did the conventional
turning points of Roman history. Gregory, for instance, seemed oblivious to
the end of the Roman Empire.™®

For Gregory and his contemporaries the great mutation had already
occurred. They lived in a world of Christian cities, under Christian rulers.
His works contain a Latin translation of a legend of the Seven Sleepers of
Ephesus. The Seven Sleepers retired to a cave at the time of the persecution
of Christians in the third century. They woke up again in the fifth century.
There was one sign of the times which instantly drew their attention. The
Sign of the Cross was carved above the gates of every city. They saw what any
sixth-century Christian of the Mediterranean and much of the Middle East
could have seen every day.”

Christianity as a whole was far from being exclusively an urban religion
in the year 600. But it had remained a religion whose “nerve centers” had
remained urban bishoprics, many of which dated back for half a millennium.
Cities still stood for solidity. In Roman Britain, where urban life had always
been tenuous, Christianity had mutated in such a way as to become almost
invisible to outsiders by the year 600 — as we shall see. Once one crossed
the Channel, the cities with their walls began, growing ever more dense as
one reached the Mediterranean. Frankish Gaul had 116 bishoprics, Visigothic
Spain had 66. With 237, for its relatively small size, Italy positively buzzed
with bishops, as did North Africa, with 242, increasingly clustered along the
eastern coastal regions. With over 680 bishops, the territories of the Roman
Empire of Justinian and his successors remained the true center of gravity of
the Christian world, especially as many of its cities were considerably larger
than those of the West. Across the Roman frontier, the very different cities and
large villages of the Sasanian Empire supported over 50 bishops. The church of
Armenia could rally some 20 bishops, distributed, rather unevenly, according
to the holdings of the noble families of the region.

With the exception of Lombard adventurers in northern and central Italy
and the “stateless” chieftaincies of the Slavs who had moved into the Balkans
under the hegemony of the nomadic pagan Avars, from the Euphrates to the

18 Mitchell, “Marking the Bounds.”
19 Gregory of Tours, Passio sanctorum martyrum septem dormientium apud Ephysum, 401.
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Channel coast, and even in western England and Wales, all organized society
was headed by Christian rulers. The power and ideological pretensions of these
states varied. But all thought of themselves as existing through the protection
of Christ. All thought that the duty of a ruler was, at the very least, to secure
the observance of Sunday and respect for other Christian festivals, to suppress
pagan sacrifices, and to make sure that the Jewish communities in their midst
did not get above themselves. The empire of Justinian was a model for them
all because it appeared to do this more effectively than did any other kingdom.

Subjects of Justinian were left in little doubt that they lived in a Christian
state. A mosaic on the floor of the tax office of Caesarea Maritima (on the coast
of modern Israel) cites a blunt passage from St. Paul’s Letter to the Romans: “If
you would not fear the authority, do good.”°

Christian preaching upheld the authority of the ruler. Christian prayers,
publicly offered at every liturgy, secured the safety of the empire. The divinely
ordained “harmony” of Church and State, which Justinian had proclaimed in
hislegislation, was more than a rhetorical flourish. It grew from the ground up
in 680 cities. Ecclesiastical and secular were intextricably mixed through the
collaboration of the bishop and clergy with the local elites in order to handle
the day-to-day business of government. The bishop was now a principal agent
in the communication between the capital and the provinces.* Imperial edicts
on matters as thoroughly secular as the control of banditry would be received
by the bishop and read out to the local council in the bishop’s audience hall
adjoining the Christian basilica. They would be posted on the walls of the
church.?® In Gerasa (Jerash, Jordan), it was the bishop who built and ran the
local jail: “to the advantage of the city.”® As Severus, the patriarch of Antioch,
told a local bishop in no uncertain terms in around s15: bishops were there
to keep the cities going. “It is the duty of bishops to cut short and to restrain
the unregulated movements of the mob . . . and to set themselves to maintain
good order in the cities and to watch over the peaceful manner of those who
are fed by their hand.”**

It is important to remember that the crushing load of administrative duties
which Gregory the Great took over when he became pope in Rome (between
500 and 604) was in no ways unusual. It did not reflect any sudden crisis by
which the pope was forced to rescue ancient Rome, by subjecting the city to

20 Rom. 13.3 quoted in Holum, “Inscription in the Imperial Revenue Office.”
21 Liebeschuetz, Decline and Fall, 104—68.

22 Feissel and Kaygusuz, “Un mandement impérial.”

23 Gatier, “Nouvelles inscriptions de Gérasa.”

24 Severus of Antioch, Select Letters, 1.8, 43.
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the spiritual power. Still less did Gregory’s care for Rome reflect a wish to
become independent of the empire. It was simply “business as usual” for a
bishop in the empire of Justinian and his successors.”

It was with a sense of representing a stable social order, with a long past
behind it, that the inhabitants of a “heartland” of Christian kingdoms turned
to the outside world.

“Although it may not have a preacher . . . it cannot
but know of Christ from what it has heard from
other nations.”*¢

In 578, the monks of a monastery perched in the Pharaonic ruins of Thebes in
Upper Egypt wrote up a prayer for the empire sent to them, from Alexandria,
by their patriarch, Damianus. They should pray “for the prosperous life of the
kings . . . and that every barbarian nation, unto the ends of the earth, may be
in subjection under their hands, and that the whole world may become one
body."*

Itisrevealing that the patriarch to whom the monks owed obedience was not
even the patriarch recognized by the emperors for whom the monks prayed —
Damianus was the miaphysite patriarch of Alexandria. Deemed a “heretic,”
his patriarchate was, technically, illegal. But the public language he adopted
was identical to that of any other bishop within the empire.

It was taken for granted, in official circles, that Christianity would come to
the barbarians when God wished it; and that, when it came, it would come
through the magnetic attraction of the Christian empire. Often this ideology
appeared to come true. Resident in Constantinople, John of Biclaro, a Spanish
predecessor of Julian of Toledo, witnessed such ceremonies of integration. In
569, the Garamantes (a tribal confederation on the Saharan frontier of North
Africa) “asked through their envoys that they be incorporated into the peace
of the Roman state and into the Christian faith.”*®

So did the Maccuritae, from the Dongola region of the northern Sudan.
In 573, their ambassadors arrived. Bringing elephant tusks and a giraffe, “they
placed themselves on friendly terms with the Romans.”* The gifts were a
reminder that, through the prestige of the Christian empire, the Kingdom

25 Delogu, “Solium imperii-urbs ecclesiae.”

26 Julian of Toledo, De comprobatione sextae aetatis, 1.14, 161.

27 Crum and Evelyn-White, Monastery of Epiphanius at Thebes 2, 148—52.
28 John of Biclaro, Chronicon, ch. 7, 63.

29 Ibid,, 9, 64; 28, 67.
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of Christ had become known far south of the rainless zone of Egypt, in the
savannah lands that edged the northern tip of Equatorial Africa. Even there,
empire left its mark. The churches of Dongola are faithful copies of Byzantine
models. As late as the eleventh century, the tomb inscriptions of the region
used Constantinopolitan Greek prayers for the passing of the soul.*

What this “ideology of attraction” failed to recognize was that, by the year
600, Christianity had spread, in less formal ways, less easily condensed into
the triumphant “sound bites” of contemporary narratives. The heartlands of
Christianity were already ringed by an extensive “penumbra.” In the words
of Julian of Toledo, no “preacher” had come to many nations: that is, no
“preacher” such as would have been recognized in official circles — no royal
or imperial embassy had reached them; no bishop and clergy commissioned
for the purpose had set up churches among them. Nonetheless, Christ was
known to them, “from what it has heard from other nations.”?"

Theideology of the Christian heartlands tended to censor this slow trickle of
knowledge of Christianity into Asia, Africa, and northern Europe. The “King-
dom of Christ” might be universal, but it only worked through clearly visible
representatives: through a clergy supported, to varying degrees, by the prestige
of a Christian state. What this view failed to recognize was that, for outsiders
accustomed to a diversity of spiritual powers, sixth-century Christianity, in
and of itself, was an exciting source of potential blessing and protection. Its
symbols and rituals were known to be powerful. They were frequently grafted
on to other systems.

Religious bricolage of this kind occurred all over Europe and Asia. The Cross
appears frequently on ceramics in Iraq and even on coins in Sasanian Merv.3* In
591, even a party of Turks from Kirghizstan, on the frontier of China, appeared
in Constantinople with the Sign of the Cross on their foreheads: “They declared
that they had been assigned this by their mothers: for when a fierce plague
was endemic among them, some Christians advised them that the foreheads
of their young should be marked with this sign.”*

It was the same in Saharan Africa. The spread of knowledge of Christian-
ity, and the adoption of selected elements of its rituals, cannot be reduced to
the few moments of contact between the imperial authorities and the Berber
and Tuareg confederacies which stretched far to the south of the frontiers
of Roman North Africa. In the Tuareg language of the western Sahara, the

30 Godlewski, “New Approach.”

31 Julian of Toledo, De comprobatione sextae aetatis, 1.14, 161.

32 Simpson, “Mesopotamia,” 65; Hermann et al., “International Merv Project,” 64.
33 Theophylact Simocatta, History, 5.10.15, 146—47.
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word for “sacrifice,” afaske, echoes the Christian term for “Pascha”/ “Easter” —
the high festival of the Christian world. Other words of clerical Latin, such
as abbekad, from peccatum (sin), also entered the language. It is an echo
from a world far to the south of the coastal plains of Mediterranean North
Africa?*

It is easy to forget that the territories of Christianity itself were subject to
constant flux. “De-Christianization” was just as much a feature of the Chris-
tian world in 600 as was “Christianization.” Barbarian invasion, deportation,
or sheer neglect by distant authorities could produce entire “unchurched”
populations, for whom Christianity remained a residual religion, but without
ecclesiastical structures. When, in around 520, Symeon the Mountain-Dweller,
a Syrian hermit, came to an upland valley in northern Iraq, he found a com-
munity of scattered pastoralists, living in well-built houses. But their churches
were empty. They had never heard a reading of the Scriptures. They did not
know what the Eucharist was. “There are men on these mountains [they told
him] who, unless they have heard from their fathers, who carried them to
church and had them baptized, do not know what a church is.”®

Even a self-confidently “Christian” society, such as the empire of Justinian
and his successors, lived with large swaths of gray — of unchurched and even
pagan communities — in its midst.

Other former Christian communities suffered yet more drastic dislocation.
An Armenian population, forcibly deported by the Persians to the edge of
Central Asia, lost everything: “They had forgotten their own language, lost
the use of writing, and lacked the priestly order.”*

Only generations later were they “re-churched” through the intervention of
an Armenian general in Persian service: “They were confirmed in the faith and
learned to write and speak their language. A certain presbyter among them
called Abel [whose family evidently had maintained some form of priestly
status] was appointed to priestly rank in that territory.”¥”

This process of alternating “churched” and “unchurched” Christianities can
be seen most clearly on the northern shores of the Black Sea. The Crimea and
the Sea of Azov, where the Don opens up a route into the steppes of southern
Russia, was an immemorial corridor of populations. The Black Sea was vital for
Roman strategy. In the Crimea, a Roman presence was maintained along the
shoreline, beneath the mountain ridges. Yet Christianity spread sporadically

34 Camps, “Rex gentium Maurorum et Romanorum.”
35 John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Saints, 16, 235.
36 Sebeos, Armenian History, 24.97, 44.

37 Sebeos, Armenian History, 24.97, 44.
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in this crucial area, in ways which revealed the weaknesses of the official
“ideology of attraction.”?®

Ever since the fourth century, bishops “of the Goths” (from the northern
Black Sea area) appeared occasionally at Constantinople.*® But these were a
passive presence. The major moments of official Christianization coincided
with diplomatic offensives against the nomads in the Russian steppes and
against Sasanian penetration in the Caucasus. The language of the official
sources speaks of these as brisk triumphs. Under imperial guidance, coastal
and mountain tribes of the Black Sea and the Caucasus stepped from darkness
into light, and from “the beast-like life” of barbarians into that of civilized
persons and Christians.*> What they do not tell is how far Christianity had
already penetrated these areas in less formal ways. This penetration is revealed
only by fleeting signs, such as the appearance of the Sign of the Cross on belt
bucklesin Crimean mountain settlements at some distance from the “Roman,”
Christian coast.

Nor do these accounts betray the fact that many of the groups who were
swept up into the diplomacy of Constantinople had lived for long periods
as largely “unchurched” Christians. An incident recorded by Procopius (mid-
sixth century) throws some light on this gray zone. The Goths of the Bay of
Azov had long been Christians. But they had forgotten what sort of Christians
they were. “Now as to whether these Goths were once of the Arian belief, as
the other Gothic nations are . . . I am unable to say, for they themselves are
entirely ignorant on this subject.”#

Modern archaeological studies of many areas of the Balkans, of the Danube,
and of northern Europe confirm the impression of a Christendom ringed by a
penumbra of de-Christianized, “unchurched” regions, mixed with regions in
which Christianity was present, if only as one religious system among others.

The most tantalizing example of all, of course, is the Britain to which Gre-
gory I sent his famous delegation headed by the monk Augustine (d. c. 604) to
Athelberht (d. 616), the pagan king of Kent, in 597. The conventional ideology
of Christianization which Gregory took for granted when he embarked on
this mission had little place for the Christianity which had developed in this
strangely silent island.®

38 Ivanov, Vizantiiskoe missionerstvo, 82—88.

39 Mathisen, “Barbarian Bishops and Churches.”

40 Maas, “Delivered from their Ancient Customs.”
41 Kazanski and Soupault, Les sites archéologiques, 72.
42 Procopius, Wars, 8.4.9, 84.

43 Markus, Gregory the Great, 8396, 177-87.
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It appears that the British church had retained many features that linked it
still to the Continent. Visitors from Gaul, in the middle of the sixth century,
would have found, in sites like Verulamium (St. Albans), basilicas of the saints
such as Gregory of Tours would have recognized. Some members of the clergy
had remained learned. They drew on a severely restricted fund of books. Many
of these were out of date. Some were written by ardent followers of the arch-
heretic, Pelagius (a fellow Briton of the late-fourth/early-fifth century). Yet a
Briton such as Gildas had succeeded in creating a vivid literary culture from this
meager store. His book On the Ruin of Britain (written around 530) places him
in a tradition of lamentation on the state of the church which had recognizable
parallels in Gaul. This Latin learning had passed across the Irish Sea, to the
communities founded in Ireland by Patricius (Patrick) — who may have died in
493 — and to the more shadowy settlements associated with Bishop Palladius,
who had been sent to “the Irish who believe in Christ” on a rare papal initiative
as early as 431. These were impressive achievements, of which Gregory appears
to have known nothing.**

Even in the areas settled by the Saxons, a “heathen darkness” had not
descended on the land. On arriving in Kent, Augustine was puzzled to learn
that the shrine of a certain martyr, Sixtus, was still an object of veneration by
the local Britons. The shrine must have dated from Roman times. The locals
knew little about the martyr. They possessed no text of his martyrdom (a sine
qua non for a successful cult in most regions of the Continent). Yet they had
continued tenaciously to worship at his grave.®

Altogether, in the course of the sixth century, Christianity had survived and
mutated in Britain and in the “barbarian” island of Ireland. Yet we learn nothing
of this from Continental sources. Even the name of Patricius first appears in a
European text in 658 — almost two hundred years after his death. In the words
of an alert modern scholar, “the silence of the age” had descended on a region
whose low profile and truly post-imperial Christianity had no place in a map
of the world still dominated by an ideology generated by great empires.*

The mission of Gregory the Great to the Anglo-Saxons, in 597, has conven-
tionally been regarded as a starting point in the history of western Christianity.
Yetitis perhaps helpful to see it, also, as the last gesture of an “apostolic” leader
in a century where Christianity had spread, almost unwittingly, far beyond the
limits of its own mental maps, with dramatic and unforeseen results. In order

44 Sharpe, “Martyrs and Local Saints”; Herren and Brown, Christ in Celtic Christianity;
Charles-Edwards, Early Christian Ireland.

45 Stancliffe, “British Church.”

46 Ivanov, Vizantiiskoe missionerstvo, 8o.
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to appreciate this, let us end by turning three thousand miles to the southeast
of Rome — to Ethiopia, to the Arabian peninsula, and to the Persian Gulf.

Lying within range of the rainfall of Equatorial Africa, both the kingdom of
Axum, in the foothills of modern Ethiopia, looking down upon the western
side of the Red Sea, and the kingdom of Himyar (the Hadramawt in modern
Yemen), facing the Indian Ocean at the southern end of the Arabian penin-
sula, were long-settled civilizations. Their religious history had moved to a
rhythm ofits own. While the pagans of the north could be dismissed as “living
like animals . . . who worship sticks and stones” (to use the choice words
of Gregory the Great on the unabsorbed highlanders of Sardinia), and the
Zoroastrians could be spoken of as mere “murmurers,” mindless adherents of
alargely oral religious tradition, without the dignity of books, the inhabitants
of the kingdom of Axum and of Himyar/Saba had long been literate and even
monotheist. As a result, Christians and Jews competed to put their own stamp
on a strong surge of loyalty to one High God, known as al-Rahmanan, “the
Merciful.” We know of al-Rahmanan through victory inscriptions. He was
the High God of aggressive, warrior kings, whose campaigns ranged as far as
the Blue Nile from Axum and from Himyar (through an alliance of dependent
Arab tribes) up to the very edge of Iraq.#

Both kingdoms guarded the gate through which the trade of the Indian
Ocean reached the Mediterranean and the Middle East. As a result, they were
distinctive, but never isolated. Cosmas the India-Merchant, to take only one
example, had visited Axum and was well informed about the affairs of Himyar.
A Jewish woman from Himyar was buried in Palestine with an inscription in
Sabaean, Hebrew, and Aramaic.*® Both kingdoms had opted, as early as the
fourth century, to replace the cult of the High God by a more radical and
up-to-date form of monotheism. The kings of Axum had become Christian
around 340.%°

From around 380, by contrast, the kings of Himyar were Jewish. Thus,
two monotheisms faced each other across the Red Sea. Both claimed biblical
authority for their rule. The inscriptions of the Axumite king, Ella Atsbeha
(c. s519—c. 531), were heavy with warlike passages of the Psalms: “The Lord
strong and brave, the Lord mighty in battle . . . in Whom I Believe, who has
given me astrongkingdom. . .. Itrust myselfto Christ so that all my enterprises
may succeed.”

47 Robin, L’ Arabie antique.

48 Nebe and Sima, “Die aramiisch/hebriisch-sabiische Grabinschrift der Lea.”
49 Munro-Hay, Aksum; Brakmann, Die Einwiirzelung der Kirche.

50 Axum inscription of Ella Atsbeha in Munro-Hay, Aksum, 230.
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The inscriptions of his Jewish rival in Himyar, Yasuf As‘ar Yath’ar (522—30),
known as Dhii Niwas, “He of the Forelock,” were equally fierce. “By the
Lord of Heaven and Earth and by the power of my warriors,” Dhii NGwas
ousted a Christian king set up in Zafar by Ethiopian troops. He turned the
great Christian church in Zafar into a synagogue. In 523 he closed in on the
Arab trading city of Najran (placed on the routes between Zafar and the Hijaz)
massacring the Christian clergy and aristocracy when they refused to adopt
Judaism.*

Dhu Nawas told them that it was not as if he were asking them to become
polytheists and to worship the Sun. They could worship God, “the Merciful.”
All they had to admit was that Jesus of Nazareth had been a mere man: “All
countries understand that he was a man and not God. Even the land of the
Romans, who first erred concerning Him [by considering him divine],” he
added, was slowly coming to its senses.>

Yasuf was defeated and killed by the Ethiopian army of Ella Atsbeha. Shar-
ing no language with their fierce liberators from across the Red Sea, the local
Christians protected themselves from the Ethiopian warriors by showing the
Cross tattooed on their hands. Up to 570, the kingdom of Himyar was in
the hands of Christian rulers, supported by military manpower drawn from
the highlands of Ethiopia. A large church was built in San’a by the Christian
king, Abraha. Known as Al-Qalis, (from the Greek ekklesia, the church) its
Byzantine plan, with high naves and shimmering mosaics, was long remem-
bered in the Arab world.”? On one of his routine expeditions to show his power
to the Arab tribes of the north, Abraha was believed to have brought with him
a war elephant. The grandiose gesture was remembered, five hundred miles
away, in Mecca, in the Hijaz. “The Year of the Elephant” was the year in which
the Prophet Muhammad (c. 570-632) was believed to have been born.

What these dramatic incidents reveal is the fact that areas of the world
which seemed very far removed from the Christians of the heartland were
held together by a web of communications which escaped conventional nar-
ratives of the spread of Christianity. Far from being an isolated region, opaque
to outside influence, the Arabian peninsula, caught between Persia and Rome,
had become, in the sixth century, a veritable “echo chamber” of religious con-
flict. From Iraq and Syria to the Hadramawt, “the gloves were off” between
Judaism and Christianity. The remarkably articulate argument between Chris-
tianity and Judaism which runs throughout the Qur'an of Muhammad (the

51 Beaucamp, Briquel-Chatonnet, and Robin, “La persécution des chrétiens.”
52 Book of the Himyarites, 13, cix.
53 Finster and Schmidt, Die Kirche des Abraha in San’d.
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recital of the visions which began to be revealed to him in 610 — only six years
after the death of Gregory the Great) echoes a stormy century, where just
these issues had been hotly contested along the whole length of the Arabian
peninsula.

There were two reasons for this development. First, it is a reminder that
empire mattered. For reasons of prestige and strategy, both Rome and Persia
were prepared to reach down to the Indian Ocean. The Ethiopian “protec-
torate” of the coast of southern Arabia received the full blessing of the emper-
ors of Constantinople. But Ethiopian, Christian hegemony was held in check.
Persia offered persistent support for a Jewish kingdom that would keep the
Ethiopians out of the Himyar, thereby blocking Roman penetration, through
Christian allies, along the Hadramawt to the mouth of the Persian Gulf. After
570, Persian intervention secured just that. With Persian help, a local leader
drove the Ethiopians back again across the Red Sea.>*

All that remained of a Christian hegemony, apart from memories of the
great church of Abraha at San’4 and of his war elephant, was a vivid reference,
in Muhammad’s Qur’an to the martyrs of Najran. They had died

For no other reason than
That they believed in God,
Exalted in Power,

Worthy of All Praise!™

Butsecond, and equally remarkable, were the religious personnel who became
involved in this Arabia-wide confrontation. Few of them were members of the
established church of the empire. Rather, they were miaphysite Christians,
bitterly opposed to the emperor’s determination to uphold the Council of
Chalcedon of 451. As the sixth century progressed, the opponents of Chalcedon
found themselves forced to set up a rival hierarchy within the empire itself.
And, in so doing, they created a new map of the Christian world. For they
saw themselves, increasingly, as the defenders of a universal Christian truth.
And this was not a universal truth which had, somehow, come to rest at the
center of a single empire. It was a “de-centered” truth that was wider than the
kingdoms of this world.>®

Across the Middle East, they entered with truly “missionary” zeal into a
competition for souls. This “zeal” reached out with particular attention to
communities, such as the Nubians on the southern frontier of Egypt, who

54 Bowersock, Hadramawt.
55 Sura 85:8.
56 Fowden, Empire to Commonwealth, 100-37.
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had already had long contact with Christianity. The miaphysite leaders had
to make sure that, if the Nubians were to be “churched,” this church should
come from themselves, and not from the imperial upholders of the “Great
Prevarication” of Chalcedon. By so doing, they introduced a fracture into the
previous “ideology of attraction,” by which all roads to Christianity had led,
through correct diplomatic channels, to Constantinople.”

Miaphysite clergy crossed with ease the frontier between Romans and “bar-
barians,” and even between Rome and Persia. They gathered support from
the Arab tribes along the frontier. The most notable of these were the Banu
Ghassan. The Banu Ghassan met regularly with other Arab tribes at the shrine
of Saint Sergios at Rusafa, placed at the northern edge of the Arabian desert
in “the Barbarian Plain” that flanked the Euphrates. After 550, miaphysite
monks and clergymen penetrated the Arab tribes of the Persian frontier, cen-
tered around Hira, so as to compete there also with the Nestorianism of the
“Church of the East.”*® To reach down to the southern end of the Red Sea, to
Axum, and to the southern end of the Arabian peninsula, to Himyar, was a
logical extension of a network without frontiers, equally dedicated to holding
in check Chalcedonians on the edge of the Roman territories and Nestorians
on the edges of Persia.

Behind these activities lies a cultural change whose full significance has
not yet been fully appreciated. This was the “globalization” of culture which
occurred throughout the Middle East in the course of the sixth century. As
the journey of the Iranian Mar Aba to the West made plain, cultural frontiers
no longer coincided with political boundaries. It was possible to read in Iraq,
in Syriac, and even in Pahlavi translations, works of Greek philosophy and
theology produced in Alexandria and Antioch. A world had opened across the
Middle East, bound together by shared intellectual concerns and by shared
religious confrontations. People in distant lands (largely irrespective of lan-
guage) felt touched by identical issues and drew on identical skills.*® It was a
wider world than even the diplomats had dreamed of. The clear outlines of an
orthodox map of the world determined by the frontiers of Christian kingdoms
had begun to dissolve.

Altogether, it was a time for “apostolic” action. In the triumphant letters
which reported to the patriarch of Alexandria the success of the mission of
Augustine to the Saxons of Kent, Gregory the Great dwelt on this “apostolic”

57 Kirwan, Studies.
58 Fowden, Barbarian Plain.
59 Walker, “Limits of Late Antiquity.”
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theme: “Both he and those who were sent with him shine with such miracles
that the miracles of the Apostles seem to live again.

Gregory the Great may well have sensed the spirit of an age whose horizons
had fallen open. But, of course, he had written to the wrong patriarch. It was
the miaphysite patriarch of Egypt, and not his “official” Chalcedonian rival,
who would emerge as the unchallenged patron of the Christianity of Ethiopia
and of the valley of the Nile as far south as Khartoum. And not every “Apostle”
had to be a Christian. It was the preaching of Muhammad, as the “Apostle
of God,” to Arabs who had been sensitized by the experiences of the past

»60

century to the possibilities of a militant and conflictual monotheism which
would prove as important, on the stage of world history, as would be Gregory’s
preaching of the gospel to the Anglo-Saxons.

60 Gregory the Great, Epistolae, 8.29, 551.
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FOUNDATIONS: PEOPLES,
PLACES, AND TRADITIONS






I
Late Roman Christianities

PHILIP ROUSSEAU

Theological identities, regional differences

Under the heading “identities,” we must ask what gave late Roman Christian
communities their specific characters. We are dealing with a plural: “Chris-
tianities.” The late Roman period was, in religion as in much else, a fractured
age. What lay at the root of the resulting variety? Leaders of government and
church pleaded for universal loyalty — to empire and orthodoxy above all. By
600 CE, Christians found themselves nevertheless divided geographically into
four main blocs. The Latin West was extensively settled by “barbarians” and
strained in its relations with the East. The “Chalcedonian” church, centered
on Constantinople, retained a more nuanced attachment to the Council of 451.
Disaffected Christians in Egypt and western Syria, opposed to the Council,
subscribed more explicitly to a “one-nature” or “miaphysite” theology. The
church of East Syria distanced itself increasingly from all such preoccupations,
deeply affected by its proximity to Persia and the Arabs.

It is tempting to describe and therefore explain those divisions in terms of
theological dispute. Dispute there certainly was, and it was not a mere front for
other principles or prejudices: the issues at stake affected the core of Christian
belief and must be paid respect." The disorder and acrimony of the fifth and
sixth centuries had roots reaching back at least to the Council of Nicaea (325).
Arius, condemned at that council, appeared to qualify the divinity ascribable
to Jesus. Forceful opponents of his position — notably Apollinarius of Laodicea
(d. c. 390) — downplayed the permanence of God the Son’s humanity in the
name of divine unity. Fifth-century churchmen, therefore, strove to discover a
formula that would defuse the exaggerations of both parties. The humanity of
Jesushad to be safeguarded, for otherwise his fellow humans could not share in
the transformation of their nature that he promised them; the divinity of Jesus
had to be safeguarded, for otherwise his offer lacked both authority and the

1 Jones, “Were Ancient Heresies National or Social Movements.”
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possibility of fulfillment. Yet, how could one describe Jesus as at once human
and divine without prejudice to one nature or the other, and without dividing
his very person?

Unfortunately, antagonisms were exacerbated before compromises could
be achieved. Especially intense was the rivalry between the bishops of Alexan-
dria (heirs of Athanasius, the Arians’ greatest foe, and guardians of a long
theological tradition) and of Constantinople (upstart capital of the new Chris-
tian empire); a rivalry that had already led to the downfall of John Chrysostom
(originally from Antioch) in 404.> Now, Nestorius (also bishop of Constantino-
ple and another Antiochene) was condemned at the Council of Ephesus (431)
for overemphasizing the humanity of Jesus. The council’s acclamation of Mary,
the mother of Jesus, as Theotokos or “God-bearer,” crowned with temporary
success a long struggle for ascendancy by Cyril (bishop of Alexandria since
412); a success that reinforced an emphasis on the transcendent nature of the
divine Logos (whence the term “miaphysite”). Cyril’s supporting documen-
tation reflected convictions developed over many years and colored much of
the subsequent debate.? Although opposed by John, bishop of Antioch, Cyril
had also (at the expense of some honest clarity) gained the support of Pope
Celestine I (422—32) in Rome. So, already at Ephesus, a metropolitan quartet
was set in place, destined for dissonance more than harmony.

A degree of arrogant intransigence edged out more moderate opinion. Such
was the fate of the Antiochene exegete Theodore, later bishop of Mopsues-
tia (d. 428). Theodore had taught Nestorius and was unfairly identified with
his pupil, even though his theology was at once clearer and more moderate.
Cyril’s successor Dioscorus (bishop 444-54) inflamed suspicion of Theodore
and attacked two of his Syrian supporters — Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus,
and Ibas, bishop of Edessa. The ploy affected debate for well over a century.
Theodore’s most ardent admirers emerged in the East Syrian church, where
he was seen as “illustrious and eminent among the teachers of the true faith.”*
That East Syrian religious culture, described in more detail in a later chapter,
had its immediate roots in Ibas’s see, Edessa.’ The scholar Barsauma (sub-
sequently bishop of Nisibis) and his colleague Narsai were active in the city
from the 430s. After the Council of Chalcedon, opposition to its “two natures”

2 See Dagron, Naissance d’une capitale and La romanité chrétienne; Haas, Alexandria in Late
Antiquity; Baynes, “Alexandria and Constantinople.”

3 Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, 1.1.1, 23—42. See Cyril of Alexandria, Select Letters; Wessel,
Cyril of Alexandria.

4 Synod of Bet Lapat (484 CE) quoted by Gero, Barsauma of Nisibis, 45, and see 29-31.

5 See Segal, Edessa, 110-91; Baum and Winkler, Die apostolische Kirche des Ostens; Gillman
and Klimkeit, Christians in Asia.
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formula (in both Antioch and Alexandria) encouraged further antagonism
towards Theodore (not least because Chalcedon had affirmed his orthodoxy).
Those Syrians sympathetic to Theodore’s cause were forced to leave Edessa,
with Narsai in the lead; and Barsauma’s see further east seemed a natural place
of refuge. There, the two set up the so-called “School of Nisibis” — traditionally
in 489, although events are “shrouded in impenetrable darkness.”® Barsauma
proceeded to make the city an intellectual center, partly as a competitive
gesture towards the catholicos of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, who claimed virtually
patriarchal status over all the churches within the Persian sphere. Soon, study
at Nisibis became a sine qua non for anyone aspiring to clerical eminence in the
East Syrian church. Internal disputes were often stormy, especially in the later
decades of the sixth and the opening decades of the seventh centuries. What
matters here is that the continuing rise and fall of Theodore’s reputation (as
of Theodoret and Ibas), coupled with the East Syrian Christians” involvement
with Persia, inevitably contributed to not only the theological but also the
strategic crises of the following hundred or more years.

But this is to anticipate. Theodore’s temporary restoration to favor reflects
the more general importance of the Council of Chalcedon.” The theological
developments of the following century or so were a prolonged attempt to
escape from its unforgiving precision. Authorities in Constantinople, both
civil and religious, strove always, by dint of compromise, to entice opponents
into a semblance of unity; but they were never able to cede enough. The
council had created, moreover, a new arena within which Constantinople
had to contend with the bishops of Rome. Pope Leo the Great (440-61) was
more formidable than his immediate predecessors, and precisely in relation
to Chalcedon defended an interpretation of its decrees that made concessions
further east even harder to confirm.

In that respect, the antecedents of the council were as important as its
results. A Constantinopolitan monk and court favorite, Eutyches, had put
himself forward as a forceful opponent of Nestorius, questioning the distinct
humanity of Jesus.® He gained the support of the emperor, and of Dioscorus,
but was opposed at Antioch. Thus, Leo was brought into the fray, since Euty-
chessoughthisbacking. He gainedlittle comfort from the pope’s response —his
so-called Tome, addressed to Flavian of Constantinople in 449.° Dioscorus tried

6 Voobus, History, 33.

7 See Grillmeier and Bacht, Das Konzil von Chalkedon.

8 Eutyches linked with Apollinarius: Corpus iuris civilis: Codex Justinianus, 1.5.8 (455 CE), 52;
see also 1.1.5—7 (527—33 CE).

9 Eutyches” appeal: Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, 2.2.1, 33—35; preceded by Leo’s letter to
Flavian, 24-33.
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to vindicate Eutyches at what Leo later called the “Robber Council,” which
affirmed the orthodoxy of Cyril and the errors of Theodoret and Ibas.”® But
a die had been cast: Leo’s pronouncements commanded the greater respect,
and his Tome was accepted at Chalcedon itself as the clearest expression of the
council’s theological position. Unfortunately, Leo’s Latin articulation of the
“two natures” argument encouraged the western church and its allies in
the East to resist every subsequent attempt to modify the council’s decrees in
the interests of reconciliation. The Tome ceased to summarize existing belief
and enshrined a relentless exercise in the control of the future.

The search for universal agreement is described in detail in the previous
volume of this History. My task here is to identify its later effects. They fallunder
three headings: the exercise of religious authority by the emperor (an issue
now restricted to the East), the imperial government’s difficulty in controlling
the religious loyalties and customs of Syria and Egypt (later to fall under the
dominance of Islam), and that government’s eagerness (often humiliating but
never wholly successful) to enlist papal support in both endeavors. In that
last respect, the period between the accession of Leo and the death of Pope
Gregory the Great (590—-604) moves from independent self-assurance through
enforced subservience under Justinian I (527-65) to a painful restoration of
papal status and influence. The restoration was precarious, as the fortunes of
Pope Martin I (649-55) were to show; but Gregory was able to create a sense
of the papacy’s role in the West, and to initiate pastoral and administrative
policies that would last for centuries.

Imperial policy and papal response were intertwined throughout the post-
Chalcedonian era. The first major attempt to defuse contention was the
Henotikon issued by the emperor Zeno in 482. His plea that “limbs be attached
to limbs,” that the church was “the incorruptible and never-ending mother
of our scepters,” that he was acting “not in order to make innovations in
the faith but so as to reassure you,” set a tone that would persist."" Acacius,
bishop of Constantinople and the document’s doctrinal architect, saw Zeno’s
move as an opportunity to enhance his own status. The Henotikon, how-
ever, while affirming traditional orthodoxy in general terms, was not suffi-
ciently anti-Chalcedonian for eastern extremists — another portent. Nor were
western churchmen delighted by Zeno’s apparent concessions. Pope Felix III

10 Leo to the Empress Pulcheria: in illo Ephesino non judicio sed latrocinio, see his Epistola,
95.2 in PL 54.943B.

11 Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, 3.14, ed. Bidez and Parmentier, 111.15-16, 112.5,
113.21-2 or trans. Whitby, 147—49. See Allen, Evagrius Scholasticus.
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(483-92) excommunicated Acacius in 484, and the resulting "Acacian Schism”
lasted for more than thirty years.”

In spite of tensions within the Roman see itself, the tenure of two subse-
quent popes, Gelasius I (492—6) and Symmachus (498—514) reinforced western
suspicion of eastern doctrine and vaunted authority. The two men were aided
by the indecisive policies of the emperor Anastasius I (491—518) and the oppor-
tunist tolerance displayed by the Arian Ostrogoth Theoderic (master of Italy
493-526). Those rulers created a space for papal independence: the legacy of
Leo could be protected and the religious influence of secular rulers called into
question.

Anastasius’s even-handedness was his own undoing: as Evagrius put it,
“each of the prelates conducted himself according to his beliefs,” and “the situ-
ation became more absurd.”® In Constantinople, dangerous riots (511-12) com-
bined religious outrage with political disaffection. Theological debate focused
increasingly on the question whether God could be said to have suffered in the
Incarnation (subsequently described as the “theopaschite” position), which
seemed an inevitable consequence of miaphysite doctrine; one that Nestorius
had striven to avoid, but at the cost of undermining divine agency in Jesus’
redemptive sacrifice. The army supported the greater cautions of Chalcedon,
hoping that Anastasius would make concessions to the more rigorous west-
erners. A new pope, Hormisdas (514-23), as intransigent as his predecessors,
insisted on a humiliating bargain. Eventually, he forced John of Constantinople
to accept Chalcedon on Leo’s terms. John was effusive in recognizing Roman
authority: “the Catholic religion has always been kept inviolable by the Apos-
tolic See.”™* As for the miaphysites, Anastasius’s ambiguity encouraged a new
generation of leaders with formidable talent, Philoxenus of Mabbug (bishop
485—523) and Severus of Antioch (bishop 512-18).” They interpreted Zeno’s
Henotikon as an explicit attack on Chalcedon, which they happily anathema-
tized, along with Leo’s Tome. John of Ephesus later described the Council as
“anathematized not only by us [the miaphysites], but also by the angels of
heaven” — a spirit rooted in the belief that only a pagan could have persecuted
Christians.

12 See Publizistische Sammlungen.

13 Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History 3.30, ed. Bidez and Parmentier, 126 or trans.
Whitby, 166-67.

14 Collectio Avellana, Epistola 159, 608.

15 See Chesnut, Three Monophysite Christologies; De Halleux, Philoxéne de Mabbog; Torrance,
Christology; Allen and Hayward, Severus of Antioch.

16 John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Saints 2, vol. 17: 24 and his Historia ecclesiastica,
3.2.39. See Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche, trans. Bowden 2.1, 273 and
following.
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The accession of Justin I (518), more loyal to Chalcedon, did not meet all
western expectations. Justinian I, his nephew and successor (527), was even less
helpful. Bishops of Rome quickly learned that their role was to support the
emperor — an emperor more opinionated and interventionist than Zeno and
Anastasius. They were also caught up in his forceful overthrow of the Ostro-
gothic regime. Justinian quickly hit his mark. He condemned both Nestorius
and Eutyches, and launched a broad attack on Manichees, Montanists, Samar-
itans, pagans, and eventually Jews."” Later difficulties were heralded, however,
in his frequently modified but obstinate belief that the second person of the
Trinity had taken upon himself “both the wonders and the sufferings” of the
flesh, which at once appealed to and affronted the Cyrillian view.”® Julian of
Halicarnassus (d. after 518) had already carried the “theopaschite” debate in
the other direction, stressing the unity preserved in the Incarnation to the
extent of suggesting that Jesus had only appeared to suffer corruption — a view
dubbed “aphthartodocetism” by its critics. In practical matters, Justinian was
more resolute. He controlled tightly the selection and training of clergy, hav-
ing a clear notion of his ideal churchman; and he virtually monopolized the
erection and funding of churches and other religious institutions by ensuring
that no one would be allowed to endow church building on a grander scale
than he did.”

The Nika riots of 532 gave pause to that initial confidence, inducing a sense
of political insecurity. Justinian decided that anti-Chalcedonian fears had to
be assuaged by debate rather than coercion. He held a conference, there-
fore, between Anthimus of Constantinople (Chalcedonian), Theodosius of
Alexandria (miaphysite), and the exiled Severus (who had continued to keep
in the forefront of debate the theological stance he epitomized as bishop).*
The situation looked as hopeful as it ever became; but more rigorous sup-
porters of Chalcedon complained to Rome. There followed a brief moment
of papal assertiveness. With his campaigns in Italy at a crucial stage, Jus-
tinian was willing to recognize Rome as “more ancient” than Constantinople,
the summi pontificatus apex.> But his attempts to translate dialogue into law
had ignored Leo’s Tome. Pope Agapetus I (535-36) succeeded in getting the

17 Corpus iuris civilis: Codex Justinianus 1.1.5 (527 CE), 1.5.18 (529 CE); Novellae 45 (537 CE),
146 (553 CE).

18 Corpus iuris civilis: Codex Justinianus 1.1.5 (527 CE).

19 Corpus iuris civilis: Codex Justinianus 1.2.19, 1.3.41 (both 528 CE); Novellae 6 (535 CE).

20 Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, 4.10; John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern
Saints 48.

21 Corpus iuris civilis: Codex Justinianus 1.1.7 (533 CE), 8; Novellae 9 (535 CE), o1.
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emperor’s orders reversed.?* The pope was fearlessly unambiguous: he praised
Justinian’s “painstaking faith,” but undercut any layman’s claim to “preaching
authority.”*

Such a rebuff could not go unavenged. Justinian was prepared at first to
accept his wife’s intervention in support of a new papal candidate, Vigilius
(pope 537-55),>* and even urged him to ratify the judgments of Agapetus.
Vigilius obliged. The emperor may have feared that Theodora was becoming
too independent in her religious loyalties.” John of Ephesus always called her
“the believing queen,” “appointed by God to be a support for the persecuted
against the cruelty of the times,” and described how the empress sheltered anti-
Chalcedonian monks in the palace of Hormisdas in Constantinople.?® It may
have seemed unwise, especially given the military situation in Italy, to leave
a bishop of Rome exposed to such ambiguities. By the time Theodora died
in 548, however, Justinian’s ecclesiastical diplomacy had entered a new phase,
destined to leave Vigilius the victim of much greater threats. The emperor
succumbed to the notion of a renewed attack on at least portions of the work
of Theodore, Theodoret, and Ibas (the so-called “Three Chapters”). These,
it was argued, could be made to look anti-Cyril and pro-Nestorius, and their
condemnation would assuage the eastern opponents of Chalcedon. Justinian
first employed the ruse in an edict of 544, now lost. Churchmen in Italy and
Africa were immediately disturbed (and we can sense why from Justinian’s
later pamphlet On Right Faith, issued in 551, likely to provide the gist of the
earlier decree, and explicitin subscribing to a Cyrillian view).* Justinian reacted
promptly: in 548, imperial officials virtually kidnapped Vigilius, forcing him
to ratify the edict of 544 in a iudicatum. Stirred by commendable scruple, the
pope boycotted the second Council of Constantinople (553), but then buckled
in a constitutum the following year.?®

2 e

Humiliated and broken, Vigilius died on his way back to Rome; but he
had long become a marked man among his western colleagues. He was con-
demned at a council in Carthage in 550, even though recalcitrant Africans,
only shortly before, had been exiled or arrested. Their strong feelings were
inspired in part by the adamant rejection of imperial pretensions by the deacon
Ferrandus. Facundus of Hermiane (another humiliated victim of the council’s

22 Corpus iuris civilis: Novellae 42 (536 CE).

23 Collectio Avellana, Epistola 82.3, 229.

24 See Procopius on his changeable predecessor, Silverius: Wars, 5.11.26, 5.14.4, 5.25.13.
25 Procopius, Secret History, 10.13; Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, 4.10.

26 John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Saints 25 and 47, vol. 18: 529 and 676-84.

27 Drei dogmatische Schriften, 73-111.

28 See Vigiliusbriefe.
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aftermath) also rallied later to the defense of the condemned trio, vigorously
and at length,* as did the quaestor Junillus.?® Since Belisarius’s swift defeat of
the Vandals in the 530s, Africa had faced more than a decade of cultural igno-
rance and military and financial ineptitude, and the time had come to express
embitterment.? Later writers gradually wove that resentment into a fuller
account of Justinian’s failure. Corippus, “the last African to write a secular
poem in the classical manner,” had tried (in 549) to persuade his compatriots
that they had gained something from fifteen years of war. With the accession
of Justin II in 565, he obligingly supplied a less rosy view in a panegyric at Jus-
tinian’s expense. Agathias achieved something of the same effect, in contrast
to Procopius earlier, who had been unwilling to spoil the image of African
“liberation.”**

The “Three Chapters” controversy marked a vital hiatus, not only in rela-
tions between the western church and the imperial authorities, but also in
relations within the western church itself. It brought home to the bishops
of Italy and Africa the extent to which an undermining of Chalcedon had
been inseparable from “reconquest”: the subjection of the West had served
an eastern agenda. But that subjection had been only partially achieved —
thanks not least to western defense of the legacy of Leo the Great. Justinian’s
final settlement for post-Ostrogothic Italy, the “Pragmatic Sanction” of 554,
strengthened the local authority of bishops in civic affairs, but demonstrated
also the emperor’s failure to impose any direct control over the old western
provinces or to gain the allies essential to that control.* Meanwhile, bishops
of Rome from Pelagius I onward (after 555) were left with the task of redeem-
ing their city’s reputation, even among the bishops of northern Italy, not to
mention the West more broadly. The task was not made easier by the almost
immediate intrusion of the Lombards. In the thirty years before his accession,
an agenda was thus marked out that would govern the episcopate of Gregory
the Great. It explains that pontiff’s meticulous attention to church government
in Italy, Africa, and eventually in Gaul, so fully documented in his Letters, and
his readiness to articulate the needs and hopes of the West independently of
the emperor in Constantinople.

29 Facundus of Hermiane, Pro defensione trium capitularum. See Cameron, Procopius, 27.

30 Junillus, De partibus divinae legis. He was successor to the lawyer Tribonian, acquainted
with Syrian churchmen, and later praised by Cassiodorus: Jones, Martindale, and Morris,
Prospography, II1A, 742; Cassiodorus, Institutiones, 10. Negative portrait: Procopius, Secret
History, 20.17-19, with Cameron, Procopius, 28, 63, 231.

31 Frend, Rise of the Monophysite Movement, 281.

32 Jones, Martindale, and Morris, Prosopography, 111, 354—55; Cameron, Procopius, 21, 62, and
127 (but note 184-86); Cameron, Agathias, 124 and following.

33 Corpus iuris civilis: Novellae appendix 7; see Codex Justinianus 1.27 (534 CE).
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Developments in the East were no less ominous. The council of 553 had
achieved little reconciliation, partly because opponents of Chalcedon could
not agree among themselves. Already in the early 540s, Theodosius of Alexan-
dria — frustrated at the failure of religious diplomacy, and encouraged by
Ghassanid Arabs (allies of Rome but sympathetic to the anti-Chalcedonian
cause) — had consecrated two new bishops, Jacob Baradaeus in Edessa and
Theodore in Bostra; the latter as bishop of all Arabia. The move represented a
crucial shift in the center of gravity of Syrian anti-Chalcedonianism. Jacob in
particular represented a growing fault line, carelessly accepted by Paul of Anti-
och (bishop 557-81) and never wholly bridged. As a freelance missionary, he
spread monastic ideals, fostered strong theological loyalties, and gave church
government a looser structure. John of Ephesus describes his bewildering
speed and bedraggled disguises as he traversed the East, leaving his Chalcedo-
nian pursuers “beating the air.”** Geopolitics were also involved. Not only
were West Syrians venturing more deeply into Ghassanid territory, they were
also adding fuel to resentment among the neighboring Lakhmids, closer allies
of Persia and sympathetic towards the East Syrian Church. Many of those
adverse to Justinian’s religious hopes were thus becoming essential players in
an all-important buffer zone between two great polities: they would affect
not only relations with Persia in the shorter term but also with Islamic Arabs
later.

Imperial reaction was no more successful than it had been a hundred years
before. Justin I at first rested content with the vague assertion of ancient ortho-
doxies — a timeworn strategy. His efforts were stymied by anti-Chalcedonian
extremists. He then tried to condemn the Three Chapters afresh and honor the
memory of Severus — an unacceptable outrage in the eyes of many. In 571, he
formulated a miniature Henotikon of his own, emphasizing the need for peace
(and showing some theological inventiveness).” “Pathetic rather than vicious,”
he finally resorted to persecution until his death in 578.3 His successor Tiberius
I — for John of Ephesus, the “God-loving emperor” — was more preoccupied
with Slavic encroachment in the Balkans than with religious coercion. As he
put it, “barbarian wars are enough for me: I do not want to take upon myself
a war with my own people.” Maurice displayed the same attitude after him;

34 John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Saints 49, vol. 18: 694.

35 Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, 5.4, foreshadowing seventh-century
“monothelite” debate.

36 John of Ephesus: early ignorance, Historia ecclesiastica, 3.1.16; later oppression, 3.3.1 and
following. Cameron, Procopius, 65.

37 John of Ephesus, Historia ecclesiastica, 3.3.12, repeating 3.1.37.

29



PHILIP ROUSSEAU

but even he became harshly exasperated.® The whole period was remark-
able for its bitter confusions, which remained essentially disputes between the
four great cities involved in the prelude to Ephesus: the development of their
theological identities was still governed by their rivalry with one another.

Fractured church, fractured empire

So much for the “theological narrative.” As soon as we construct it, however,
we stumble upon other developments that had an equally deep effect on
Christian self-understanding. Our concern has to be, therefore, not with what
lay behind religious controversy but with what accompanied it. Everything said
so far draws us into a web of other developments — barbarian settlement in
the West, for example, and associated challenges and opportunities (not least
for bishops of Rome); the spectacular growth of Coptic and Syriac cultures
in provinces soon to be subject to Islam; the enduring threat of Persia; and
changes in the status of emperors and the understanding of empire (illustrated
vividly by the high hopes and catastrophic failures of Justinian). The church
was, in other words, fractured within a fractured empire. By 500, the old
Roman hegemony — single in form, easily traversed, its frontiers merely the
boundaries of current aspiration — had gone for ever. With its departure, a
different dynamic began to affect the Roman world. Twofold in character, it
created for Christianity a new arena within which to define itself and fulfill its
purposes.

First, what Romans had previously considered “outside” or beyond them-
selves was now embedded within their world. Roman culture acquired as a
result a richer tone. In the East, Copts and Syrians acclaimed new cultural
heroes — Ephraim (d. c. 373) and Shenoute (d. c. 450). Egypt and Syria could no
longer be regarded as backwaters or fringes, the haunts of peasant ignorance:
anincreasinglevel ofliterary and theoretical sophistication displayed and invig-
orated a confident self-identity. In the West, the settler kingdoms seemed to
represent a greater inversion of tradition. The Vandal acquisition of North
Africa (definitive by 439), the Frankish engulfing of Gaul (widespread by 511),
the earlier establishment of a Visigothic kingdom in the same province (by 418,
extending eventually into Spain), and of an Ostrogothic kingdom in Italy (by
493) have often been taken as emblems of destruction and discontinuity. Yet,
the “kings” concerned — Gaiseric, Clovis, Alaric, and Theoderic — were Roman
in their tastes and ambitions, eager to accept Romans as their colleagues: in

38 John of Ephesus, Historia ecclesiastica, 3.3.15, and following.
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the words of Theoderic, “Every Goth with aspirations plays the Roman.”*
Their novelty, therefore, needs to be carefully defined.

Second, the arrival of those adventurers at once followed and provoked
a bewildering series of migrations, which transformed in turn the way in
which imperial space was conceived. Modern examples of dismantled empires
have accustomed us to the notion that old peripheries occupy traditional
centers. The resulting mobility allows new and multiple assertions of identity,
carried over long distances. Not surprisingly, the barbarian disturbance of the
Roman Empire prompted fresh movement within it. Earlier imperial power
had centered equally on a mobile emperor, and authority attached as much
to persons as to places; but now, both Romans and barbarians were faced
with more numerous epicenters of power. Travel between them accelerated.
An eastern embassy to the Huns in the 440s encountered Roman traders
and agents on the same road.*’ In the Ostrogothic period, numerous Greek
speakers traveled west to Italy and beyond, and numerous Latin speakers
tasted “exile” in Constantinople: Dionysius Exiguus and Cassiodorus illustrate
a broader trend.* Churchmen were prominent as ambassadors, answering
the basilike keleusis, the imperial summons to that service.* Others were
forcedinto exile by religious controversy, often accompanied by their followers.
Pilgrimage, a prominent feature of late Roman devotion, not only peopled
existing routes, but also transformed both the points of departure and return
and the goals of religious fervor, whether close or distant.® Along the same
routes, saints’ relics were increasingly transported, to bring objects of devotion
closer to home and to enhance the religious standing of the churches and
churchmen who sought them out.*

That constant movement, by both the intrusive and the itinerant, betokened
instability. The new kingdoms, for example, were liable to collapses of their

39 “Romanus miser imitatur Gothum et utilis Gothus imitatur Romanum,” in Anonymus
Valesianus, pars posterior, 12 (61), 546.

40 Priscus, Fragmentum Historicorum Graecorum, 11.2.144—48, 313—55, 407-35; Blockley, Frag-
mentary Classicizing Historians, 252, 262—64, 266—68.

41 See Burns, History of the Ostrogoths; O’Donnell, Cassiodorus. Examples of later easterners
in the West: Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 10.26; Gregory the Great, Dialogues,
3.14.

42 Justinian, Corpus iuris civilis: Novellae 6.2 (535 CE), 40. See Lee, Information and Frontiers.

43 See Hunt, Holy Land Pilgrimage; Walker, Holy City, Holy Places; Wilken, Land Called Holy;
Frankfurter, Pilgrimage and Holy Space.

44 Vignette: Life of Eugendus in Vies des péres du Jura, 3.16 (155-56), ed. Martine 404—406, trans.
Vivian 172-73. Other examples: Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 10.31; Epaone
(517 CE), canon 25, Concilia Galliae, 30. See Grabar, Martyrium; Brown, Cult of the Saints;
Heinzelmann, Translationsberichte; Hayward and Howard-Johnston, Cult of the Saints.
More generally: Burns and Edie, Urban Centers and Rural Contexts; Mills and Grafton,
Conversion.
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own, barbarian supplanting barbarian. Visigoths and Burgundians in Gaul
were battered by both Huns in the fifth century and Franks in the early sixth;
Vandals and Ostrogoths, finally destabilized by the armies of Justinian in the
530s and 550s respectively, had already antagonized one another and, in the
case of the Ostrogoths, had faced strong pressure from the Franks. Lombards
in the 560s simply filled a vacuum left by Justinian’s limited victories. Relations
with Persia were analogously labile, governed to some extent by events within
Persia itself. An “endless peace” was declared in 532, but disrupted by two
decades of intermittent warfare after 540. A “fifty-years peace,” sealed in 562,
was similarly annulled by a new phase of aggression at the end of the century,
which resulted in the Persian occupation of much of the East, only brought
to a close by the emperor Heraclius in 632.# Over the same period, ominous
new intrusions in the Balkans preoccupied Tiberius, Maurice, and Phocas
(602-10), and adjustments of loyalty developed, as already mentioned, among
Byzantium'’s Arab allies, not to the empire’s advantage.

The Christianity of the future

The correlation between the two processes — doctrinal estrangement and
geopolitical instability — remains problematic. The course of Christian history
in the seventh century and beyond is certainly unintelligible without attention
to both, and each provides a context, if not an explanation, for the other.
It remains to describe the characteristics of Christian life that were at once
the product of that disruption and the legacy of a more distant past. The
disruption undoubtedly affected the legacy. The “Byzantine” or “Syrian” or
“early medieval” churches were not radically removed from their ancestry,
any more than was the empire itself; but they now faced questions inevitably
recast by new circumstance. How was one to define and maintain a Christian
community, and how was one to defend its ideals persuasively and with effect?

Defining the community

Christian communities were defined, as had long been the case, by their cult:
by baptism and the Eucharist, by bishops and priests, and by the buildings
within which those cultic leaders acted out their roles.*® Definition was essen-
tially a local achievement. We have already seen with what difficulty the great
cities of the empire had, in religious affairs, acquired and maintained their

45 Menander Protector, History, 6.1, 54—75.
46 See Elm, Die Macht der Weisheit; Sterk, Renouncing the World.
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influence. They did not exercise unchallenged control over large blocs of
territory: their immediate influence may have been strong, but it became less
marked with distance — Constantinople’s over Armenia or the western Balkans;
Alexandria’s over the upper Nile; Antioch’s over the Persian borderlands; and
Rome’s over Italy, Africa, and Gaul. The same limitations affected proportion-
ately the more humble centers of religious life. John of Ephesus provides a
vivid example in his portrait of Symeon (the “mountaineer,” as he calls him),
who knocked discipline into wild villagers of the hills, ordered their liturgies,
schooled their children, and dragooned as many as possible into the ascetic life
(a telling list of priorities).#” Bishops in both East and West would have been
at once grateful for the extension of their influence and fearful of its potential
independence.*®

In the West, a wealth of anecdote makes it paradoxically difficult to build up
a precise picture of how bishops functioned. Gregory of Tours (d. 504) appears
arich source; but one must beware his governing program, especially his view
of the proper relationship between a bishop and a king: he wished upon his
peers the status he aspired to himself.#* Occasionally, however, we gain a less
guarded glimpse, as in the tale of Parthenius the tax collector. Pursued by a
crowd swearing vengeance against his harsh methods, Parthenius seeks the
aid of no less than two bishops, asking them “to quell the riot of the enraged
citizens by their sermons.” His expectation is as revealing as their subsequent
failure. The story ends with a skirmish between people and church officials,
resulting in the discovery of the doomed Parthenius hiding in a chest of church
vestments. So many components of religious power are brought together in
this anecdote: relations between secular and religious leaders, the implied
force of a bishop’s words, the independence of the people, and the supposition
(disappointed) that church buildings, church guile, and church property will
remain protected.”

The story reminds us also that the influence of churchmen could be impeded
not only in rural or remote areas but also in the very towns over which they
presided. Their wish to affect rural populations depended upon recasting in
Christian terms the traditional nexus between municipium and territorium.
Hence their care in transporting beyond the city’s walls the rituals of the urban
church — processions, for example, or ceremonies of veneration at the tombs

47 John of Ephesus, Lives of the Eastern Saints 16, vol. 17: 229—47.

48 Western examples: Orange (511 CE), canon 25, Concilia Galliae, 11; Clermont (535 CE),
canon 15, Concilia Galliae, 109; Orange (541 CE), canon 7, Concilia Galliae, 133-34.

49 Heinzelmann, Gregory of Tours, trans. Carroll, especially 36-93.

50 Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 3.36.
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of martyrs.”* And the bishop, no less than the distinguished aristocrat, was a
potential country dweller. We know from the will of Caesarius of Arles (d. 542)
that a bishop might command substantial property beyond a city’s walls.”®
Quintianus, bishop of Rodez, fleeing from Arian opponents, sought refuge
with his colleague Eufrasius of Clermont-Ferrand, whereat his host gave him
“accommodation with fields around and vineyards,” which he described as
“resources of this diocese . . . sufficient to support us both.”* Religious leaders
thusfollowed the same path as their secular counterparts. In the fourth century,
provincial elites had given their loyalty to regimes that honored them on the
broader stage of imperial office. By the fifth century, they had begun to focus
their energies, bishops included, on local settings better calculated to enhance
their status.

In the East, a bishop’s world was more built about, even outside the major
cities. There was a greater density of urban and village settlement, and corre-
spondingly a larger number of episcopal sees. The interstices of open country
were smaller in extent, and only higher and less fertile land was distinctly
remote. Other factors made the East different from the West. In the Balkans,
destructive encroachment and vigorous campaigning, from the late sixth cen-
tury onward, disrupted the rhythms of settled life and penned it within nar-
rower confines — to an extent from which the West was now beginning to
recover. In Egypt, the centralized authority that Alexandria had long enjoyed
continued to make control of the south problematic. In Syria, the world rep-
resented by Jacob Baradaeus created among churchmen closer to Antioch and
the coast a sense of having lost their grip on the wilder border country to the
east. But, for all those differences, localism was as prevalent in Syria as it was
in Gaul. The independence and, in some cases, self-interest of bishops under
Persian threat in the sixth century was as marked a century later under the
threat of Islam.”

The bishop, as definer of a community, came most into his own during the
celebration of the Christian liturgy. The setting for that drama was as impor-
tant as the drama itself. A bishop would see a new or refurbished basilica as

51 Rogations: Avitus of Vienne, Homilia de rogationibus; Orange (511 CE), canon 27, Concilia
Galliae, 11-12; Lyons (567—70 CE), canon 6, Concilia Galliae, 202; Gregory of Tours, History
of the Franks, 4.5, 9.21.

52 Caesarius of Arles, Testament (especially 9), 67-76.

53 Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 2.36. See Epaone (s17 CE), canon 12, Concilia
Galliae, 27.

54 See Clark and Bowesin Burnsand Edie, Urban Centers; for the broader context: Magdalino,
New Constantines.
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Hitti, 26973, 314-15.
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an act of generosity towards his civitas, as well as an investment calculated
to enhance his influence and safeguard his memory. Such motives had long
inspired the grand architectural gesture, the stylistic embellishment of cities.
They provided a space — a temple, perhaps, but also a bath or a hippodrome —
in which the citizen could find an identity at once elevated and shared. In
later centuries, we can expect to find a shift in the perceived purpose and
intended audience of such enterprises. Christian buildings at once symbolized
and reinforced the new communities that bishops were willing to preside over —
a “people of God.” Sturdy brickwork, opaque windows, and unpretentious
tiling were almost exercises in understatement. Exteriors were more massive
than inspiring, hinting at capital, rank, and the command of a long-term work-
force — characteristic resources of their (often lay) patrons. Inside, however, the
reassuring structures were overlaid with vibrant mosaics and frescoes, worn
like a richly encrusted garment over a plain body. Surrounded by such texture
and movement, the worshiper felt less rooted to the ground, at once enfolded
and uplifted.

Ancient forms were thus carried into new settings: a rich body of scholarship
continues to explore the survival in the Christian empire of artistic themes
and motifs traditional to classical culture.>® But artistic endeavor can never be
divorced from context. The raw material, the patronage, and the skill may have
been expensive, dependent on leisure and an informed sense of antecedent,
reflecting the wealth and sensibility of the elite. As times changed, however, the
bishop was the impresario. The décor presented images of virtue, scenes from
sacred writings, emblems of a universal salvation, and a fulfillment beyond
death and time. The implications were entirely theological. Gregory of Tours
presents a telling vignette: the wife of Namatius, bishop of Clermont-Ferrand,
“used to hold in her lap a book from which she would read stories of events
which happened long ago, and tell the workmen what she wanted painted on
the walls.” The anecdote reinforces several points: the church being decorated
with “colored frescoes” was outside the city; and a passing “poor man,” who
had popped in to pray, mistook the bishop’s wife for “one of the needy” and
promptly gave her a piece of bread. Within the embellished fabric, a scene
of reminiscence and artistic skill, a new type of social drama was played out:
mercy was bestowed, rank rendered ambiguous.”

Those Christian buildings did not stand lifeless, but were put to use —indeed,
took on their full form only when they were in use. The interdependence of

56 See Elsner, Art and the Roman Viewer; Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine
Architecture; Mathews, Art and Architecture and Clash of Gods.
57 Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 2.17.
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sacred space and sacred action is most obvious in the startling inventiveness
of eastern church building in the sixth century. Unimpeded movement and
vision were increasingly made possible — in contrast to a lingering conser-
vatism in the West, where the old basilica style, elongated and colonnaded,
lasted longer. For accounts of what happened in the eastern buildings, we have
to rely on evidence from the seventh century and later. The shape, décor, and
atmosphere of the church, all skillfully conceived, were designed to bring out
the theological meaning of the liturgy conducted within it.>® The liturgy pro-
vided the indispensable setting within which to make lessons clear — not only
in homilies, but also in singing, processions, the images of earthly hierarchies
(emperors, bishops, courtiers, and soldiers) and their heavenly counterparts
(God or Jesus enthroned as judge or teacher and the surrounding company of
saints and martyrs), and even in the simple depiction of scriptural event. The
religious portraiture of the period used to be thought of as static and hieratic;
but, when figures are multiplied within a single space, they contribute to a
lively and mobile scene with dramatic or narrative force.

Defending the ideal

Few bishops were faced, on their accession, with a clean sheet: one inherited
one’s diocese, with its habits of mind and webs of patronage. The career of
Hilary of Arles (d. 449) illustrates brilliantly how cautious and subtle one might
have to be.> Bishops, especially in the East, were also exposed to the force
of government displeasure: deposition, exile, and destitution permanently
outstripped, in their case, negotiation as tools of enforcement.®® But the great-
est challenge was the very Christianity of the people one was appointed to
govern. One could never take for granted the quality of their devotion. As
with an emperor’s aspirations, the impact of homilies or conciliar decrees was
neither predictable nor assured. The ostensibly Christian populace still needed
awakening to the full implications of their adhesion, still needed to be taught
how much of their religious legacy they should reject and how much they
might tolerate and retain.”* Gregory the Great, a generation later, recounts
many instances of persistent appeal to alternative sources of healing and exor-

cism.®* “Christianization” was not a matter merely of defeating “paganism”: it

58 See opening chapters of Mathews, Art and Architecture and throughout Early Churches;
Mango, Byzantine Architecture, especially 97-160; Mainstone, Hagia Sophia.

59 See Honoratus’s Life of Hilary of Arles, with Mathisen, Ecclesiastical Factionalism.

60 Corpus iuris civilis: Codex Justinianus 1.5.8 (455 CE); 1.5.18 (529 CE).

61 See Flint, Rise of Magic; Mills and Grafton, Conversion. More negative: MacMullen,
Christianity and Paganism.

62 Example: Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 1.10.
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meant implanting more securely the system of belief that the population had
already in theory embraced — converting the converted. Nor could a bishop
rest content with the force of law or secular authority, no matter how friendly
he might be with those who wielded it. He was faced with more than criminal
intransigence, and had to deploy other traditional forms of role and status —
those of the orator, the scholar, the man of virtue — in order to bring to bear
in this new cause the established techniques of instruction and persuasion.

The chief instrument of episcopal power, therefore, was the homily. We
must be cautious in the face of selective editing (not always sanctioned by the
preacher himself); butin homilies— where they were personal or spontaneous—
we see close up the bonds between priest and people. In the late Roman West,
there was a striking proliferation of sermon collections, which attached the
authority of an eminent figure to material that any churchman might make
use of. (Where a bishop or priest was absent, a deacon might read a sermon
from the writings of the fathers.®®) Augustine proved a mother lode; but a
collection like the Eusebius Gallicanus shows how much eastern material could
also infiltrate the West. Caesarius of Arles presents us with another model —
indeed, he seems to have been ready to countenance such a collection under
his name, designed to spread his own message and to bolster the impact of his
colleagues.®* He himself had drawn in similar ways on those who had come
before him.

What was the effect of this material? There is at times a hectoring tone, and
evidence of decreasing exegetical sophistication; but the chief aim seems to
have been to forge agreement, to impress upon hearers that they were defined
by their membership of the church more than by their personal ambitions
or failures.® Selfishness and willful isolation were the features most deplored
by priests and most frequently identified as causes for regret. “If we refuse,”
said Caesarius, “to do what we have promised to God [in baptism], I do not
know whether we will be able to preserve fidelity to men.” On the other hand,
“Then there will be true and perfect peace, when we are at peace, not only with
others, but also with ourselves.” And he described brilliantly a new species of
interplay between “public” and “private” virtue, between the civic and the
personal: “One who gives alms out of the desire to be praised by men gives
them publicly, even if he bestows them in secret, since he seeks praise from
men. However, one who gives alms solely out of love for God, in order that
other men may imitate him in this good work and that God, not himself, may

63 Vaison (529 CE), canon 2, Concilia Galliae, 79.
64 Flint, Rise of Magic, 42—45, 88. See Klingshirn, Caesarius of Arles.
65 See Bailey, “Building Urban Christian Communities.”
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be praised, gives them in secret even if he does so in public.”*® Faith in oratory
persisted in the work of Gregory the Great, for whom the “true preacher . . .
stretches out his arms at the end of his address and calms the troubled spirits of
the assembled people, calling them back to one way of thinking.” The pope’s
Pastoral Care was designed in part to facilitate that effect: “He, then, who strives
to speak wisely, should greatly fear lest by his words the unity of the hearers
[audientium unitas] be confounded.”®

In the East, there was a comparable dependence on patristic antecedents —
John Chrysostom especially.®® It is hard to judge whether insistence on regular
preaching was an indication of neglect. The Trullan or “Quinisext” synod of
692 summed up expectations operative since the time of Justinian: sermons
were to be preached on Sundays and festivals throughout the empire, strictly in
accord with the teaching of the fathers.® A sixth-century collection of sermons,
preserved under the name of the Constantinopolitan presbyter Leontius, has a
specialinterest. Freed from the responsibilities of episcopal address, he seems to
have established an easier rapport with his audience. He was also surprisingly
original.”° In other respects, the setting and splendor of the liturgy may have
compensated for a lack of explicit exhortation. One should not underestimate
the homiletic effect—indeed, intention — of extended chant, such as the kontakia
composed by Romanos (fl. c. 540), which had some antecedent in the madrashe
and memre of Ephraim (d. 373).”"

The thought-world revealed in sermons seems at times vitiated by super-
stition and vulgarity — emblematic of the degree to which “Christianization”
had failed. Yet, we face here simply another example of how the formerly
extraneous was incorporated into a changing culture. To preach was still
to exercise an elite skill, and to reach beyond the elite was always difficult;
but it was usually attempted, and those speaking and listening, writing and
reading at the cultural hub had been captured by a new sensibility and inter-
est. Similar considerations should govern our understanding of hagiography,
which was also the product of elite industry and probably designed (more than

66 Caesarius of Arles, Sermones, 12.3, ed. Morin, vol. 103: 60, and trans. Mueller vol. 1: 70; 166.4,
ed. vol. 104: 680, trans. vol. 2: 400; 146.1, ed. vol. 104: 600, trans. vol. 1: 309.

67 Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 4.4, trans. Zimmerman, 193; Cura pastoralis, 2.4.67-9,
ed. Rommel 192, trans. Davis 54; see also 1.7, 3.39. Compare with John Chrysostom,
De sacerdotio, 5.1-3.

68 See Krumbacher, Geschichte, 160—76.

69 Mansi 11, 952.

70 See Leontius, Fourteen Homilies.

71 Romanos: Grosdidier de Matons, Romanos le Mélode, and Schork, Sacred Song; Ephraim:
Brock, Luminous Eye, and Griffith, “Ephraem, the Deacon of Edessa” and “Images of
Ephraem.” See also Petersen, Diatessaron.
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sermons) foran elite audience. Secure in their privilege and comfort, the refined
could live dangerously and invite into their villas or town houses the strange
but impressive heroes of a world that they would never visit and that even
their informants might not have known at first hand.”” There was no simple
lapse or decline, therefore, in any of this material, whether oral or written.
It remained firmly in educated hands, and many who deployed it retained a
capacity for skepticism.”? When we witness in hagiography, for example, the
persistence of visions, we detect a readiness not only to control and legitimate
such experiences, but also to incorporate the popular into stable and ortho-
dox communities.”* Writers acknowledged an old and rich tradition of dreams
and visions, even as they admitted that the frontier between the explicable
and the wondrous was never stable.”” In that sense, they made available to a
broader audience what had hitherto been a sophisticated indulgence — exactly
the reverse of what is often imagined.

Alongside this rhetoric, we overhear a jangle of anxiety and effort in a
sudden abundance of conciliar documents. In the East, the ebb and flow of
Christological debate, dominating most of the gatherings, was complicated
by imperial pressure. Equally in the sixth-century West (during a golden age
of conciliar industry), the consensus of barbarian kings was deemed essential to
the enforcement of episcopal sententia.”® Even so, bishops were able to attend
independently to disciplinary needs. The “Quinisext” synod, with its desire
for taxis or “order” (its opening word), provides an inherited compendium
of odd behavior: giving communion to the dead, singing in church without
restraint, observing in traditional ways the appearance of the new moon,
using accounts of martyrdom to validate pagan error, and (naturally) telling
fortunes.”” In Gaul, the majority of canons (as at Chalcedon) were concerned
with relationsamong the clergy themselves, and then with marriage and sexual
conduct.”® Repetitive exasperation reveals in another register the bishops’
failure to secure an orthodox approach to either doctrine or devotion. If the

72 See Patlagean, “Ancienne hagiographie byzantine”; Rousseau in Hayward and Howard-
Johnston, Cult of Saints.

73 Dagron, “L’ombre d’un doute”; Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 3.37.

74 Flint, Rise of Magic, echoed by Moreira, Dreams, Visions and Spiritual Authority. De Nie,
Views, attributes more control to the clergy.

75 Miller, Dreams. Sulpicius Severus, Vie de saint Martin, see commentary by J. Fontaine, ep.
2.2-3, vol. 135: 1188—96.

76 Clovis as precedent: Orange (511 CE), introduction, Concilia Galliae, 4.

77 Canons 61, 63, 65, 75, 83 in Mansi 11, 969—80. On communion and the dead, see Auxerre
(561/605 CE), canon 12, Concilia Galliae, 267.

78 Clerical relations: Chalcedon, canons 9, 13, 19, Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, 2.1, 160—
61; Epaone (517 CE), canon 5, Concilia Galliae, 25; Clermont (535 CE), canon 11, Concilia
Galliae, 107; Orange (538 CE), canon 16, Concilia Galliae, 120-21.
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Christians of Gaul were indulging in what councils forbade — swearing on
the heads of animals, visiting sacred trees and fountains, forgetting the new
meaning attached to old festivals, consulting incantatores and divinatores —
their full conversion lay very much in the future.”” Virtue and miraculous
power could be dangerously confused with wizardry and hysteria.® In such
an atmosphere, few bishops could settle quietly and map out their plans for
their own communities. Episcopal letters, whether surviving accidentally or
deliberately collected, testify to the chaotic involvements such men might
face. Even in calmer instances, the story of daily commitment is swamped by
complaint, inquiry, flattery, and defense —a trajectory of increasing distraction
in both East and West.® Even the epistolary influence of “holy men” — Isidore
of Pelusium (d. c. 440), for example, Nilus of Ancyra (d. c. 430), or Barsanuphius
(d. 540) and his correspondent John — was achieved at the cost of interruption
and compromise.

A particular difficulty afflicted the western church: the weaning of Christian
barbarian settlers from their Arian loyalties (the accidental result of their orig-
inal conversion under Arian emperors). The problem had arisen within the
Roman frontiers, and alliances between the empire and its northern intrud-
ers were always threatened by the settlers” abiding heresy. Hence, long after
the definitive condemnation of Arius and his later admirers at the Council of
Constantinople in 381, churchmen remained fearful of Arian influence. Their
faithful allusions to Nicaea and their conservative litanies against Marcionites
and Paulinianists were quickly injected with alarm when they considered the
contemporary errors that pressed upon them. They were naturally disturbed
by extreme examples of persecution, such as that inflicted by the Vandals,
especially under Huneric (477-84) and to a lesser degree by the Visigoth Euric
(466-84) in southern Gaul. Even the milder Theoderic induced tension in Italy
and exacerbated relations with both Constantinople and the Franks.

When it came to the doctrinal integrity of a local community, a nearby
Arian bishop could seem as dangerous as an Arian king.®* Gregory of Tours
prepared his readers for what they might expect of Arians anywhere, with
a vivid tale of martyrdom inflicted by the Vandals even before they had left
Spain for Africa. But then he presented an equally circumstantial account of

79 See Concilia Galliae for Orange (541 CE), canon 16, 136; Council of Bishop Aspasius (551
CE), canon 3, 163-64; Auxerre (561/605 CE), canon 3, 265; Tours (567 CE), canon 23, 191;
Narbonne (589 CE), canon 14, 256.

80 Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 9.6, 10.25, 29. See Rousselle, Croire et guérir.

81 Succinct vignette: Sidonius, Poems and Letters, Epistola 4.9.5, vol. 2: 106. The whole letter
is a brilliant portrait, together with Epistola 4.25 and 7.9.5-25, vol. 2: 16468 and 338—58.

82 Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 3.28-9.
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later rivalry among African bishops (this under Huneric), pitting a vain and
powerless Arian against Eugenius of Carthage (later exiled to Gaul). Truth was
at stake in their contest, but so also was the standing of a bishop in the eyes of
his people.® It might be thought that the (ultimately) Catholic loyalty of the
Franks countered real danger. As Gregory’s Clovis puts it, “I find it hard to go
on seeing these Arians occupy a part of Gaul. With God’s help let us invade
them.”%4 Yet, the Franks were at first ambiguous in their inclinations, having
strong ties with Arian settlers elsewhere.®> Gregory, some ninety years later,
still felt a need to present a potted history of “that evil sect.” He rounded oft his
account of the early days with a careful declaration of his own orthodoxy; and
he voiced a hesitant assurance: “the true believers may well lose many things .
.. the heretics on the other hand have not much advantage to show.”®¢ All that,
in spite of the fact that, by his own time, matters had improved. In Visigothic
Spain, a natural stronghold of the Arian cause, the ill-fated king Hermenegild
converted to orthodox Christianity in 582, partly persuaded by his Frankish
wife Ingund. (He had also colluded hopefully with the emperor Tiberius, but
then fell victim to his own father’s deceit.) The Catholicism of the kingdom as
a whole was confirmed under his brother Reccared at the Council of Toledo
in 589.

Transcending space and time

Christians in this liminal age displayed a striking ability to stretch their imagi-
nations beyond the limits not only of their late Roman world, but also of their
individual lives and the temporal order. Their classical forebears had shown an
interest, either scornful or intrigued, in the religions of other peoples, and had
some sense of an afterlife and an immaterial realm. Christianity, in its earliest
centuries, developed more precise notions: of salvation as a divine gift for the
whole of humanity, and of judgment, fulfillment, eternal bliss; in some ways
immediate upon individual death, in others a postponed achievement for the
community of believers. What sets apart the sixth and seventh centuries is
an intensification of both processes, particularly in the West. The universal
character of the Christian economy reinforced the obligation to establish it as
widely as possible — a belief that had been surprisingly slow in taking root.

83 Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 2.2-3.

84 Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 2.37.

85 Pace Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 2.30-31. See Wood, Merovingian Kingdoms.
86 Gregory of Tours, History of the Franks, 3, preface. An Arian bishop’s depression: 9.15.
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Meanwhile, eternal life pressed more closely upon the living,”” less frequently
symbolized in a martyr’s dramatic sacrifice, and more often enlivened by the
heightened expectation of whole communities. The radical disturbance of
the western provinces made such intensification more understandable: in the
East, where the structures of the Christian empire were, for a time, apparently
more secure, the urgency was less evident. The West was thus better prepared,
paradoxically, for a future it believed might never materialize, while the East
awaited the more spectacular shock of further invasion and enclosure, which
would test severely its Christian self-confidence.

Reaching beyond the familiar: the development of a

“missionary life”
In the East, the “missionary” image only gradually acquired a form that future
periods could make use of. Wanderers like Jacob Baradaeus operated at first
within the Roman orbit and sought allies among exiles rather than among
genuine strangers. Only the passage of time would make them seem exotic
in a more literal sense. Indeed, all the peripheral polities to the east and
south upon which Byzantium relied for defense against Persia — Armenia and
Ethiopia, for example — were firmly established centers of Christianity. We
discover, therefore, in “missionary” sources a postponement of implication:
both the manner and the motive of movement beyond the empire were later
creations.

The same was true of the West. Sulpicius Severus (d. c. 430?) pitted Martin
of Tours against rustic unbelievers, and his biography encouraged later and
more adventurous explorers;* but in his own day Gaul was visibly Christian.
Noricum, evangelized by Severinusin the late fifth century, would scarcely have
seemed pagan or remote to readers of Eugippius’s Life of St. Severin in Italy a
generation later (c. 511). In the case of Patrick — often thought of as an emissary
to an alien world — it is difficult to judge from contemporary evidence (the
Confessio and the Letter to Coroticus) whathis role in Ireland might have been; but
he clearly faced a society already familiar with Christian beliefs and institutions.
Only later narratives (notably the seventh-century Life by Tirechan) picture
him venturing into pagan country; and they were constructed for different
audiences to serve different purposes.®® Jonas of Bobbio wrote his biography
of Columbanus soon after his hero’s death (c. 615). He portrays a wanderer,
but one without clear and immediate purpose. Columbanus subsequently

87 Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 4.43.
88 Sulpicius, Vie de St. Martin, 12.1-14.7; Stancliffe, Saint Martin.
89 See Wood, Missionary Life, 26-28; De Paor, Patrick; Thompson, Who Was Saint Patrick?
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turned reformer, placed by Jonas for his Italian audience at the head of a
tradition that still had fresh and local relevance. Only later could he be cast
as a convincing missionary.®® Gregory of Tours, always ready to present his
own career as a blueprint for other churchmen, sometimes made his bishops
look like missionaries; but they are tellingly tied to specific places and cast
in traditional roles.”" The Anglo-Saxons seem, like Patrick, a special case; but
Augustine journeyed to Kent to strengthen a Christian presence long familiar
within the old Roman province. The apostle recalled by Bede depended on
Frankish allies, and was anxious (like Gregory himself) to extend the influence
of the Roman church in Gaul.”*

The heavenly future

Images of the future always represent a reordering of the present. The sixth-
century church continued to use eternal destiny as a judgment upon pre-
sumptuous industry and material success. But the fractured nature of the old
oikoumene induced a greater sense of impermanence, a more urgent demand
for adapted expectations — already a prominent feature of Augustine’s City of
God. The social models, the reconfiguration of cities, the invitations extended
to new audiences, the skillful redeployment of traditional images, literary and
artistic, all contributed to a new and dramatic disengagement from the world.
As suggested above, art and ceremony reflected the inclination. The heavenly
setting of the Eucharistic celebration dissolved the apparent solidity of the
building in which it took place. In the words of John Chrysostom, “Do you think
[faced with the sight of a priest at his sacrificial task] that you are still among
men and standing on the earth? Are you notrather transported to the heavens?”
Worshipers were thus brought into the presence of a God elsewhere —
the hallmark of Christian achievement in a post-pagan world.*

That made for unexpected contrasts on the eve of the seventh century. The
Dialogues and Letters of Gregory the Great and the vivid narratives of Gregory
of Tours display both material ebullience and institutional practicality; but that
should not distract us from both men’s eschatological convictions. Outlining

90 See Wood, Missionary Life, 35-39; Clarke and Brennan, Columbanus; Lapidge, Columbanus.

o1 See Wood, Missionary Life, 29.

92 See Mayr-Harting, Coming of Christianity. Organization of new territory: Gregory
the Great, Registrum epistularum, 11.39 (601 CE). Gregory to Brunhild and Theuderic,
8.4.20 ff. (507 CE); 11.47.23 ff. and 11.48.6 ff. (both 601 CE); to other figures in Gaul, 11.34.22
ff., 11.38.38 ff., 11.40.32 ff. Bede includes versions of this correspondence, making the
preoccupation clear to later generations: HE, 1.23 ff., with particular emphasis on Arles,
1.24, 27 (7), 28.

93 John Chrysostom, De sacerdotio, 3.4.21-23, 144; see also 3.4.1-3.
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the woes of Italy in his day, Gregory the Great could conclude, “I do not
know what is happening elsewhere, but in this land of ours the world is
not merely announcing its end, it is pointing directly to it.”** Italy and Gaul
had already been transported into another economy, a system of selflessness
and wonder that constantly undercut the expectations of false ambition and
rooted interest. Yet, an ordered church supplied the social element, the societas
Christiana, within which the spiritual growth of individuals could be fostered
and preserved.”

This may be the best context within which to place what was possibly
Christianity’s greatest contribution to the centuries that followed; greater than
itsimpact on governance and law, its channelling of violence and repudiation of
feud, its enduring attachment to the legacy of the ancient world — namely, the
exaltation of virginity and the development of the monastic life. The wealth
of literature that illustrates the early phases of that development — Rules and
Lives especially — was essentially a literature of nostalgia. Cassian’s Conferences,
the Lives of Martin or Daniel the Stylite, the anecdotal histories of Palladius,
Theodoret, John of Ephesus, Cyril of Scythopolis, or John Moschus, the Sayings
of the Fathers, the Rule of Benedict: all were designed to recall and preserve a
discipline deeply admired and in danger of disappearing. They exaggerated
the value of submission and detachment, which readers then attempted to put
more literally into practice. Above all, they presented an image of virtue and
suggested the circumstances in which it could best be fostered and perfected.

Christianity had never been the only religious system to encourage such
an emphasis, and its expression of the ideal owed much to pagan antecedents.
The nature of the inner life, the capacity of human freedom, the tenden-
cies of history and the plans of God: all were the staples of ancient thought.
What Christianity emphasized was anticipation over realization: the virtuous
did not simply bring to the surface their innate capacities, but waited upon
the reward of their otherwise unpromising efforts. The virtuous Christian
was homo eschatologicus; Christian fulfillment was essentially delayed. Yet, the
resulting suspense was rarely allowed to be passive or indifferent. The chief
characteristic of the period may have been its manner of organizing the unful-
filled. Believers who placed their bets on an eternal destiny were nevertheless
remarkably industrious. In the words of Gregory the Great, “our predestina-
tion to heaven has been so ordained that we must exert ourselves to attain
it.”% Such Christians reinforced their sense of God’s presence in glorious (and

94 Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 3.38, trans. Zimmerman, 18;7.
95 Heinzelmann, Gregory of Tours, trans. Carroll, 172-81.
96 Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 1.8, trans. Zimmerman, 32.
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expensive) churches, inventive in both structure and decoration. They pursued
their transcendent virtue in monasteries of growing complexity and wealth —
magnets of admiration (and therefore centers of power), springboards of polit-
ical influence, and serious-minded exploiters of agricultural wealth. They for-
tified their commitment to an enduring community by impelling the powerful
to a sense of service and by caring in ordered ways for the vagrant, the sick,
and the poor.”

The sense of what the future might hold was different in different areas
of the ancient world — there were still “Christianities.” The East may have
been more complacent about the ultimate fortunes of the Christian empire;
the West may have been more fearful in the face of ethnic change, economic
decline, and royal government. Nevertheless, to walk abroad in the towns
and cities of this increasingly Christianized domain was to walk along streets
and among buildings whose very permanence, grandeur, authority, and sheer
usefulness were solid symbols of a civitas yet to come.

97 See Patlagean, Pauvreté économique et pauvreté sociale; Brown, Poverty and Leadership, and
in Brown, Cracco Ruggini, and Mazza, Governanti e intellettuali. Gallic bishops were
obliged to provide such services: Orange (511 CE), canon 16, Concilia Galliae, 9. For Italy:
Gregory the Great, Dialogues, 3.34, 4.23.

45



2

The emergence of Byzantine Orthodoxy,
600—1095

ANDREW LOUTH

Introduction

The period from 600 to 1095 CE was a period of enormous change for the
Byzantine Empire, the most significant cause of this change being the rise
of Islam in the first part of the seventh century and the continuing presence
in the east thereafter of an Arab empire. Islam administered a massive shock
to the Byzantine world, from which it took the empire almost two centuries
to recover. This recovery was nevertheless partly due to changes in the Arab
empire itself, which, with the shift of its capital from Damascus to Baghdad in
750, became a much more eastward-facing society, thus relieving the pressure
on Byzantium. For this initial period, 600 to 850, traditional historical sources
are sparse, leaving us in ignorance about many issues. From the ninth century
onwards, the Byzantine Empire began to recover, and in the tenth and early
eleventh centuries, under the Macedonian dynasty, expanded and regained
something of its former glory. The church shared in this new mood of expan-
sion and prosperity, in which it found the opportunity to build on the sense of
orthodoxy that had emerged with the repudiation of iconoclasm and the “Tri-
umph of Orthodoxy” in 843. This sense of emergent Orthodoxy manifested
itself in the realms of art and scholarship, in monastic revival and missionary
expansion. Sources for this later period are more abundant, enabling much
greater insight into the various facets of Christianity, as well as other aspects
of the empire. For these reasons, the first part of this chapter, dealing with 60o
to 850, will be primarily chronological, whereas the second part, dealing with
the later period, will take a more thematic approach.

A historical survey, 600—-850

At the beginning of our period, the Byzantine Empire was still recognizably
the restored Christian Roman Empire of Justinian I (527-65). It could still make
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some claim to be a Mediterranean empire, embracing almost everywhere that
touched on the Mediterranean coast, though itshold on Spain was quite fragile.
Already by 600, however, this vision of the Christian Roman Empire was being
fragmented. Slavs had begun to cross the Danube and settle throughout the
Balkan peninsula in regions called by the Byzantines Sklavinias. Under
the leadership of the more warlike Avars, the Slavs were beginning to threaten
the Byzantine presence, laying siege to Thessaloniki and, in 626, to Con-
stantinople. Their presence in the Balkans drove a wedge between the two
capitals of the Byzantine Empire, Rome and Constantinople, impeding com-
munication between West and East. To the east, Persia, the traditional enemy
of the Mediterranean empire in its various historical forms, was poised to
strike. Taking as an excuse the overthrow of the Emperor Maurice (582-602)
by Phocas (602-10) in 602, the Persian Empire embarked on an invasion of the
Byzantine Empire, taking Jerusalem in 614, and annexing its eastern provinces
from Syria to Egypt. In these provinces seized from the Byzantine Empire,
the Shah of Persia discovered divisions among the Christians that he sought
to exploit.

Christological controversy'

These divisions went back to the Council of Chalcedon (451) thathad attempted
to achieve agreement on the Incarnation of Christ among Christians by affirm-
ing that, while in Christ there were two perfect natures, human and divine,
there was only one hypostasis. For most Christians of the East, it was to Cyril,
patriarch of Alexandria (410-44), that they looked for guidance in their under-
standing of Christ. The bishops at Chalcedon thought that their Christological
definition expressed Cyril’s understanding of the matter, but many disagreed
and rejected Chalcedon. These anti-Chalcedonians, called by their opponents
“monophysites,” had not only survived in the decades after Chalcedon, but
had prospered, especially in Syria and Egypt, despite periodic persecution
by the Byzantine authorities. Shortly after the fall of Jerusalem to the Persians,
the shah, Chosroes II (590-628), decided to exploit this situation by supporting
the anti-Chalcedonians in Syria, Armenian and western Mesopotamia, and
Egypt, after it fell to the Persians in 618. The anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of
Antioch, Athanasius the Camel-Driver (595-631), welcomed this passing of the
“Chalcedonian night.”

This provoked a counter-move from the Byzantine Emperor Heraclius (610—
41), and Sergius, patriarch of Constantinople (610-38), who, in consultation

1 See Dorfmann-Lazarev in this volume.
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with bishops in Sinai and Egypt, came up with a compromise formula (mon-
energism), by which they hoped to reconcile the supporters and opponents
of Chalcedon. This compromise maintained with Chalcedon that in Christ
there were two natures and one person, with the refinement that there was
only one activity (Greek: energeia), that Dionysius the Areopagite (fl. early
sixth century) had called divine-human or “theandric.” In 628 Heraclius suc-
cessfully invaded Persia, provoking a court rebellion in which the shah was
overthrown, and recovering from Ctesiphon the relic of the True Cross that
had been taken there from Jerusalem. With this relic, Heraclius began a tri-
umphal procession through the recovered provinces, proposing reunion with
the anti-Chalcedonians on the basis of monenergism, and achieving, it appears,
some success. But monenergism found its greatest success in Egypt. In 633,
Cyrus, originally from Phasi in Georgia, whom Heraclius had appointed both
patriarch of Alexandria and augustal prefect of Egypt (631—42), reached a major
reconciliation with the Theodosians, as the Egyptian anti-Chalcedonians were
called, set out in a Pact of Union, in nine chapters. Cyrus reported his success
to Sergius of Constantinople, who in return reported it to Pope Honorius I
(625—38). This achievement was, however, marred by the opposition of a dis-
tinguished scholar and monk, Sophronius (c. 560—638), for whom the Nine
Chapters were simply heretical. Sophronius traveled to Constantinople, and
then to Rome, with his grievance, but achieved nothing more than a decision
from Sergius, in his Psephos of 634, to forbid any discussion of the number
of activities in Christ. By this time Sophronius was Patriarch of Jerusalem.
A further refinement of monenergism was proposed in 638, in the Ekthesis,
composed by Sergius and promulgated by Heraclius, which affirmed that
Christ, one person in two natures, had yet a single, divine will: a doctrine
called monothelitism. This provoked opposition led by one of Sophronius’s
disciples, Maximus the Confessor (c. 580-662), then resident in North Africa
(Sophronius now being dead), which culminated in the Lateran Synod of 649,
masterminded, it would seem, by Maximus and called by Pope Martin (649—
55), that condemned monenergism and monothelitism, and those churchmen
who had endorsed these heresies.

By this time, however, the Byzantine Empire had fallen to a much more
serious opponent than the Persians, namely the Arab tribes, united under
Islam, that, within barely fifteen years of the death of the prophet Muhammad
(632), had crushed the Persian Empire and seized the eastern provinces of the
Byzantine Empire, this time for good. Jerusalem fell in 638, surrendered to
the caliph, Umar I (634-44), by Sophronius. The controversy over monothe-
litism, taking place against the background of Byzantine defeat, undermined
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the possibility it offered of union with the anti-Chalcedonians, now subject
to Islam, and with it any Byzantine retaliation based on such a union. The
sense that Maximus’s theological stubbornness was tantamount to sedition is
palpable in the accounts of his trial at the Byzantine court, which led to his
condemnation for heresy, mutilation, and death in exile in 662.> By the time
the Byzantine Empire formally renounced monenergism and monothelitism
at the Sixth Ecumenical Council in 68081, the Umayyad Empire was firmly
established, with its capital in Damascus.

The definition of Orthodoxy

Despite the desperate political conditions of the seventh century, this was,
paradoxically, one of the greatest periods of Byzantine theology. Maximus the
Confessor based his opposition to the imperial Christological nostrums on a
theological vision, drawing together the several strands of Greek theology —
doctrinal, philosophical, ascetic, and liturgical — that has never been matched.
He came to exercise a profound influence on all later Byzantine theology.
Maximus’s influence was immediately felt, however, not in Constantinople,
which had no reason to look on him with any favor, but in the lands that had
fallen to Islam, especially Palestine. There the effect of Islam was to remove
political support for any brand of Christianity, creating a situation in which the
different Christian groups were forced to define and defend their own position
against the other Christian positions, and other religious options, notleast of all
Islam.? The most famous such statement of the Chalcedonian position is found
in the works of John of Damascus (c. 675-c. 749), then a monk of Palestine,
especially in his three-part work, The Fountain of Knowledge, the last part of
which contains an epitome of Christian doctrine in a hundred chapters. John
was also a notable defender of the traditional veneration of icons (see below)
and a distinguished composer of the new style of liturgical poetry (especially
the canon) that came to grace the monastic office of the Chalcedonian or
“Melkite” monks (that is, those who supported the Byzantine emperor or
malka). His fame as a defender of icons had reached Constantinople by the
mid-eighth century, when he was roundly condemned at the Synod of Hiereia
(754), but any detailed knowledge of his works seems not to have reached
the capital until the restoration of Orthodoxy in the mid-ninth century, at
about the same time the poetical enrichment of the monastic office, in which
John had participated, reached Constantinople. It is an irony that “Byzantine

2 See Maximus the Confessor, Maximus the Confessor and his Companions.
3 See Griffith in this volume.
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Orthodoxy” found its definitive expression not in the capital, and indeed not
in the empire at all.

The end of the seventh and beginning of the eighth centuries saw several
attempts on the part of the Byzantines to recover their nerve: emperors took
names such as Constantine and Justinian, indicative of fresh beginnings. In
691-92, Justinian II (685-95, 705-11) called a council in the domed chamber
(Latin: trullus) of the imperial palace, that sought to complete the work of
the two earlier councils held in Constantinople in 553 and 680—81, which had
issued only doctrinal decrees. This council, which seems to have regarded
itself as a continuation of the Sixth Council, though it came later to be called
the Fifth-Sixth (Quinisext) or the Trullan Council, drew up 102 canons that
constituted a recapitulation of the entire canonical tradition of the Byzantine
Church. Its attitude is conservative and defensive, affirming the traditions of
Constantinople against those of Rome (on clerical celibacy, especially) and
Armenia, forbidding contact with Jews, and outlawing various remnants of
pagan practices. Military pressure from the Arabs continued, Constantinople
being blockaded by the Arabs from 674 to 678 and facing another siege in 718.
The relatively short imperial reigns at the end of the seventh and beginning of
the eighth centuries are a further sign of instability. The accession of Leo III
(717-41) in 717 marked the beginning of a long period of political stability, con-
tinued under his son Constantine V (741-75) — their combined reigns covering
nearly sixty years — during which the Byzantine Empire began to recover its
strength. It was also the period of the first stage of iconoclasm, during which
religious imagery was destroyed and forbidden at the imperial command.

Iconoclasm

The origins of iconoclasm are much disputed, as is the initial sequence of
events. Both our historical sources — Nicephorus’s Short History and Theo-
phanes’ Chronicle — attribute the introduction of iconoclasm to the emperor’s
reaction to an earthquake in the Cyclades in 726 which threw up anotherisland
close to Thera and Therasia, themselves the result of earlier volcanic activity.
Fearful of divine wrath, Leo caused the icon of Christ at the bronze gate of the
palace to be removed. It is, however, far from clear that there was an icon of
Christ there at that time, and it was only in 730 that Germanus, the patriarch,
resigned over the imperial policy. It seems beyond doubt, however, that Byzan-
tine iconoclasm was a matter of imperial edict, rather than a response to any
sort of popular movement. By the beginning of the eighth century, religious
art occupied a prominent place in Byzantine society, both in public and in
private. The removal of all religious pictorial art must have had a profound
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impact. The visual field would have been rudely altered: secular depictions
and images of the emperor would remain, but instead of depictions of Christ,
the Mother of God, and the saints —in mosaics, frescoes, on boards, and woven
in fabric (maybe in statues, though there is little evidence of this) — the only
religious depiction allowed was the Sign of the Cross, itself one of the imperial
symbols. This suggests that one motive behind iconoclasm may have been the
unambiguous assertion of imperial authority, free from the competing claims
of various forms of holiness. There is little evidence as to the course of imperial
iconoclasm in Leo III's reign; indeed, our sources make rather more of the
extensive damage caused by an earthquake in Constantinople in 740.

Our picture of the theological reaction to Leo’s iconoclast edict is limited
to various letters and treatises of Germanus and the three treatises against
the iconoclasts by John of Damascus, writing from the safety of Umayyad
Palestine. These treatises, especially John's replete with patristic proof-texts,
drew on the Christian response in the seventh century to Jewish objections
to Christian veneration of icons, part of the religious dispute that flourished
under the political ascendancy of Islam. The Jews had argued that the second
commandment proscribed the veneration oficons (Leo seems to have made the
same objection in his now-lost edict). Christians had replied that the second
commandment forbade idolatry, in the sense of worshiping the creature as
God, but not veneration of pictures of holy men and women, whose holiness
expressed their closeness to God. A distinction was drawn between prostration
(proskynesis) expressing worship (latreia), due to God alone, and that expressing
honour (timé), which could be rendered to the saints, or even to holy objects.
St. Basil's remark that “the honor offered to the image passes to the original”
was also frequently cited. The eighth-century defenders of the veneration of
icons, especially John of Damascus, added to these arguments a fundamental
appeal to the Incarnation; whereas God in himself'is beyond circumscription,
in becoming incarnate as a man he made himself circumscribable, and now
as incarnate can be depicted — indeed, as incarnate, he must be capable of
depiction.

On his death in 741, Leo was succeeded by his son Constantine V, after a
brief attempt to gain the throne by his son-in-law Artabasdus. Constantine is
presented in our sources as a sacrilegious villain. However, for the better part of
ten years, he made no further move in promoting iconoclasm, being occupied
with the defeat of Artabasdus, taking advantage of the burgeoning civil war
among the Arabs (which led to the foundation of the Abbasid dynasty in 750),
and coping with plague and earthquake in the empire. In 754, however, he called
asynodin the palace at Hiereia, on the Asian shore opposite Constantinople, to
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endorse iconoclasm. Prior to that, he had circulated to his bishops a collection
of “inquiries” (peuseis), raising various questions about icons. The synod itself
issued a long “definition” (horos), preserved because it was subject to detailed
refutation at the council, now regarded as the Seventh Ecumenical Council,
held in 787. This definition took the argument against icons on to a thoroughly
theological level. Instead of arguing thaticons were idols, it argued that anicon
of Christ was impossible: either it depicted the humanity of Christ, separate
from his divinity, which entailed Nestorianism, or it depicted his humanity
fused with his divinity, which entailed monophysitism. Depiction of Christ
was therefore tantamount to heresy. A further argument urged that the real
image of Christ was the Eucharist, in which bread and wine received priestly
blessing and became an image or type of the body and blood of Christ.

After the decision of the self-styled “seventh ecumenical” council of Hiereia,
Constantine V seems to have intensified the persecution of those who opposed
iconoclasm. He also took action against the monastic state, forcing monks and
nuns into marriage and the abandonment of their vows. There is, however,
no evidence, even in the iconodule sources, that Constantine’s persecution
of iconodules and of monks were related, and it has been plausibly argued
that the most prominent of the iconodule martyrs, St. Stephen the Younger
(c.713-64), was put to death on suspicion of being involved in seditious intrigue,
rather than for his defense of icons as such.

Constantine V died in 775 and was succeeded by his son, Leo IV (775-80),
whose wife, Irene, was an Athenian noblewoman. Leo died in 780, and Irene
became regent for their young son, Constantine VI (780-97). After the death
of Paul IV (780-84), Irene appointed a bureaucrat, Tarasius, patriarch (784—
806), and in 787 veneration of icons was reaffirmed at the Seventh Ecumenical
Council, held in Nicaea. Clergy who renounced their former iconoclasm were
readily reinstated by Tarasius, who was anxious for reconciliation, though this
laid him open to charges of laxity from the more vehement iconodules, espe-
cially the monks associated with Theodore, later known as the Studite (d. 826).
It was the same group of monks who loudly opposed Constantine’s divorce
of his wife Maria in 795 in order to marry a lady of court, Theodote, ironically
Theodore’s cousin. Theodore was also favored by Irene, who invited him and
his monks from the Sakkoudion monastery in Bithynia to Constantinople to
revive the Studios monastery, just within the Golden Gate.

Irene herself, having secured the blinding and deposition of her son, acceded
to the throne in 797 in her own person (the only woman ever to do so), but

4 See La vie d’Etienne le Jeune and Auzépy, L’hagiographie et Iiconoclasme byzantin.
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after only five years, she was deposed and succeeded by Nicephorus I (802—
). His reign ended ingloriously in defeat at the hands of the Bulgarians,
whose khan, Krum, had his skull turned into a silver-inlaid drinking goblet.
Nicephorus’s son, wounded in the same campaign as his father, was succeeded
by the unsatisfactory Michael I Rhangabe (811-13), who was deposed in 813 by
Leo V (813—20). Inlittle overa year, Leo had reintroduced iconoclasm at a synod
held in Constantinople that reasserted the synodal authority of Hiereia. The
patriarch, Nicephorus (806-15), was forced to resign, and Theodore and the
monks of the Studios Monastery were scattered and sent into exile. Although
Leo had the decisions of Hiereia reinstated, the nature of iconoclasm and the
issues had changed. The question was no longer one of the very existence
of icons, rather it was a matter of their veneration; some icons high up on
walls, beyond reach of veneration, were permitted to remain. Theodore the
Studite’s defense of icons comes to turn on the question of the legitimacy of
the veneration of the hypostasis (the technical theological term for “person™)
depicted on the icon, which is identical in the icon and the original. One reason
for this change of perspective may well have been the desire on Leo’s part to
secure the support of the Franks who at their synod at Frankfurtin 794 rejected
the veneration of icons, without endorsing thoroughgoing iconoclasm.

With Leo’s death in 820, iconoclasm was less strictly enforced and exiles
recalled, though Michael II (820—29) refused to sanction the veneration of
icons, at least within Constantinople itself. Under his successor Theophilus
(829—42), persecution of iconodules seems to have intensified, notable among
such iconodules being the two brothers Theodore and Theophanes, monks
from Palestine, whose faces were branded with (poor quality!) iconoclast
verses. With Theophilus’s death in 842, the veneration of icons was again
reintroduced, again by a widowed empress acting as regent for her son, in this
case Theodora and her son, Michael IlI (842—67). As in 815, this was done by the
home synod of Constantinople reaffirming the decrees of an eighth-century
council, in this case the second council of Nicaea, the Seventh Ecumenical. The
decision of thishome synod, held under the chairmanship of the new patriarch,
Methodius I (843—47), was proclaimed by the Synodikon of Orthodoxy — a formal
acclamation of Orthodoxy and its defenders and anathematization of heresy
and heretics — before the Divine Liturgy in the Great Church of Hagia Sophia
on the first Sunday of Lent, 843. This ceremony was to be repeated yearly,
first in Constantinople, and eventually throughout the Byzantine world, each
first Sunday of Lent, which came to be known as the Sunday of Orthodoxy.
Although some resistance to icons within the Byzantine world remained, the
veneration of icons was henceforth to remain Byzantine policy.
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Aspects of Byzantine Orthodoxy, 850-1095

The patriarchate

One might have expected that the ease with which, in the period 600 to 850,
emperors found compliant patriarchs of Constantinople to support religious
policies eventually declared to be heretical — monothelitism and then icono-
clasm — would have damaged the standing of the institution of the patriarchate
itself. On the contrary, however, the patriarchate emerged in the ninth century
as much more powerful than two and a half centuries earlier.

There seem to be several reasons for this. In various ways the jurisdiction
of the patriarchate was both clearer and greater in 850 than in 60o. Originally,
the archbishop of Constantinople had been granted no very clear jurisdiction,
despite being granted “privileges ofhonor™ (ta presbeia tés timés) after the bishop
of Rome by the Ecumenical Councils of Constantinople I (381; canon 3) and
Chalcedon (451; canon 28), the latter further specifying that these privileges
were “equal” to those of Rome, with Constantinople taking “second place.”
Having no clear territory, the archbishop had no bishops to summon to a
regular synod as envisaged by the Council of Nicaea I (325; canon 5). His
synodal authority therefore came to be exercised through the so-called “home
synod” (endémousa synodos), consisting of any bishops who happened to be in
Constantinople at the time — a fluctuating constituency, but dependable, given
the presence of the court. This synod gradually gained authority, so that, in the
ninth century, the reintroduction of both iconoclasm in 815 and the veneration
of icons in 843 could be authorized by a session of the home synod. By this
time the home synod was a much more permanent body, reinforced, as it
was, by bishops (and even patriarchs) who had taken refuge in Constantinople
because their dioceses had either fallen to Islam or suffered regular harassment
by Arab troops or Slav occupation.

The Arab conquest of the eastern provinces had also clarified the question
of the extent of Constantinople’s jurisdiction. Chalcedon had granted Con-
stantinople the right to consecrate metropolitans in the nearby provinces of
Pontos, Asia, and Thrace, though since the time of St. John Chrysostom in
the early fifth century, Constantinople had claimed the right to consecrate
(and therefore ultimately supervise) the metropolitans of Asia Minor, a claim
disputed by the patriarchate of Antioch. But with the fall of the east to Islam,
the Melkite patriarch of Antioch was either subject to the Arabs or in exile
in Constantinople, in neither case in any position to dispute Constantinople’s
jurisdiction throughout Asia Minor. The patriarch’s jurisdiction was further
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extended by Leo III who, in retaliation against Rome’s refusal to implement
iconoclasm, transferred the jurisdiction Rome had traditionally exercised over
lyricum, that is, the western Balkans south of the Danube, to Constantino-
ple. With the loss of Ravenna to the Lombards in 751, the jurisdiction of the
patriarch of Constantinople became virtually co-extensive with the territory
ruled by the Byzantine emperor. The patriarch, together with the clergy of
the Church of Hagia Sophia, thus became the hub of ecclesiastical authority
throughout the Byzantine Empire.

The taint of heresy was skillfully removed, or obscured, by propaganda
taking the form of hagiography, issuing from the patriarchal court. The Vitae
of St. Stephen the Younger, St. Ioannicius (c. 754—846), and of the patriarchs
Tarasius and Nicephorus—all emanating from the patriarchal court—presented
a picture of resistance to iconoclasm in which the patriarch had played a
noble role’> The patriarchal office thus emerged from iconoclasm greatly
strengthened, both in power and esteem. Patriarch Methodius, appointed by
the Empress Theodora to reintroduce the veneration oficons in 843, was able to
pursue his own policy, despite the prestige of the Studite monks, who claimed
victory, though this was partly achieved by exploiting the divisions that had
emerged within the monastic party during the second phase of iconoclasm
between the supporters of St. Theodore the Studite and of St. Ioannicius.

The power and prestige of the patriarchate continued to develop in the
centuries that followed. It became an element in the growing estrangement
between the Latin West and the Byzantine East. Both with Patriarch Photius
(85867, 878-86) and Pope Nicholas I (858-67), and with Patriarch Michael I
Cerularius (1043-58) and Pope Leo IX (1049-54), part of the clash must be put
down to an encounter between notions of patriarchal and papal power, both
of which had developed in independence in the seventh and eighth centuries,
and continued to develop in now independent political regimes, both focusing
on the person of the patriarch or pope.®

The patriarch also came to gain in authority from the expansion of the
Byzantine Empire during the Macedonian dynasty, and in particular from the
spread of Byzantine influence through the creation, from the ninth century
onwards, of what Dimitri Obolensky called the “Byzantine Commonwealth.””
Byzantium’s expansion east brought it into relationship with Armenia, which

5 All now available in new editions and/ or translations: La vie d’Etienne le Jeune, ed. Auzépy;
The Life of Patriarch Tarasios, ed. Efthymiadis; and translations of the Vitae of St. Ioannicius
and Nicephorus, in Byzantine Defenders of Images, 243-351, 25-142.

6 See Kolbaba in this volume.

7 Obolensky, Byzantine Commonwealth.
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had been unrepresented at the Council of Chalcedon and subsequently found
itself drawn into the anti-Chalcedonian camp. Relationships with Armenia —
and any attempt to incorporate it into the Byzantine Empire — therefore
involved issues of theology, and also religious customs, analogous to those
raised with the Latin West.® Patriarchs from Photius onwards were inevitably
involved. The case of the spread of Byzantine Christianity among the Slavs gave
the patriarch a peculiar preeminence, for whereas the Slav nations, beginning
with Bulgaria, accepted Byzantine Christianity, they were not incorporated
into the Byzantine Empire, but rather entered into the loose alliance of the
Byzantine Commonwealth. Within that “commonwealth,” the authority of
the patriarch was clearer than that of the Byzantine emperor, for the patriarch
appointed the archbishop in Bulgaria (save for about a century, when Bulgaria
had an independent patriarch) and the metropolitan of Kiev and all Russia.’

Learning — from Photius to Psellus

The ninth century saw the beginnings of what hasbeen called the “Macedonian
Renaissance,” or “le premier humanisme byzantin.”* The epithet “Macedo-
nian” is misleading, not least because the renaissance of learning was already
well under way decades before the accession to (or usurpation of) the impe-
rial throne by the founder of the Macedonian dynasty, Basil I, in 867. Like the
roughly contemporaneous Carolingian renaissance, it was marked by a techni-
calinnovation-—the use of the cursive minuscule hand for literary manuscripts—
and also by a revival of classical learning, though such classical learning had
never suffered such a decline in the East as the West had known. The earliest
witness to the use of the minuscule hand for a literary manuscript — the so-
called Uspensky Gospel Book of 835 — comes from the Studios Monastery, but
although it is likely that St. Theodore the Studite’s monastic reform involved
the setting up of something like a scriptorium for the copying of biblical, litur-
gical, and patristic texts, this isolated witness is not sufficient to establish that
the introduction of the minuscule hand for literary purposes was a Studite
innovation, though the Studios Monastery must have been one of the first
places to adopt it.

This renaissance had several elements. I have already mentioned the reli-
gious aspect, involving rediscovering and making available the writings of
the fathers. The origins of this can be traced back several centuries, to the

8 See Dorfmann-Lazarev in this volume.
9 See Shepard in this volume.
10 See Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin. See also Treadgold, “The Macedonian
Renaissance,” in Renaissances before the Renaissance, 75—98.
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controversies of the seventh century over Christology and those of the eighth
and ninth over iconoclasm. In both cases appeal to the fathers of the church
entailed serious scholarship to ensure that the authorities being cited were
authentic — to such an extent that Adolf Von Harnack called the Sixth Ecu-
menical Council (Constantinople III; 680-81) a “Council of antiquaries and
paleographers.” The florilegia of citations from the fathers presented at all
these synodal gatherings demonstrate the extensive learning on hand; it is an
awesome thought that the fathers of Constantinople III spent a whole session
listening to readings from the fathers interpreting Christ’s agony in the garden.
Theodore’s monastic reform also revived interest in the Great Asceticon of
St. Basil the Great (c. 330—79), as well as other ascetical works, such as those
associated with the sixth-century monks of the Gaza desert (Barsanuphius,
John, and Dorotheus) and the Ladder of St. John of Sinai (John Climacus:
fl. probably early seventh century). On the literary side, the other aspect is
the recovery of (Greek) classical learning. The single great monument to the
extent of this renaissance is the Myrobiblion or Bibliotheca of Photius, patriarch
of Constantinople. Thisis a collection of what have been called “book reviews,”
sometimes including extensive citation of the books in question, some 280 in
total. Photius says that it was written in a hurry, before he set out on an embassy
to the Arabs; the work bears many signs of haste. There is no structure; secular
and religious books intermingle. Photius discusses more religious books than
secular ones, but tends to give greater attention to the secular works, with the
result that the sections dealing with religious books amount to less than half
the whole. Nor is it clear what the principle of selection was: Are these all the
books Photius could lay his hands on? Or do they represent what interested
him? Photius certainly knew more than he included, as is clear from his other
works, and a good deal can be gleaned from the Myrobiblion about writers
whose books are not included, for example Plato. Poetical works constitute
a striking omission. Photius’s other works include a Lexicon, which is itself
evidence that enough people were reading ancient literature to need such an
aid, and hisletters and "Amphilochia,” these last being discussions of problems
in Scripture and the fathers, allegedly put to him by a certain Amphilochius,
metropolitan of Cyzicus; they represent a genre of theological reflection first
used extensively by St. Maximus the Confessor (in his Ambigua, “Difficulties” —
many also addressed to a bishop of Cyzicus — and various “questions™), which
became popular in Byzantium (Michael Psellus (1018-81) being a contributor
to the genre).

11 Von Harnack, History of Dogma 4, 261.
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What structures of education supported thislearningis obscure. Claims that
there were patriarchal or monastic schools, on the analogy of such in the West,
have been questioned.” It is also clear that the traditional educational system
collapsed sometime in the wake of the Arab conquests. And yet education must
have been available, evenifnot ofa very high standard (on the evidence we have,
command of literary Greek in the eighth century, at least in Constantinople,
seems to have been poor).

Most of the manifestations of the Macedonian renaissance in the tenth
century are outside our compass: compilations of political and administrative
material under Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913-59), the Suda, and the
Palatine Anthology, though theological and religious material can be gleaned
from these. The next century saw the ascendancy of Michael Psellus and his
disciples, who drew on philosophical, especially Neoplatonic, sources. This
active interest in learning, that was sometimes quite openly pagan, exposed
the rift that had developed between what the Byzantines had come to call
“outer learning” (hé thurathen paideia) and “inner learning,” that is, Christian
doctrinal and ascetic theology. Psellus escaped outright condemnation, but
not his pupil, John Italus (c. 1025-after 1082), who was tried and condemned
for heresy and paganism in 1082, under Emperor Alexius I Comnenus (1081—
1118). The additions to the Synodikon of Orthodoxy, promulgated by Alexius
as part of his drive to establish himself as a guardian of Orthodoxy, include a
condemnation of “those who pursue Hellenic learning and are formed by it
not simply as an educational discipline, but follow their empty opinions, and
believe them to be true.””

Monasticism

Monasticism had been a prominent feature of Byzantine society from the
beginning — the fourth century seeing the dramatic rise of monasticism —
firstly in Egypt, and then in other parts of the Roman Empire, both in the East
and the West. Fourth-century monasticism of the Egyptian desert came to be
looked upon by later ages as a kind of golden age of monasticism. In the fifth-
century collections of stories and sayings of the fathers of the Egyptian desert,
known as the Gerontikon in Greek and the Apophthegmata Patrum in Latin,
were put together, probably in Palestine, and these collections became the
core of monastic wisdom passed on down the ages. From the beginning these
collections of sayings were complemented by other material: Vitae of saints,

12 Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin, 95-96, 103—4.
13 Le Synodikon d’Orthodoxie, 59.
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such as St. Antony the Great, the monastic rules associated with Pachomius
and Basil of Caesarea, and other accounts of the Egyptian monks, such as the
Lausiac History and the History ofthe Monks of Egypt.** Later on further additions
were made to this body of literature, such as the account of the beginnings of
Palestinian monasticism in various Vitae by Cyril of Scythopolis (c. 525—after
559); the letters of the great ascetics of Gaza, Barsanuphius and John (both
d. c. 540), and their disciple Dorotheus (fl. mid-sixth century); the account of
a journey to various monastic sites made by John Moschus (c. 550-634) and
Sophronius of Jerusalem, the Spiritual Meadow; and finally the great Ladder of
Divine Ascent, by John (before 579-after 650), abbot of the Monastery of the
Burning Bush at Sinai (known after his work as Climacus), probably belonging
to the seventh century.

From the beginning there emerged three forms of monasticism that contin-
ued to be characteristic of Byzantium. There were hermits or solitaries, who
lived remote from human society, either deep in the desert, like St. Antony
(2517-356) or on the top of a pillar or stylos, like St. Symeon the Stylite (c. 300
459) (monks who lived in remote caves in mountains were also called stylites);
there were monks who lived in communities, called cenobites (after the Greek,
koinos bios, “common life”), who lived either remote from human society, as
in the monastery founded by Pachomius (c. 200-346) at Tabennisi, or in cities,
as in Basil’s foundation at Caesarea; there were also monks who pursued the
solitary life, but accepted the guidance of a superior and met each weekend for
tellowship and to receive Holy Communion — such groups were called lavras
or (later) sketes. Given that the solitary life normally required preparation in
a community, it was not uncommon to find a cenobitic monastery acting as
a mother community to hermits and groups of lavras; famous examples are
the Monastery of Sinai, and the Great Lavra of Mar Saba in the Judean Desert,
both of which flourished throughout the Byzantine period, and still continue.

The seventh and eighth centuries are a dark period for Byzantine monas-
ticism. This is mainly for lack of information. Apart from John’s Ladder and
what can be gleaned from the ascetic and theological writings of Maximus
the Confessor and Anastasius of Sinai (all from the seventh century), there
is little to go on, and anyway all this material comes from regions that had
either been lost or were soon to be lost to Islam. Within what remained of
the empire itself, it is likely that monasticism suffered considerable disruption.
When the Persian armies marched across Asia Minor in the 620s, many monks
fled (Maximus among them). The harassment of much of Asia Minor by the

14 See Louth, “Literature of the Monastic Movement.”
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Arabs later in the seventh century is likely to have hindered any resettlement,
but there is evidence that monasteries survived in the eighth century on and
around the holy mountains of Mount Auxentius and Mount Olympus, both
south of the Sea of Marmara, not too remote from the capital. The monas-
teries in Constantinople are likely to have suffered from the severe depopu-
lation experienced by the city in the seventh and eighth centuries, the result
of endemic plague and recurrent earthquakes. Constantine V’s drive against
monasticism must further have depleted the monastic ranks, though to what
extent it is impossible to judge. On the other hand, the impression given of
monastic decline at the end of the eighth century by the Vitae of monastic
reformers such as Theodore the Studite should probably not be taken too
seriously, as it is a topos in the vita of a monastic founder.

There is no doubt, however, that the ninth century saw the beginning of
a period of monastic reform, in which Theodore and his restoration of the
city monastery of St. John the Forerunner of Studios played a central role.”
This is evident from the way in which the arrangements for that monastery
(detailed in its typikon, that is, its foundation document) became a pattern for
later Byzantine monasticism, not least the monasteries founded on Mount
Athos from the tenth century onwards. Theodore’s reform, focused on the
Studios Monastery, which he was invited to take over by the Empress Irene
in 798, is often seen as an attempt to restore the traditions of monasticism
established by St. Basil the Great in the fourth century. There is no doubt that
this was an inspiration — like Basil, Theodore valued cenobitic monasticism
and discouraged the solitary life, and the Studios Monastery is responsible for
one of the recensions of Basil's Asceticon — but Theodore found inspiration else-
where, too. In contrast to Basil, he lays great emphasis on the abbot, elected
by his monks, who was to be their spiritual father. This points to the influ-
ence of Pachomius (though it reminds one, too, of St. Benedict). The abbot
is to exercise his spiritual fatherhood through regular catechesis of his monks
(very many of Theodore’s survive), and also through exagoreusis, in which each
monk opened his heart to the abbot, confessed his thoughts (not just sins), and
received counseling and absolution. Other influences on Theodore’s monastic
ideals were the ascetics of the Gaza Desert (Barsanuphius, John, Dorotheus)
and John of Sinai. Further principles of Studite monasticism as introduced
by Theodore include the prohibition of slaves in the monastery (they must
be freed), the forbidding of any female domestic animals, a realistic emphasis

15 See Morris, Monks and Laymen. For the Studite reform, see, most conveniently, Leroy,
“Le monachisme studite.” See also BMFD.
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on poverty and manual labor, and promotion of learning and the copying of
manuscripts of the fathers and liturgical texts. The pattern of liturgical prayer
followed in the Studite monasteries is that already established by the sixth
century: the midnight office, orthros, and lauds during the night leading up to
dawn; services at the first, third, sixth, and ninth hours during the day; vespers
at sunset; and compline. Probably during Theodore’s lifetime, however, the
Studite office adopted the complementation of the monastic office with litur-
gical verses, especially the canon (a collection of verses composed to be sung
with the Old Testament canticles at orthros), that had been used in Palestine
from the late seventh century onward.

Particularly in the tenth century, monastic foundations attracted the sup-
port of the emperors, especially Nicephorus II Phocas (963—69) and John I
Tzimiskes (969—76). This was particularly true of the new foundations on the
peninsula north of Thessaloniki that reaches down into the Aegean, known by
synecdoche as “Mount Athos,” the first of which was the Great Lavra, founded
by St. Athanasius the Athonite, with the support of the Emperor Nicephorus
Phocas, in 964. Gradually the monastic communities on Mount Athos acquired
a unique spiritual authority, which continues to the present day.

The tenth and eleventh centuries saw a host of monastic foundations
throughout the Byzantine world. The influence of the Studite reform was
great, but not exclusive. Monastic founders who drew in their own way on the
wealth of the Byzantine monastic tradition include John of Rila (c. 876-946)
and Nikon the Preacher of Repentance (c. 930-c. 1000)," Lazarus of Mount
Galesius (c. 981-1053)” and Christodulus of Patmos (d. 1093). The career of St.
Symeon the New Theologian (c. 949-1022) across the turn of the millennium,
with his profound ascetic and mystical theology and his clashes with patriarchal
authority, illustrates the potential tension that existed between institutional
authority and the charismatic appeal of the monk. It also illustrates one of the
ways in which monks related to contemporary society: through the provision
of spiritual counseling.

Liturgy, art, devotion

The proclamation of the triumph of Orthodoxy in 843, which marked the
defeat of iconoclasm, was ultimately to have a profound effect on the place
of religious art in Byzantium, and beyond that in the Slav countries that were
soon to embrace Byzantine Christianity. Initially the impact was slow, doubtless

16 See Life of Saint Nikon.
17 See Life of Lazaros.
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because of the fear of provoking an iconoclast backlash. Eventually, however,
the crosses that had replaced icons in Byzantine churches were removed and
icons erected instead. On the dedication of the icon of the Mother of God,
replacing the iconoclast cross in the apse of the Church of the Holy Wisdom,
on Holy Saturday 867, Patriarch Photius declared:

having mingled the bloom of colors with religious truth, and by means of both
having in holy manner fashioned unto herself a holy beauty, and bearing, so
to speak, a complete and perfect image of piety, she is seen not only to be fair
in beauty surpassing the sons of men, but elevated to an inexpressible fairness
of dignity beyond any comparison beside.™

The use of art in Byzantine churches now became an imperative, not just
an optional decoration. Gradually, a fairly fixed pattern of artistic decoration
developed. The ground for this had already been prepared, however, in the
interpretations of the liturgical ceremonies, especially the Divine Liturgy of
the Eucharist, and of the ecclesial space in which this took place, which go
back to the fourth century. Such interpretation received further development
in the works ascribed to Dionysius the Areopagite, whose whole theology
has a liturgical context, but particularly influential for the whole Byzantine
period were the Mystagogia of Maximus the Confessor'® and the oddly entitled
“Ecclesiastical History and Mystical Contemplation” by Patriarch Germanus
of Constantinople (715-30), which could perhaps be rendered: “What Happens
in Church and its Hidden Meaning.”*° Fundamental to these interpretations
was the division of the church into two parts, the sanctuary and the nave,
separated by a templon consisting of a low barrier and a gate with, later,
columns and an architrave (the solid iconostasis, characteristic of modern
Orthodox churches, is a later medieval development). The church thus divided
symbolized heaven and earth, so the church building itself symbolized the
whole cosmos: the church was a microcosm, as, too, was the human being. In
the period after iconoclasm, the decoration of the church building, generally
cruciform with a dome over the nave, was determined by this fundamental
perception. In the dome was depicted Christ the Pantocrator, ruling over the
cosmos, and illuminated by light entering through the small windows at the
base of the dome and reflected upwards. The rest of the church came to be
decorated with icons (frescoes or mosaics) of the saints, of both the Old and
the New Testaments, angels, and scenes from saving history, especially the life

18 Photius, Homily 17.4, Homilies of Photius, 292.
19 I Mystagogia; English translation by Berthold in Maximus, Selected Writings, 183—225.
20 Germanus of Constantinople, On the Divine Liturgy.
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of Christ and the Virgin. It was then a peopled cosmos, or rather a cosmos
consisting of people, following an already well-established Christian tradition
that saw the cosmos in terms of living beings, rather than the celestial bodies of
pagan antiquity.* Icons were also used in private devotion, thus carrying into
the private sphere the cosmic dimension expressed in the church decoration.

Heresies*

Byzantine Orthodoxy, as defined by the Ecumenical Councils, represented
a middle way between various heresies about the nature of God and the
Incarnation. After the defeat of iconoclasm, such heresies ceased, for the most
part, to trouble the Byzantines. In their stead, there emerged various heresies
that have been characterized as dualistic, that is, holding that the cosmos
is not the creation of a single good God, but is the product of a conflict
between powers of good and evil, that are equally ultimate. These heretics
were called Paulicians and Bogomils. The Paulicians were traced back to the
late seventh century to a certain Constantine of Mananalis, an Armenian,
though they probably owe their name to a certain Paul, who refounded the
Paulicians in Armenia in the early eighth century. The Bogomils came later,
named after a priest called Bogomil (Slavonic for Theophilus), who lived in
Bulgaria in the tenth century. For their beliefs we are dependent on refutations
of them by Orthodox opponents, especially the ninth-century Peter of Sicily,
who wrote against the Paulicians; a tenth-century sermon on the Bogomils
by one Cosmas; and the early twelfth-century Dogmatic Panoply by Euthymius
Zigabenus. This is very unsatisfactory, as all these Orthodox writers regard
them as some kind of Manichee, and present their beliefs accordingly. For
it is quite certain that there is no historical link between these Byzantine
heretics and the Manichees, who, after their persecution by Justinian, turned
their attentions eastward. Like the Cathars (dualist heretics who emerge in
the West in the mid-twelfth century), who were probably inspired by the
Bogomils, the root of these “heresies” probably lies in a reaction against the
institutional church and a search for the purity of the Gospel. At the heart of
the beliefs of the Paulicians was faith in Jesus Christ, as a spiritual being; they
rejected the Old Testament, and based themselves on the New Testament (or
most of it). They rejected the sacraments, veneration of the cross, the cult of
the saints, and icons; instead they were devoted to a spiritual Christ. It is easy
to see how such a rejection of matter smacked of Manichean dualism to an

21 See Mathews, Clash of Gods, 150—61.
22 For this see Christian Dualist Heresies.
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Orthodox opponent. That they were led by a supreme teacher, a didaskalos,
who was regarded, we are told, as an apostle, would only have reinforced their
identification as Manichees. The Bogomils may have had a more developed
dualistic teaching. Their principal threat seems to have lain in the attraction
of the apostolic simplicity of their lives, which led others to seek them out as
a source of spiritual counseling.

Conclusion

The “Byzantine Orthodoxy” that emerged in this period, with roots that went
a long way back, is highly ambivalent. For such Orthodoxy became, and was
established as, imperial policy, and the Byzantine state was, in aspiration at
least, absolutist. It had little time for those who questioned that Orthodoxy;
indeed, Christian heretics had fewer rights than the Jews, who had some small
protection as a “standing witness” to the truth of the faith they rejected. How-
ever, in the first part of our period, the emperor and his advisers adopted as
Orthodoxy theological positions — monenergism, monothelitism, and finally
iconoclasm — that were eventually to be rejected as heresies. The proclamation
of the “triumph of Orthodoxy” in 843 was intended to draw a veil over that
period, and to set out clearly the nature of “Byzantine Orthodoxy.” The Syn-
odikon of Orthodoxy, which made that proclamation a yearly liturgical event,
was later to become a political manifesto of the Orthodoxy claimed by the
Comneni and Palaeologan emperors. What came to be known as “Byzantine
Orthodoxy” was forged, however, not at the capital, but on the periphery —in
regions on the edge, or beyond the edge — of the Byzantine Empire. Neverthe-
less, it was only as received in the Byzantine tradition that these theologians —
Maximus, Anastasius, John, and others — made their mark, and the Byzantine
tradition was increasingly to be defined by what went on in Constantinople.
This suppression of diversity was part of a whole outlook, and doubtless rep-
resents an impoverishment: the voices of those in the country and in cities
outside the capital were drowned out, as were the voices of those who ques-
tioned Byzantine Orthodoxy. But its establishment as tradition enabled the
exploration of the abundant resources of the riches of Christian reflection
as it had developed in the Greek East, leaving a legacy that still commands
attention.
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Beyond empire I: Eastern Christianities
from the Persian to the Turkish
conquest, 604—1071

IGOR DORFMANN-LAZAREV

This chapter traces the history of the churches of the eastern and southeastern
coasts of the Mediterranean sea, northeastern Africa, the Arabian peninsula,
Persia, Transcaucasia, and eastern Asia Minor, as well as the development
of their theological thought. Particular attention will be dedicated to the
Christian cultures of Syriac and Armenian traditions.

We must begin by recalling that, towards the end of the sixth century,
two chief kinds of ecclesiastical communities could be distinguished in the
Byzantine East, each with its own clergy." On the one hand, there were the
churches centered on the hellenophone cities, which were characterized by
their special bond to the ongoing theological elaborations of Byzantium which
perpetuated classical Greek philosophical categories. On the other, there were
the churches attached above all to the ascetic traditions moulded in the two
cradles of Christian monasticism, Egypt and Syria. Their followers were par-
ticularly receptive to the non-Chalcedonian Christology which viewed Christ’s
humanity primarily as the instrument of divine activity in the world. Those
who had rejected the Definition of the Council of Chalcedon (451 CE) were
later called by their opponents “monophysites” (i.e., those who believe in
“one only nature,” moné physis). To avoid this pejorative name, it is preferable
to call them “miaphysites” recalling the formula mia physis tou Theou Logou
sesarkdmené, “One incarnate nature of God the Word,”* which had originally
been proposed by Apollinarius of Laodicaea (d. c. 390), then adopted and
reinterpreted by Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444), and inherited from him by the
non-Chalcedonians. Thus we shall distinguish them from the “dyophysites”
who professed Christ “in two natures” (en dyo physeis): the Church of the
East, which had rejected the Council of Ephesus (431) and was consequently

1 See Rousseau in this volume and also Maraval, “L’échec en Orient.”
2 Cyril of Alexandria, Contra Nestorium, Epistula 40, Epistula 45, and Epistula 46.
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called by its opponents “Nestorian” (hereafter, Eastern dyophysites), and from
the Byzantine Church.

Non-Chalcedonians and Chalcedonians on the eve
of the Persian conquest

By the end of the sixth century, in spite of the imperial persecutions, the
miaphysites constituted the majority in the Syriac-speaking regions of the
Anatolike diocese, which lay to the east of the river Labotes and the Amanus
mountains: in Euphratensis, Osrhoene, Mesopotamia, in the countryside of
Antioch and Apamea, as well as in Arabia. In these areas the Syriac monaster-
ies functioned as intellectual and spiritual epicenters. The influence exercised
by the Syriac divines also proved decisive for the determination of the Arme-
nian Church’s Christological position during the course of the sixth century.
The hellenophone Chalcedonian communities, by contrast, represented the
majority in western Syria and Palestine and especially in the coastal cities. Their
intellectual centers were situated in Jerusalem and in the monastic enclaves
of the Judean desert, where Greek literary and theological traditions were
especially cultivated.

The situation in Egypt was comparable to Syria: the Chalcedonian faith
had been accepted or enforced mainly in the cities, which were culturally and
linguistically Greek. In them the Chalcedonian patriarchs — the only prelates
recognized by the emperor — enjoyed unrivaled sway. The Coptic monks,
however, supported by the rural population, were largely opposed to the
innovative Christological language introduced by the Council of Chalcedon.
The recusant miaphysite prelates thus found refuge in the Coptic monasteries
situated far from the administrative centers of the empire. The mostimportant
of these were located in the Wadi Natrun, in the oasis of Fayum, in the Western
desert, in Upper Egypt, to the north of the Asyut, and in the Eastern desert.
The rural areas of Upper Egypt were all miaphysite strongholds. During the
second half of the sixth century, Coptic missionaries advanced up the Nile,
allowing the miaphysite faith to become the prevalent form of Christianity in
Nubia, Eritrea, and Ethiopia.

The Syro-Mesopotamian desert, through which ran the frontier between
Byzantium and the Persian Empire, was inhabited by Arab tribes.? The Ghas-
sanid confederation — the dominant group of Byzantine Arab foederati — owed
their miaphysitism to Empress Theodora (d. 548) and Jacob Baradaeus (Bishop

3 Shahid, Byzantium and the Arabs, 922—48.
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of Edessa in exile, fl. 542—78), and took an active part in spreading Christian-
ity in the Arabian peninsula. The Ghassanids constituted a buffer kingdom
between Byzantium and the Lakhmid Arab confederation (of East Syrian alle-
giance) which was based on the western bank of the lower Euphrates, where it
served as the Sasanians’ frontier guard. The relationship between Byzantium
and the Ghassanids deteriorated after the empire embraced the Chalcedonian
doctrine. When, in 58485, the Emperor Maurice cut subsidies to the Ghas-
sanids, their confederation fell apart. The Byzantines’ weakening support of the
foederati was later to strengthen Islam’s attraction as the Arab national religion.

The bishops ordained by Jacob Baradaeus for Asia Minor, Syria (where they
constituted the church later known as “Jacobite”), and Egypt were almost
exclusively of monastic origin, and in the following centuries the miaphysite
hierarchies were to maintain a decidedly monastic character. The monastic
background of the miaphysite churches facilitated their survival under Islamic
domination: the persecutions of non-Muslims were particularly devastating in
the urban areas where the caliphate’s governors resided, whereas the Chris-
tian communities of the remoter districts often succeeded in escaping direct
control. In the following centuries the miaphysite monasteries were able to
cultivate learning and to develop new literary and spiritual traditions both in
Syriac and Coptic.

Non-Chalcedonian churches and the Church of the
East: two Christologies in synopsis

Divergent conceptions of the Incarnation, which were articulated in opposition
to the theology adopted by the empire, stood at the core of the distinctive
doctrinal and cultural identities of the churches of Syria, Egypt, Persia, and
Armenia and were to play a decisive role in their history during the seventh
century.

Christology of the Church of the East

The Christology of the Church of the East derived from the Antiochene exeget-
ical tradition. It had as its supporting structure the historical dimension of reve-
lation. In the light of Heb. 10.5—7, stress was laid on Christ’s integral humanity
as the culminating point of God’s salvific activity. In the light of Luke 2.40,
52, it accentuated the gradual character of divine revelation in the world and,
following the exegesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428), suggested a pro-
gressive unification of the two natures, divine and human, in the course of

67



IGOR DORFMANN-LAZAREV

Christ’s life. For this reason the Church of the East’s theological discourses
insisted upon duality in reference to the divinity and humanity of Christ.

At the beginning of the seventh century, the language of two gnome was
promoted by Babai the Great (d. 628) and subsequently adopted by the Church
of the East as its official teaching. The term gnoma had an ancient history, but
in the texts of the period under discussion it may be interpreted as “concrete
existence,” that is, the individual instance of a particular nature. The Definition
of the assembly of bishops of 612 (presumably held at Seleucia-Ctesiphon)
contained the phrase “Christ is two natures and two gnome” and expressed
two main concerns. Its theological concern, by distinguishing between divinity
and humanity, intended to maintain the perfect transcendence of the former
and avoid any idea of its suffering. The other concern was soteriological. By
designating Christ’s humanity, side by side with his divinity, as qgnoma, the
Church of the East intended to affirm its integral character, for Christ was the
new Adam, the stem of new humankind (1 Cor. 15.45-49). Viewed from this
perspective, humankind may acquire the hope of resurrection from the dead
because, in Christ, it was the human being who is in him, the new Adam, who
died and rose, but it was the God who is in him who raised him up. To affirm
“one incarnate nature of God the Word™* was to declare that those who are not
consubstantial with God cannot be saved. This concern clearly emerges from
the writings of Narsai (399—502) and Catholicos George (c. 680) as well as from
the Oriental Synodicon edited by Catholicos Timothy I (780-823).> Moreover,
according to Timothy I, to affirm that Christ’s humanity is the common nature
of humankind allows us to attribute to it the individual human names found
in the Prophets, such as “slave” or “servant,” and thus to affirm its mortality,
but God the Son, who had united it to himself, gradually subjected it to his
will and rendered it immortal.®

The high degree of autonomy reserved for Christ’s humanity in East Syrian
Christology permitted this church to inscribe the Son of Man in various reli-
gious traditions: Christianity thus was presented to different Asian cultures
with wide flexibility. For example, the inscription composed by the eastern
dyophysite monk Adam in Chinese and Syriac in 781 near Chang’an, the capi-
tal of the Chinese Tang dynasty, borrowed numerous Taoist, Confucian, Bud-
dhist, and Manichean expressions in order to explain the Christian doctrine.”

4 See above, note 2.

5 Brock, “Christology of the Church,” 165—76.

6 Timothy I, Epistula de incarnatione, 186, 1.13—23.
7 Pelliot, L’inscription nestorienne, 95—146.
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Christology of the non-Chalcedonian churches

At the opposite pole stood the miaphysite Christology whose origins went
back to the exegetical tradition of Alexandria.® Beginning with Origen, the
Alexandrians interpreted Scripture in the framework of the Platonic distinc-
tion between two levels of reality, the sensible and the intelligible, of which
the former was the latter’s image. This distinction also provided the key for
a sacramental interpretation of the universe and of man. Christ’s human-
ity was conceived of merely as a channel of God’s revelation in the finite
world. In the light of several biblical theophanies (Isa. 29.5; Mal. 3.1; Luke
2.13; Acts 9.3; 22.6), this tradition insisted upon the atemporal and imme-
diate character of divine revelation as “Heavens torn apart” (Mark 1.10). In
the light of John 1.14, the miaphysites were above all concerned to affirm
the uninterrupted unity of the divine subject in Christ, sole actor of salva-
tion, thus speaking of two births of the only Son of God. The above-quoted
miaphysite formula expressed the union of divinity and humanity in Christ
“asymmetrically”: it allowed the understanding of the events of Christ’s earthly
life and his deeds as the “incarnate” extension of God’s salvific activity in the
world.

The controversy concerning the incorruptibility of Christ’s body before the
Resurrection, which had been opened by Julian of Halicarnassus and Severus of
Antioch around 520, continued to divide the miaphysites for several centuries.
The Council of Mantzikert, convoked in 726 at the joint initiative of the Arme-
nian Catholicos John of Ojun (717-28) and the West Syrian Patriarch Athanasius
III (724—40), formulated an intermediate position: by assuming “decayed and
corruptible” humanity, the Son of God rendered it “incorruptible.” Incorrupt-
ibility did not mean, however, that Christ was exempt from the weaknesses of
the human condition including the sufferings of the Passion. Yet Christ suffered
not by inevitability but by sovereign divine decision. The acts of Mantzikert are
one of the most important inter-ecclesial agreements achieved in the history
of theological ideas, especially in view of the fact that the search for harmony
was not promoted by any overarching authority seeking political cohesion. In
Egypt, the quarrels between the various miaphysite groups persisted longer
than elsewhere. Patriarchs Jacob (819—30) and Shenuda I (850-80) succeeded in
dissolving the last groups that professed aphthartodocetism (the doctrine that
rejected the reality of Christ’s human sufferings) only at the beginning of the
ninth century.

8 Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus, 7-35, 53-59.
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The exclusion of aphthartodocetism allowed the Armenian Church to stabi-
lize its Christological position.? According to John of Ojun, the affirmations of
oneness and duality in Christ formed an antinomic pair of which each member
was equally important and served to balance the other.” Following Cyril of
Alexandria," the miaphysites refused to attribute the same ontological sta-
tus to the spheres of theologia (concerned with God’s eternal being, including
the begetting before all ages) and of oikonomia (concerned with God’s action
within the created order, including the birth at Bethlehem). To the mind of
Xosrovik the Translator (d. c. 730), it was one thing to consider Christ’s human-
ity in its own right and another to examine it in its union with the Creator’s
hypostasis: “The Lord’s body is human by nature, but divine by union.”™ The
humanity assumed by God, although integral, no longer belonged to a man,
hence this humanity is Divine. According to Isaac Mrut (c. 820—c. 890), “Christ
has manifested to the world his paternal nature united to his maternal nature,”
that is, the “nature” whose subject is God the Father united to the “nature”
whose subject is the Theotokos. In this way the Armenian divines linked their
Christological language to the creedal theology of Nicaea I, which first defined
Christ as “begotten of the Father” and only later spoke of him as “incarnate
of the Virgin.” Thus the miaphysites maintained the ancient kerygmatic char-
acter of Christological discourse, placing the Incarnation in the soteriological
perspective and considering it as a sovereign act of the Trinity.

The miaphysites rejected the conceptualization proposed by the Council of
Chalcedon which had conceived of Christ’s divinity and humanity as two com-
parable entities belonging to one and the same category of nature, and which
later were also construed as active principles discernible in the Savior. As a con-
sequence, in the domain of ethics and social organization, the miaphysites have
always remained extraneous to the distinction, later developed in Byzantine
and Roman churches, between the spheres of spiritual and profane activities.

Christian communities during the last Sasanian
conquest (604—24)

Following the deposition and murder of Emperor Maurice in 602, King of Kings
Chosroes II (500-628) soon succeeded in regaining Persian territories lost to
the Byzantines.” Between 604 and 611, the Sasanian army directed successful

9 Dorfmann-Lazarev, Arméniens et Byzantins, 96-129.
10 John of Ojun, Sermon, 57.
11 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentarii in Iohannem 2, 10.15, 232.
12 Xosrovik T argmani¢®, “Chapter I,” 50, 54.
13 Dagron, “L’église,” 13-24.
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campaigns in Armenia (thence proceeding to Georgia), Upper Mesopotamia,
Syria, and Cappadocia. Antioch and Apamea were occupied in 610, Emesa in
611, Damascus and Tarsus in 613. Thus Syria was cut off from the empire. In 614
Jerusalem was sacked, the Chalcedonian population slaughtered, the Church
of the Holy Sepulcher burned, and the relic of the True Cross carried off to
Seleucia-Ctesiphon, the Persian capital. This last had a particularly demoraliz-
ing effect on Byzantium and was interpreted by many as an apocalyptic event.
Shortly afterwards Tarsus and Cilicia were occupied. Alexandria fell in 619,
and by 620 Africa was conquered as far as Ethiopia to the south and Libya to
the west.

The Chalcedonian clergy, whom the invaders associated with their enemy,
were expelled from Mesopotamia and Syria. Those Christians who had been at
variance with the imperial church became, in the eyes of the Persians, potential
allies.™ The miaphysites, who had been driven underground by the imperial
regime, did not oppose the invaders and occasionally welcomed them, see-
ing in the Persians liberation from the emperor’s persecution. Since Jacob
Baradaeus’s time the miaphysites had expanded into the Persian lands and
now represented the dominant Christian group in the territories controlled
by the King of Kings. Consequently, Chosroes chose to rely on them in order
to consolidate his conquests. He allowed them to establish church structures
in the conquered territories, to recover their goods confiscated by the imperial
administration, to take over the abandoned sacred buildings of the Chalcedo-
nians, and to build new churches.

The Persian reconquest facilitated the formal condemnation of the
Chalcedonian doctrine in Armenia in 60y7. Thereafter the Church of
Atuank® (Caucasian Albania) succumbed progressively to confessional and cul-
tural dependence on the Armenian Church.” In Georgia, by contrast, where
Persian control waslooser, the local church was able to affirm its pro-Byzantine
religious affiliation in an effort to escape Armenian tutelage. Thus in the years
608-10, the schism between the Armenian and Georgian churches was con-
summated. In southern Mesopotamia Chosroes II seems to have supported
the dominance of the Church of the East.” Chosroes’ benevolence toward his
Christian subjects did not endure, however, and when, in 625, the Persian army
began losing battles to the Byzantines, the king turned against both eastern
dyophysites and miaphysites.

14 Flusin, "Eglise,” 667—705.
15 Mahé, “L’eglise arménienne,” 462—74, 507—509.
16 Winkler, “Zeitalter der Sassaniden,” 38—42.
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The advent of Heraclius and monenergism (616—38)

When the Emperor Heraclius (610—41)7 undertook to recover the lands lost
to the Persians, the support of the Christians of this area appeared to him —
as to Chosroes several years before — of the utmost strategic importance.
That assistance, however, could be obtained only as the result of doctrinal
reconciliation. As in the age of Justinian, Heraclius’s eastern politics therefore
depended on a Christological settlement. Of all the opponents of imperial
orthodoxy living in Persia, the theological effort of the emperor — who was
of Armenian descent and presumably bilingual — was directed above all to the
miaphysites. They were more numerous than the “Nestorians” in the lands]lost
to the Persians, and their theology was closer to imperial orthodoxy, especially
after the Fifth Ecumenical Council which had proposed a rereading of the
Chalcedonian Definition in the light of the Christology of Cyril of Alexandria.
Towards 616 Patriarch Sergius of Constantinople (610-38) — who was of Syr-
ian miaphysite descent and a close friend of Heraclius — proposed a definition
of the unity of the concrete activity (energeia) of the incarnate Logos in the
hopes of persuading the miaphysites to accept the Definition of Chalcedon. If
the activity were attributed not to the nature but rather to the hypostasis, the
doctrine of one single activity could serve as a point of convergence of the
two opposing sides, for there was no dissension between the miaphysites and
the Chalcedonians concerning Christ’s single hypostasis. It would allow the
viewing of Christ’s two natures not in the perspective of their divergent poten-
tialities, but rather of their coming together into one single hypostasis, of which
the single activity was the manifestation. To sustain his view, Sergius could
notably draw on Cyril of Alexandria and Dionysius the Areopagite (end of the
fifth century) who were respected both by miaphysites and Chalcedonians.™ In
Cyril’s view, on account of the hypostatic union, which implied the definition
of Christ’s humanity as the Word’s own, the Word’s divine action took the form
of human acts. The doctrine of one single activity was consequently accepted
by numerous bishops and abbots in the eastern provinces, and by 622 Sergius
had won Heraclius over to what came later to be known as monenergism.
Heraclius began his major counteroffensive against Persia in 624, and by 629
succeeded in restoring the Emperor Maurice’s frontier. Thus the miaphysites,
who had enjoyed relative freedom under Persian rule, found themselves once
again subjected to a hostile emperor. In 630 Heraclius personally reinstated in

17 Kaegi, Heraclius, 100-299.
18 Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia de incarnatione Unigeniti 2, p. 221; Pseudo-Dionysius Are-
opagita, Epistola 4, p. 161, 1. 9.
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Jerusalem the True Cross, which had been rescued from Persian possession by
Heraclius’s four Armenian generals. After this event, which was deeply felt by
all of the Christian communities, the Byzantine ruler conceived a new project
for reuniting Christendom. The empire urgently needed to secure confessional
unity in order to consolidate the reconquest of the East.

Military success encouraged Heraclius to envisage negotiations not only
with the miaphysites but also with the Church of the East, which was the best
established and most influential Christian community of Persia. At the time,
this church was enjoying a phase of rapid expansion and was incorporating
large numbers of converts from Zoroastrianism and from various polytheistic
religions of Arabia, Asia, and China. On the eve of the Muslim conquest the
missions of the Church of the East were by far the widest spread amongst all
Christian churches. In 630 Heraclius met Catholicos Io“yahb II at Berrhoea
(Aleppo). The catholicos celebrated a liturgy in the presence of the emperor
and a group of Byzantine bishops, and the sovereign himself received commu-
nion from his hands. The division, however, between the Byzantine Church
and the Church of the East was to prove too great, and the precipitate reunion
was immediately contested amongst the East Syrians and soon broke down.

Heraclius next turned to the miaphysites and succeeded in winning numer-
ous bishops and hegumens to the cause of monenergism. The Syro-Byzantine
council of 631 at Mabbug (Hierapolis), the Armeno-Byzantine council of 632—
33 at Karin (Theodosiopolis), and the council of 633 at Alexandria achieved
reunion with the Byzantine church of the three miaphysite churches on the
bases of monenergist formulae. Nevertheless, following the negotiations of
the agreements, many in Syria, Palestine, and especially in Egypt refused to
accept Chalcedon in spite of their acceptance of monenergism. Heraclius then
attempted to impose imperial orthodoxy by force and inaugurated violent
persecution against the intransigent miaphysites. However, the newly elected
Chalcedonian patriarch of Jerusalem, Sophronius (634-38), organized opposi-
tion to monenergism, and the emperor, now contested by both miaphysites
and Chalcedonians, found himself obliged to terminate his initiative in 638.

The Arab conquest (630—56) and monothelitism

In the same year that Heraclius triumphantly restored the True Cross to
Jerusalem, Muslim troops conquered Mecca and, advancing up the Arab penin-
sula, confronted the troops of the Byzantine and Sasanian Arab client tribes.
In several instances they succeeded in gaining the support of the miaphysite
and eastern dyophysite Arab populations and in converting them to the new
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religion. In late 633 Muslim troops began to penetrate into southern Pales-
tine and Nabatea, where the imperial forces, weakened by the recent wars
against the Persians, were unable to resist. After years of Persian occupation,
the region’s institutional, economic, and ideological links with Byzantium had
been weakened, and its populations were not inclined to resist the new con-
querors. Damascus was captured in 635, Antioch in 637, and Jerusalem in 638.
Caesarea, the last Byzantine coastal stronghold in Palestine, fell in 640—41.

As the Arabs rapidly advanced, Heraclius made a last, unsuccessful attempt
at Christian reunion in the hopes of gaining the loyalty and support of the
miaphysites. At the end of 638 he published the Ekthesis composed by Patriarch
Sergius and drafted by Pyrrhus of Chrysopolis, which forbade the affirmation
of either “one” or “two” activities, but nevertheless reaffirmed that all activity
proceeds from the divine Logos. In this way it attempted to maintain the
logic of monenergism whilst avoiding the expression that had scandalized
Sophronius’s party. To emphasize the unity of the incarnate Logos, the “one
single will” in Christ was also affirmed, thus introducing a new term into the
Christological discourse. Yet the Ekthesis was rejected by the larger part of the
miaphysite East. The Armenian divine Stephen of Siwnik® (c. 680-735) was
later to epitomize the discussion: “Christ accomplished his Father’s deed by
means of his body . . . [and] because of the divinity of his nature he reveals
through his activity that his body is equal in power [to his divinity].”*

After the invasion of Palestine and Syria, the Arabs vigorously engaged
the Persians. By 640 the conquest of Mesopotamia was completed, and in 641
central Armenia was invaded and its capital, Duin, was pillaged and its popu-
lation massacred. The army then marched on to Georgia which was subdued
within a few years. Advances into Egypt resulted in Byzantine withdrawal
from Alexandria in September 642 and the opening of routes for further Arab
advances, southward along the Nile Valley and westward along the African
coast. Soon after, the Muslim army penetrated beyond Aswan and made its
first incursions into Nubia. In 642, and again in 652, the Nubian kingdoms
succeeded in resisting the Islamic forces, and the treaty which was later signed
between the caliphate and the Nubians recognized the sovereignty of the latter.

By 642 the Arabs completed their takeover of the Christian East, thus nulli-
fying the ecclesiastical politics of Heraclius. As a result of less than ten years of
warfare, the ancient Roman provinces of Palestine, Syria, and Egypt, together
with their predominantly miaphysite populations, were cut off from the polit-
ical body of Christendom. Byzantium lost the Holy Land, three patriarchal

19 Stephen of Siwnik®, Response, 441— 42.
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sees, and the intellectual centers which, for three and a half centuries, had
generated reflection on the person of the Savior, and witnessed violent con-
flicts between Christologically opposed thinkers, factions, and populations.
The Sixth Ecumenical Council, held at Constantinople in 680-81, at which the
“monophysite” communities were not even considered, was to end the long
era of Christological debates within the empire.

“Monothelitism,” however, the doctrine of a single will in Christ, found
enduring support in central Syria, especially at Edessa, Hierapolis, Berrhoea,
and Emesa, and the later reversal of the imperial doctrine was not to be
accepted by all of the Antiochene Chalcedonians. In 727, the Syriac monastery
of Saint Marun near Apamea, unwilling to recognize the teaching of the Sixth
Council, seceded from the Antiochene Patriarchate, together with the adjacent
parishes over which it exercised influence. In 742, when the Chalcedonians of
Syria were authorized by the caliph to elect a patriarch, the church was split
into two, the monothelite “Maronite” Church and the church professing the
imperial doctrine and thus called “Melkite,” that is, “royal.”

The rise of Islam and the status of Christians
in Islamic society

As in the case of the Sasanian conquest a quarter of a century before, the
persecutions of dissenters on the part of imperial authorities facilitated the
swift Islamic takeover of the Byzantine East. In 634 the miaphysites were not
inclined to resist the monotheist Arabs any more than the “pagan,” “fire-
worshiping” Persians. In the earliest stage of Islam the affiliation of the new
religious teaching to the texts of the Bible and Apocrypha was manifest to
Christians, and some even placed their hope of eschatological liberation in the
army of the Prophet of Islam.

The conquerors shaped a radically new system of social relations, which,
in its fundamental characteristics, was to last until the end of the Ottoman
sultanate in 1922, and, in the case of certain Christian communities, until the
present day. It conferred specific features on the Christians’ relationships with
the rulers and influenced the formation of distinctive identities among them,
with respect to individual ethos and spirituality. Its origins lay in the self-
understanding of the nascent religion in the social and religious environment
of the Near East and particularly in the way it envisaged its relations with the
Christianity present in the Arabian peninsula from ancient times. Muhammad
viewed his teaching as the “rediscovered” primordial monotheistic religion
proper to humankind. The Qur’an (7.157; 61.6; 6.92) states in fact that before

75



IGOR DORFMANN-LAZAREV

sending the Arabs the definitive message of submission (Islam), God had sent
analogous, although less complete, “Books™ to the Jews and to Christians, in
which Muhammad’s coming had also been predicted.>® On this ground the
Qur’an, and the Muslim law developed from it, distinguished two categories
among the conquered populations. The “polytheists” were subject to oblig-
atory conversion or enslavement, whereas the “Detainers of the Book,” Ahl
al-kitab, were formally tolerated. The term “Book” was used to designate the
Pentateuch, the Psalter, and the Gospels, perceived above all as legal texts,
and their “Detainers” were Jews and Christians. The Qur’an (62.27; 5.82-84)
presents the Christians in a more favorable light than the Jews and even affirms
that the people most friendly toward Muslims are to be found among Chris-
tians, whose devotional attitudes and moral virtues are also praised.

Muhammad’s failure to engage Christians in his “Community of Believers,”
followed by the military resistance which the Muslim troops encountered
from the Arab Christian tribes, conditioned, however, the Qur’an’s ultimately
negative attitude toward Christianity. In many places (3.78; 5.13; 2.59,75) the
Qur’an condemns the doctrines of Jews and Christians as falsifications of the
authentic instructions in the true universal monotheistic religion, which had
been given to them in the past. According to the Qur'an (18.4-5; 5.17; 4.171),
the Jewish and Christian Scriptures are not identical with the portions of the
heavenly “Book” transmitted to Moses and Jesus, but reflect the erroneous
imagination of Jews and Christians, which ultimately makes them disobedient
to God and blasphemous. Yet the Qur’an shows no direct acquaintance with
the canonical books of the Bible. In the following centuries, the doctrinal
contrasts between “Nestorians,” various miaphysite factions, Maronites, and
Melkites, as well as the Christians’ general tendency to doctrinal controversies
and sectarianism, which were familiar to the Muslims, sometimes provided
grounds to suspect them of worshiping different gods.

In several instances (4.169; 5.76—77; 9.31; 17.111; 19.36; 23.93; 25.2) the Qur'an
applies to Christians the term mushrikin, “associators,” which elsewhere in
the Qur’an is the normal term for polytheists — those committing the worst of
sins by worshiping “associates” along with God. It is against this background
that we should consider the Qur’an’s direct injunction “to fight against those
to whom the Scriptures have been given . . . until they pay tribute [jizya] out
of hand and are utterly humiliated” (9.29-35). This precept is dated to the end
of Muhammad'’s prophetic activity, that is, following the conquest of Mecca in
630, after Muslim troops had already confronted the Christian populations of

20 Thomas, “Early Muslim Responses.”
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Yemen, northwestern Arabia, and Nabatea, and shortly before his death in 632.
It probably reflects the conditions of the truce offered by the Muslims to the
inhabitants of the conquered cities. The later pacts of submission, which the
defeated cities were forced to sign with their Islamic conquerors, followed
the pattern set by Muhammad.

The Christian communities of the Near East under
caliphal rule

The general principles of the treatment of the non-Muslims, on which the
Islamic state’s legislation later drew, were thus shaped in the course of the first
Djihad. The legal convention that regulated relationships between the Islamic
power and the subdued “Detainers of the Book,” dhimma, defined the latter’s
obligations and the former’s guarantee of security. Thus it conferred on the
“Detainers of the Book” who recognized the Islamic domination and were
disposed to pay the jizya (a progressive tributum capitis) the status of “Conven-
tional Population,” dhimm1.** The conventions knew a variety of formulations:
to the extent that divergent attitudes among the different ethno-confessional
groups inhabiting the conquered regions persisted, the new masters treated
each community differently** The Arab Christians, whom the Muslims at
first recognized as kin, were granted certain privileges in paying tribute. The
eastern dyophysite polemics against the Theopaschite language (i.e., language
that attributed Christ’s sufferings and death to God the Son) used by the mia-
physites seemed to the Muslims to point in the same direction as their own
rejection of Jesus’s divinity. Consequently, the eastern dyophysite version of
Christianity, in Muslim eyes, stood closer to the true religion, hence the Syriac
Church of the East was also granted a privileged place amongst the Christian
communities. At any time, however, all Christian subjects of the caliphs might
be associated with the rival empire, and announcements of Byzantine victo-
ries on the distant Anatolian frontier were often accompanied by massacres
of Christians in the caliphate, especially in northern Syria and Egypt.

Since non-Muslims were tolerated in the land of Islam as “Detainers of
the Book,” it was their patriarchs or catholicoi who were recognized as the
legal chiefs responsible to the Islamic authority. Religious structures were thus
the only form of autonomy left to dhimmi, while they were deprived of the
capacity to give theirreligions political dimension. The caliphate supported the

21 Rubin, Dhimmis and Others, 116—24; on Arabic Christianities, see Griffith in this volume.
22 Troupeau, “Eglises et chrétiens,” 375456, 407-11.
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jurisdiction of the churches, seeing in them institutions able to assure civil con-
trol over the conquered populations. The accumulation of civil responsibilities
in the hands of the prelates transformed them into political figures unparal-
leled elsewhere. Within their communities, the patriarchs also acquired the
moral authority of protectors against the exactions of a hostile state and the
authority of national leaders. In the case of the miaphysite Syrians, Copts,
and Armenians, the triple role of their leaders stimulated a transformation
of the anti-Chalcedonian confession into an integral element of ethnic iden-
tity. This transformation was not inconsistent with the miaphysites” doctrinal
views: the confluence of religious, civil, and national prerogatives in the fig-
ures of the miaphysite patriarchs was rather in harmony with the monenergist
Christology generally adopted by these churches.

However, the prelates enjoyed only limited immunities, and the caliphs
exercised absolute power over their lives. From the eighth century on, the
caliphs also exercised increasing influence in the nominations of the prelates
of the Syrians and Copts. The “Conventional Populations” found all exter-
nal manifestations of their cult prohibited, including the construction of new
sacred buildings, as well as the reconstruction of ruined ones. In reality, the
last injunction was often interpreted as a proscription of any kind of church
repair. Prohibiting every kind of missionary activity in the land of Islam further
strengthened the association between confessional and ethnic identities and
encouraged conservative attitudes among Christians. Moreover, any innova-
tion in the dhimmi’s way of life was considered as a further deviation from the
originally revealed laws by which the “Detainers of the Book” were expected
to abide.

The destruction caused by the war of conquest and the control maintained
by the caliphate over communications between different churches contributed
to the reciprocal isolation of the various Christian cultures. However, while in
certain regions this caused the extinction of Christianity, in others it created
conditions for the original development oflocal traditions based on native lan-
guages. On the southernborders of the caliphate, for example, the autonomous
Nubian and Ethiopian kings assumed important ecclesiastical responsibilities
which accentuated the link between religious and national identity and also
conditioned the survival of Christianity in their countries. By the end of the
seventh century the Nubian kings recognized the authority of the Alexandrian
patriarch, and in Nubia in the following decades the miaphysite faith was to
prevail over the Chalcedonian, owing to the proximity of Alexandria and to the
absence of contacts with the empire. Moreover, the Nubian kings on various
occasions were able to exercise pressure upon the caliphate in order to protect
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their Coptic coreligionists from the caliphs’ exactions. However, the obstacles
placed by the caliphate on communication between the Alexandrian patriar-
chate and the Nubian kingdoms, as well as the Muslim colonization of the
Red Sea coasts of Africa (as, later, of the Ethiopian plateau) contributed, from
the ninth century, to the weakening of Christianity in Nubia and, a century
later, to a long period of decay in the ancient Christian kingdom of Axum in
the Eritrean highlands.”

Another example may be drawn from the northern borders of the caliphate,
where the Georgian Church acquired in the middle of the seventh century an
effective autocephaly which a century later was officially recognized by the
Melkite patriarch of Antioch. Thereafter, the existence of an ancientliterary tra-
dition in the national language rendered possible the development of a distinct
culture in Georgia.** In Armenia, literary activity in the national language had
continued practically uninterrupted ever since the invention of the Armenian
alphabet in 406. The Melkite communities, concentrated in the urban areas
of the patriarchates of Antioch and Jerusalem and deprived of easy commu-
nication with the hellenophone empire, were the first amongst the Christian
communities to adopt, already in the course of the eighth century, the con-
querors’ language in their writing. Although in the course of the ninth century
the Arabic language was also introduced into the writing of the East Syrians
and, later, of the West Syrians and Maronites, Syriac has always remained the
liturgical language of these communities. As for Egypt, in the course of
the ninth century the monastery of St. Macarius in the Wadi Natrun adopted
the Bohairic Coptic dialect of Lower Egypt, which thus supplanted the ancient
Sahidic dialect of Upper Egypt. Although from the middle of the tenth century
on Arabic was progressively introduced into Coptic Church writing, Bohairic
has ever since remained the liturgical language of the Coptic Church.

The Muslim conquerors mainly aspired to convert Arabs, and during the
greater part of the Umayyad period (661-749) the idea of Arab ethnic iden-
tity prevailed over the universalistic trend dominant in the Qur’an (4.79; 7.158;
34.28). Conversion to Islam of non-Arabs was often obstructed, particularly
during the age of the early Umayyads, because it would reduce the income
of the caliphate’s treasury.” The Arab tribes experienced the heaviest pres-
sure to convert and most of the bishoprics of the Arabian peninsula and the
Persian Gulf were extinguished toward the last quarter of the seventh cen-
tury. Although most of them abandoned Christianity by the end of the eighth

23 Cuoq, Islamisation, 9—63.
24 Martin-Hisard, “Christianisme et église,” 554 ff., 576-84.
25 Waardenburg, Muslims and Others, 97-98.
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century, a portion of the Lakhmids, who shared the confession of the Church
of the East favored by the caliphate, remained Christian at least until the begin-
ning of the eleventh century. Also a small section of the miaphysite Taghlibids,
anomadic Arab tribe of Upper Mesopotamia, remained Christian throughout
the Abbasid period.

During most of the Umayyad period, high capitation was a major cause of
defection from the Christian faith. The Caliph ‘Umar II (717—20) significantly
augmented the jizya, began to oust the dhimmi from administrative positions,
and prohibited them from testifying in court. He also seems to have been the
first caliph to prescribe external discriminatory signs for the dhimmi. These
were meant to express their humiliated position and to induce their conversion
to Islam. In the later centuries the payment of jizya was usually accomplished
as a public rite, meant to express, according to Muslim jurists, the humiliation
of the dhimmi.>® Under these conditions, social pressure became as important
a reason for Christian defections as the burden of tribute, especially under the
caliphs who reinforced the discriminatory signs and vexatious rites. By the
second half of the eighth century the conversions to Islam reached significant
proportions. Nevertheless, in Egypt, Palestine, Syria, and Mesopotamia, Chris-
tian populations remained in the majority at least until that time and in some
rural and mountainous areas for much longer. Furthermore, for more than
two centuries following the Arab conquest, the administrative and medical
professions in the caliphate were still dominated by non-Muslims.

The gradual augmentation of the jizya (towards 868 it was double that
of the previous period) provoked several revolts, the fiercest in Egypt and
Armenia. In Egypt, the drastic impoverishment of the Coptic Church caused
the introduction of simony. The worst persecutions befell Christians under
the Umayyad “Umar II, the Abbasid al-Mutawakkil (847-61), and the Fatimid
al-Hakim (996-1021). The hardening exactions during the Abbasid period (750
1258) increased the hostility of Christians toward the religion of Muhammad.
No longer did they associate him with the biblical patriarchs and prophets as
they had done in the early period. The deteriorating conditions of the dhimmi
under the Abbasids, particularly during Byzantine advances in Asia Minor,
provoked their emigration from Armenia and Syria to Byzantium and Georgia,
and from Arabia and Egypt to Nubia and Ethiopia. Many communities took
refuge in mountainous regions.”

The progressive installation of Muslim populations, first on the periphery
of Christian cities and then at their centers, intensified the contacts between

26 Fattal, Le statut légal, 264-91.
27 Morony, “Age of Conversions,” 135-50.
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Muslims and Christians and created more occasions for conversions to Islam. It
also resulted in the abandonment by Christians of numerous inhabited centers
and in the Islamicization of vast regions. The steadiest decline in numbers
occurred among the Melkites, and especially among those who resided outside
Palestine, for linguistically they represented the most Arabicized group. By the
time of the Byzantine reconquest, Christians had become a minority in most of
the cities of the eastern Mediterranean region. In certain places, the Christian
communities were completely extinguished either as a result of conversion to
Islam (especially in the cities) or of emigration (especially in areas adjacent to
frontiers). Nevertheless, in spite of the efforts of the Umayyads to integrate
Jerusalem into Islam by the construction of two important mosques in 691 and
in 70515, the city remained the focal point of pilgrimage for Christians of all
confessions. In 1009, Caliph al-Hakim ordered the demolition of the complex
of the Holy Sepulcher. Three years later, however, in 1012, the new governor
of Syria allowed its reconstruction. The complex was entirely restored with
Byzantine help between 1027 and 1048.

In the caliphate and beyond: two cases

The Church of the East and its missions

The Church of the East was chiefly established in Upper and Middle
Mesopotamia, and it was there that it was also able to offer the most effective
resistance to Islam.*® The East Syrians were upholders of the ancient medical
tradition of Gundeshapur and served numerous caliphs as physicians. This
essential role played by the East Syrians at the courts of the caliphs was one
of the reasons for the privileged position enjoyed by their catholicoi. Under
the first Umayyads, the East Syrians were able to found several new monas-
teries, an exceptional accomplishment for other Christian communities. The
size of the East Syrian population in the Baghdad region, where the Abbasids
established their new capital, as well as their importance in the social life of
the city, conferred on them an influential position in the new administration
and enabled Catholicos Timothy I to transfer the seat of the catholicosate to
the capital. As a result the East Syrian catholicoi, the only Christian prelates
allowed to reside in Baghdad, often functioned as general representatives at
the court of the caliphs for all the Christian communities.*

28 Baum, “Zeitalter der Araber,” 43-74.
29 Fiey, Chrétiens syriaques.
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For several centuries following the Arab conquest, Gundeshapur, Nisibis,
and Merv continued as intellectual centers of the Church of the East, where a
notable and varied literature was produced. Inheritors of the exegetical school
of Antioch, the East Syrians bequeathed to posterity important exegetical
works, among which a particular place is occupied by the biblical commen-
tary of ISu‘dad of Merv. The writings of Isaac of Nineveh (second half of the
seventh century), a hermit in the Khuzistan mountains, were to cross the
confessional frontiers and to be translated into Greek, Georgian, Ge’ez, and
Slavonic. The works of John of Dalyatha (mid-eighth century), a monk of the
Qardu mountains, were popular not only among East Syrians, but also among
the Syriac, Coptic, and Ethiopian miaphysites despite their author having been
accused of Sabellianism and Messalianism.

Three features of the Church of the East conditioned the dynamism of its
missions: its internal life was not bound to any state structure and its mem-
bers were used to living among non-Christians, while its theology was the
least formulaic and the most flexible of the Christian confessions. Between the
fourth and seventh centuries, the East Syrians spread Christianity southeast-
ward, to Arabia, Socotra, the Maldive Islands, India, Ceylon, and Malaysia, and
northeastward, to Bactria, Sogdia, Choresmia, and Turkestan, by the eighth
century reaching as far as Tibet, Lake Balkash, and, by the eleventh cen-
tury, Lake Baikal. This missionary activity was supported by the translation
of numerous texts into Pahlavi, Sogdian, and Turkic languages. In 635 the
missionaries of Catholicos I$0°yahb II reached China where two metropoli-
tan sees were established. Catholicos Saliba (714—28) appointed metropolitans
for Media, Sistan, and Sogdiana, and Catholicos Timothy I for the south-
ern Caspian provinces, Makran, Tibet, China, and eastern Turkestan. In
China, the Imperial Edict of 638 allowed the preaching of the “Persian reli-
gion,” that is, Christianity?° By the turn of the millennium more than five
hundred writings had been translated from Syriac and Sogdian into Chi-
nese. Nevertheless, Christianity was never able to achieve in the Far East
the success of Manicheism or Zoroastrianism. Chinese persecutions against
monks of all foreign religions began in 843—45. Without exterior support,
foreign religions in China and Tibet were bound to decline, yet the east-
ern dyophysite communities survived in the steppes of western China under
Tibetan domination, reemerging in the late tenth century under the Liao

dynasty.

30 Riboud, “Tang.”
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The churches of Transcaucasia

Although the first Arab invasions into Armenia began in 640, and in 693 direct
control over Transcaucasia was established, the countries of this region main-
tained considerable autonomy until c. 699—701, when the province of Arminiya
was created, incorporating Armenia, eastern Georgia, and Atuank’into the
caliphate. Thereafter the Arabs attempted several times to suppress the tradi-
tional Armenian aristocracy, yet they never succeeded in creating a coordinated
administrative system in the area. Georgia, on account of its remote position,
was generally spared the repression that was to befall Armenia. The caliphate
failed to achieve firm control beyond the Kura, and this allowed Georgia to
continue the Christianization of the isolated mountainous regions of the Great
Caucasus where Christianity had been unknown until the seventh century
The Armenian and Georgian princes had never completely lost their polit-
ical importance, and in the first half of the ninth century, when the power of
Baghdad began to weaken, they were able to restore the semi-autonomous
principalities which, in the course of several decades, acquired ever greater
independence. In 885 the caliphate recognized the royal title of the Armenian
Bagratide Prince ASotandin 888, ofthe Georgian Bagratide Prince Adarnarseh.
The Transcaucasian princes promoted cenobitic monastic foundations on their
estates by offering them protection and generous gifts.** The Armenian and
Georgian monasteries attracted the population of the surrounding regions,
becoming nuclei for the repopulation of deserted territories, and for eco-
nomic development and learning. The erudite Anania of Narek (tenth century)
worked in the monastic school of Narek close to the southern shore of Lake
Van, as did his disciple, the poet Gregory of Narek (c. 945-1010), Wwhose Book of
Lamentations has left a particularly profound stamp on Armenian spirituality.

From the Byzantine reconquests to the battle of
Mantzikert (926-1071)

The Byzantine army crossed the Euphrates between 873 and 883, and early
in the tenth century the political influence of the empire was extended over
the greater part of Armenia. Between the years 926 and 944, under the com-
mand of General John Courcouas (Armenian Gurgén), the Byzantine army,
which included an important number of Armenians, seized Melitene (934)
and advanced northward beyond Lake Van and southward to Syria. In 949 it

31 Martin-Hisard, “Christianisme et église,” 561.
32 Mahé, “L’église arménienne,” 513-17; Martin-Hisard, “Christianisme et église,” 567—71.
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occupied Karin and in 966 annexed the Armenian principality of Taron.
Advancing through Cilicia, the Byzantines next occupied northern Syria and
in 967-69 conquered Antioch. In 974 they entered Mesopotamia and in 975
moved into northern Palestine.

The conquest of Armenia and Syria was accompanied by the implantation of
imperial orthodoxy and by the creation of Chalcedonian bishoprics. Together
with the Melkite hierarchy, Greek and Bulgarian governors renewed perse-
cutions of the predominantly miaphysite population. After the reconquest of
Antioch, close imperial control over the Melkite Church was established. As
earlier in Jerusalem, so now also at Antioch, Byzantine canonical practices and
the Greek rite were imposed. In the course of the tenth century, the Byzantine
rite celebrated in Greek prevailed also in Alexandria.

The occupied Armenian principalities were incorporated into the imperial
provincial system. The new administration and its mercenary troops sup-
planted the hereditary rulers who had been the traditional defenders against
the successive invasions of the country. The annexation of the Armenian terri-
tories by the empire was accompanied by forced extradition of the Armenian
population to Cappadocia, a region decimated by Arab-Byzantine warfare.
Thus Armenia was gradually deprived of its traditional administrative struc-
ture, of its confessional cohesion, and of a significant part of its population.
Previously Armenia had often acted as a buffer state: its capacity for any resis-
tance to future invasions was now drastically reduced. The politics adopted
by the empire in Armenia thus facilitated the rapid Seljuk conquest of Asia
Minor a century later.

Between the years 1011 and 1064, the Byzantine army gradually extended its
hold over the larger part of Armenia, stopping just short of Duin. As the Seljuk
Turks multiplied their incursions into the region, the Armenians and Syrians,
unwilling to convert to the Chalcedonian faith, were regularly persecuted, par-
ticularly by Constantine IX Monomachus (1042—55) and Constantine X Ducas
(1059-67). As a result, many Armenians deserted from the Byzantine army. In
1045, the Armenian king, Gagik II, was forced by the emperor to surrender his
capital of Ani and to choose honorable exile. The next year, Catholicos Peter I
was imprisoned by the Byzantines and subsequently brought to Constantino-
ple. But it was easier for the Byzantines to take Ani from the Armenians than
to defend it from the Turks: the former Armenian capital fell to the Seljuks
in 1064. In 1071 the unprepared Byzantine army lost the battle at Mantzikert,
and two years later the Turks began their systematic occupation of central
Anatolia. This opened a new era of political and religious change in the Near
East.
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Conclusion

Atno moment after the Council of Chalcedon was the Christian church able to
achieve its vision of unity. In this contested environment, the Persian and then
Arab conquests perpetuated the extant divisions of doctrine and allegiance.
Moreover the spread of Islam exercised lasting influence upon the character
of the Christian cultures of the Near East. Throughout the eastern Mediter-
ranean and Near East, conquest, conflict, and persecution gave the churches
of this area the impulse to anchor their identities upon the figures of their first
fathers and upon the teachings handed down by them. Attachment to their
autochthonous origins allowed these churches to overcome the disruptions of
their history, and can thus be recognized as one of their distinguishing features.
Under hostile regimes, the religious concerns of Christians were above all ded-
icated to the maintenance of the ancient traditions of their communities, to
justifications of the points of their Creed which were contested by Muslims
(such as the authenticity of the Scriptures and the divinity of Christ), and to
the preservation of the memory of their martyrs. The formation of national
churches made possible the survival of Christianity in the caliphate, and antic-
ipated similar developments among the churches of Byzantine tradition under
Ottoman rule. The Islamic conquest thus contributed to the maintenance of
specific characteristics of each of the various Christian cultures of the Near
East, while the Byzantine Church, as later also the Roman Church, tended to
ever greater uniformity.?

33 The author wishes to express his gratitude to Professors Bernadette Martin-Hisard, John
Lindsay-Opie, and Andrew Louth, and to Father Timothy Gorham, for their suggestions
made for this chapter.
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Beyond empire II: Christianities of
the Celtic peoples

THOMAS M. CHARLES-EDWARDS

The inheritance

For this chapter, the Celtic peoples are those which still, in 600 CE, spoke a
Celtic language. The continental Celts of antiquity are thus excluded, leaving
only the Britons, who inherited their Christianity from Roman Britain, the
Irish, who received theirs mainly from the Britons in the fifth and early sixth
centuries, and the Picts. By 600 the initial constructive phase of Irish Chris-
tianity was over. It was three years since Columba died on Iona; Columbanus
had already left Bangor for Burgundy. The great churches of the Irish were
nearly all founded in the sixth century. There remained, however, many traces
of that earlier period when, because of Irish settlements in Britain and British
missionaries in Ireland, the church of the smaller island had been formed in the
image of the church of the Britons. The insular scripts, shared by Britons and
Irish, are only one especially obvious sign of the connection. The years about
600 were also, however, the time at which the younger Irish Church began
to overshadow its British foster-parent. On the one hand, the British Church
was suffering territorial loss and impoverishment from the English advance.’
On the other hand, Columbanus’s letters to the papacy betray a pride in the
flourishing Christianity of his homeland.

Not only had the British Church suffered from English advance, it was
also threatened by the implications of the Gregorian mission to the English.
Moreover, its Breton offshoot had, by 600, been instrumental in driving a
wedge between the Christianity of “the Romans” of Gaul, those whom we
call Gallo-Romans, and the Christianity of the Britons. In principle, Brittany
was only part of the province of Lugdunensis Tertia and should therefore have
been subject to the metropolitan bishop of Tours. Yet, as the works of one
such metropolitan bishop, Gregory of Tours (d. 594), make evident, Brittany
was as unruly a member of the Gallic Church as it was of the dominion of the

1 Pryce, “Ecclesiastical Wealth,” 22-—2s.
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Franks.”> There were slowly evolving cultural changes driving the Britons and
the Gallo-Romans apart. By 600 Gallo-Romans were speakers of a Latin on the
road to Romance; and, whereas in 400 there were many Britons whose first
language was Latin, their numbers decreased in the period 400 to 700, and by
the end of that period British Romance was probably extinct. Since the native
Celtic language of the Britons established itself so strongly in the western half
of Brittany, the politically and culturally dominant element among the settlers
from across the Channel must have been British-speaking. This explains the
paradox of the Britons: for the English and initially also for the Franks, they
were Walas (Wealas), namely “foreigners who had been part of the Roman
Empire”;? and yet, for Venantius Fortunatus (c. 530—c. 610), priest and poet,
and later bishop of Poitiers, they were barbarians, non-Roman foreigners, as
were Saxons, Franks, and Alamans.* The cultural community bequeathed by
the Latin-speaking west of the Roman Empire had gradually extruded those
unassimilated elements, Britons and Basques, and now considered them as
foreign as “the tribes from across the Rhine” and thus to be feared by all
right-thinking Gallo-Romans.> The Britons themselves, however, still thought
of themselves in 600 as fellow-citizens of the Romans.®

In Britain, as in Brittany, post-Roman epigraphy long continued, largely in
the Roman manner, with letter-forms descended from Roman capitals. But, in
the seventh century, the distinction between epigraphic letter-forms and those
appropriate for book scripts collapsed. In the late-seventh century, on the other
hand, the English adopted epigraphy in the Roman tradition, as illustrated by
the dedication inscription of Bede’s monastery, Jarrow, put up by Ceolfrith in
685.7 As one culture abandoned Roman traditions, so the neighboring culture
adopted them. For the Britons, the seventh century was a watershed between
a post-Roman world and one in which the Roman Empire and all its works had
receded into the past. For the English, it was a period in which they reconnected
with the Roman past of the island which they had made their home. After the
Synod of Whitby in 664, the contrast acquired a new sharpness.

2 Gregory of Tours, Libri historiarum X, IV.4; 1X.18, 20.

3 Pactus Legis Salicae, Title xli or see Laws of the Salian and Ripuarian Franks, 86-87. The best
witness to the Malberg glosses, Eckhardt’s A 2, is defective for xli. 8, but its exemplar may
well have had uualaleodi as in xli. 9-10.

4 Venantius Fortunatus, Opera Poetica, Appendix 2. Ad Tustinum et Sophiam Augustos, 11.31-32,
83-84.

5 Epistolae Austrasicae no. 9 (Germanus of Paris, “Letter to Queen Brunhild”); Gregory of
Tours, Libri historiarum X, IV.49.

6 Canones Wallici, Version A, § 61 in Irish Penitentials, 148—49.

7 Higgitt, “Dedication Inscription.”
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The watershed of the seventh century was, however, crossed by many paths.
One reason why it has been possible to assert (falsely) that British Christianity
was not an inheritance from the Christianity of late Roman Britain is that later
Welsh and Breton writers were concerned to recall sixth-century churchmen
but only fourth-century emperors.® Most saints who came to be the vehicles
of remembrance for their churches were dated to the sixth century: thus
St. David, patron saint of the premier church of Wales, was believed to have
died either in 589 or 601.” They all tended to be made into contemporaries,
because what mattered later was the relationship between their churches, and
that relationship was expressed as a relationship between the patron saints,
who therefore had to be portrayed as living at the same time. The occasional
exceptions, such as Patrick, were unusual and were linked with the main "Age
of the Saints” by other means, mainly by prophecy.

Division and reconciliation

The Gregorian mission to the English made a huge difference to the position
of the British Church. The latter had been successful in maintaining a Christian
tradition across the violent centuries following the end of direct central Roman
authority in Britain. Although the British Church waslater condemned by Bede
because it had failed to preach to the English, its role in the conversion of the
Irish demonstrates that it was not a church unconcerned with the salvation of
neighboring peoples; and there is reason to believe that, even for the English,
Bede’s verdict was unduly harsh.’ That the British Church was not, as is often
claimed, cut off from continental Christianity is apparent from the history of
Brittany — Brittany was certainly not cut off either from Britain or from the
rest of Gaul." It is easy to forget that, even in Burgundy, when Columbanus
sought the aid of a neighboring abbot in the early days of his foundations, that
abbot bore a British name, Carantocus;™ and even Gregory of Tours, who had
little good to say about the Bretons, once thought that he had found for his
city of Tours a truly saintly ascetic in the shape of Winnoch, a Breton.” In the
seventh century, the Breton King Iudicail refused to eat with King Dagobert,
but he was quite prepared to enjoy the hospitality of a great monastic patron,
Dado, whose morals were more to his taste than were those of the Frankish

8 Sharpe, “Martyrs and Local Saints,” 145.

9 Annales Cambriae, s.a. 6o1; Chronicle of Ireland, s.a. 589.
10 Sims-Williams, Religion and Literature, 75-86.

11 Chédeville and Guillotel, La Bretagne, 113-51.

12 Jonas, Vita S. Columbani, chap. 7, 165.

13 Gregory of Tours, Libri historiarum X, V.21, VIIL34.

88



Beyond empire II: Christianities of Celtic peoples

king." In Ireland, a major role for the British Church in the conversion period
was entirely consistent with a continuing remembrance of the role of Rome
itself in the first beginnings of Irish Christianity.”

Rome, however, came to establish its principal British bridgehead in Can-
terbury, a former Romano-British civitas capital in the far southeast of the
island, now laid out as a new reflection of Rome in the northwest.”® More-
over, although Gregory was concerned with the conversion of the English,
he prescribed two metropolitan bishoprics for the whole of Britain, including
the Britons; both metropolitan bishops were to have sees in eastern England.
Those he picked, London and York, were probably chosen because of their role
in Roman Britain; yet, when Canterbury replaced London, that only accen-
tuated the eastward tilt of Gregory’s new framework for a Christian Britain.
It was also important for the position of the British Church in the new order
that communication between England and Rome went via Francia: it is appar-
ent from the letter of Laurence, archbishop of Canterbury, to the Irish Church
that Canterbury’s opinions of its neighboring churches were strongly influ-
enced by Frankish opinion —and, moreover, by a party in the Frankish Church
hostile to Columbanus, a party which saw a connection between Columbanus
and the Britons. British as well as Irish monks within Columbanus’s communi-
ties were to be expelled from Burgundy in 610, while Franks and others could
remain."” In this way, the uncomfortable relations between the Church of Gaul
and the Britons of Armorica were transferred to Britain and soured relations
between the new English Church and its British neighbor. As the Church of
Brittany stood to the Church of Gaul, until the Carolingian conquest in the
reign of Louis the Pious, so, until the twelfth century, the British Church stood
to the new Gregorian order established among the English.

Relations between the first Gregorian missionary bishop of Canterbury,
Augustine, and the Britons reveal differences in organization between the
British and English Churches, and also the Church of Gaul.® The Council
of Nicaea partly assumed, partly promulgated a rule that each city should
have its bishop, and each province its synod of bishops, presided over by a
metropolitan bishop. In northern Gaul the civitates, and thus the territories
attached to each episcopal see, were large. In Roman Britain civitates were
also large. In accordance with this rule, there should, therefore, have been

14 Fredegar, Chronica, IV.78.

15 Columbanus, Epistola, V.3 (see Opera, 38-39).

16 Brooks, “Canterbury, Rome.”

17 Bede, HE, I1.4; Jonas, Vita S. Columbani, 1.20, 196.
18 Stancliffe, “British Church.”
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few bishops in Britain because there were few civitates. But in the British
Church there appear to have been many more bishops than one would, on
this basis, expect. When Augustine of Canterbury made his first approach to
the British Church, it took the form of a meeting with representatives from
“the neighboring British kingdom,” arranged through the influence of King
Athelberht of Kent on what was, in Bede’s day, the border between the Hwicce
and the West Saxons.” From this single kingdom came a plurality of “bishops
and teachers.” Aldhelm’s letter to Geraint, king of Dumnonia, probably to be
dated to the 670s, was addressed also to the bishops of Geraint’s kingdom;
moreover it also mentioned the bishops, in the plural, of Dyfed.*® Yet both
Dumnonia and Dyfed were former Romano-British civitates, and both should,
therefore, have had a single bishop. If we assume that the church of fourth-
century Britain was evolving a structure following the ruling at the Council of
Nicaea, we must also posit a change to a different structure in the post-Roman
period. And, since this multiplicity of bishops was also characteristic of the
early Irish Church, it is probably safe to assume that the change came in the
fifth century, with the completion of the conversion of Roman Britain and thus
much greater numbers of Christians requiring the pastoral care of bishops.

Another difference is indicated by Bede’s account of Augustine’s dealings
with the Britons and confirmed by the organization of the Irish Church. Abbots
and doctores attended synods, alongside bishops, apparently as full members.
In contemporary Gaul, as elsewhere in the church, synods were conceived
as meetings of bishops; if other clergy attended they did so in a subordinate
role. Decisions of a synod were, in Gaul, made on episcopal authority; but in
the British and Irish Churches they might rest as much on the authority of
ecclesiastical scholars as on that of bishops.* Again, this is likely to have been
a development of the fifth century, since it was as characteristic of the Irish as
of the British Church.

This shared authority attributed to scholars is probably connected with
another feature. As we have seen already, British Latin, on its way to Romance,
was in decline from the fifth to the seventh century; the dominant language
was now the native British Celtic. Moreover, before the Gregorian mission the
center of gravity of the church in the British Isles as a whole had been shifting
westward, because of English settlements in the east and the conversion of

19 Bede, HE, I1.2.

20 Aldhelm, Letter IV, Aldhelmi opera omnia, 481, 484 or in English translation, Prose Works,
155, 158.

21 Canones Hibernenses, Il and VI in Irish Penitentials, 16668, 174, are ascribed to synods of
sapientes.
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the Irish in the west. It was shifting away from those parts of Britain which,
in the fourth century, had been most Romanized and thus, one may assume,
most prone to use Latin as a first language. The linguistic and cultural position
of the British Church — increasingly — and of the Irish Church from the start
was the polar opposite of the situation of the Gallic Church, apart from the
northeast of Francia. As the Gallo-Romans abandoned Gaulish and came to
regard themselves quite simply as Romans, speaking Latin, the language of
Rome, they made the position of the Church apparently much easier: both
priests and their congregations shared the one language, and that language
was the language of their liturgy and their Bible. True, it was a regional dialect
of Late Latin, well-removed from the standard language taught by Donatus
and other grammarians; but, even so, the liturgical and intellectual life of the
Gallic Church did not rest upon an education in a foreign language. In Britain
it increasingly did, and in Ireland it did from the start. Schools in which one
might learn Latin and subsequently all the intellectual equipment that a priest
or bishop needed were an essential part of the British and Irish Churches.**

One should not suppose that such schools provided a free education. Admit-
tedly, Bede expressly says that they did so for the English who went to Ireland
for their education in the seventh century;* but that was a special situation,
the outcome of an Irish mission to the English. What is more likely, to judge
by the situation implied by Gildas and revealed in the richer Irish sources of
the seventh and early eighth centuries, was that education and high status
were closely linked. As it had been appropriate for an aristocrat in the Late
Roman Empire to have a refined literary education, so, in the British and
Irish Churches, learning in the Latin-based culture of the western church con-
ferred a qualification for high rank. This must have been more than merely
an unconscious outcome of cultural change, since it involved a major change
to the organization of the church: leading scholars were now admitted as full
members of synods.

The British and Irish churches, therefore, had much in common —unsurpris-
ingly so, since the British Church had played the major role in the conversion
of the Irish. In some ways, also, the British and Irish churches were diverging
from their Gallic neighbor. That does not justify any talk of “a Celtic Church”
or even of “the Celtic churches” or “Celtic Christianity.”** First, “Celt” and

22 Charles-Edwards, “Language and Society,” 71526, and “Context and Uses of Literacy,”
64—68.

23 Bede, HE, 111.27.

24 Hughes, “Celtic Church”; W. Davies, “Myth of the Celtic Church”; Meek, Quest for Celtic
Christianity.
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“Celtic” were not part of their conceptual world. Secondly, the fact (unrec-
ognized at the time) that the Britons and the Irish spoke related languages
had a merely accidental relationship with any shared characteristics in their
Christianity. The Britons did not play a major role in the conversion of the
Irish because they spoke related languages, but because the two peoples were
neighbors who had become yet more closely involved with each other after
the Irish had settled extensively along the western coasts of Britain.

In 664 the Synod of Whitby ended the authority of Iona over the church
in Northumbria and, via Northumbria, in much of southern England. Subse-
quentbishops among the Northumbrians were English and owed no allegiance
toIona. Moreover, the Synod of Whitby was only one episode in along-running
controversy in which the prestige of Iona was also threatened in Ireland and
among the Picts. From 664 to 716, when Iona adopted the Roman Easter, the
dominant opinion in England and in southern Ireland was that Iona and those
churches which agreed with it, were heretical and schismatic.” Eventually, in
the work of Bede, another opinion was to triumph, namely that Columba and
his successors were wrong but orthodox.>® Modern scholars have sometimes
found it difficult to appreciate that one reason why Bede made much of the
paschal controversy was that he proposed to rescue the reputation of Aidan and
Columba from the harsh condemnations of such men as Theodore, archbishop
of Britain, and Wilfrid, bishop of York, condemnations already foreshadowed
in aletter sent c. 632 by Cummian to Ségéne, the abbot of Tona who sent Aidan
and Finan to Northumbria.*” From then until c. 685 the Irish Church was split
into two camps, the “Romans,” Romani, and the “Hibernians,” Hibernenses. As
the titles show, there was more to the controversy than a dispute over how
astronomy and exegesis should be used to determine the Christian calendar.
The Irish Romans wished to align themselves with the papacy and with the
Universal Church: so much is evident from the arguments used by Cummian.?®
The Hibernians upheld the traditions they had received from the sixth-century
founders of the great Irish monastic churches, such as Columba.* A tradition
in which the status of a church was bound up with the status of its founder
was bound to find major change difficult.

25 Cummian, De controversia Paschali, 94, lines 204—96; Theodore, Penitential, I1.ix.1-3, 323—24
or in trans. McNeill and Gamer, 206—207; Stephen, Vita S. Wilfridi, chaps. 5, 47 or trans.
Colgrave, 12, 98.

26 Bede, HE, IIl.17; Anonymous Life of St. Cuthbert, i.5 or in trans. Colgrave, 68—71.

27 Cummian, De controversia Paschali, 56-97.

28 Ibid., especially lines 86-149, 277-85.

29 Bede, HE, III.25.
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The achievement of Adomnan, abbot of Iona from 679 to 704 or 705, was
to transcend the paschal controversy by his scholarship and diplomacy. His
Life of Columba, written between 697 and his death, celebrated a saint whose
reputation was to be independent of the issue of Easter.?® Although Adomnan’s
conversion to the Roman Easter, in the course of a diplomatic mission to
Northumbria, failed to carry the community of Iona, it did bring over many
churches in the northern half of Ireland as well as the Britons of what is now
southern Scotland.*' His success in securing the promulgation of “The Law of
Adomnan” in 697 showed how a legal innovation could be made to embrace
the whole of Ireland and also the Picts.** The Law of Adomnan is preserved in
Old Irish and is thus aligned with native Irish law, whereas normal early Irish
canon law was in Latin. The two major law-books, the Senchas Mdr and the
Collectio Canonum Hibernensis, one for native Irish law, the other for canon law,
date from the generation after Adomnan; but the texts from which they were
compiled were in active production during his lifetime.” Both legal traditions
were common to the whole island and were constituents of a culture rather
than instruments of a state (there was no single Irish state, although the kings
of Tara enjoyed an island-wide primacy). Alongside these forms of law was
a third, the rechtge or cdin, of which the normal form was promulgated by a
king in conjunction with an assembly of his people. The authority of an edict
of this kind was naturally confined to a particular kingdom within Ireland.

The Law of Adomnan was such a cdin but was promulgated at a major
assembly at the monastery of Birr, close to the frontier between Munster
and Mide (Meath) and thus between the southern and northern halves of the
island. It embraced rulers or their representatives from all provinces of the
island and most kingdoms of any significance. The old text (preserved in a
later edition, prefaced by hagiographical material about Adomnan himself)
includes a list of guarantors, of which the clerical half is headed by the bishop
of Armagh and the lay half by Adomnan’s cousin, Loingsech mac Oengusso,
king of Tara. The intention of the Law was to secure immunity from violence
for non-combatants — clerics, women, and children. Once a boy had reached
the age at which he took arms, he was no longer a non-combatant, whether
or not he had actively participated in conflict. The mechanism by which this
immunity was to be safeguarded was, for a period of years, to increase the

30 Adomnan, Vita Sancti Columbae, 1. 3 (Columba simply prophesies the divisions caused
by the controversy).

31 Bede, HE, V.15.

32 Cdin Adamndin or trans. Ni Dhonnchadha, “Law of Adomnan.”

33 Kelly, Guide to Early Irish Law, 242—46.
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normal compensation for killing and, from this increased sum, to give a share
to all authorities, whether king or ordinary lord or church, who enforced the
Law. The intent was to mobilize all social power, not just that of the king. The
mechanism was temporary but the effect was to be permanent; and since the
mechanism was temporary the Law of Adomnan could be re-promulgated, as
it was thirty years later, in 727.

The Law of Adomnan bridged several gaps: as a mechanism it was an
offshoot from ordinary edicts promulgated by king and people for a single
kingdom, and yet this Law embraced all Ireland. The assembly which pro-
mulgated it was not the normal “gathering” of a people, denach, but a mixture
of royal meeting on the frontier, rigddl, and synod. Normal native Irish law
was in Irish because it was ancient tradition, senchas, for the Irish; and yet this
Law of Adomnan, although it was in Irish, also extended to the Picts. Whereas
native Irish law presented the relationship between the church and the laity
as a contract, in which the church had obligations as well as privileges, the
Collectio Canonum Hibernensis avoided such a contractual approach and was
more concerned to limit the obligations of individual churches; the Law of
Adomnéan, however, embraced lay and clerical authority, and likewise lay and
clerical non-combatant, on an equal footing.

An approach, which was ready to employ the devices of Irish culture in an
enterprise which went beyond the island of Ireland and beyond, also, the Irish
people, is exemplified in the art found within what we may call the domain and
former domain of Iona. The art of the insular Gospel Books —such as the Book
of Durrow; the Lindisfarne, Durham, Echternach, and Lichfield Gospels; and
the Book of Kells — employed a range of devices some of which were of Irish
origin, others came from Pictland, and yet others from English territory. It
was an art by which the British Isles as a whole might revere “the Good News”
of Christ’s human birth, passion, resurrection, and ascension.

Religion and literature

The Law of Adomnan was, as we have seen, in Irish, and thus exemplifies the
extent to which a literacy which came to Ireland with Latin now embraced
the native language of the Irish. Similarly among the Britons, although there
is much less surviving evidence, the same transition from Latin to the ver-
nacular occurred by the seventh century. Vernacular written literature first
flourished in the British Isles for the understandable reason that Latin was,
except vestigially among the Britons, a language learnt at school. By the time
that Aidan preached Christianity to the Northumbrians in a land of which
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many inhabitants would still have been speakers of a Brittonic dialect, both
Irish and the Brittonic dialects had made the transition: it is most unlikely that
on the part of the Irish missionaries there was any resistance to the use of the
vernacular among the English.

The imprint of Christianity on Irish and Welsh literature is perhaps at its
most profound when a text betrays no trace of Christianity or, indeed, any
other religion. Two general principles lie behind both early Irish and early
Welsh literature: the first is that narrative was in prose not verse; the second
is that, within the broad category of narrative, hagiography and saga were
two genres which did not, at this period, explicitly interact. Thus the early
British poem, Y Gododdin, was occasioned by an event, but does not narrate
it; instead it is a series of laments for warriors who were recruited by the
ruler of the British people called the Gododdin (Votadini) to his fortress at
Edinburgh — warriors who then died in battle against the Deirans at Catraeth.
These two principles were not universal and absolute: a significant exception
to the first is that verse was sometimes used to tell stories derived from the
Bible or the Apocrypha, as in the work of the late eighth-century Irish poet
Blathmac.?* As for the second principle, explicit interaction is already seen in a
particular genre, that of the Immram or “voyage” tale, as in the ninth-century
Immram Curaig Maile Diiin. It would become widespread in the tenth century,
especially in texts probably associated with Clonmacnois. Until then, however,
the two genres of saga and hagiography normally formed separate spheres.

This separation of spheres stems from early British and Irish attitudes to
violence. A feature which distinguishes much early Irish hagiography is the
open hostility to a lay life characterized by violence.?® For the Briton Gildas
in the sixth century or the Irishman Adomnan at the end of the seventh, for
someone who has taken vows of non-combatancy as a cleric to return to the
violent world of the layman was a spiritual catastrophe.” The deaths of kings
were divided between natural death and death by violence; the former was a
special blessing, the latter the common fate of kings. But death by violence
was not just a misfortune but also an indication of the bad spiritual state of
the slain. The Iona annals lying behind the existing Irish annals for the period
from 590 up to 650 gave the title of king of Tara to those who died in their beds,
but not to those who died in battle or, even worse, by an individual killing.38

34 Poems of Blathmac.

35 Immram Curaig Maile Diin.

36 Sharpe, “Hiberno-Latin Laicus.”

37 Gildas, Ruin of Britain, § 34, on Maelgwn; Adomnan, Vita Sancti Columbae, 1.36, on Aed
Dub.

38 Charles-Edwards, Early Christian Ireland, 503—s.
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This standpoint appears behind the early British and Irish penitentials. If a
cleric committed a particularly grave sin, he was degraded and lost the status
he held asa cleric; butifalayman committed grave sin and underwent penance,
he had to live like a cleric, abjuring violence and abstaining from sex.?® Part
of his penance also involved fasting and abstaining from meat and alcoholic
drink. Meat-eating was believed to make the passions of anger and sexual desire
stronger, while alcoholic drink made such grave sins more likely.*° Violence
and unregulated sex characterized a this-worldly manner of life, dominated by
death and reproduction; the life of the penitent should remain apart, looking
toward heaven.

When early Irish and British literature kept Christianity and saga apart, this
was not because its Christianity was purely for clerics but because it main-
tained a radical critique of the life of a lay aristocrat. When Adomnan’s Life
of Columba included a passage in which the dead saint appeared in a dream
to King Oswald and promised him his protection in battle against the British
king Cadwallon, that was exceptional and, in the terms of early Irish hagiog-
raphy, startling.* Much early Irish literature placed its characters in a remote
pre-Patrician past (by the eighth century, Irish Christianity was held to begin
with Patrick) and there was thus no difficulty in portraying heroes whose val-
ues were utterly remote from those espoused by the penitentials. But even a
saga about a Christian king of Leinster of the seventh century, Fingal Réndin,
kept Christianity and, indeed, all religion out of the narrative.#* When the
characters make verse-speeches, and so reveal their motivations, the same
rule of separation continued to apply: the nearest Fingal Réndn came to admit-
ting Christianity was a reference to burial in a shroud and a coffin. The chasm
between the values of the aristocratic lay world and those of the pre-Viking
church was only rarely bridgeable. Irish clerics may have enjoyed listening to
stories about Ct Chulainn, the Achilles of early Irish saga, but they long kept
him at arm’s length.

This separation of spheres did not mean that the laity were abandoned
to the Devil. The vernacular laws betray considerable evidence of the moral
demands made by the church, even in the sexual domain, where the behavior
of most kings appears to have been, at best, one of serial monogamy.#* On the
other side, the laity made demands on churches — that they should pray for

39 Penitential of Finnian, §§ 8, 12 (clergy), 3537 (laity), in Irish Penitentials, 76, 86.

40 Monastery of Tallaght, §§ 6, 11, 60.

41 Adomnan, Vita Sancti Columbae, 1.1.

42 Fingal Rondin, 311, or translation Ni Dhonnchadha, Celtic Heroic Age, 274-82.

43 For example Crith Gablach, §§ 15 (lines 199-202), 24 (lines 341—47); Uraicecht na Riar, § 6,
104.
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the dead, that mass should be offered, that people should be baptized.** The
converse is that by the tenth century the gap between lay aristocratic values
and those of the Irish Church was much less acute than it had been. That was
what explained the extensive cultivation of saga and the interpenetration of
saga and hagiography in such a leading monastery as Clonmacnois.

Some early Irish and Welsh narrative texts introduce the former pagan gods
as characters, but they normally keep them in the pre-Christian past. The Welsh
Four Branches of the Mabinogi is later than our period but had a long prehistory.®
If it is fair to see the early Welsh sense of their past as divided into three eras —
pre-Roman (and also pre-Christian), Roman, and post-Roman — the former
gods of The Four Branches were firmly placed in the first era. Similarly, the gods
of one of the principal tales of the Irish “Mythological Cycle,” The Battle of Mag
Tuired, fought their great battle against the Fomorians centuries before Christ,
even though this late ninth-century saga was told in such a way as to make
the Fomorians evident forerunners of the Vikings, while the gods represented
the Irish.*® It is arguable that early Irish narrative came to be written in such
profusion because it could be taken for history.# The pagan gods were thus
safely placed in an early period of the history of Ireland, a history which would
culminate in conversion: that the whole history of Ireland would end in a
Christian present took the sting from that remote pagan past.

Monasteries, bishops, and scholars

Most of the great monastic churches of the Britons and the Irish were already
founded before 600. The age of monastic foundation was not entirely over,
however: Lismore in Munster was founded in 636, after the founder, Mo Chutu,
had been expelled from his previous church at Rahan in Co. Meath.*® It would
become a notably distinguished center of theological studies almost immedi-
ately after its foundation: the anonymous De Mirabilibus Sacrae Scripturae was
written there in 655.4° During the seventh century the major Irish monastic
churches were extending their influence and increasing their wealth. Lesser
churches became subject to them; and they also acquired numerous manaig,
“monks” in the secondary sense of lay and usually married tenants of a church

44 Corpus Iuris Hibernici, 529.20—22; 2211.27-28 = First Third of Bretha Nemed Toisech, § 6, 10.
See also Monastery of Tallaght, § 18.

45 As shown by the poem Echrys ynys; see also Carey, “British Myth of Origins?”

46 Cath Maige Tuired, esp. §§ 50—51; Mac Cana, “Influence of the Vikings,” 94-95.

47 Toner, “Ulster Cycle.”

48 Annals of Ulster, s.a. 636.

49 Grosjean, “Sur quelques exégetes irlandais”; Kenney, Sources for the Early History, no. 104.
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who were considered to be members of the monastic community. As such,
they were subject to the rule of the abbot and were, unlike the majority of the
laity, expected to be buried in the monastic cemetery.

Scholars are still not agreed on the relationship between the leading monas-
teries and an ecclesiastical organization in which, according to such sources
as the Collectio Canonum Hibernensis and the vernacular laws, bishops retained
a central role. In the central decades of the twentieth century, the standard
view (still supported by some historians) maintained that an episcopally gov-
erned church was only characteristic of the fifth and early-sixth centuries, even
though this organization left a lasting imprint on prescriptive sources.>® In the
late-sixth and seventh centuries, it was largely replaced by the power of the
abbots of the major monasteries. As we have seen already, Ireland inherited
from Britain a situation in which there might be several bishops in a major
kingdom (roughly equivalent to a Gallo-Roman or Romano-British civitas).
Such a major kingdom was, however, divided into smaller kingdoms, often
called tuatha (sg. tuath); and it was considered proper that a tuath should have
a bishop as well as a king.” According to the traditional argument, the head
of a major monastery enjoyed a power extended into several tuatha and thus
came to overshadow the bishop of a single tuath. The latter retained his sacra-
mental functions, but in the government of the church he was of little account
beside the abbot of an important monastery. To take one example, Clonmac-
nois, founded by Ciaran mac int Shair, was among the most powerful of Irish
monasteries. It was situated in a minor kingdom, Delbnae Bethra, on the east
bank of the River Shannon. Already by the late seventh century, however, it
had dependent churches in Connaught, the province on the west side of the
Shannon, and by 9oo it was the leading church of the entire province, even
though Delbnae Bethra was not merely a minor kingdom, but was part of the
province of Mide, to the east of the Shannon.” The power of Clonmacnois
transcended, therefore, the boundaries of Delbnae Bethra (a tuath), and also
the boundaries of the province of Mide; it came to predominate in a province,
Connaught, to which it did notitself belong. “The heir of Ciardn mac int Shair”
was a far more considerable figure in the Irish Church than any mere bishop
of Delbnae Bethra (just as the abbot of Cluny in the eleventh century was a
more imposing figure than the bishop of Mdcon). While the annals regularly

50 Kenney, Sources for the Early History, 201-93; Hughes, Church in Early Irish Society, 57-90;
O Corréin, “Early Irish Churches”; O Créinin, Early Medieval Ireland, 147-68.

51 Corpus Iuris Hibernici, 1123.32-33.

52 Tirechan, Collectanea, § 25.
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record the obits of abbots of Clonmacnois, they never mention a bishop of
Delbnae Bethra.

It has not been denied that such extensive monastic overlordships grew
up by the end of the seventh century” What has been questioned is, first,
whether the term parochia (sometimes spelt paruchia by Irish writers), as used
by Tirechan for Armagh, by Cogitosus for Kildare, and by the annals for
Clonard, normally meant a federation of monasteries of the kind described
by Bede for Iona, or rather “a sphere of jurisdiction” including an episco-
pal diocese in the modern sense and also a larger territory. Tirechan and
Cogitosus used it for the island-wide authority claimed by Armagh and Kil-
dare>* Secondly, it has rightly been observed that some bishops were not
confined to a single tuath: there were higher levels of bishop approximately
corresponding to the metropolitan bishop and even the archbishop found else-
where in the western church by the end of the seventh century. The contrast
between the mere bishop of a tuath and the abbot of a great monastery is
unfair. A more appropriate comparison would be between a bishop of a tuath
and the abbot of a minor local monastery, or between a bishop of such a
church as Kildare, a “bishop of bishops,” and the abbot of Clonmacnois or
Glendalough.

It has also been noted that the authority of a leading abbot over a dis-
tant church might be more akin to late-medieval “appropriation of churches,”
namely, essentially economic lordship. If its function was to ensure that some
of the revenue of the subordinate church passed to the major monastery, it
could leave the pastoral authority of the bishop intact. Moreover, the forms of
ecclesiastical overlordship were every bit as varied as their lay counterparts.
Some references to the overlordship enjoyed by the great monastic churches
do indeed indicate an overriding interest in revenue. On the other hand, when
a church had dependent ecclesiastical tenants, manaig, its subordination to
another church might entail the consequence that its manaig became depen-
dent on the abbot of the leading monastery; and for the spiritual welfare of
a monastery’s manaig, the abbot of that monastery was indeed responsible.
Ecclesiastical lordship and pastoral responsibility were not entirely separate
issues.

The Collectio Canonum Hibernensis opens with a book devoted to the office
of bishop. It is, so it declares in words taken from Isidore of Seville, an onus
not an honor, a burdensome job not a rank; and yet it is plain from other parts

53 Forthe new view: Sharpe, “Some Problems”; Etchingham, Church Organization in Ireland.
54 Tirechan, Collectanea, § 18; Cogitosus, Vita S. Brigitae, Prologue, 135.
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of the laws, both canon and native Irish, that the episcopal office was indeed
a rank in seventh-century Ireland. As the king was the head of the ordinary
lay hierarchy, so the bishop headed the ordinary hierarchy of the church, the
ollam the hierarchy of poets, and the sui litre, “scholar of the written word,” the
hierarchy of Latin learning. Ireland was a thoroughly hierarchical society, and
the church had to be given its place. One can see this necessity encompassing
the most unlikely figures: the peregrinus pro amore Dei, “exile for the love of
God,” might abandon his native land, following the lead of Abraham, in order
to separate himself from those entanglements of social obligation and privilege
that were inescapable as long as he remained at home; yet the deorad Dé, “exile
of God,” had a status equivalent to that of a bishop.”

Another figure who had to be included was the abbot of a major monastery.
To take one example, Columba was a priest, not a bishop, and thus, as we learn
from Bede, his successors were also priests. As priests they were inferior in
rank to any local bishop. The difficulty was solved by a two-way relationship
between the rank of the person and the rank of a church. A church was of
higher rank if it was episcopal, understood as meaning that it either currently
had or had had in the past a bishop and was thus fit to have one in the future.
This was on the analogy of the branch of a kindred, which was of higher rank
if a king or kings were members. On the other hand, an eighth-century legal
tract declared that the head of a great church was of a rank equivalent to
that of a “noble bishop,” namely, to judge by the context, the chief bishop of
Munster: he was “the supreme head of a great church,” ollam mdrchathrach, and
the tract cites the abbots of Emly and Cork, major Munster monasteries, as
examples.”® Some heads of great churches were themselves bishops: as Patrick
was a bishop so his heirs were bishops of Armagh until the Viking period. Yet it
is striking that, when the guarantor-list of Cdin Adamndin (697) is examined, the
ecclesiastical section is dominated by the abbots of great monasteries. When
Cummian (c. 632) consulted some major figures of the contemporary Irish
Church, he specified the abbots of Emly (episcopal), Clonmacnois, Mungret,
Clonfertmulloe, and either Birr or Clonfert.” The highest rank in ecclesiastical
society indeed had its episcopal members, butit would have been outnumbered
by those who owed their standing to that of their churches. This mattered,
since they would all have attended the synods which governed the different
provinces of the Irish Church.*® Yet, if this allows us to perceive the early Irish

55 Charles-Edwards, “Social Background,” 54, 57-58.
56 Corpus Iuris Hibernici, 1618.7-8; 2282.27.

57 Cummian, De controversia Paschali, 9o.

58 For provinces, see Annals of Ulster, s.aa. 851.5, 859.3.
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Church as unusually monastic, it should also allow us to see it as unusually
respectful toward the authority of scholars. They, too, were numbered among
the guarantors of the Law of Adomnan, and they, too, were normal members
of synods. It seems that all those whose rank was at least equivalent to that
of an ordinary king — ordinary bishop, leading scholar, and abbot — were
entitled to attend a synod; and it was the synod which we can see exercising
power over laymen by taking pledges from representatives of their kindreds.”
The composition of the synod appears to be directly related to the unusually
hierarchical nature of early Irish society: the synod was a meeting among the
heads of different ecclesiastical hierarchies.

This poses a problem in understanding the British Church. As we have
seen, its synods were also attended by scholars and abbots as well as bishops.
Yet we have no good evidence that this accorded with the nature of British
society in the way we have seen it fitted the different hierarchies of Irish society.
Admittedly, this is partly because nothing survives on the scale of the early Irish
evidence, and even the few scraps are often later than goo. The archbishops
of St. Davids and of Gwynedd mentioned by Asser and the Annales Cambriae
probably correspond to the “noble bishop” of the Irish law-tract Uraicecht Becc,
who was the chief bishop of Munster.® The territory over which St. Davids
had primacy is likely to have included all of southwest Wales; if so, it would
have included Llandeilo Fawr in Carmarthenshire, which undoubtedly had a
bishop at one point in the ninth century.® The area to which Llandeilo Fawr
belonged, Ystrad Tywi, “The Vale of the Tywi,” islikely to have belonged to the
Romano-British civitas of the Demetae, if we are right in taking Carmarthen
(Moridunum) to have been its capital. This may still have been true when
Aldhelm referred to the bishops of Dyfed. Even the narrower limits of what
was called Dyfed in the post-Viking period may still have had more than one
bishop. The short text entitled “The Seven Bishop-Houses of Dyfed,” preserved
in the Welsh laws, has been dated to the ninth or tenth century.® It seems to
have one “bishop-house™ for each of what became the seven cantrefi of Dyfed.
As in Ireland, these were probably not always sees of bishops, but rather
churches where previous bishops lay buried and might have living bishops
again. They were churches of episcopal standing. More than one church in
Cornwall had, in this sense, episcopal status.”? At roughly the same period,

59 Crith Gablach, § 20.

60 Annales Cambriae, s.a. 809; Asser’s Life of King Alfred, chap. 79; see above note 53.
61 Text of the Book of Llan Ddv, xlvi.

62 Charles-Edwards, “Seven Bishop Houses.”

63 Olson, Early Monasteries, 51-56, 62—63, 70, 73—74.
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Glamorgan had three principal monastic churches: the abbots of Llantwit
Major, Llancarfan, and Llandough were of a higher rank than other heads of
monastic communities.* Now that the continuing importance of bishops in
the early Irish Church has been established, the contrast between the Welsh
and Irish churches, which used to be drawn, no longer stands.®

The ninth century saw Brittany first incorporated into the Carolingian
Empire under Louis the Pious and then attain a political unity within it. The
Breton Church was brought into closer relation with the Frankish Church,
especially in its higher institutions — bishoprics and monasteries.*® The Caro-
lingian reforms therefore affected Brittany as they did not affect the other
Celtic countries, other than in offering numerous opportunities for insular
scholars in the schools of Francia. But in other ways the broad development of
the Churches of Ireland, Scotland, and Wales was similar to those of western
Europe as a whole.

After the Vikings

The impact of the Vikings on the church was highly variable in both time
and space. In Ireland and in Wales, the church survived remarkably well. The
important monastery of Lusk, within the territory which came to be ruled
by the Dublin Vikings, appears to have survived largely untouched. On the
other hand, Finglas, an important monastery in the eighth and early-ninth
centuries, and even closer to Dublin, is not mentioned in the main annals after
867, although it did survive to become a parish church in the later Middle Ages.
For most churches the Viking impact was only spasmodically severe; and, by
the tenth century, churches within the Viking domain sometimes suffered
disastrously from the Irish.”

Onthe otherhand, the effect on the wider Gaelic and Pictish world was more
profound: the Northern Isles were transformed into outposts of Scandinavia,
but further south the impact became more patchy. A vivid portrait of the
change is given by the Irish scholar Dicuil, writing a geographical treatise for
Emperor Louis the Piousin 825.% He recalled the year 795, when he himself was
in the Hebrides, a year of Viking raids which soon transformed the northern
seas. Instead of Irish monks seeking “a desert in the ocean,” an enterprise

64 The Text of the Book of Llan Ddv, nos. 175, 176b (charters are cited by the page on which
they occur, using a, b, etc. if there is more than one).

65 An example of such a contrast is W. Davies, Early Welsh Microcosm, 146—47.

66 Smith, Province and Empire.

67 Etchingham, Viking Raids.

68 Dicuili Liber de Mensura Orbis Terrae, vii.11-15.
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still recorded by inscribed crosses all the way to Iceland, the sea-routes from
Orkney through the Hebrides and the North Channel, and so into the Irish Sea,
became a Scandinavian domain.®® The kingdom of the Picts and its successor,
the kingdom of Alba, came under more sustained pressure than Ireland was
ever to suffer. The northern British kingdom centered on Dumbarton became,
after the sack of the fortress in 870 by Olaf and Ivar from Dublin, a kingdom
of Strathclyde under strong Viking influence. After the Vikings were expelled
from Dublin from 902 to 917, their settlements were scattered all round the
Irish Sea — in Cumbria, in the Wirral, on Anglesey, on the Isle of Man, and
perhaps also in Galloway. Yet Strathclyde was no less Christian for being under
Viking influence, and the pagan phase on the Isle of Man appears to have
lasted only about thirty years, up to c. 930.”7° Although the leading churches in
the Columban federation were now Kells and Dunkeld, Iona survived several
raids to become the chief church of Innsi Gall, “the Islands of the Foreigners.”
It was to Iona that Olaf Cuaran, king of Dublin, went in pilgrimage after his
great defeat at Tara in 980 at the hands of Mael Sechnaill, king of Mide and now
king of Tara. Yet the subsequent attack on Dublin itself, yielding a liberation of
its Irish slaves, was portrayed by the Clonmacnois chronicler as “the harrying
of the Babylon of Ireland, to be compared with the Harrowing of Hell.””*
Scandinavian settlement around the Irish Sea would spread the cults of Irish
saints into what is now northwestern England and southern Scotland.

Welsh links with Ireland survived through the Viking period: Kells, founded
in the early ninth century as a new center of the Columban federation, con-
tained the “House of the Britons.” The cult of Coemgen (Kevin) of Glen-
dalough took root in North Wales, where the church of Diserth Cwyfien both
carries the name of the patron saint of Glendalough and uses a vernacular
version of Latin desertum, something that came into fashion in Ireland in the
ninth century.”?

A major change in the Celtic countries, as elsewhere, was the shift to burial
in a churchyard. In the early eighth-century Collectio Canonum Hibernensis, it
is assumed that monks and monastic tenants will be buried in the monastic
cemetery; but ordinary laymen were likely to be buried in “paternal cemeter-
ies” notattached to a church. Even at that date, some kings were granted burial
in a church cemetery, and the Hibernensis appears to be favorable to a spread of

69 Fisher, Early Medieval Sculpture; Ahronson, “Further Evidence.”
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this practice. Later annals reveal the spread of church burial when they claim
that it happened to early kings, who were most unlikely to have been buried
in an ecclesiastical cemetery. Thus the tenth-century Clonmacnois chronicle
claimed that the mid-sixth-century king of Tara, Diarmait mac Cerbaill was
killed and decapitated in Ulster, that his body rested in the church of Connor
in that province, but that the head had been taken to Clonmacnois. The reason
for the claim is apparent from the statement in the Hibernensis that someone
would rise again at the Last Judgment where his head lay and from Diarmait’s
position as ancestor of the rulers of the midlands.”

In Wales the shift to burial in a churchyard may be associated with the
spread of the word llan as the normal word for a church settlement. It is
occasionally found in the names of churches in Ireland, alongside older words
such as domnach (from Latin dominicum) and newer terms, especially cell. In
Wales and Ireland, an earlier variety in the fifth and sixth centuries gave way
to domination by one word, cell in Ireland and llan in Wales, both of them
being used for the church complex rather than being restricted to what we
would call a church. The documents in the Book of Llandaff show that by the
eleventh century it was the norm for a church to lie within a cemetery, and
also within a sanctuary, noddfa.”* The same source also shows that in some
parts of Wales, at least, the density of churches was high, as it was in parts of
Brittany, Cornwall, and Ireland.” Sculptural evidence from the Gwaun valley
in southwest Wales (Dyfed) suggests that in that area this density goes back
to the seventh century and that there was an earlier link between church and
cemetery there than in North Wales.”®

At a local level, then, there were important similarities between develop-
ments in Ireland, Brittany, and Wales, but there was one major difference.
Among the Celtic countries, only Brittany participated in the Benedictine
reform sponsored by Charlemagne and Louis the Pious, a reform which spread
to parts of England in the tenth century. Carolingian policy introduced a clear
contrast between monks and canons and sharpened the contrast between
monks and secular clergy. In the tenth and eleventh centuries, however, this
contrast was growing less sharp in Ireland, Scotland, and Wales. For the larger
churches, those that sustained a community rather than an individual priest,
the norm was something akin to the Anglo-Saxon minster rather than the

73 O’Brien, Post-Roman Britain, 54.
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Carolingian monastery”” In the ninth century the documents written into the
Lichfield Gospels when they were at Llandeilo Fawr in South Wales exemplify
such a church. In one witness-list there is a bishop of St. Teilo, a sacerdos of St.
Teilo, and a scholasticus, who wrote the text in good insular minuscule.”® The
sacerdos appears to have been the priest in charge of the sacramental life of
the church, while the scholasticus was the teacher. With the bishop they were
the principal figures in the familia Teliaui, the community of St. Teilo. The
obits of Armagh clergy in the Annals of Ulster in the tenth and eleventh century
reveal a more elaborate range of officers: because the abbot of Armagh was
often on circuit, there was a fosairchinnech, “resident superior,” as well as a
secnap, “second abbot,” a bishop, a teacher, a “head of the poor” (an almoner),
and, in earlier obits, a steward. Many of these offices became the perquisites
of particular powerful kindreds or became the spoils of competition by two
or more kindreds. The hold of Clann Sinaig, “the kindred of Sinach,” on the
abbacy of Armagh in the eleventh and early twelfth centuries was notorious.”
Some clerical families were learned as well as pious: an outstanding example
is the family of Sulien, bishop of St. Davids.* Yet, it was easy for reformers
from the late eleventh and twelfth centuries to tar them all with the same
brush.

That is not to say that there was no movement of monastic reform in
Ireland, Scotland, and Wales. The so-called “clients of God,” the céli Dé or
“culdees,” emerged as a group in Ireland in the eighth century and spread to
Scotland, and, probably, to Wales between 800 and 1100.%" The principal ninth-
century texts associated with one of theirleading churches, Tallaght (southwest
of Dublin), reveal them as looking to the sources of monasticism in Egypt,
Palestine, and Syria, and to the heroic age of Irish and Welsh monasticism in
the sixth century, rather than to Carolingian Benedictinism. Yet, by the twelfth
century, the céli Dé normally formed a community within the broader clerical
community of a particular church — a community with particular property
interests and sometimes particular kinship connections. They were not, by
1100, demonstrably different from other clerical communities.

This chapter has been about the forms of Christianity found in countries
speaking a Celtic language between 600 and 1100. As events turned out, this
scope matches real similarities — which, even in 1100, still remained among

77 Pryce, “Pastoral Care,” 51-55.

78 Text of the Book of Llan Ddv, xlvi.
79 O Fiaich, “Church of Armagh.”
8o Lapidge, “Welsh-Latin Poetry.”
81 O'Dwyer, Céli Dé; Reeves, Culdees.
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the churches of Ireland, Scotland, and Wales (and to a lesser extent Cornwall
and Brittany). They stemmed from the conversion of Ireland in the fifth cen-
tury and from the close and enduring links between Ireland, Scotland, and
Wales throughout the period. In the eleventh century they were sustained by
continuing links across the Irish Sea, between Ireland and Scotland, where a
shared vernacular, Gaelic, was important, between Ireland and Wales, where
there was no medieval knowledge of any linguistic connection, and between
Cumbria and Wales, where shared language was of diminishing significance.
They do not, however, justify talk of a Celtic Church — these were separate
churches — nor, even, Celtic churches or Celtic Christianity, since the Celti-
city of the languages spoken by the Irish, the Scots, the Welsh, the Cornish,
and the Bretons was unknown at the time and had no intrinsic relationship
with ecclesiastical contacts. The latter were primarily in Latin, the universal
language of the western church: the Christianity of Iona was not debarred
from spreading among English-speaking Northumbrians in the middle of the
seventh century. In 1100 it Was possible for Cumbria to pride itself both on
its native saints and on its capacity to include people of different languages,
English, Scandinavian, and Gaelic as well as Cumbrians. It is also characteristic
of most of these churches that, from the ninth to the late-eleventh century,
they experienced no great Benedictine reform of monasticism, such as pre-
vailed in the Carolingian Empire and in southern and eastern England. Events
elsewhere could make Celtic-speaking countries look more alike; and yet Brit-
tany was an exception in participating in the reform, while, on the other hand,
much of England was, like Wales, Ireland, and Scotland, beyond the reach of
the reformers.

Although the origins of the connection lay in the deep influence of post-
Roman British Christianity on its neighboring island, Ireland soon became and
remained the main center. Her many rich churches were influential on the
Continentas well asin the lands around the Irish Sea, in countries where a Celtic
language was spoken, and in countries where it was not. What is illuminating
is to think, not of Celtic Christianity, but of a Christianity centered around the
Irish Sea in a period when Ireland was the richest country and home to the
most vigorous culture in the region.

106



5
Germanic Christianities

LESLEY ABRAMS

A rich combination of ingredients — biblical, Roman, and Irish — contributed to
the character of Christian life in the Germanic world of the early Middle Ages,
blending with the legacy of the pre-Christian Germanic past. To apply a linguis-
tic category to religion and religious practice and talk of a typical Christianity
practiced by speakers of Germanic languages would be misleading, especially
across such a vast area and such an eventful half-millennium. “Germanic Chris-
tianities,” interpreted geographically not ethnically, will be taken here to relate
to the churches and Christian communities that developed in the Germanic-
speaking world, first in the context of the barbarian successor-states within
the old Roman Empire, and then, thanks to political and economic forces, as
well as missionary activity, in new lands well beyond the old frontier.

There was nevertheless an ethnic dimension to the earliest Germanic con-
versions. The first converts, the Goths, subscribed to the teachings that came to
be condemned as the Arian heresy, and, after their conversion in the fourth cen-
tury, Arianism became identified with Germanic Christianity. While it lingered
in Italy among the Lombards through the seventh century, in Spain by 589 CE
the last major Arian ruler, the Visigoth Reccared, had accepted Catholicism. It
hasbeen suggested that upon entering the Roman world the Germanic peoples
chose, and subsequently remained committed to, this increasingly unorthodox
form of Christianity as a means of asserting their social identity and cultural
independence.’ The circumstance that the Roman emperors who presided over
the initial Gothic conversion were Arians had led the first converts in a direction
that the mainstream church soon abandoned. But barbarian commitment to
Arianism persisted. Inherent (and distinctive) qualities of its theology and
organization can, to some extent, account for its popularity, as can its use —
like other Greek-inspired missions — of the vernacular. The Goths’ successes
after their conversion likewise must have contributed to Arianism’s spread

1 Thompson, Visigoths.
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among other Germanic peoples. But while the imperial church condemned
Arianism as heretical, Visigoths, Ostrogoths, Vandals, and Lombards remained
committed, some to the point of persecuting Catholic opponents. Arian Chris-
tians in Germanic successor-kingdoms may have seen an exclusively barbarian
form of Christianity as a way of preventing cultural absorption by their host
societies (although retaining their traditional religion would have done so
more forcefully). Certainly it allowed the manifestation of separatism through
an alternative geography of spiritual power and institutional authority.

The continuing success of Arianism demonstrates a potential role for a
church which, if not ethnically conceived, at least had ethnic overtones. How-
ever, although Bede in his Ecclesiastical History of the English People wrote of a
(notional) gens anglorum, ethnic definitions do not seem to have significantly
marked those churches which succeeded the Arian in Germanic kingdoms.
Instead, if a common culture was aspired to, the template was Roman, not
Germanic. Though “Rome” meant different things to different early medieval
regimes, its inclusive aspirational resonances — of military glory, cultural lead-
ership, spiritual authority (past and/or present) — proved more useful to eccle-
siastical and political authorities than more narrowly defined identities.

After the conversion to Catholic Christianity of the Frankish king, Clovis
(d. 511), Arianism in the continental successor-kingdoms lost out to the
orthodox Christianity of the native population. From then on, Christianity
progressed through the efforts of native and foreign churchmen and church-
women. In the increasingly dominant kingdom of the Franks, Gallo-Roman,
Frankish, and Irish bishops and missionary monks carried the work of Chris-
tian teaching from the towns — where Christianity had first been established in
imperial times — to the countryside, a much more pagan place,” where Gallo-
Roman cults probably mingled with traditional Germanic practices. In the
seventh century, churchmen with connections to the Merovingian kings and
the monastery of Luxeuil (established by the Irishman, Columbanus) extended
the authority of the church to those regions in northeastern Gaul that were
still pagan. The former frontier region was re-Christianized, missions were
sent to the Frisians, and the monastic movement helped to expand Frankish
power among the Alemanni and Bavarians as well. The several kingdoms of
Anglo-Saxon England — evangelized from 597 by Italians, Franks, and Irish — in
their turn exported missionaries who, from the late seventh century, worked
both within and without the bounds of the old empire. From the late eighth

2 While the term “pagan” may smack of Christian distaste (in both medieval and mod-
ern writers), no obvious judgment-free alternative suggests itself. On the meeting of
Christianity and paganism in the North, see further Wood in this volume.
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century, Anglo-Saxons, Frisians, and Franks extended Christianity into Saxony.
At times this process was ethnically conceived: Bede alluded to the desire of
Anglo-Saxon churchmen to carry the word of God to their ancestral home-
lands on the Continent;® a similar feeling of kinship with the Scandinavian
peoples may have inspired Anglo-Scandinavian missionaries in the tenth and
eleventh centuries.

The influences brought by these churchmen and churchwomen were hardly
homogeneous. Furthermore, each new church developed its own aspect, as
barbarian kings converted to Christianity one by one, and churches organized
themselves around the political authorities of their kingdoms. The national
churches that developed in these centuries consequently displayed distinctive
regionality. The campaign for “correct” Christianity waged on the Continent
by the Englishman Boniface in the eighth century, and the Carolingians’ subse-
quent preoccupation with conformity and consistent religious practice, were
natural reactions to this heterogeneous past. Rome was the symbolic, if not
always real, archetype. Thanks to the heritage of its Gregorian mission, the
early Anglo-Saxon Church particularly prized Rome as an exemplar, as did the
Carolingian state, which in the late eighth and ninth centuries urged religious
conformity on its subjects. In the tenth century, Anglo-Saxon and Ottonian
reform vigorously targeted diversity, building on the conception that religious
unity was a matter of imperial principle. Despite this impulse towards standard-
ization across western Europe, the English Church that Norman ecclesiastics
encountered in 1066 — unreformed, teeming with native saints, practiced in
vernacular as well as Latin religious expression — struck them as rustic and
alien. Not until the Gregorian movement of the mid- to late-eleventh cen-
tury were the mechanisms in place to enforce consistency, now defined by the
pope, before twelfth-century movements gave rise to a more universal western
European clerical culture.

Given the nature of religious conversion, it is as misleading as it is tra-
ditional to chart the progress of Christianity among the Germanic peoples
by presenting a catalog of royal baptisms or a list of diocesan and monas-
tic foundations. However, the king’s role in conversion entrenched a crucial
and enduring connection between secular power and Christian authority; and
although the establishment of bishoprics need not indicate that conversion of
the population had been achieved, the formation of an institutional church
did mark a significant step in the progress of the new religion, as it redrew the
map of territorial power, both physically and symbolically. Diocesan centers,

3 Bede, HE, v.9.
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like monasteries, provided bases for the training and support of missionaries.
In England, bishoprics covered large areas, and while their centers and borders
shifted at politically strategic times, total numbers remained much the same in
1100 as in 750. On the Continent, smaller (ancient) urban bishoprics reflected
different patterns of power and population. New foundations moved outward
from the Frankish center. From the 690s, a bishopric was established for the
Frisians; in the 730s and 740s Boniface refounded sees in Bavaria, Hesse, and
Thuringia which had been established earlier in the century. Episcopal founda-
tions accompanied Carolingian military expansion: eight Saxon dioceses were
established from 805 after Charlemagne’s conquest and forced conversion of
the Saxons. In 948 Otto I founded a string of bishoprics along the frontiers of
his empire. Monastic foundations kept pace with this extension of episcopal
activity eastward and northward.

The tide was checked when it reached Scandinavia, however. No monaster-
ies are known to have been founded to play a role in conversion in Denmark,
Norway, or Sweden; only in the twelfth century, with the arrival of the new
religious orders, did monasticism become an important force. Despite early
missionary efforts from Hamburg-Bremen in the mid-ninth century, Den-
mark’s dioceses were not created until 948; even then, they could not have
been activated until after the conversion of the Danish king, Harald Blue-
tooth, probably in the 960s. Sweden, also evangelized in the ninth century
by Hamburg-Bremen, resisted conversion until the eleventh century, when a
number of dioceses were established under the aegis of Christian kings. Nor-
way’s sees were arguably carved out by King Olaf Tryggvason (c. 995-1000) on
the basis of existing administrative divisions and with English help. Iceland, a
uniquely kingless society converted by popular decision in 999, acquired its
first territorial bishop in 1056 and its second diocese fifty years later. In 1103/ 4
a metropolitan see for the North was established at Lund (then in Denmark).

Can this range of peoples be said to have shared a common experience
of conversion or a distinctive form of Christianity? Efforts to identify a “Ger-
manic” Christianity have generally focused not so much on particularities of
doctrine but on the invasive influence of secular culture. The premise of a
specifically “Germanic” Christianity has run into methodological problems
from the start, however. Leaving aside unsavory efforts in earlier centuries,
driven by nationalism and ideology, to identify a primeval pan-Germanitas,
recent attempts to establish a Germanic Christianity “brand” have produced a
score-sheet of attributes, with “pagan” characteristics on one side and “authen-
tic” Christian traits on the other. According to this view, Christianity became
“Germanized” when missionaries allowed converts to retain the former at the
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expense of the latter.* Apart from the question of what conversion could be
expected to entail, to which we shall return, establishing what is “authenti-
cally” Christian and what is purely Germanic — the exercise that underpins this
approach —is deeply problematic. Changing circumstances make their impact
on living religions as a matter of course; Christianity had already undergone
major transformations thanks to its legalization and subsequent incorporation
into the Roman Empire, and by 600 it had behind it a substantial experience
of accommodation to non-Christian environments. As for the Germanic peo-
ples, long before their conversion they had been in contact with the Celtic
and Roman worlds. Identification of exactly what aspects of their societies
predated this contact and originated in a pristine Germanic past is impeded
by the absence of sources. Nor would conversion have been the only factor
provoking change at this stage. The Germanic peoples experienced consider-
able development as they assumed secular leadership of western Europe and
much of Britain, and the multiplicity of influences before, during, and after
their conversion to Christianity makes it difficult to distinguish the effect of
a change in religion from the more general effects of social upheaval, migra-
tion, economic development, and transformation of political authority. The
institutional church itself was as influenced by these developments as by the
absorption of new peoples with different cultural backgrounds.

Missionary policy has a profound impact on the nature of the religion
adopted by converts, but not all Germanic peoples experienced conversion in
the same way. Some conversions (in what had been Gaul, for example, orin the
English west midlands), appear to have occurred organically, as non-Christians
settled among Christians and integrated through normal social processes such
as marriage. More notoriously, most other conversions in the Germanic world
are described as taking place in a top-down direction, with rulers accepting
baptism (often in consultation with their secular advisers), followed by the
conversion of their people. Although politically driven, these could be peace-
ful processes. Occasionally, they were violent, sometimes extremely so. Top-
down, “national,” conversion of this sort was apparently imposed by mass
baptism, and, because of its collective quality, it may have carried few expecta-
tions of immediate and wholesale change. Millennial thinking may have been
relevant. Mass baptism had an eschatological logic, which had a particular
urgency at various times between 600 and 1100. In some contexts, while the
converts’ grasp of doctrine may have been weak and their moral lives less
than perfect, the missionary could perhaps console himself with the thought

4 Russell, Germanization; Cusack, Conversion.
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that many thousands of newly baptized souls would at least have a chance
of salvation at the great reckoning that the end of the world was about to
bring. On the other hand, even for those who converted on orders from the
king, religious issues could be sensitive and contested. Verses addressed to the
Norwegian king, Olaf Tryggvason, by his court poet Hallfredr vandradaskald
express conflict and regret despite affirming belief in Christ.”

Hagiographies, histories, and missionary correspondence paint a picture
of early evangelizing, including a detailed record of instructions sent by the
pope, Gregory the Great, who had conceived of the conversion of the English.
In one letter written in 601, Gregory urged the English king Athelberht to
suppress the worship of idols and overthrow pagan buildings and shrines.® In
another, he instructed the missionary Mellitus to destroy the idols, but not the
structures; “take holy water and sprinkle it in these shrines, build altars and
place relics in them.” Animals, previously sacrificed to the Devil, should be
slaughtered there for food in praise of God; “with changed hearts, [the people]
were to put away one part of the sacrifice and retain the other. . . Since the
people were offering them to the true God and not to idols, they were not the
same sacrifices.”” This kind of accommodation has been seen as particularly
characteristic of the conversion of Germanic peoples, and to have extended
beyond the treatment of shrines to all aspects of pagan culture, creating a
Christianity which was either “nominal” or “a broadly syncretistic fusion of
pre-Christian and Christian.”® But this policy of substitution was not unique to
Germanic pagan sites, having been practiced, for example, on classical temples
in the eastern (and, less commonly, the western) Mediterranean.’

Thereisno doubt that establishing common ground (literally and metaphor-
ically) between pagan and Christian would have eased the transition from one
to the other. How far the church would have accepted long-term accommo-
dation or syncretism, however, is less clear. Syncretism — properly defined as
an attempt to reconcile diverse beliefs or practices, but often used to mean a
“pick-and-mix” attitude to religious life — doubtless existed. So too did prag-
matic inclusivity: the Danes before the tenth century are only one example of
converts who were said to have accepted Christ and continued to worship their

5 “Reluctantly, since the rule of [Odin] suited the poet well, I bestow hatred upon [him],
because we serve Christ. . . . Last year I forsook the delusion of Njoror. I will beseech
Christ and God for all love. I am compelled away from the children of Njordr to pray to
Christ”; translation from Poole, ““Conversion Verses,”” 16-18.

6 Bede, HE, i.32.

7 Bede, HE, i.30.

8 Quotations from Russell, Germanization, 152; Cusack, Conversion, 178-79.

9 Ward-Perkins, “Reconfiguring Sacred Space.”
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gods as before.”® However, syncretism and inclusivity, although consistent with
polytheism, ran counter to the monotheism of Christianity. Despite a well-
developed rhetoric of prohibition, it is unlikely that there was immediate and
widespread recognition that some aspects of Christianity were nonnegotiable;
but to discourage deviant practice the church could instead frame the Chris-
tian message in order to respond to pagan concerns and sensibilities, without
losing doctrinal integrity or liturgical coherence in the process. Pagans under-
stood the supernatural to play a utilitarian role in the life of the group and
expected their gods to intervene and create success in this world, for example.
The Christian God could match and raise the stakes by offering salvation in
the next as well. The extent to which accommodating pagan thinking in this
way would have been seen to dilute the authenticity of Christianity (if such a
concept has any virtue) and threaten the essential message of Christ and his
redemption of humankind must have varied in specific circumstances and in
individual minds.

Sermons and letters give some indication of how churchmen believed
laypeople should live as Christians. Ethelberht, king of Kent (560-616), was
urged by Pope Gregory to “strengthen the morals of your subjects by outstand-
ing purity of life, by exhorting them, terrifying, enticing, and correcting them,
and by showing them an example of good works.” The pope’s missionary,
Augustine, wrote from England with questions about personal behavior. (How
soon after the birth of a child may a man have sex with his wife? Can a men-
struating woman receive communion?)” Though some historians (perhaps
like the original audience) have chosen not to take them seriously, mission-
aries’ texts insisted that Christian living had profound implications for every
individual. Converts (and, later, all who had been baptized) were required to
know the Creed (what to believe) and the Lord’s Prayer (what to ask for from
God).” These encapsulated the fundamentals of the faith and were taught in
the vernacular. Sophisticated Christian thinking was undoubtedly restricted
to a tiny elite, but if the surviving evidence represents reality and practice,
rather than wishful thinking, all converts were expected to live their lives in a
new way and to understand the core Christian message.

We will never really grasp what churchmen would have expected the pro-
cess of conversion to involve. As far as we can determine from our fragmentary
evidence, paganism and Christianity should not be conceived of as two cards

10 Widukind, Die Sachsengeschichte, iii.65, 140.
11 Bede, HE, i.32.

12 Bede, HE, i.27.

13 Lynch, Christianizing Kinship, 171.
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from the same pack, different versions of a definable entity called “religion.”
In pagan societies, sacral activity which brought the supernatural and human
worlds together suffused public and private acts, aiming to interpret and con-
trol the forces that acted on the community. Customary culture and traditional
religion may have been inseparable in Germanic societies in their pristine
state, but by the time of their conversion, contact with Christians was likely
to have provoked perception among pagans of a line between the secular and
religious — and a confusion about where to draw it. It would therefore be
anachronistic to isolate strands labeled “religion” and “other” in pagan soci-
ety, but an extension of this argument — that cultural continuities necessarily
indicate that Christianity in the Germanic lands was soft on paganism — does
not necessarily follow, as much of what has been identified as “pagan” in
Germanic culture would not now come within most definitions of religion.
Disentangling what was “religious” in traditional practice from what was not
must have been one of the missionaries” more difficult tasks. Clearly, conver-
sion to Christianity could not entail a complete overhaul of all aspects of life
which until then had had a supernatural connection. The boundary between
what was “Christian” and what was “pagan” inevitably varied and was set by
the limits of clerical tolerance. Although in the period 600 to 1100 the definition
of “right” Christian living became increasingly explicit, there was still room
for regional flexibility. While some cultural habits earned censure from cleri-
cal critics — putting your daughter on the roof to cure a fever, as condemned
in seventh-century England by Theodore’s Penitential, for example — others,
such as infanticide in Iceland in 999, were allowed.™ To some (Alcuin, for
example, writing in 797 to a Northumbrian abbot), traditional songs would
have been unchristian (“what has Ingeld to do with Christ?”).” To others (such
as Charlemagne, who ordered their preservation in Writing),16 they were not.

Attempting to understand the interaction between pagan and Christian
in the early Middle Ages is to face a series of complicating oppositions: real
versus ideal, popular versus professional, countryside versus court. We are, of
course, at the mercy of our sources. Pagan voices come through a Christian
filter, and prescriptive pronouncements and scholarly texts are more likely to
survive than representative descriptions. There was, furthermore, a significant
social distance between top and bottom. The rural working population must
have made its break with paganism in a different way from those on the mead

14 Haddan and Stubbs 3, 190. Trans. in Medieval Handbooks,198; fslendingabo’k (trans. Her-
mannsson, 53, 66—67).

15 Epistolae karolini aevi (no. 124), 183; Alcuin, Alcuin of York (no. 160), 154-56.

16 Einhard, Vita Karoli, ch. 29, 33 or see trans. Dutton, 34.
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bench. A monastic church would have offered a different Christian experience
from the local holy well. The various environments of the Germanic world
raised different challenges on the church’s road to dispelling what it saw as
pagan darkness. But whether at court or in the country, at least one aspect of
the process was the same: the old familiar forms could be retained and filled
with Christian meaning, as Gregory had proposed.

Naturally, when conversion radiated outward from royal courts and aristo-
cratic circles, Christianization lower down the social scale was achieved more
slowly. Traditional Germanic paganism was animistic. Spirits activated the
great natural processes that ruled the agricultural year and ensured society’s
survival, and the landscape, charged with metaphysical energy, embodied
mythical forces. To counteract this cosmology, Christian clergy had to cre-
ate a new popular understanding of the natural and supernatural forces that
invigorated the world. Saints’ cults took up some of these functions, from the
seventh-century Northumbrian rex christianissimus, Oswald (whose venerated
head may have mirrored earlier cult practices), to the eleventh-century Nor-
wegian St. Olaf (whose image, red-bearded and armed with an axe, like Odin,
was paraded around the fields to ensure fertility). Although Christianity con-
centrated most of its metaphysical energy in built structures, saints could also
appropriate the local landscape in the same way as gods, spirits, and ancestors
had done.

Christianity came to agrarian societies of long standing which had rituals
associated with agricultural fertility and domestic life deeply ingrained in the
different domains of male and female. The pressing concerns of survival were
of course perennial, and after conversion they continued to manifest them-
selves in folklore (the countryside’s collective memory of its pre-Christian
past) and in magic.” Although the church repeatedly condemned folk rituals
and those who conducted them, the number of so-called pagan survivals pro-
hibited in ecclesiastical regulation, even centuries after the formal conversion
of a region, suggests that it was a losing battle. The church did not always
have the ability, especially in the countryside, to deliver sufficient pastoral
instruction and supervision to impose its prohibitions. It would be optimistic
to see these rituals as preserving an ancient paganism independent of Chris-
tianity, however. Repeated condemnations of “superstition” probably refer
less to surviving pagan practice than to popular, unlicensed, practitioners and
practices proscribed as “incorrect” for Christians. Canonical literature even
hints at unsanctioned clerical participation. From the beginning to the end of

17 Flint, Rise of Magic.
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the period 600 to 1100, the church struggled unsuccessfully to eradicate such
behavior and establish itself as the exclusive orchestrator of society’s relation-
ship with the supernatural. However, as clerical provision in the countryside
increased, popular belief and folk culture could be given an increasingly Chris-
tian framework.”™ In conservative rural societies, rites such as baking loaves
with holy water and burying them in the fields, or charms that incorporated
Christian liturgy, pagan gods, and herbs, probably preserved fragments of
pre-Christian custom. But they are less significant as pagan “survivals” than
as demonstrations of the potency of Gregory’s instructions: the transfer of
credit to God for the power of charms made them Christian, whatever their
source. This absorption of folk ritual, performed by local priests embedded in
vernacular communities, indicates the success of Christianity across the social
spectrum, not simply among the learned. Nevertheless it was the learned who
preserved the rituals in written form.

At the top of the social scale, assimilation of the new religion by a war-
rior nobility offered different opportunities. The Anglo-Saxon aristocracy, for
example, “had no intention of abandoning its culture”; it was, instead, “willing
to throw its traditions, customs, tastes, and loyalties into the articulation of
the new faith.”* As we shall see below, Christianity enthusiastically took on
the trappings of heroic society, recasting culture in a vernacular and secular
idiom which gave color to the expression of the Christian story. God could
be described as “Rome’s king” who had conquered heathen lands,* or the
apostles as thegns of God, “twelve mighty heroes honored under heaven in
days of old.”*" Like folk custom, elite culture was converted to express Chris-
tian identity. The court poetry of Cnut, king of England and Denmark in the
early eleventh century, displays what has been called “cultural paganism,” for
example.” Although Cnut himself was a benefactor of churches and a visitor
to Rome, his poets applied traditional pagan idiom in a Christian context to
create an identity for the new Danish conquerors of England. “Secular” should
not be equated with “pagan,” nor should a heroic literary style disguise the
prevailing consistency of content with existing Christian writing.

Rather like the church in early Christian Ireland, Scandinavian and Icelandic
Christianity showed a particularly high tolerance of and an exceptional interest
in pre-Christian beliefs. Much of what we think we know about Germanic

18 Jolly, Popular Religion; see also Flint, Rise of Magic.

19 Wormald, “Bede,” 57; see also his “Anglo-Saxon Society.”

20 By Eilifr Godrtinarson in late tenth-century Norway; quoted in D. Edwards, “Christian
and Pagan References,” 35.

21 In the Old English poem Andreas; see Early English Christian Poetry, 122.

22 Jesch, “Scandinavians,” esp. 63.
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paganism, in fact, has been transmitted through these channels.?? Elaborate
mythological poems and prose pieces, legendary history, and historical fic-
tion in the form of short narratives and sagas set in the preconversion age
were committed to parchment, occasionally in Latin, as in the work of the
Dane, Saxo Grammaticus (in the early thirteenth century),* but mainly in Old
Norse, most famously by the Icelander Snorri Sturluson (1179-1241). Snorri jus-
tified the mythological lore in his Edda, a treatise on poetry, with the barest
of excuses — that after the Flood had wiped out knowledge of God, real wis-
dom was replaced by such “earthly understanding.”* His account of gods and
goddesses was motivated by pragmatic antiquarianism: young poets needed to
know the mythological narratives in order to practice their craft.* On the other
hand, many of the sagas, also from the thirteenth century, present ordinary
pre-Christian people up close and personal, conducting sacrifices, negotiating
with gods, and causing posthumous trouble from their burial mounds. Stories
set on the cusp of the conversion include “noble heathens,” portrayed as pre-
cursors of right Christian living in a process which romanticized paganism and
harmonized it with Christianity. There is striking pagan color in historical nar-
ratives as well, such as the law attributed to the tenth-century settler Ulfljotr in
Landndmabok, the thirteenth-century history of Icelandic settlement. Ulfljotr’s
Law specified how pagan priests should conduct legal cases (bearing on their
arms rings of silver weighing at least two ounces, bathed with the blood of
sacrificed cattle), spelled out at length the wording of oaths sworn to the gods,
and advised people how to behave towards land-spirits.”” Whether these pic-
tures of paganism represent authentic practice or imagined recreation, they
are by and large morally neutral. This sympathetic cultivation of the pagan
past, as exemplified by the “pre-Christian setting and knowledge” and the
“un-Christian interests and values” of the sagas,28 has been used to argue that
Iceland in the thirteenth century had yet to assimilate Christianity to a sig-
nificant degree. But this late and literary display of paganism was thoroughly
grounded in Christian thinking and shaped by Christian learning. The relative
proportions of authentic pagan survival and antiquarian reinvention in this
Christian literature will continue to be a matter for debate.

Although Anglo-Saxon poetry also gave literary life to “good” pagans
like Beowulf, Germanic paganism made little impression on written culture

23 Clunies Ross, Prolonged Echoes; Davidson, Gods and Myths.

24 Saxo Grammaticus, History.

25 Snorri Sturluson, Edda, 1.

26 Ibid., 64-65.

27 fslendingabo’k (ed. Benediktsson), ch. H268, 6-7 and 313-15; Page, Chronicles, 174.
28 Foote, “Observations,” 99.
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outside Iceland and Denmark, being elsewhere almost entirely restricted to the
purposes of prohibition. Bede, for example, limited himself to a brief discus-
sion of Old English gods in his treatment of time and a few dogmatic set-pieces,
such as the story of Coifi, in his Ecclesiastical History.* Attitudes to the classical
past in the early medieval West may provide more of a parallel to Iceland’s tol-
erance of native paganism. The Franks, after all, appropriated Rome’s Trojan
origin for themselves. Of course there were always some who disapproved of
the study of classical culture. In the late seventh or early eighth century, the
English churchman Aldhelm criticized the Irish for their interest in gods, god-
desses, and “the troublesome meanderings of the (worldly) philosophers.”*
In the late eighth and ninth centuries, however, despite an uneasy recognition
of its dangers, Carolingian scholars built on what had been preserved by their
Christian predecessors and used classical learning to enhance the romanitas of
the new empire. As Hrabanus Maurus, a ninth-century Frankish scholar, putit,

when we read the pagan poets and have books of secular wisdom in our hands,
we ought, if we find something in them of use, to convert it to our authorized
learning (dogma); if, however, we find superfluous things about idols, and love,
and secular business, . . . we cut them away.*

Whereas these scholars of the Carolingian renovatio appropriated ancient
pagan base metal to turn it into Christian gold, however,?* medieval Icelanders
liberated ancient native myths from their pagan setting largely by secularizing,
not Christianizing, them.

Although the pagan identity of their pre-Christian past does not appear
to have preoccupied other societies with Germanic roots, we may wonder
whether Iceland’s cultivation of pagan tradition might reflect a pattern which
ranits course elsewhere in earlier times, but with the odds more stacked against
survival of the evidence. Conditions specific to medieval Iceland help to explain
why the pagan past could live on there in such detail and with such allusive
force, however. The relatively recent demise of paganism has sometimes been
cited in explanation, but more than two hundred years separated Snorri from
the official conversion, and (judging only on the basis of what survives) his-
torical writing in England at a similar remove showed no such comfort with
the old ways. Like England, Iceland had been settled before the conversion.

29 Bede, De temporum ratione, ch. 15, in Bedae opera 2, 3290-32; Bede, Reckoning of Time, 53—54;
Bede, HE, ii.13.

30 Aldhelm, Aldhelmi opera, 479; Aldhelm, Prose Works, 154.

31 Hrabanus Maurus, De institutione clericorum, iii.18, 470.

32 Brown, “Introduction,” 38.
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The origins of Anglo-Saxon identity lay firmly in the Christian period, how-
ever, while the separate identities of the continental successor-kingdoms had
emerged out of the coalescence of Roman and barbarian before, during, and
after the Germanic conversions. In Iceland, on the other hand, national iden-
tity was formed in the time of paganism. In the absence of kingship, family
networks provided Iceland with its social, legal, and cultural infrastructure,
and the status of the bishops, priests, chieftains, and ordinary farmers who
were authors and audience in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, when the
literate habit really took hold, had been established in the pre-Christian past.
National and local identities therefore depended on declaring links with ances-
tors whose paganism was undeniable, especially given the public character of
the vote to accept conversion at the assembly of chieftains in 999. The contem-
porary European vogue for romances and aristocratic patronage of vernacular
literature doubtless also played its part, encouraging literature independent
of clerical culture.® Furthermore, the Icelandic Church as an institution was
deeply embedded in secular society, and its written culture may therefore have
reflected, more than any other church in the Germanic world, the uninhibited
interests and attitudes of native, non-clerical, life.

Some reference points of ancestral culture and religion survived in all Ger-
manic societies, however — in the days of the week and royal genealogies,
for example. Genealogies extant from Gothic, Lombard, Anglo-Saxon, Scan-
dinavian, and Icelandic contexts show that, as in the Celtic world, the habit
of tracing one’s lineage back to gods and heroes was widely shared.** The
prefix “Os-,” which occurs in many early Northumbrian royal names, origi-
nally signified “god” or “divinity” (cf. ON sg. ds, pl. aesir, the family of gods).
Gold bracteates (coin-like disks bearing animal and human figures, manu-
factured c. 450550 and found in England, Scandinavia, and other parts of
northern Europe) have been interpreted as advertisements for royal dynasties
and, in particular, badges of attachment to Woden/Odin, manifesting the link
between the gods and earthly authority® In the prologue to his Edda, Snorri
Sturluson recounted how Odin led his people from Thrace to Saxony, West-
phalia, France, Jutland, Sweden, and Norway, establishing a son as king in each
land.?* Stories such as these provided a logic for the existence of kingship and
may have lain behind the Anglo-Saxon genealogies tracing descent to Woden

33 Tulinius, Matter of the North, esp. 50—65.

34 Fredegar referred to the Merovingians’ descent from a quinotaur, but no Frankish
genealogies survive from the period. See his Chronicon ii.g in Fredegarii et aliorum chronica,
95; extant Carolingian genealogies lack divine ancestors.

35 Behr, “Origins of Kingship,” 33—52; Hedeager, “Myth and Art.”

36 Snorri Sturluson, Edda, 3-s.
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or Seaxnot, for which there is written evidence from the early eighth century.
Among Germanic peoples in the pre-Christian period — as in many other cul-
tures — this descent from the gods apparently gave a dynasty its special power
and its authority to rule. Abandoning the old gods ran the risk of severing these
divine roots, but a genealogical Woden/Odin, euhemerized and drained of
divinity, was made safe for Christian use.” It would be naive, however, to see
the presence of gods in histories or the early layers of genealogies (to which
a cast of ancestral heroes of continental stock came to be added) as simply
a tenacious survival of tradition from the pagan period. Genealogies gave
royal houses ancestral weight, and names were added to or subtracted from
these instruments of validation as fashion and political need dictated. Literary
models — both classical and biblical — played their part. In late Anglo-Saxon
England and in Iceland (from the twelfth century), antiquarian genealogical
exercises extended ever backwards in the constant search for authority, happily
incorporating Jesus, the Trojans, Noah, and Adam ®®

What little we know of traditional Germanic religions suggests that kings
had a special relationship with the gods. The late tenth-century jarl Hakon,
for example, was pictured in verse as possessing the land of Norway (seen
as a goddess, the deserted wife of Odin) in a kind of marriage.* The ruler’s
medial position between the gods and his people, which gave him responsibility
for ensuring survival and success, was not exclusive to Germanic paganism,
however. A fourth-century medallion showing the hand of God placing a
crown on Constantine’s head exemplifies the starting-point for this theme in
the Christian West.“> One school of thought has it that the positioning of the
king between the divine and the mortal in Germanic societies before their
conversion had a profound impact on Christian rulership as it developed in
the medieval West.# However, the early medieval conception of the king as
mediator of the divine and guardian of cult was evidently habitual thinking,
deriving intellectual support from a variety of traditions. The rhetoric of royal
power shows clearly that any influences transmitted from a Germanic past
were accompanied by Roman, Old Testament, New Testament, and Irish
ideas of royal charisma bestowed by divine grace, all with the same message:
the king represented divine authority in the world and had the responsibility
of preparing his subjects for the kingdom of heaven.

37 Dumville, “Kingship,” 77-80; Quinn, “From Orality to Literacy.”

38 Sisam, “Anglo-Saxon Royal Genealogies”; Faulkes, “Descent from the Gods.”

39 Snorri Sturluson, Edda, 67, 130.

40 Markus, “From Rome,” 70-71.

41 Chaney, Cult of Kingship; but see also Cormack, “Murder and Martyrs,” and Nelson,
“Royal Saints” and “Kingship and Empire,” esp. 77.

I20



Germanic Christianities

The king’s status as channel to the supernatural meant that the religious
allegiance of his people was within his gift. He was therefore the natural target
for missionaries and the top-down conversions discussed above. His conversion
may have severed links with the old gods, but it allowed a new form of spiritual
andsecularleadership to develop, defined in Christian terms. Various strategies
ensured thatkings did notlose the “inherent tendency towardssacrality” of pre-
Christian times;** in fact, the church was careful to institutionalize it. From the
second half of the eighth century the church used the ceremony of anointing,
for example, to claim and control the special quality of kings. Subsequently,
periodic reforms articulated an exalted spiritual identity for the king, providing
ideological support for his position as head of the church. Legislation stated and
manifested the secular and spiritual reach of his powers: alaw of Ethelred (978
1016), king of an England much influenced by the Carolingian and Ottonian
worlds, reflected conventional thinking with the declaration that “a Christian
king is Christ’s deputy among Christian people, and he must avenge with the
utmost diligence offences against Christ.”# At a time of extreme crisis during
the Viking wars, Ethelred ordered a national program of alms-giving, fasting,
and prayer; he also issued a series of pennies bearing an image of the lamb of
God on one side and a dove, symbol of the Holy Spirit, on the other.# On the
Continent, the Holy Lance, martial and divine in its associations, became the
symbol of Ottonian kingship in the tenth century. In the succession struggle
of 1002 after the death of Otto III, one of the candidates, Henry of Bavaria,
briefly imprisoned the archbishop who had tried to keep this crucial piece of
regalia out of his grasp.# The remarkable extensions of secular power and
moral force achieved by kings in this period were validated, sustained, and
displayed by Christian ideology, ritual, and symbol.

The possession of relics helped to demonstrate royal links with the source
of supernatural power, as did the creation of royal saints’ cults. Anglo-Saxon
England (and later, Scandinavia) particularly promoted royal saints. Royal cults
claimed sanctity for the ruling family and could also provide a “solution of
honor” in cases where kings died unavengeable deaths at the hands of rival
claimants within the kin.*® The seventh-century murdered kings culted in
Northumbria were of no perceptible sanctity in life, and the power of their
decapitated bodies, disembodied heads, and spilt royal blood may have drawn

42 Yorke, “Adaptation,” 252.

43 VIII Athelred 2.1 in Laws of the Kings, 118-19.

44 VII Ethelred in ibid., 108-17; Keynes, “Vikings,” 80-81.

45 Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon, iv.50, 188—91, or trans. Warner, 59.
46 Cormack, “Murder and Martyrs,” 63-67.
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upon pre-Christian traditions of royal sacrality.¥ More conventionally, from
the Christian point of view, several early Anglo-Saxon kings also abdicated to
enter monasteries or go to Rome. But monastic retirement was incompatible
with the martial side of kingship (as contemporary Frankish attitudes make
clear), and there was, therefore, an opening for women to become the “reli-
gious specialists” of royal houses.*® Merovingian and Anglo-Saxon queens and
aristocratic women played major roles in conversion narratives, and many
became saints. Communities of religious women under royal leadership pro-
liferated, allowing women to participate in ecclesiastical culture as well as
carry on dynastic politics with new tools. These powers, especially among
Franks and Anglo-Saxons in the seventh century and Ottonians in the tenth
and early eleventh, were deployed through important religious houses.*
Naturally, men of royal families likewise found frequent employment
among the ecclesiastical elite. The highest social levels continued to provide
society with its bishops, as in the Roman world, while monastic life and the
promise of salvation also caught the aristocratic imagination. Investment by
secular aristocracies created a surge of foundations, thanks to strategies of
landholding and lordship which accommodated their vested interests. If eccle-
siastical endowments were treated as personal property, subject to the rights of
kin, the diversion of resources from estates could be avoided, and assets could
be kept in the family. Lay or hereditary abbacies allowed family members to
continue in charge of religious houses, and episcopal intrusion was thereby
kept to a minimum. While monastic communities founded with prevailing
royal or aristocratic interests could undoubtedly develop into centers of piety
and scholarship, they could also — through liturgical, artistic, and architectural
display — manifest the glory of God and of their founders in equal measure.
Monastic communities, whether episcopal or secular in origin, had some
chance of leaving records of foundation, but the genesis of local churches
is much more obscure. The proprietary church — a private possession in lay
hands, rather than property subject to centralized and/ or communallordship—
reflected ingrained thinking about property and patronage and was the norm
in western Europe for much of this period. Proprietary churches could be
bought and sold, though whether they were in fact perceived as “belong-
ing” to their owners in the same way as other seigneurial possessions is
uncertain.®® Wills, such as that of the mid-ninth-century Frankish woman

47 Thacker, “Membra disjecta.”

48 Yorke, “Adaptation,” 254.

49 Foot, Veiled Women; Leyser, Rule and Conflict, 63—73.
50 Reynolds, Fiefs and Vassals, 418.
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Erkenfrida who gave property to Trier and Priim, record the inheritance,
acquisition through gift, and disposal of churches.” Over time such churches
metamorphosed to become cult buildings for their local communities and, by
the twelfth century, centers of parishes. Although evidence for the origins of
private churches is difficult to come by, the jurisdictional problems they raised
early on are attested by Continental records of tension between bishops and
the lords (both lay and ecclesiastical) of churches within their dioceses. Boni-
face roundly denounced laymen who, “perviolentiam,” wrested churches from
their bishops, abbots, and abbesses and held “property bought by the blood
of Christ.”** In England, however, religious communities appear to have had
little competition from such private churches until the tenth century,” though
source survival may distort the picture. In Scandinavia, rapid proliferation of
private churches in the eleventh century is implied by an enthusiastic com-
ment by Adam of Bremen,* potentially credible because of the general lack
of centralized institutions and the strength of local lordship. Private churches
could be served by hereditary priests: a late tenth- or early eleventh-century
Norfolk woman’s will states that “my church is to be free and Wulfmer my
priest is to sing at it, and his issue, so long as they are in holy orders.”® That
clerical families of this sort are only sparsely documented is unsurprising in
the light of the church’s consistent condemnations of clerical marriage, which
remained ineffective in many areas until late in the period. Seigneurial church
building took place in urban as well as rural settlements, as attested by the
London churches of St. Nicholas Acon (i.e., Hakon) and St. Mary Woolnoth
(Wulfnoth), whose names appear to preserve those oflay proprietors, probably
of the tenth or eleventh century.® A list from c. 1100 names churches in Lon-
don given by individuals — including Brihtmeer, senator (probably ealdorman)—
when they joined the religious community at Christ Church, Canterbury.”
Under the circumstances, tensions between lay and religious interests
were inevitable. Secular aristocracies had extensive religious responsibilities,
imposed by their ownership and patronage of churches. Churchmen, on the
other hand, exercised secular power like laymen, because of their vast lands.
They also created kings. Regular cycles of reform drew and redrew the lines

51 Nelson, “Wary Widow,” esp. 96-102.

52 Haddan and Stubbs 3, 381, or Anglo-Saxon Missionaries, 133.

53 Blair, Anglo-Saxon Church, esp. 368—425.

54 Adam of Bremen, Gesta, iv.7, 234-35 or trans. Tschan, 191.

55 Anglo-Saxon Wills, 92—93.

56 Brooke and Keir, London, 138—39.

57 Kissan, “Early List,” 57-60; also in English Historical Documents, 10421189 (no. 280),
1022-24.
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between the secular and ecclesiastical, precisely because they overlapped and
were not easy to separate. From the eighth century the churchintroducedlegis-
lation aiming to uncouple the hereditary principle from abbatial appointments
and fight the retention of income as private property. Canon law increasingly
overturned family rights, limited aristocratic power, and extended centralized
authority, whether episcopal or royal. It came to be understood that one rem-
edy for the problem of lay authority over God’s domain could be to place
the church directly under the king’s protection. However, by 1100, reform had
established the idea that churches were the property of God, not kings. Secu-
lar control of appointments was vigorously (though not always successfully)
condemned. Royal and aristocratic wealth, manifested in the sponsorship of
prayer and the patronage of artists and scholars, nevertheless still flooded into
churches, which acted as centers of burial and remembrance.

Latin was the primary language through which Christian culture was trans-
mitted. Only those Germanic languages spoken in northern and western
Europe have left any written evidence from after 60o. Before their conversion
to Christianity, most Germanic peoples had used a runic alphabet — primarily
designed to be cut into wood — to write vernacular texts. After conversion,
runic writing fell out of use in Francia but continued on all kinds of objects in
England, including coins, Christian memorials, and devotional sculpture, such
as the Ruthwell Cross, as well as in occasional literary contexts. In Scandinavia,
several thousand runestones attest to the continued popularity of the runic
vernacular after conversion.’® In England the non-runic vernacular played a
particularly vigorous role. Irish missionaries, who helped to evangelize the
English, had had a rich vernacular tradition to draw on; and the influential
archbishop of Canterbury, Theodore (668-90), who was a Greek, probably
brought with him to England the Eastern Church’s accommodating attitude
to indigenous languages. There seem to have been two attitudes toward the
vernacular in the West. One was contempt (or at best ambivalence). Vernacu-
lar culture — rustica and barbara — was redolent of secular values and, of course,
initially oral. Translation of religious material from Latin did not just risk sec-
ular contamination, it brought with it the possibility of introducing error and
leading people dangerously astray, as Alfric (c. 950-1010), a prolific writer of
vernacular prose, observed.” On the other hand, the spread of Christianity
into the Germanic world offered new opportunities for the use of the vernac-
ular. It was, after all, a necessity of conversion that missionaries preach, teach,

58 Page, Runes.
59 /Elfric, Prefaces, 127.
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and communicate with royal and aristocratic patrons, and to perform these
functions the Roman churchmen in England, for example, though supported
by Frankish interpreters, required a knowledge of English. Soon after their
arrival in 597, English made the momentous transition from a spoken to a
written language. Missionaries on the Continent and in Scandinavia (many
of them English) faced the same problem of instructing both laypeople and
clerics in an unwritten language; vernaculars there were also turned to Chris-
tian use, though not always in writing.*® Bede, for example, emphasized how
important it was for people to be able to say the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer
in their own languages;61 written texts of these, however, appear only later
in the period. The first vernacular texts to survive in writing in England are
four legal tracts from seventh-century Kent and Wessex, perhaps reflecting
the church’s desire to flatter kings with imperial associations.

The fear of misunderstanding as well as misrepresentation may have dis-
couraged full translation of the Bible. Although Bede was said to have been
translating the Gospel of St. John into English on his deathbed in 735, in the
late tenth century Alfric worried that translations of the Old Testament could
give “foolish men” the wrong idea about how to live in the present day.®
Only the Gospels, the first seven books of the Old Testament, and the Psalms
are extant in Old English translations. A vernacular Gospel of St. Matthew
is preserved in a Rhenish Franconian manuscript of the late eighth century.
Religious poetry, vernacular in both language and idiom, is attested from the
early eighth century in England. Bede tells us of the “godly and religious
songs” of Caedmon, an illiterate herdsman living in the monastery of Whitby:
“Whatever he learned of holy Scriptures by means of interpreters, he quickly
turned into extremely delightful and moving poetry in English, which was his
own tongue.”® English missionary foundations (such as Fulda) presumably
channeled influence to the continent. From the beginning of the ninth cen-
tury several poetic reworkings of the Gospels — “not word for word, but in
accordance with the sense”® — were produced: the Heliand and Genesis, in Old
Saxon, and, in the mid-ninth century, Otfrid of Weissenberg’s Liber evangeli-
orum (“Why should the Franks . . . not sing God’s praise in Frankish?”).® Both

60 Green, Language and History.

61 Haddan and Stubbs 3, 316. Trans. in English Historical Documents, c. 500-1042 (no. 170),
801-802; cf. Wallace-Hadrill, Frankish Church, 377.

62 Old English Version, 76-77.

63 Bede, HE, iv.24.

64 [lfric, Prefaces, 127 (quoting Jerome).

65 Bostock, Handbook, 168—212; C. Edwards, “German Vernacular Literature,” 154, for
quotation.
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patronage of and audience for these religious poems remain controversial and
difficult to determine. Possibly connected to the royal court, and certainly suit-
able for an illiterate lay audience, the verses also could conceivably have been
read out during the Divine Office or in the refectory.°® Renditions of Chris-
tian doctrine in vernacular poetic form demonstrate how Christian ideas —
concerning baptism, for example — could be translated into story, thereby
making the liturgy “something compelling, close at hand.”*

The earliest surviving texts in Old High German, however, are glossaries.
Continental use of the written vernacular, in contrast to England, may have at
first been limited to translation exercises, moving on in the ninth century to
more varied written reflections of the oral culture that continued to flourish
(although the vagaries of survival may skew this picture). In addition, vernacu-
lar baptismal vows, creeds, pater nosters, confessions, oaths, boundary clauses,
and magico-medical material all survive from the Continent. Many of these
types of texts are also found in ninth-century England, but vernacular char-
ters, royal writs, aristocratic wills, leases, and other practical documents also
abounded there. By the late Anglo-Saxon period, English was the “ordinary
language of much written business.”®® Although documentary records were
essentially secular, associated with the functioning of government and local
lordship, they all had had an ecclesiastical origin of some kind, as religious
houses blazed a trail in the articulation (literal and conceptual) of property
transactions, and churchmen’s literate expertise made possible increasingly
sophisticated administration of power at local and national levels.

Some vernacular texts, such as translations of the Benedictine Rule, were
clearly written for a professional ecclesiastical audience. Some of (perhaps
much of) the audience for vernacular hagiography — particularly popular
in Anglo-Saxon England and medieval Iceland — would have been clerical.
Other works had a wider dissemination. Although the Carolingian renovatio
focused primarily on Latin learning, Charlemagne’s “grammar of his native
language,”® unfortunately now lost, was part and parcel of an ambitious
program of education and social engineering inspired by ideals of Christian
rulership. Church synods insisted that the laity was to be routinely instructed
through vernacular sermons detailing heavenly rewards for those who per-
formed good deeds on earth. These pastoral aims can also be seen in ver-
nacular verses such as Muspilli, a ninth-century poem on the Last Judgment

66 C. Edwards, “German Vernacular Literature,” 152-53.
67 Cramer, Baptism and Change, 202, on Andreas.

68 Campbell, “Observations,” 158.

69 Einhard, Vita Karoli, ch. 29, 33 or trans. Dutton, 34.
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which encouraged Christians to repentance and good works.”® In England
King Alfred’s celebrated literacy and translation program of the 89os, also
anchored on Christian values, was explicitly vernacular, encouraging lay peo-
ple to learn to read their native language.” English versions of selected texts,
some by the king himself, were intended to make Christian wisdom more
accessible to a population — including some clerics — for whom Latin learning
had become too esoteric, and whose consequently sinful state was jeopardiz-
ing the fate of the kingdom. The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, a major work of history
begun in 892, demonstrates how significant an alternative to Latin English had
become. In the second half of the tenth century a reform of religion encour-
aged a more vigorous vernacular literature in England. Four major codices
written between c. 970 and 1025, mostly adapting and versifying biblical stories,
represent a much larger and more accomplished body of vernacular poetry
than survives on the Continent.”* At the same time, sermons and saints’ lives
in rhythmical prose by £lfric and his contemporary Wulfstan (archbishop of
York 1002-23) took the vernacular to new heights of elegance and eloquence
in the service of religious instruction. After 1066, when English was replaced
as the language of culture and government by Latin and French, vernacular
writing did not disappear from the ecclesiastical context. The Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, homilies, and other didactic pieces continued to be produced in
English in Anglo-Norman religious houses.”

At some stage after the acquisition of literacy, works of sheer entertainment
were also committed to writing. Some had probably circulated for a long time
in a variety of oral forms before being captured in script by ecclesiastical
scribes — the controversy over the context and date of Beowulf illustrates the
obscurity of the process.”* Although the past they portrayed was an imaginary
one, tales tapping a pool of Germanic legend which centered on historical fig-
ures of the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries, such as Theodoric and Ermanaric,
surfaced in England, Francia, and Scandinavia (especially after the Carolingian
Empire made inclusive Germanitas politically more interesting).” Alfred had a
book, now lost, of such “Saxon songs” (and learned them by heart),”® and five
poems surviving in the Old English poetic collections prominently feature Ger-
manic legends. Of this heroic genre, epitomized by Beowulf, only one poem,

70 Bostock, Handbook, 135-54.

71 Asser, Life of Alfred (trans. Keynes and Lapidge), 126.

72 For translations, see Anglo-Saxon Poetry.
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the Hildebrandslied, survives from the Continent, probably because use of the
written vernacular was much more restricted there; having flowered in the
ninth century, it seems to have withered in the tenth.”” In England, by contrast,
some have seen in the success of English in the tenth and eleventh centuries
not just a vernacularization of church culture, but also a crucial step towards
the creation of a political nation, as “ordinary people” had access through the
vernacular to the machinery of central government and local administration.

In Denmark, Norway, and Sweden, non-runic literacy and traditional
Latin learning are assumed to have arrived with foreign churchmen, but
the vernacular retained a place, especially in practices involving devotion
and the working of institutions. Religious, legal, and historical texts were
written down in alphabetic vernaculars, starting in the late twelfth century,
while memorializing, declarations of ownership, and magic were still writ-
ten in runes. Scandinavia mimicked but never matched England’s use of
the written vernacular. In Iceland, on the other hand, the native language
broke out in new directions, as we have seen. In addition to the thirteenth-
century poems and prose discussed above, surviving law-collections, histo-
ries, saints’ lives, and grammatical treatises from the twelfth century attest
to the stature of the vernacular. The first missionaries in the field, who
struggled to create Christian vocabularies for the Goths, Franks, English,
Saxons, and Northmen, would probably have found this late medieval lit-
erary exuberance — and the political and social impact of secular literacy —
unimaginable. Vernacular writing had come a long way since churchmen first
faced the problem of communicating Christian concepts to potential converts
in a language which they could understand.

The peoples speaking a Germanic language in the period 600 to 1100 were
diverse and widespread. They inhabited the dominant kingdoms of western
Europe and small marginal polities on the fringes of the political world. Some,
nearest the influence of the Roman Empire, had become Christian before 600.
Others, at a greater distance, were still in the process of abandoning their
traditional religion in the twelfth century. By 1100 the distinctive Christianities
of the early medieval church were increasingly giving way to a more universal
Christendom. Any search for a “Germanic” experience in these centuries must
acknowledge the range of external influences at play, the amount of change
experienced over the period, and the variety of lived experience within it.
Christianities were stratified socially as well as separated temporally and spa-
tially, and different rhythms of Christianization distinguished the experience

77 C. Edwards, “German Vernacular Literature,” 169.
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in different regions and at opposite ends of the social scale. Furthermore, the
church constantly moved the goalposts when defining a Christian life. Nor did
it live up to its stated standards, not always having had the resources to help
realize the goals articulated by church councils, penitentials, and sermons.
Christians and their churches in the Germanic world were, in consequence, a
variegated lot, but what they did have in common was the experience of con-
version. From 600 to 1100, foreign churchmen travelled to one part or another
of the Germanic world to face the heathen. At any one time, somewhere, from
Rheims to Rochester to Reykholt, missionaries were coming to terms with
the business of introducing a foreign religion and reinterpreting traditional
societies in Christian terms. This process of transforming traditional culture
was played and replayed, each time with new factors in action, as contexts
changed and Christianity moved toward its second millennium.
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The coming of Christianity to the Slavs and Bulgars

To the inhabitants of the Balkans, whether members of Greek-speaking com-
munities or newcomers, the phenomenon of the Roman Empire was virtually
inescapable. In the provinces south of the Danube overrun by the Slavs in the
seventh and eighth centuries, imperial authority of the traditional stamp had
dissolved. The emperor’s writ was restricted to fertile coastal plains, whose
inhabitants sought protection in fortresses and towns. The townsfolk, in turn,
looked to their patron saints: St. Demetrius repeatedly had to intervene to stop
Avars and Slavs from capturing Thessalonica’ and Patras almost fell to the Slavs
at the beginning of the ninth century. A later tale claimed that, awe-struck by
the sight of St. Andrew leading the charge against them, these Slavs sought
sanctuary in his church; they and their properties were subsequently assigned
to maintaining the church.? Uncertain as events might be, both assailants and
assailed could reckon upon the eventual return of regions of significance to
imperial rule. Constantinople’s governors would never permit otherwise, as
their ceaseless rounds of palace ceremonial broadcast: with God’s help “the
Christians” would always prevail over “the nations” around them. This mes-
sage, and its trappings, reached remote recesses of the Balkans and beyond.
The Rus Primary Chronicle tells of a certain Kii’s visit to “Tsargrad” where the
emperor received him with “great honor.” The legend is designed to show that
Kii, eponymous founder of Kiev, enjoyed high status among his people.? But it
suggests what an honorific association with the emperor could do for aspiring
chieftains — all the more so for those within range of Byzantine strike-forces.
To the leaders of groupings in the “Slavic regions™ (Sklaviniai), reaching as
far as Thessalonica, hospitality and gifts were on more or less standing offer.

1 Les plus anciens recueils, 120-89, 198—24TI.
2 Constantine VII, De administrando imperio, 228-31; Turlej, “Legendary Motif,” 374-99.
3 Povest’ Vremennykh Let, 9.
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Traces of certain leaders” affinities come from their seals. Judging by the Greek
inscriptions, their owners could hold court titles and honor the cross, while
retaining their Slav names.*

The metamorphosis of Slav community leaders into wholehearted “sub-
jects” of the emperor was tortuous, varying between areas. Ambitious indi-
viduals were apt to head for the imperial city and the emperor’s service:
Constantinople was worth a Christian name.> The standing of those staying
behind rested on their capacity for coping with the “Greeks.” Only gradually
did Slavs influential in their locality take on Byzantine ways and foist them on
their fellows. One instance may be that of Danelis in the mid-ninth century.
This wealthy widow, probably a leading figure in a Sklavinia, was eager to
forge influential connections for her son at Constantinople. Her estates near
Patras contained large-scale workshops, manufacturing deluxe textiles that
were valued in Constantinople itself.® Danelis’s workmen stood to prosper
and were thus better disposed toward Greek ways, religion, and ultimately,
authority. Their outlook probably owed as much to the Byzantine economy’s
upswing as it did to pastoral efforts of the Patras clergy. Around 806, soon after
withstanding the Slavs’ assault, the see of Patras was raised to metropolitan
status, a showpiece of imperial solicitousness for outlying areas. Monks were
prominent in imperial missionary endeavors, and it may be no coincidence
that a monk was “spiritual father” to the widow Danelis.”

The priorities of emperors furthering mission work emerge from Leo VI's
(886-912) account of his father’s efforts. Basil I (867-86) “persuaded” the Slavs
“to change their old ways and, having Grecized (graikosas) them and subjected
them to rulers on the Roman pattern, and having honored them with baptism,
he . .. schooled them in fighting against the peoples hostile to the Romans.. . .
on account of this he freed the Romans from care about the rebellions that
had often been mounted by Slavs.”® This sums up imperial policy towards
the Slavs in Greece. Chief among the “hostile peoples” were the Bulgars, and,
although in 870 Basil reached a church settlement with Khan Boris, he saw the
need to tighten supervision of the Sklaviniai straddling ill-defined borderlands.
Similar considerations, the desire to ring-fence the newly Christian Bulgaria,

4 Nystazopoulou-Pelekidou, “Sceaux byzantins,” 16-17; Seibt, “Siegel,” 28-33; Seibt,
“Weitere Beobachtungen,” 459—66.

5 See Ditten, “Prominente Slawen.”

6 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 22628, 317-19; Sevéenko, “Re-reading
Constantine,” 192 and note 68; Prosopographie, #1215.

7 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 227; Turlej, Chronicle, 66—70.

8 Leo VI, Tactica, XVIIlL.1o01, col. 969.
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probably lay behind Basil’s readiness to send “an imperial agent and priests” to
baptize Serbs and other Slav groupings of the southwest Balkans. Constantine
VII (945-59), relating the episode, treats it as the reimposition of “Roman”
rights.? Further south, mountainous areas of little strategic significance such
as the Taygetus were, in practice, left alone; their inhabitants long remained
Slav-speaking and loosely provided for. The church of Patras, charged with
restoring ecclesiastical organization and imperial surveillance in the western
Peloponnese, only had three suffragan sees at first. Their number rose to five
in the tenth century, all on or near the coast.™

If material well-being, imperial power, and Christianity were interwoven
in the southern Balkans, this was also the case further north, in Sklaviniai
coming under Bulgar sway and among the Bulgars themselves. The challenge
for khans was how to hold their own with the “Greeks” in material splendor
and signs of divine favor. The Bulgars had brought from the steppes concepts
of monarchy and a supreme sky-god, and the ruler presided over collective
worship. They contrived to uphold these ways while semi-sedentary, living
partly off tribute raised from Slav and other communities in the mountains
stretching far to the southwest. No Bulgar structure, material or political, could
match the Greeks for indestructibility, and St. Demetrius had Slav admirers
around Thessalonica well before their formal conversion. Military success
was a precondition, and after Nicephorus I's death in battle in 811, Khan Krum
(802-14) made sure that the chiefs of Sklaviniai under his sway drank from the
emperor’s gilded skull.” The conquests of Krum in Thrace brought Christian
townsfolk and churchmenbeneath hisrule, and his successor’s attempt to make
them abjure their religion created hundreds of martyrs, commemorated in
Byzantine service books. Avowed regard for law and order, military discipline,
and service obligations engraved on inscriptions at the khan’s residence gave
him title to rule. But when it came to articulating monarchical authority, the
empire next door had the best tunes, and Greek inscriptions terming him
“the ruler from God,” preceded by kanasybigi, drew on imperial formulae.
Interpreting the latter, presumably Turkic, term is controversial, butits essence
probably echoes the Greek: the khan’s authority was heaven-given.”” Omurtag
(814/5-31) also issued gold medallions portraying himself in imperial garb,

9 Constantine VII, De administrando imperio, 124—27.

10 Turlej, Chronicle, 110, 114-16, 124, and map on 164.

11 Theophanes, Chronographia, 491 (trans. Mango and Scott, 673—74).

12 Beshevliev, P’rvob’lgarski nadpisi, 77—79, 136, 216, 225; Stepanov, “Bulgar Title,” 4—7, 13-19.
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holding a cross; the legend gives only his name and kanasybigi.® Omurtag
was using Byzantine media to demonstrate near-parity, declaring his status in
terms at once comparable with those of the basileus and distinctively Bulgar:
appropriating a Greek formula to encapsulate existing notions of his authority.
Omurtag probably also hoped to tap into the fortune lavished by the supreme
God on the Greeks.

There isno firm evidence that the khans” authority was progressively eroded
by the presence within their realm of Christian Greek communities or by
the outward stream of ambitious Bulgars seeking hospitality, honors, and
employment on the Bosporus. Returnees were not necessarily subversive of
the Bulgar political order, and shortly before Boris’s (852—89) baptism, monks
and Christian laypersons were not uncommon in high places. One anecdote
has the still-pagan Boris commissioning a monk to paint scenes on his hunting-
lodge walls.** The foundations of Boris’s power at the time of his baptism in
(probably) 865 are laid out in the questions addressed to Pope Nicholas I (858—
67) in the following year. It was a matter of reinforcing the existing functions of
the khan, rather than drastic transformation. Boris sought all the advantages
of a well-regulated cult without impairing his military organization’s combat-
readiness. But equally, he did not want to stymie prospects for victory by
infringing Christian rules. Thus he asked about campaigning on Sundays and
in Lent and sought guidance on divination before battle.” Basing godly order
on the written word seems to have appealed greatly. Boris’s foremost request
was for “the Christian law,” seemingly in book form.'® A written code of beliefs
and exemplary conduct offered opportunities for self-reliance and this, too,
signaled Boris’s priorities. His request to Nicholas for a patriarch” was less a
mark of ignorance than a bid for an ecclesiastical organization coterminous
with his realm. Papal reluctance to endorse Boris’s choice as high-priest was
one reason why he switched back to the Byzantines, whose priests had baptized
him. Through the settlement of 870, he gained a discrete church organization,
headed by an archbishop but under the ultimate oversight of the patriarch of
Constantinople.

A massive church-building program, begun with western Christian assis-
tance, continued, and Boris drew heavily on Byzantine technical skills.

13 Beshevliev, P’rvob’lgarski nadpisi, 249; Iurukova and Penchev, B’lgarski srednovekovni
pechati i moneti, 2123, plate 1:3; Stepanov, “Bulgar Title,” 6—7.

14 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, 163-64.

15 Nicholas I [pope], Epistolae, 580, 581, 585.

16 Ibid., 568—69.

17 Ibid., 592-93.
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Conversely, erecting stone inscriptions, already less in fashion in the mid-
ninth century, ceased to be an attribute of rulership. Virtually the only inscrip-
tion associated with Boris records that, changing his name to Michael — the
emperor’s —he was baptized “together with the people given to him by God.”"™
The inscription stood in the southwestern periphery of Boris’s dominions, and
this may be no accident. His episcopal sees “girdled” the realm, according to
Theophylact of Ochrid (c. 1050—after 1126), who credits him with the building
of seven cathedral churches.” The imagery may not be fiction, for several sees
were in peripheral zones, looking toward Byzantine lands or power points. He
also promoted the cult of the relics of the Fifteen Martyrs of Tiberiopolis, recall-
ing the early Christian past of borderland towns.*® Further to the southwest,
in the later 880s, Boris assigned the Slavic churchman and scholar Clement
(c. 840—916). Clement, with a few fellow-pupils of Cyril (826-69) and Methodius
(c. 815-85), had found sanctuary at his court after Methodius’s death in 885 and
the disintegration of his Middle Danube mission. Boris does not seem to have
followed up the opportunities presented by the religious works now translated
from Greek into Slavonic through the labors of Cyril, Methodius, and their
pupils. According to the Life of Constantine-Cyril, sufficient texts for celebration
of the liturgy had been translated into the new literary language Cyril had
created, by the time of his arrival in Rome in 867.>" Yet Boris did not impose
Slavonic as the language of worship, and Greek — probably still the mother-
tongue of his most senior clergy — remained the principal liturgical language
of worship among the Bulgarians until, seemingly, the late twelfth century.*
The uses of Slavonic for evangelizing, and training indigenous clergy, were,
however, appreciated by Boris, and Clement showed versatility upon being
assigned to the southwestern borderlands. His journeying between communi-
ties, preaching “in aloud voice,” bore fruit, notleast in the form of teachers and
clergymen — 3,500 according to his Life.?® Clement’s output included hymns,
panegyrics of saints, and also sermons written in straightforward Slavonic,
readily understandable when read out by priests before their congregations.
Clement seems to have been aiming, with Boris’s backing, for the grassroots,
in areas peopled by Vlachs and Albanians, as well as Slavs. The lakeside town

18 Beshevliev, P’rvob’lgarski nadpisi, 15152 and fig. 78.

19 Iliev, “Long Life,” 1or1.

20 Obolensky, Six Byzantine Portraits, 73—75.

21 Life of Constantine-Cyril, 105, 108. See also Life of Methodius, 191. On the brothers’ mission
to Rastislav of Moravia, see Shepard, “Slavs and Bulgars,” 241—42; Tachiaos, Cyril and
Methodius, 77—78, 84-86.

22 Hannick, “Les nouvelles chrétientés,” 931-33.

23 Iliev, “Long Life,” 98—99; Obolensky, Six Byzantine Portraits, 25—26.
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of Ochrid became the focal point of his earlier mission work, although sub-
sequently he was appointed to a see further east. Clement’s church-building
and translation work acted, in part, as a culturo-political counterforce to the
attractions of Byzantine-held Dyrrachium and Thessalonica.

Clement’s mission work received enthusiastic patronage from Boris’s son,
Symeon (893-927), after he became ruler in 893. Symeon had been groomed
for the monastic life — and probably headship of the church in Bulgaria. He
was whisked from a monastery onto the throne to substitute for his elder
brother, Vladimir. Boris had abdicated and himself withdrawn to a monastery,
but emerged to depose Vladimir after he launched a pagan reaction. Symeon’s
achievements were praised in the Lifé of Clement: a Solomon to his father’s
David, completing his Temple. This imagery is borne out even by critical
contemporaries: Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus (901907, 912—25) recognized his
wisdom and seriousness of character.** Symeon provoked imperial loathing
through his ready recourse to arms in vindication of what he considered right-
ful dignity. To the Byzantines’ bemusement, Symeon saw no contradiction
between self-determination, piety, and the furtherance of Christian worship
and normative values among his people. Atleast as much as his father, Symeon
saw Christianity as a means toward consolidating his realm, earning divine
protection, and salvation. Reportedly, he compared himself with Moses.”
Presumably he was drawing attention to his leadership of this New Israel
out of captivity, whether that portended by the Byzantines or by relapse into
paganism.

Symeon’s sense of mission took literary forms. The treatise on imperial
duties and good practice composed for Justinian by Agapetus was translated
into Slavonic at the turn of the ninth and tenth centuries, almost certainly
at Symeon’s behest.® This mirror for princes laid down principles by which
the Christian ruler should guide and instruct his people, while making plain
that he was answerable only to God for his actions. Symeon himself scarcely
needed a translation: able to write as well as read Greek, he directed some
of the translation projects, choosing which sermons of St. John Chrysostom
should be rendered into Slavonic. His mirror for princes was presumably
intended for members of his elite and others equal to written Slavonic, but
defeated by Greek. Symeon’s self-image was burnished by a eulogy com-
posed at his court: he is likened to a “labor-loving bee,” gathering nectar from

24 Nicholas I [patriarch], Letters, 26-27, 34-35, 68—71, 90—91I, 114—15, 132—35, I50—51.
25 Ibid., 176-77.
26 Nikolov, “Tsariat-bogopodrazhatel,” 115-17.
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sacred writings and feeding it to his boyars.”” The translated treatise set out
his ideology for their benefit. Some resisted the high moral tone, and John
the Exarch berated their irreverence during church services. But piety bound
up with devotion to Symeon and an alternative to Byzantine overlordship
enthused his numerous office holders. The gravestone of Mostich records that
he gave up all his property and the senior post he had held for eighteen years
under “Tsar Symeon,” and then his son “Tsar Peter,” to become a monk.?® A
warrior named Clement was also of high status. His narrow escape from Hun-
garian marauders (c. 895) is recorded in a miracle collection containing some
Bulgarian-derived tales that was translated into Slavonic: “the Hungarians
were chasing us, my horse began to weaken and tire.” Thanks to St. George’s
intervention, Clement’s horse recovered and he got away, dodging “many an
arrow”; his comrades were mostly “captured and killed.”

Spiritual salvation was also of keen concern, and Mostich was probably
not the only man of action to end his days in a monastery near the capital,
Preslav. Symeon himself lived austerely, “stinting his belly like a hermit on the

3% Monasteries proliferated across the realm, for

mountains, tasting no wine.
example near the house founded by Clement at Ochrid, and Bulgarians visited
holy men living in the Byzantine empire. John (876/80-946), seeking solitude
in a cave and for a while in an oak tree, chose a starker degree of monasticism
than that common in well-heeled cenobitic houses. He gained a reputation as
a wonder-worker: through “the power of the holy father’s prayer” a deadly
serpent was turned to marble, pieces of it being taken by local people for
purposes of healing.?" John living out his days in the “wilderness” of the Rila
mountains did not escape the attention of Tsar Peter (927—69), himself an avid
letter writer to St. Paul of Latros. Peter saw to the composition of a Life and
recognition of John as a saint soon after his death in 941. Peter was of a godly
disposition and his motivation was predominantly other-worldly. Yet through
patronizing the hermit, Peter brought him within the fold. The large monastic
complex cut out of the rock at Murfatlar seems to have performed more direct
services for Bulgarian security. Located beside the dyke topped by a stone wall
that obstructed incursions from the north, it probably provided for the spiritual
needs of the nearby garrison forts, one of whose commanders, Demetrius, is

27 Simeonov Sbornik, 202..

28 Stancheyv, “Nadgrobniiat nadpis,” 61—76; Beshevliev, P’rvob’lgarski nadpisi, 240—42 and fig.
166.

29 Angelov, Iz starata b’lgarska literatura, 85; Turilov, “Vizantiiskii i slavianskii plasty,” 81-84,
92-94.

30 Nicholas I [patriarch], Letters, 94-95.

31 Ivanov, Zhitiia, 31.

136



Slav Christianities, 8001100

known from an inscription of 942/3.* The monks’ liturgies and prayers may
also have served as a kind of supernatural shield, supplicating the saints to fend
off the nomads, as St. George had done c. 895. It may be no coincidence that
the cult of John as a saint was initiated in what amounted to a border zone.
Thus saints could also serve the princely order.

As the withdrawal of John of Rila shows, holy men were far from being
state stooges, and the sheer number of monasteries in tenth-century Bulgaria
implies support from a broad social base. In fact the tendency of Bulgarians to
abandon families and possessions as jeopardizing their spiritual salvation and
to become monks was condemned by a churchman, Cosmas (fl. later tenth
century), writing in, probably, the 960s. It is no accident that his principal
targets were those shunning the pollution of this world and seeking self-
effacement in the spirit through radical — and to his mind heretical - methods:
the Dualists who followed the priest Bogomil's teaching believed that all matter
was the Devil’s work and the good God of the New Testament was pure spirit.
The followers of Bogomil, shunning the flesh and all worldly goods, provided
living enactment of Christ’s teaching. Cosmas denounces their “false humility”
and fasting as, Gospels in hand, they win over ordinary people to unwitting
perdition.*

The Bogomils would not have been readily distinguishable from holy men
such as John of Rila, save perhaps in their proselytizing fervor, traveling around
rural communities. Only gradually was their radicalism divulged: rejection
of the established church and authorities — the emperors and their officials,
the rich and powerful. Cosmas blames slack pastoral care for the Bogomils’
inroads and criticizes the bishops for failing to supervise their local clergy.?*
Our evidence is too scant for such criticism to be easily assessed. Tracts such
as Peter the Monk’s Salvation of the Soul attest to some orthodox efforts to
care for laypersons’ needs and church attendance, whether or not this Peter is
identifiable with Peter the tsar.®® The level of pastoral care available may have
been no worse than that which Byzantine clergy across the border provided.
Butlay expectations may not have been wholly met by a predominantly Greek-
language liturgy, despite the repertory of hymns and other liturgical texts
composed or translated by Clement and his brilliant contemporaries, Naum

32 Curta, “Cave and Dyke,” 13031 and 144—49.

33 Cosmas the Priest, Kozmapresvitervslavianskikh literaturakh, 330; trans. Puech and Vaillant,
Le traité contre les Bogomiles, 76.

34 Cosmas the Priest, Kozma presviter v slavianskikh literaturakh, 313-18, 387—91; trans. Puech
and Vaillant, Le traité contre les Bogomiles, 6467, 123—27.

35 Pavlova, Pet’r chernorizets, 20—45 (introduction) and 313-28 (text); Turilov and Floria,
“Khristianskaia literatura,” 413.
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and Constantine.”® At the same time, access to the Scriptures in Slavonic
probably whetted readers’” and hearers” appetites for further explanation of the
paradoxes of Bible stories. The Bogomils™ success may well be due to a spirit
of questioning, anxiety about salvation and need for reassurance, which the
church services and monasteries had aroused, but could not fully satisfy. The
style ofitinerant preaching set by Clement could scarcely be sustained with the
same intensity by later generations of prelates or priests. Equally, the charges
and exactions imposed on the population were probably no less heavy than
they had been in the days of the ninth-century khans, and Bulgarian military
organization remained formidable. As we have seen, the ruling elite of Bulgaria
took pains to adopt exemplary Christian lifestyles, and many were swept along
in their wake. But to those seeking answers to questions or disenchanted with
the established church, the Bogomils offered guidelines to personal salvation.

The picture painted and personified by Cosmas the Priest is one of cul-
tural vitality and self-criticism, rather than of terminal malaise, and a glance at
subsequent Bulgarian history suggests that competing strands of spirituality
persevered, flourishing even in adverse or alien circumstances. The new “royal
family” — probably of Armenian stock — that constituted itself in reaction to the
Byzantines’ dissolution of Bulgaria as a state made orthodoxy a rallying point
of loyalties. One of the first actions of Samuel (987/8-1014), the self-styled tsar,
was to seize the relics of St. Achilleus from Byzantine Larissa, as a way of legit-
imizing his new center of authority in Prespa.¥” After Samuel’s son and heir
Gabriel (1014-15) was assassinated, his cousin, murderer, and successor John
Vladislav (1015-18) sought to bolster his regime by a combination of military
measures and pronounced piety. A stone inscription records his restoration
of the fortress of Bitola, helped by “the holy Mother of God”; it was to be
a “refuge and salvation for the Bulgarians.”?® Vladislav’s efforts did not pre-
vent eventual Byzantine victory in 1018, but Basil II (976-1025) took care to
privilege the Bulgarian church as a separate “autocephalous” church, with a
Bulgarian archbishop in charge.?” Not all Basil’s successors shared his deftness
in accommodating Bulgarian sensibilities, and from 1037 the senior church-
men were Greeks, including Theophylact, who in high-style letters to friends
could dismiss the Bulgarians as bumpkins. Yet it is to Theophylact that we
owe much information about Christian Bulgaria in the generation following
its conversion. Theophylact’s Greek version of the Life of Clement, his precursor

36 Turilov and Floria, “Khristianskaia literatura,” 402-3, 409-10, 417-21.

37 John Scylitzes, Synopsis Istorion, 330.

38 Zaimov and Zaimova, Bitolski nadpis, 33-34; Stephenson, Legend of Basil, 28—30.
39 Stephenson, Byzantium’s Balkan Frontier, 74—75.
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at Ochrid, draws on a much earlier Slavonic Life, and he also wrote on the Fif-
teen Martyrs of Tiberiopolis. Theophylact endorsed Clement’s use of Slavonic
and wrote approvingly of his literary output: the Bulgarians were a “holy
nation” thanks to their conversion. Theophylact and his fellow members of
the imperial establishment were acknowledging the strength of feeling among
the Bulgarians, not contriving it. Without positively sponsoring the copying
of Slavonic texts, they let this go on, at least in remoter western areas.* The
works were mostly service books of undemanding intellectual caliber. The
use of such texts could nurture piety at the grassroots level, and Byzantine
authorities had little choice but to come to terms with this. They also failed
to suppress the Bogomils™ robust spirituality which drew inspiration from the
Gospelsand a burgeoning assortment of tales and prescriptions. The Bogomils’
pastoral care remained active, as did their proselytizing zeal among the rural
population. By the mid-eleventh century, they were gaining sympathizers,
even believers, in Byzantium itself. Around 1100 Basil, a fashionable preacher
wearing a monk’s habit, even aspired to win over Alexius I Comnenus (1081—
1118) himself in Constantinople. The faith which had sustained the empire for
so long against “barbarian” neighbors was now, in mutant form, coming back
from the Bulgarians to haunt it.

West Slavs: priestcraft and statecraft

To generalize about the encounters of the Western Slavs with Christian-
ity is hazardous in the extreme, in view of the many differences in stance
and prospects between, say, the masters of Moravian hill-forts, inhabitants of
emporia on the Baltic coast such as Wolin and Szczecin, and populations liv-
ing further inland along the fertile valleys of rivers such as the Vistula. Much
as their societies varied, so did rites, assumptions, and beliefs, and very few
gods or customs commanded respect or veneration throughout the Slav lands.
One phenomenon known to most of them, though, was the material wealth,
military prowess, and uniformity of cult observance of the Christians to their
west and south. Christian political leaders did not present an unvaryingly
united political front, and the more astute Slav potentates took advantage of
this to extend and consolidate their own regimes. But they were all reacting,
to a greater or lesser degree, to the corporate faith and force majeure loom-
ing over them. No full fathoming of their reactions can be attempted here.
Instead, we shall consider contrasting yet related instances: the situation of

40 Floria et al., Sud’by, 120-35.
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Slavs who found themselves facing resurgent imperium, once the Saxons had
fended off the Hungarian raids of the earlier tenth century and themselves
impinged on the populations east of the Elbe. Several Slav groupings in the
border lands perforce came to terms and some chiefs adopted Christianity and
sought privileged treatment on the strength of this. Further east, however,
taking advantage of a remoter geographical location, trade routes, and politi-
cal ties with the already-Christian Czechs, a Slav potentate gained dominance
over many surrounding populations, using the Christian religion not only as
an agent of dominion, but also to fend off the Christian Goliath to his west.
Polish Christianity, one must stress, was sui generis, and ideally it should be
compared closely with that of the Czechs: the Czech-born Vojtech-Adalbert
(d. 997) was the object of competitive veneration from Czechs and Poles alike.
But the Polish experience is no less significant for being distinctive: it bears
comparison with that of the Bulgarians who likewise had to contend with an
overmighty neighbor.

The pre-Christian western Slavs have left no more literary materials of their
own than their counterparts to the south and east, and, as with the latter, our
information about their sacral places and customs is filtered through unsympa-
thetic churchmen’s lenses. Writers such as Thietmar of Merseburg and Adam
of Bremen were dismissive of practices which they dubbed demonic and the
product of ignorance. They sometimes imputed to pagan Slavs greater coher-
ence of thought and cult organization than was in fact the case, fitting them
into stereotypes derived from Scripture and from their own preconceptions as
to what any religion worth combating comprised.# Nonetheless, Slavs facing
submission to stern Christian overlords clearly drew a connection between
force, devotion to potent gods, and victory, as is suggested by the vigor with
which they wrecked churches and altars during their rebellions. According to
Thietmar, the rebellious Slavs’ switch to “demonic” cults instead of Christ and
St. Peter in 983 “was hailed not only by the pagans but also by the Christians.”
He describes the Liutizi parading behind idols of their gods as they joined
forces with the Saxon army to fight the Christian Poles in 1005.#* Some chiefs
sought a role as intermediaries, forming marriage ties with German-speaking
marcher lords and almost certainly being baptized, for example, Pribislav of
the Stodorane in the late tenth century. Others, such as Henry Borivoj of the
Abodrites, had Christian names. They presumably hoped thereby to forge
peaceful relationships and tap the benefits that the Christian God brought

41 Rosik, Interpretacja, 36-42, 210-34; Zaroft, “Polabian Slavs,” 81-96.
42 Thietmar of Merseburg, Chronicon, I11.17, 104—5 and V1.22—23, 266-69.

140



Slav Christianities, 8001100

their neighbors. They did not, however, try to impose Christianity on their
fellows and probably lacked the means to do so. Certain communities seem to
have developed cults and rites of collective worship as alternative fulcrums of
power, material and supernatural, to those of the Christian realm next door.
They devised hierarchies of priests replete with sanctuaries and rituals, most
notoriously on the island of Riigen. It seems likely that these drew inspiration
from the Christian church, although their origins are controversial.# The cult
of Sventovit at Arkona attests the advantages — above all, protection — which
well-ordered worship was thought to earn for communities. In that sense,
Christian writers” insistence that their religion was setting the agenda for all
humankind was not empty bluster.

One potentate who early spotted the trend and sought to turn it to hisadvan-
tage was Mieszko (d. 992), lord of important strongholds in what became
known as Greater Poland. Mieszko’s ancestry is traced back to a simple
farmer, named Piast, by the chronicler Gallus Anonymous, and excavations
have revealed fairly ancient origins for such strongholds as Giecz and Ostréw
Lednicki.** Nonetheless, dendrochronological evidence points to the destruc-
tion of many earth-and-wood structures during the mid-tenth century, and this
should almost certainly be ascribed to the activities of Mieszko and perhaps his
immediate predecessor. Some places over which the Piast dynasty (asitbecame
known) gained dominion already had important shrines, notably Gniezno.#
Mieszko, however, did not rest on the aura of such sanctuaries. Around 966
he was baptized, at the same time as marrying Dobrava (d. 1014) and forming
an alliance with her father, the Christian Bohemian prince Boleslav (d. 977).
Besides further enhancement of his status, Mieszko probably also hoped to
render his new-found power acceptable to Otto of Saxony (936—73) — or at least
not casually dissoluble. Otto’s victories over the Hungarians and then over
Slav groupings led by the Abodrites in 955 showed his potential for subjugat-
ing the Slavs further east. The missionary archbishopric instituted in 968 at
Magdeburg encompassed “all the people of the Slavs beyond the Elbe and the
Saale, lately converted and to be converted to God.”# Mieszko’s alignment
with the Christian religion and church hierarchy is best understood against
this background. Mieszko laid himself open to Christian priestcraft but seem-
ingly maneuvered to have bishops assigned on his own terms: Jordan and later

43 Rosik, Interpretacja, 238—48, 258-76, 303-11; Zaroff, “Perception,” 83; Zaroff, “Origins”
o—18.

44 Kurnatowska, “Ostrow Lednicki,” 167-68, 182; Kurnatowska, “Stronghold in Giecz,”
207-11.

45 Kurnatowska, “Elementy sacrum,” 112-17; Urbanczyk and Rosile, “Poland,” 267, 271.

46 Diplomata Ottonis, 502-3.
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Unger were missionary bishops directly answerable to the papacy, rather than
associates of the bishop of Prague or subordinate to mighty German sees.
Thus Mieszko could hope for, literally, the blessings of Christianity without
institutional absorption within Christian imperium. Mieszko’s priorities are
encapsulated in the Dagome Iudex, a brief eleventh-century note on a deed
making over his main stronghold and all his possessions to St. Peter. This ter-
ritorialized Mieszko’s aspirations, delineating areas he had yet to dominate;
only children by his second wife, the senatrix Oda, feature as fellow donors of
the family concern.# In other words, a polity defined on Mieszko’s terms was
placed under the protection of St. Peter and his vicar on earth.

Not even this device could guarantee the succession of the younger sons
against the sense of blood-right of Mieszko’s first-born, Boleslav I (992-1025).
And the standing of the polity remained contentious. An unforgivable act of
Otto III (983-1002) was, in Thietmar’s eyes, to make a lord of Boleslav, who had
been a tributary. Yet the episode which drew Thietmar’s ire was in many ways a
vindication of the Piasts” harnessing of Christianity to “nation-building.” Otto
III placed his own crown on Boleslav’s head before a gathering of nobles at
Gniezno in 1000, declaring him “brother and partner in the empire.”*® At the
same time he confirmed that Boleslav’s realm should have five sees, all but one
within 150 miles of Gniezno, headed by an archbishop at Gniezno. Otto joined
Boleslav in venerating the relics of his own former mentor, Adalbert, beheaded
by Prussians barely three years earlier. The missionary saint’s half-brother,
Gaudentius-Radim (d. 1006/12/22), became the first archbishop, a living link
between Boleslav’s church organization and sacred time. Otto [II'sappreciation
of Piast aspirations to self-determination died with him, but Adalbert’s relics,
working “a thousand miracles,” attracted pilgrims to Gniezno. Palatia, halls
with adjoining circular chapels, displayed the interlinking of prayer and rightful
authority at several strongholds: Poznan, Przemy§l, Giecz, and on a massive
scale, the island of Ostré6w Lednicki.*® Gniezno’s and Cracow’s churches seem
to have been planned to form a cross, invoking Christ’s protection for entire
towns. Besides the early stone churches built in Boleslav’s core lands between
Gniezno and Poznan, other known churches and monasteries of the earlier
eleventh century mostly studded the outer reaches of Piast dominion, for
example, the monastery in honor of five missionary-martyrs at Migdzyrzecz.
Boleslav himself became a lay member of this monastery, where miracles were

47 Kiirbis, “Dagome iudex,” 304-95.
48 Gallus Anonymus, Chronica, 1.6, 20.
49 Urbanczyk and Rosile, “Poland,” 2923, 296.

142



Slav Christianities, 8001100

reported. His priorities recall those of Boris, whose sees reportedly “girdled”
his realm.

Under Boleslav’s auspices, Lives of missionaries such as Adalbert and the
five missionary-martyrs were written or revised, and soon after Boleslav’s
death in 1025 his son and heir, Mieszko, received a copy of the Roman liturgy
from his cousin, Mathilda of Swabia, together with a letter of exhortation: his
father had used “iron” to make “barbarous and most ferocious peoples” heed
the Lord’s Word; now the highly educated Mieszko could bring them spiritual
enlightenment.>® Mieszko was not, however, destined to play Symeon to his
father’s Boris. Challenged by his brothers and menaced by Rus and Germans,
he fled, ousted by his elder brother Bezprym, who seems to have tapped
currents of hostility to the church and to government exactions. Bezprym
himself fell victim to them in 1032, and a pagan reaction ensued, assailing the
new political culture. According to Gallus Anonymous, the people turned
on “the bishops and priests of God, and some they treated to death by the
sword, but others were deemed worthy of a viler death, by stoning.” The
bishop of Wroctaw had to flee. The ramparts of the town’s royal stronghold
were dismantled: a temple housing an idol took its place, a horse’s skull
beneath the foundations. This construction, datable to around 1033, marks
a determined attempt to impose unchristian order, involving craftsmen.>*
Concerted though these attempts to throw off the Christian yoke were, too
many powerful outsiders had an interest in maintaining it, and Mieszko’s
son Casimir restored Christian worship, with the aid of German soldiers,
soon after a Czech expedition had abducted the relics of Adalbert and the
five missionary-martyrs. For some time wild beasts made their homes in the
cathedral ruins of Gniezno and Poznan, according to Gallus Anonymous,”
and the missionary drive by which earlier rulers had made their names
faltered. But material aid came from the west, especially the Rhineland, and
monasteries were built for the Benedictines at Mogilno, Lubin, and Tyniec.
Tyniec’s church stood over a wooden predecessor.>* The sculpted planks of
Wroclaw’s temple were sawn off near the base, and by 1051 Bishop Hieronimus
was the incumbent at Wroclaw, although probably not yet resident.

How far these foundations affected peasant society is very difficult to
gauge. In the early twelfth century, the missionary bishop Otto came upon an

50 Kodeks Matyldy, 139—40.
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open-air sanctuary at Wolin, and in Szczecin he saw several temples, one of
which housed the god Triglav’s statue. With the support of Boleslav III, the
Wry-mouth (1102-38), Otto staged mass baptisms and built churches.” That
outlying peoples such as the Pomeranians persisted with organized pagan
rites is not so surprising. Latin churchmen frowned effectively upon the pre-
Christian practice of heaping earthen barrows over graves and the custom per-
sisted only in eastern areas such as Przemy§l, where the Orthodox churchmen
conducting worship were less disposed or able to banish barrows.”® Super-
vision of ritual carried out underground was harder, and cremation ashes
continued to be buried in the same cemeteries as inhumations near Bialystok
and elsewhere in the eastern regions, besides Pomerania.”” Cremation was
in flagrant contravention of church rules. Other deviations are less clear-cut,
for example the so-called “anti-vampire burials.” Starting around the time of
the conversion in the late tenth century and increasing through the eleventh,
these occurred mainly away from churchyards, and priestly eyes. The bodies
lay face-down or on their sides, heads cut off, with stakes or knives driven
through them. The aim seems to have been to prevent the dead from rising. It
has plausibly been suggested that fears were fanned by enforced abandonment
of cremation, and rather literal interpretations of doctrine on the resurrection
of the dead.’® The number of such burials is no more than thirty, and they at
least suggest awareness of what the new religion taught.

The church organization in the later eleventh century had still to recover
fully from pagan and Czech depredations. Gniezno had lost its prize relics,
and the seat of princely power at Cracow lacked metropolitan status. Gregory
VII (1073-85) expressed his concern over the disarray in a letter to Boleslav
II (1058-1081/2) in 1075: the bishops were not acting by the canons and more
bishops were needed to provide for “such a multitude of men.” Gregory’s
injunctions do not seem to have been heeded, stone churches were still built
mostly in or around castra, and there was no equivalent of the Rus cult of
Sts. Boris and Gleb to fuse popular faith, princely authority, and miracles
of healing. In fact, Bishop Stanislav of Cracow perished at Boleslav’s behest
in 1079 and would eventually be venerated as a martyr. Still, a yearning for
sacred apparatus at the grassroots level is evident from the medley of amulets
placed in graves or the foundations of houses. These include the colored clay

55 S. Ottonis, 42—45; Ebo, Vita S. Ottonis, 73—77.
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57 Urbanczyk and Rosile, “Poland,” 279-81.
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egg rattles (pisanki) found throughout Polish lands from the early eleventh
century onward, often in adult women’s graves, and seemingly symbolizing
fertility and resurrection, as they did among the Rus.*°

Christianity was inseparable from princely order, and rulers such as Boleslav
were addressed by popes in respectful, if condescending, terms. To that extent,
Mieszko’s bid to vest his political “clout” in sacral, more-or-less territorialized
form, had paid off, and the idea of monarchy had churchmen’s blessings. But
whether these initiatives would jell into a single, lasting polity was still an open
question.

Along the “East Way”

A third sphere of Christianity overlapped the other two, but included quite dif-
ferent forms of culture, society, and landscape. Few inhabitants of the expanses
between the Black Sea steppes, the Baltic, and the White Sea had direct expe-
rience with Roman monuments, Christian communities, or intimidation by
rulers zealous for the Christian God. The Slavs, Balts, and further north, Finns
were not, for the most part, disposed in such a pattern as to generate elites or
to throw up “big men” who might try to associate their predominance with
particular gods. The more sophisticated sections of the population practising
agriculture lived fairly static lives, remaining within reach of the burial grounds
of ancestors and the spirits of woods, rivers, and lakes. They were not, how-
ever, entirely cut off from other cults and cultures. The furs which were the
“drivers” of local exchanges were highly valued in distant markets, and from
the second half of the eighth century an elaborate exchange nexus developed.
This involved traders from Scandinavian-dominated parts of the Baltic bring-
ing beads and other wares made further west, Finns living as far north as the
Arctic hunting and trapping furry animals, Slavs likewise hunting and able
to deliver furs to emporia, and dealers bearing silver coins from the Muslim
world. By the mid-ninth century, northern-based traders known as “Rus” were
taking their pelts across the Caspian to the markets of Baghdad. They tried to
pass themselves off as Christians, to qualify for the reduced rate of tax payable
by “peoples of the Book.”® The Rus’ claim gained plausibility from the fact
that their journeys passed through Khazaria. Christians lived in the Khazars’
main city, Itil, and Greek-speaking towns in the Crimea and the Straits of Kerch
housed churches. Thus long-distance traders brushed with Christian commu-
nities at either end of the nexus bartering silver for furs. At Birka, in Central
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Sweden, there were Christian households and, more spasmodically, priests.®*
The encounters of trading bands from the northern forests with Christians,
Jews, or Muslims did not necessarily induce monotheism. But some traders
may have drawn a connection between wealth and the southerners’ cults and
craftsmanship.

From the late ninth century, the towns at major communication hubs on
the riverways expanded greatly, providing numerous markets and workshops,
notably Staraia Ladoga, Gorodishche (Novgorod), and Gnezdovo (Smolensk).
Insights into the mobile society that coalesced there are provided by chamber
graves.” The seventy or more chamber graves excavated east of the Baltic
mostly follow the axis from Staraia Ladoga, Pskov, and Gorodishche in the
north to Kiev and Shestovitsa in the Middle Dnieper zone. Beside swords,
bows and arrows, and riding-gear, everyday provisions were usually supplied,
as were weights and balances. They betoken business as eternal, if not usual,
and the corpses’ kaftans and horses’ bridle ornaments register oriental luxuries
and proximity to the steppes. Located near the trading nodes, chamber graves
act as “tracers” of the political structure encompassing these regions. Their
occupants were probably associates or retainers of the Rus princes, who were
themselves of Scandinavian stock.

Silver dirhams continued to stream into the Rus emporia, their actual num-
bers increasing through the first half of the tenth century, but from the begin-
ning of that century the Rus were trading directly with Byzantium and, by
the 930s, the locus of political power shifted south to the Middle Dnieper
region. Now the Rus were engaging with an established, insistently Chris-
tian state. The emissaries sent to negotiate the first full trade treaty between
the Rus leadership and Byzantium were reportedly taken round the churches
and shown relics of Christ’s Passion.® A hint of the Rus’ response is the fact
that the number of Christian Rus warranted special procedures in the Russo-
Byzantine treaty of the mid-g94os: emissaries who were Christian made their
sworn undertakings separately, in a palace church. Some years later Olga
(d. 969), their honorary ruler and widow of Prince Igor (d. 945/6), was herself
baptized in the palace. She was renamed after Empress Helena, while Constan-
tine VIl became her godfather. Olga and her entourage were received at court,
Olga herself being excused from the full obeisance to the emperor required of
her fellow Rus. She made only “a slight nod of the head.”®
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Olga’s months on the Bosporus appear to epitomize the advantages enjoyed
by the Rus rulers compared to leaders in the two spheres discussed earlier.
The Rus had leeway to choose what suited them best, in as eclectic a fashion
as the styles of ornament favored by their retainers. Not long after being bap-
tized at Constantinople, Olga turned to Otto of Saxony requesting a mission,
clearly with the intention of bringing the Rus under formal pastoral care. But
Olga’s initiative also illustrates the dilemmas facing leaders who sought to
change their people’s ways. The Germans soon gave up and the specially con-
secrated bishop, Adalbert, reported that he had only narrowly escaped death.®
Olga’s son, Sviatoslav (d. 972), rebuffed her attempts to convert him, allegedly
exclaiming “My retainers will laugh at this!”¥ About that time a prince or
notable was buried in a huge barrow at Chernigov and among his grave goods
was a statuette of Thor. Thor had devotees among the wealthier echelons of
the Rus, judging by the finds of his pendant hammerlets at emporia. The use of
these amulets seems to have peaked around the mid-tenth century. Yet the elite
also included believers in the powers of the Cross, notably those interred with
small crosses round their necks in the Middle Dnieper region and at Gnezdovo.
The suggestion that Thor’s pendant hammerlets were worn in reaction to the
spread of Christian rites and symbols may apply as well to Rus, as to the Baltic
centers that were even more exposed to western Christian practices.® One
should not, however, assume hostility between adherents of Christ, Thor, and
other gods. Some individuals (or those responsible for their burial), hedged
their bets by being buried with both crosses and hammerlets or other symbols
of non-Christian forces. The coexistence of Christians and non-Christians is
implied by the large burial-ground on the Starokievskaia hill at Kiev: Christian
burials were interspersed with what seem to have been sacrificial shrines. It is
possible that the chamber graves themselves were designed to outdo Chris-
tian coffins, seeing that they appear in the Scandinavian world at peripheral
points of Christendom such as Hedeby, and spread to other emporia and then
to Staraia Ladoga at the end of the ninth century.®® The Christians had rites
yielding palpable material benefits, but theirs was not the only fruit-bearing
seed.

Thus Olga’s leeway had its drawbacks, in the sense that belief and ritual
were largely a matter of individual preference. It is likely that scores, if not
hundreds, of Christians frequented the population centers straddling “the way
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from the Varangians (Scandinavians) to the Greeks.” Until her death in 969,
Olga retained at least one priest, and she gave instructions as to her funeral:
no feast over her tomb in pagan fashion, and burial in a place that remained

”7° Her son, Sviatoslav, “wept for her” and took part in

accessible to “all people.
the funeral, presumably in a church. Sviatoslav’s legitimacy did not depend on
a comprehensive public cult: his string of victories heightened the mystique
already accruing from his princely blood. When Sviatoslav’s occupation of
the Balkans ended and he had to pledge to withdraw and keep the peace
with Byzantium, he and his fellow leaders swore by Perun and another god
widely venerated among the Slavs, “Volos, god of cattle.””* This implies a
hierarchy among the gods as well as assimilation of Slav gods into the Rus’
own thought-world, but beliefs were still a matter for arms-bearing individuals.
It is no accident that the sanction invoked to deter transgressors of the Russo-
Byzantine treaties was death by their own weapons.

A cocktail of cults and rites presided over by a sacral ruler was volatile, yet
not unsustainable. This was, after all, characteristic of the Khazars’ realm even
after their elite adopted Judaism in the mid-ninth century. But crosscurrents
probably intensified in the late tenth century, as forms or adaptations of the
Christian cult proliferated in Rus population centers and several counterparts
of the Rus prince were baptized: Mieszko of the Poles, Géza (c. 972—97) of the
Hungarians, and Harald Bluetooth (c. 958-87) of the Danes. Viewed against
this background, the initiatives and drastic policy reversals of Prince Vladimir
(c. 978-1015) make sense. Soon after wresting the throne from his half-brother,
TIaropolk, who was murdered, he instituted a cult in which the citizens of Kiev
were expected to acquiesce, if not participate. The “pantheon” of wooden
idols set up outside his hall was headed by Perun but included gods worshiped
mainly in the Middle Dnieper region and the steppes. Sacrifices were offered
up to the idols, including boys and girls chosen by lot. The theme of victory
and thanksgiving for victory appears to have been prominent in Vladimir’s
new ensemble, as it was in the public worship of the Ottonian and Byzantine
emperors.

In fact, it may have been cessation of a run of victories that caused Vladimir
to look elsewhere for a winner. Seemingly soon after failing to subjugate the
most sophisticated power nearby, the Volga Bulgars, Vladimir began his “Inves-
tigation of the Faiths” which covered, besides Islam (the Volga Bulgars’ faith),
Judaism, and the western and Byzantine variants of Christianity. Much of the
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Primary Chronicle’s account of Vladimir’s enquiries derives from doctrinal texts,
originally without any relevance to Rus, and the narrative of his dispatch of
emissaries to the Muslims, Germans, and “Greeks” to observe their forms of
worship is thin on substance. But the shortcomings of the material do not
detract from its indication that, in the mid-98os, Vladimir compared the mer-
its of the monotheistic religions, seemingly together with other members of
his elite. An eleventh-century Persian writer refers to a Rus ruler who sent
envoys to Khorezm and received an instructor to teach “the religious laws of
Islam.””* As the Chronicle itself implies, Vladimir’s choice of Byzantine Chris-
tianity was not foreordained. Rather, a turn of events momentarily aligned
Vladimir’s interests with those of the Byzantine emperor, Basil II. The details
are irredeemably obscure, with only the outlines clear: Basil, beleaguered in
Constantinople by rebels, came to terms with Vladimir, sending his sister in
exchange for military aid; Vladimir’s baptism was a foreseeable precondition of
the marriage tie.” The warriors sent by Vladimir played a key role in quashing
the rebellion, and by around 990 Anna Porphyrogenita was installed in Kiev
with her spouse, who took the Christian name of Basil after his brother-in-
law. A full-blown religious mission accompanied her. A near-contemporary,
Yahyah of Antioch, regards the whole people of Rus as baptized at the hands of
Vladimir’s “metropolitans and bishops.””# Around this time a metropolitanate
of “Rhosia” was added to the list of sees under the jurisdiction of the patriarch
of Constantinople.

Vladimir’s choice can be viewed as essentially a means of consolidating his
regime, a maneuver to unify the disparate populations under his sway and
impose a new cultural order. Support for this interpretation comes from Rus
writers zealous to praise Vladimir as a “new Constantine,” who led his people
to enlightenment. In his sermon reviewing the Rus’ progress, following other
Christian peoples to grace and redemption, the mid-eleventh century church-
man Ilarion (1051-54) extolled Vladimir’s temporal power and his readiness to
enforce baptism so that “not one single person” resisted his “command.””” For
Ilarion, as for the slightly later Primary Chronicle, violence against false gods
accompanied mass baptism. Pagan sanctuaries were extirpated and Vladimir
ordered “wood to be cut and churches put up on the sites where idols had
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stood.”7¢

Archaeological evidence bears out these claims, for example, the
destruction of the idol of Perun at Perynia, near Novgorod. Vladimir’s Church
of the Mother of God was built partly over the pagan burial ground on the
Starokievskaia Hill. This was the church of Vladimir’s palace complex, built
of brick and stone by “masters” from Byzantium, and adorned with wall
paintings and marble furnishings. The church’s layout and design, like its ded-
ication, apparently evoked the main church in Constantinople’s Great Palace,
the Mother of God of the Pharos. The church was entrusted to priests from
Cherson, relics of St. Clement brought from Cherson were installed, and
looted antique statuary put on display. Thus symbols of supreme craftsman-
ship, victory, and ancient piety were, literally, superimposed on an assortment
of shrines and graves. Vladimir’s sponsorship was expressed by the name which
the church acquired from an early date, the “Tithe-Church,” after the tenth of
his property which, with Old Testament overtones, Vladimir dedicated to it.
Building upon existing military and political advantages, Vladimir turned the
throne city he had seized into a sacral center, sending out regular intercession
which might bring the forces of God to earth.

From the ruler’s point of view, then, standardized Christian worship could
set new bonds around the teeming settlements along the major riverways of
Rus. The ritual conducted by Christian priests in churches built at his expense
was alone legitimate, at once protected by and enhancing princely authority.
The urban network continued to accommodate a motley population. Thiet-
mar of Merseburg in 1018 remarked on the size of Kiev: the town “like all this
land, is populated by runaway slaves rushing hither and thither and especially
by fast Danes.””” These persons were well-provided-for spiritually, if Thiet-
mar’s figure of 400 churches for Kiev means anything, and Yahyah’s account
of the conversion highlights church building.”® The modest number of stone
churches known to have been built during the eleventh century understates
the total since wooden churches are seldom identifiable from archaeological
excavations, and most churches were of wood. Vladimir himself commissioned
one at Vasiley, in thanksgiving for a close escape from marauding Pechenegs.
Vasilev lay south of Kiev, in land reclaimed from these nomads. Strongholds
and adjoining settlements were built along the main tributaries of the Dnieper
and lines of earthworks, the “Snake Ramparts,” were put up to obstruct the
raiders. Vladimir populated his settlements with “the best men” picked from
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the northern forests, Finns as well as Slavs.”? Removed from familiar haunts
and intermingled, they were more amenable to the new cult, as well as to
learning techniques to work the fertile but heavy Black Earth. It is no accident
that towns in the steppe frontier zone comprise most of the earliest firmly
attested episcopal sees in Rus: Belgorod, Iur’ev, Pereiaslavl’ and, further north,
Chernigov.®® The Life of St. Theodosius depicts an orderly way of life in the
towns of Vasilev and Kursk towards the mid-eleventh century: churchgoing
and banquets on feast days at the governor’s hall were routines of polite soci-
ety.® These idealized scenes match the archaeological evidence, judging by
the finds of bronze book clasps and styluses for writing on boards covered
with wax or on birch bark. Customs and beliefs in the unfortified settlements
around the towns are harder to gauge. But the burial grounds within a 250-
kilometer radius of Kiev suggest that Christian norms were observed above
ground as well as below. The dead were mostly nailed down in coffins, some
wearing amulets (pendants symbolizing the sun, or miniature axes, for exam-
ple), while others wore pectoral or necklace crosses. There was little sense
of contradiction among these cult objects, which were sometimes placed in
the same grave. Religious sentiments were no less intense for being loosely
regulated by the authorities. Already in the 10308 or 1040s “wandering folk”
were on the move seeking out holy places, a kind of collective disengagement
from the world that recurs through Russian history.

More prosaically, Christ’s cross and cheap medallions ofhis saints accompan-
ied those earning their bread from frequent dealings between urban centers.
Their appeal was much as it had been in the tenth century for long-distance
risk takers who preferred a cross to Thor’s hammer. But now they moved
in wider circles. The birch-bark letters found in Novgorod and other towns
demonstrate this, besides attesting that many traders and craftsmen could
read and write in Slavonic. The letters are mainly to do with business, but
their calendar is governed by saints’ feast days and they presuppose that an
oath sworn on the cross is binding. The earliest letter to allude to the kissing
of the cross for this purpose dates from the eleventh century.®* Christianity
could be an asset to the mobile, hard-bargaining society of the riverways of
Rus, invoking shared normative values, and saints as potential guarantors of
agreements. The settlement pattern known as “compact nests” had emerged

79 Povest’ Vremennykh Let, 54.

80 See Podskalsky, Khristianstvo, appendix (by A. Poppe), 443—44.

81 Life of Theodosius (ed. Likhachev), 350-62; (trans. Heppell), 20-31.

82 Artsikhovsky and Borkovsky, Novgorodskie gramoty, 67-68; Franklin and Shepard,
Emergence of Rus, 285.
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in the northern forests: large interconnected groups of villages, often far-flung
from other such “nests,” but involved in one way or another with the fur
trade. Furs were bartered not only for beads and other semi-luxuries, but also
for metalware. Dealings, direct or indirect, with outsiders were a matter of
course, and a common ethical code was at least useful. The interrelationship
between “compact nests” and cities on the riverways helps explain indications
that country folk were familiar with Christian symbols. Few icons, crosses,
or pendant crosses have been found in rural burial grounds, but recent exca-
vations of the settlements themselves have unearthed quantities of crosses
and pendants, notably at Lake Kubenskoe.® The cross was widely venerated
as a Christian symbol and personal talisman, but did not usually accompany
its owner to the grave in these burial grounds. The dead wore their finest
clothes, equipped with pendants in the form of everyday objects, animals, and
their fangs. Barrows were usually heaped over graves, against the preference
of churchmen. The pattern of finds near Lake Kubenskoe, as also north of
Novgorod, suggests that villagers adapted Christian rites to their personal
needs, a kind of “do-it-yourself” system governed by communal norms and
pressures,® rather than by priests or princely coercion.

Parishes had yet to form in the eleventh and earlier twelfth centuries. Thus,
when around 1071 shamans exploiting a famine traveled from the Volga basin
to Lake Beloe Ozero —not far from Lake Kubenskoe —they do not seem to have
encountered a priest until a tribute collector, Ian, intercepted them. The priest
in Ian’s retinue was killed when Ian tried to halt their activities; the locals were
sympathetic towards the shamans, who produced food from women’s bodies.
This episode suggests that priests traveling with princely agents were the sole
providers of pastoral care, perhaps periodically carrying out mass baptisms or
performing the liturgy. At the same time, the shamans’ statements suggest that
ideas as well as goods could circulate far. They claimed that man’s body had
been made by the Evil God, while his soul was installed by the Good God.*
This is a variant of Bogomil Dualism. The Bogomils proselytized throughout
the Byzantine Empire and it would not be surprising if some followed trade
routes to Rus.

The church in Rus remained a missionary church throughout the eleventh
century. John II- Greek-born like most metropolitans in Rus—provided for the
non-physical correction of wizardry in his answers to clergymen’s questions

83 Makarov, “Kresty-tel'niki,” 263-65, 269, 271-72, and map on 270.

84 On the role of the kin-group and other social groupings as enforcers, see Dewey and
Kleimola, “Russian Collective Consciousness,” 180-91.

85 Povest’” Vremennykh Let, 76.
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in the 1080s.* Shamans could suddenly amass supporters in cities, as one did
in Novgorod. The bishop of Novgorod was threatened with death and was
saved only by the presence of mind of the prince, who made a mockery of the
shaman’s predictions before a large crowd and then hacked him to pieces. It is
not surprising that sees were all located at or near the throne towns of princes.
The number of throne towns — though not of sees — proliferated greatly from
the late eleventh century onward, a mark of the partible inheritance among the
princely family. Christianity did not induce veneration for monarchy in Rus;
churchmen concentrated on urging rival princes to keep the peace and
acknowledge the eldest in each generation as their notional father. Byzantine-
born church leaders gave their approval to the veneration of two of Vladimir’s
sons who had been murdered in cold blood in the power struggle following
his death in 1015. The texts acclaiming Boris and Gleb (d. 1015) as saints had
a somewhat ambivalent ideology: lesser princes, like Boris and Gleb, should
heed and respect the senior prince, but execration was heaped upon Prince
Sviatopolk, who had sought “sole rule” over his brothers” dead bodies. The
cult tended to uphold partible inheritance and power sharing among princes,
while further enhancing the dynasty’s status, in that Vladimir’s descendants
partook of the blood of Boris and Gleb. Unlike Vladimir, whom some church-
men exalted as a new apostle and worthy of veneration, Boris and Gleb soon
worked miracles, and by the time of their translation to a new stone church
in Vyshgorod in 1115, the saints” reputations went before them: for three days
“the rich and the humble, the healthy and the sick” thronged past, so as to
be allowed to touch the “noble coffins.”® Senior princes and pious monks
of Kiev’s Cave Monastery promoted the formal cult, acclaiming the brothers
as “martyrs,” models of nonresistance for ordinary Christians. But besides
helping and healing individuals, they were depicted on icons as warrior-saints,
protecting all the land of Rus. Literary claims that Boris and Gleb were revered
across a broad social spectrum gain corroboration from finds of cheap icons
of the twelfth century and later. The find of an unfinished stone icon depicting
Gleb in Beloozero indicates that local craftsmen were providing for the cult in
a region not well-stocked with priests or princely agents.

The cult of Boris and Gleb has a somewhat “roller-coaster” quality, convey-
ing something of the distinctiveness of Christianity in Rus. The metamorpho-
sis from two princes murdered during dynastic strife into widely venerated
martyrs for the faith has few parallels in those polities whose religious estab-
lishments were vetted fairly closely by external arbiters. The closest analogies

86 [John II], “Otvety,” 110-11.
87 Tale of the Passion (ed. Abramovich), 65; trans. Hollingsworth, 133.
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are the Bohemian prince, Wenceslas (d. 929/35), slain by his brother, and
Vladimir of Duklja, one of John Vladislav’s victims in the struggle for mastery
after the death of Samuel of Bulgaria, who was recognized as a saint by some
local churchmen.®® The cult of the “home grown” saints Boris and Gleb seems
to have unfolded at least partly thanks to widespread demand for princes as
sacrificial martyrs, healers, and protectors, and by the early twelfth century,
a corpus of hagiographical texts provided guidelines for keeping the formal
cult within the bounds of orthodox tradition. If piety in Rus was one of the
least regulated variants in Christian Europe, it possessed sacral spaces and cen-
tripetal forces of its own. Some were princely confections, such as the palace
complex of Vladimir at Kiev, but grassroots feelings became entangled with
the cult of Boris and Gleb.

Thus, in many ways Rus provides a classic case of “top-down” Christianity,
imposed by the prince for his own self-legitimization or self-aggrandizement.
And yet local populations — even those in the far northeast of Rus, which
were only loosely supervised —seem to have adopted the new cult: it met their
everyday needs for welfare and fertility, as well as offering the hope of personal,
physical protection and consolation for bereavement. It was therefore possible
for Christianity of a sort to flourish without parish organization. The same
could be said of Christian rites at the grassroots in Poland, judging by the
finds of clay egg rattles and other evidence of burial rituals discussed above.
The way in which Christian rites seem to have spread rapidly across northern
Rus reflects the unique dynamics of intensive exchanges among the “compact
nests,” even when widely scattered. Religious beliefs and practices there most
probably accommodated many idiosyncracies and outright deviations from
orthodoxy, but they were seldom concerted or orchestrated sufficiently to
give rise to sustained dissent, and any such outbreaks were likely to attract the
attention of princely agents such as Ian. In other societies such as Bulgaria,
pastoral care was more tightly meshed, and there are indications of a significant
stratum of literate, inquiring, lay piety. While this helps explain the vitality
of monasticism in many parts of Bulgaria, it could also provide a breeding
ground for organized dissent, in the form of the Bogomils. Perhaps the most
important reasons for the distinctive and sophisticated features of Christian
life in Bulgaria are the most obvious: many members of the Bulgar elite and
some members of their agrarian subject populations were directly exposed
to Byzantine Christian political power, or to a substratum of Greek-speaking

88 Ingham, “Martyrdom,” 210-14.
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communities, from the time of their arrival in the Balkans in the late seventh
century onwards. And their polity bordered on the Byzantine Empire. That
they should have absorbed heavier doses of Christian rites, beliefs, and outlook
is hardly surprising. The Poles and the Rus were comparative latecomers to
the Christian sphere, and their leaders’ adoption of Christianity came more
than a century after that of the Bulgars. They had, in more than one sense,
farther to go.
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Christians and Jews

BAT-SHEVA ALBERT

In the long history of Jewish—Christian relations, the early Middle Ages stands
asaperiod in which the anti-Jewish attitudes of the church fathers and councils,
and the legislation of the Christian Roman Empire regarding Jews integrated
into Theodosius II's Code (438 CE), were both adopted and perpetuated. The
Code recognized the legitimacy of Judaism and offered protection to Jews and
their property, while at the same time subjecting them to various kinds of
discrimination.

While it is true that the barbarian kings and their churches did ratify these
fourth- and fifth-century laws and conciliar canons, they were often incapable
ofenforcingthem. Whatis more, this period witnessed the advent of something
entirely new: namely, the introduction of forced conversions by royal (Visig-
othic Spain) or imperial (Byzantium) decree. However, while it is certainly
the case that the barbarian conquest of the West did affect the circumstances
of western Jewry, Islamic victories had still greater repercussions. Around the
year 600 Jews were living under Byzantine control in Greece, central Italy, Asia
Minor, Syria, Palestine, North Africa, and Egypt, and those in northern Italy,
Gaul, and Spain were subject to the rule of both orthodox and Arian barbarian
kings. By 1100 Jews in the Near East, North Africa, Egypt, and in part of Spain
were all living in lands that had been conquered by Muslims.

In addition, Byzantine repression and the conquest of northern and central
Italy (after 950) by German emperors (followed by commercial expansion in
the Rhine valley and toward the Slavic east) spurred on the migrations that had
begun under Charlemagne. Thus, alongside the older communities at Lyons,
Micon, Chalon-sur-Sadne, and Arles, by the beginning of the ninth century
there were Jewish merchants at Verdun. By the end of the tenth century,
eminent Jews had emigrated from Lucca to Mainz, and there is evidence of
a Jewish presence in the Mosan region as in Aachen, Metz, Trier, Xanten,
and Neuss. Downstream, we find communities at Cologne, Bonn, Mainz,
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Worms, and Speyer, to which Bamberg on the river Main, Heilbronn on the
Neckar, Merseburg on the Saale, and Regensburg on the Danube may be
added. Further east, communities sprang up in Magdeburg on the Elbe, and
in Prague.” In France, a Jewish presence can be traced in Limoges, particularly
in Champagne (Rheims, Troyes, Sens, Auxerre, and Chélons-en-Champagne),
later an important center for Jewish studies, and in Rouen from which Norman
Jews emigrated to London after 1066. In the German Empire, these new
communities enjoyed privileges which occasionally replaced or came to be
attached to late antique Roman legislation. This new political stance toward
Jews, which was to be maintained for successive centuries, did not, however,
generally work in the Jews” favor. All in all, the early Middle Ages witnessed
the foundation of numerous new Jewish communities in western and central
Europe.

As for the evolution of Christian attitudes to Judaism, the early Middle
Ages was a period of transition, and of a fluctuation between two different
anti-Jewish attitudes. The first faithfully upheld the stance of the church and
of Christian Roman law; the second likewise claimed a patristic heritage, but
drew from it rather more hostile and repressive tendencies which perhaps
allowed it to go beyond the limits of the anti-Jewish discrimination dictated
by Christian Roman legislation. It is unfortunate that, with the exception of
Byzantium and Byzantine Italy, the dearth of Jewish sources® prevents a direct
encounter with these “others™ and with their reaction to these two stances
which were represented, in the West, by the last of the church fathers, Pope
Gregory the Great (500-604) and Isidore of Seville (d. 636).

As a man who respected tradition, Gregory scrupulously observed the
Theodosian Code. He adopted Augustine’s view which assigned to Jews
the role of guardians of the very Scriptures that proved both the advent of
Christ and the voluntary conversion of Jews at the end of time. Gregory
recommended obtaining conversions by dint of preaching, which he

1 On the importance of these migrations, see Schwarzfuchs, Les juifs, 12-16.

2 Only one Jewish (vehemently) polemical anti-Christian work survives, written around the
middle of the ninth century, in a Muslim-controlled territory. Purporting to be the work
of a certain priest, Nestor, who had converted to Judaism, it attacks Jesus’ origins, and
shows knowledge of the New Testament. The Book of Nestor the Priest had much success
among later Jewish polemicists. See Polemic of Nestor the Priest for the text. Seventh-century
Jewish apocalyptic writings (see footnote 62 below) worked a veiled polemic into their
anticipation of the imminent coming of the Jewish Messiah.

3 The Chronicle of Ahimaaz, written in Hebrew by Ahimaaz of Oria (Byzantine Apulia)
around 1054 describes Jews’ lack of security in Apulia during the conversions enforced by
Basil I, and curses the latter’s memory. Ahimaaz of Oria, Megillat Ahimaaz, 18, 20.

160



Christians and Jews

considered more efficacious than coercion in effecting sincere conversions.*
Further, he ordered the provision of judicial or financial assistance to converts
as a way of encouraging conversions.” He protected the Jews of Terracina,
whom the local bishop had expelled from their synagogue, and allowed them
to start another despite the intrigues of the bishop; he made the same response
to the situation in Palermo, where the bishop had confiscated the synagogue
and all the buildings belonging to it, and to that in Cagliari.® Gregory did
not, however, hesitate to prohibit severely the possession or sale of Christian
slaves to Jews,” and did occasionally make rather malicious remarks regarding
Jews.®

The pontiff was, nonetheless, impartial. He was responsible for drafting
the famous letter Sicut Iudaeis which, with some highly significant variants,
would guide papal policy toward Jews for several centuries. Gregory affirmed
that “Just as the Jews (Sicut Iudaeis) shall not dare to exercise a liberty in their
synagogues which exceeds that permitted to them by law; neither shall they
suffer any loss of what has been granted them.”® The tone of his letters is more
sympathetic to the Jews when he reprimands those who, like the bishop of
Terracina, had wronged them unjustly. For their part, Jews knew perfectly well
that the pope would do them justice: they did not hesitate to lodge complaints
against their clerical prosecutors. In principle (and this principle was certainly

4 Compare this with Gregory’s correspondence (591) with Peter, bishop of Terracina, in
Jews in Legal Sources [702] 1:34, 417-18 and with Virgilius, archbishop of Arles, and Bishop
Theodore of Marseilles (594): “in illis partibus ludeorum vi magis ad fontem baptismatis
quam praedicatione perductos” (ibid. [703] 1:45, 418-19). See also the letter of Pope Alexan-
der II to Prince Landulf of Benevento (1065), in which the pope recommends gentleness
to obtain conversions (in Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos Texte, 554—55).

5 See Gregory’s letter to the subdeacon Peter, rector of the Sicilian Patrimony, regarding a
certain Jewish woman who had been prosecuted because she had converted after having
received betrothal gifts. According to Jewish law, she ought to have obtained a divorce;
despite this, she had in fact married a Christian. The pope ordered the cessation of the
legal proceedings against her. Jews in Legal Soutces [705] 1:69, 420—2I.

6 For the synagogue at Terracina (591), see Jews in Legal Sources [702] 1:34, 417-18 and [706]
2:6, 421—22; for Palermo (591), see ibid. [706] 2:6, 421—22; for the order to restore books
and ornaments to the confiscated synagogue at Palermo (598), see ibid. [717] 9:38, 434-35:
“eis contra iustitiam et aequitatis ordinem nec praeiudicium nec aliquod debet inferri
dispendium;” for Cagliari, see ibid. [719] 9:196, 438-39.

7 See hisletter (599) to Fortunatus, bishop of Naples, in ibid. [718] 9:105, 436; and to Brunhild,
the queen of the Franks, in ibid. [720] 9:214, 440.

8 See his letter (593) to Libertinus in ibid. [708] 3:37, 424: “Nasas, quidem sceleratissimus
iudaeorum.”

o Letter (598) to Victor of Palermo in ibid. [716] 8:25, 433: “Sicut Iudaeis non debet esse
licentia quicquam in synagogia ultra quam permissum est lege praesumere, ita in his
quae eis concessa sunt, nullum debent praeiudicium sustinere.”
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subject to some notorious exceptions'™), it was Gregory the Great’s opposition
to the use of coercion to obtain conversions leading to the salvation of Jews
and of Christendom that was adopted by the papacy that followed him.

While he declared his great admiration for the pope, Isidore of Seville did
not, in fact, follow in the Roman pontiff’'s footsteps in this regard. He closes
the patristic era on a note of declared hostility toward the Jews, considered
as the last people impervious to the call of conversion.” These two church
fathers’ different temperaments doubtless informed their reactions to Judaism;
however, it remains that attentive clerical readers of Gregory and Isidore found
in their writings two contradictory stances. Both would guide and dictate
future attitudes which would frequently swing alternately from one patristic
authority to the other.

In this chapter, we shall trace the evolution of Jewish—Christian relations in
this period in three parts, illustrating the desultory seesawing of these eccle-
siopolitical stances and measures. The first part will describe the use of repres-
sive measures and the introduction of forced conversions in Visigothic Spain
and in the Byzantine Empire. The second will outline the rather more benign
stance of the Merovingian kings (c. 500—751), their Carolingian successors (768
to o1r in eastern Francia and until 987 in the west Frankish kingdom), and the
German emperors from Otto I (936-73) to Henry IV (1056-1106). The third and
final section will treat the important Contra Iudaeos literature. The heir to a sig-
nificant tradition of anti-Jewish writings and exegeses, Contra Iudaeos literature
continued to inspire writing of this kind throughout the early Middle Ages.
The second and third sections will afford glimpses of both the beginnings of
changes in the status of Jews at the dawn of the Crusades, and the evolution of
the debate against Judaism at the beginning of the twelfth-century renaissance.

Repression and forced conversion

After the conversion of the Visigothic King Reccared to orthodox Chris-
tianity in 587, which was followed by that of the Lombards in the seventh
century, the Jews — that “stiff-necked people” — were, for a long time, the
only religious dissidents of the West, for, since Arianism disappeared, western
Christianity did not experience any significant heretical movements until the

10 In a letter (937) responding to a query of Archbishop Frederick of Mainz regarding the
forced conversion of the Jews of the city, Pope Leo VII allowed the archbishop to expel
the Jews if they refused the conversion preached to them. Ibid. [728] No. 79, 447—49: “hoc
vobis praeceptum mandamus [. . .] cam reverentia illis praedicare non desistatis. [. . .] Si
autem credere noluerint, de civitatibus vestris cum nostra auctoritate illos expellite.”

11 For Isidore of Seville and the Jews, see my analysis elsewhere in this chapter.
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eleventh century. Spanish Adoptionism in the late eighth/early ninth century
vanished rapidly. As the only resisters remaining and thereby delaying the last
coming of Christ by their recalcitrance, Jews had reason to fear the increas-
ing efforts at their conversion. It is true that the Byzantine Empire continued
to confront religious dissidents (especially those who promoted or opposed
iconoclasm), but even though according to Roman law Judaism was licit, in
Visigothic Spain and in Byzantium alike, all religious dissidents, including Jews,
were perceived as a threat to the body politic. From this time on, Jews would
often have to choose between baptism and voluntary exile or expulsion.

Visigothic Spain
Visigothic Spain was the scene of the most fanatical and cruel repression of Jews
in the early Middle Ages. Historians are still striving to identify the motives
for this fierce persecution which qualified as nothing short of anti-Semitism."
The last Visigothic kings, Ervig and Egica, however, did furnish their reasons
for intervening against Jews.

Ervig, who ascended the throne in suspicious circumstances in 680, intended
to win the support of the powerful Visigothic church and indeed made no
secret of this fact. At the Twelfth Council of Toledo (681) he implored clerics
to “purge the realm” of the sins that were impeding it, “and, above all these,”
to hound Jews and to ratify the anti-Jewish laws he had recently promulgated.®
Following the conversion of the Visigoths to orthodox Christianity in 587, the
legal status of Jews had progressively deteriorated. It is unclear to what extent
the day-to-day existence of Jews was affected by these measures; certainly, the
repetition and the increasing severity of the laws gives some cause to doubt their
efficacy. After the Third Council of Toledo following Reccared’s conversion
to orthodoxy (589), Gregory the Great congratulated the king on the anti-
Jewish legislation enacted there." In 616, King Sisebut, motivated by genuine
faith, ordered forced conversions. Preferring persuasion to coercion, his friend
Isidore of Seville criticized him, but nonetheless decided that conversion by
whatever means could not be revoked.”® After Isidore of Seville, conciliar
canons and royal legislation were distinguished both by their severity and
by the hateful language in which they were formulated: the codes of kings
Recceswinth (654) and Ervig (680) proved merciless toward Jews.

12 Saitta, L’antisemitismo, “Prefazione,” 1-3.

13 Council of Toledo XII (Jews in Legal Sources [857], 514-17); canon 9 of the same council
contains an abbreviated version of the anti-Jewish legislation (ibid. [858], 517—21).

14 Ibid. [722] 9:229, 441-42.

15 Council of Toledo IV (633), c. LVII, Concilios visigdticos, 210-11.
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The question of the influence of the church on this anti-Jewish attitude
has long been debated.”® The conversion enforced by Sisebut and Isidore of
Seville’s reaction has already been mentioned. Further, canon 6o of the Fourth
Council of Toledo (633), presided over by Isidore, ordered the separation of
Jewish children from their parents and their education by Christians. The same
council forbade not only Jews, but even converts, from holding public office.”
Was this a measure designed to eliminate Spanish Judaism by encouraging
Jews, frightened that their children would be taken from them, to convert?
The exclusion of converts and of the Christian descendants of Jews clearly
gives the appearance of hereditary ethnic discrimination. In any case, con-
ciliar and royal legislation became more and more oppressive: on the eve of
the Sixth Council of Toledo (638), Jewish converts of that city had to swear a
profession of faith (professio). They renounced Judaism and its laws, promised
not to keep company with their former coreligionists and no longer to observe
their teachings, and to give assurances that transgressors would be executed.”®
A public oath (placitum) was required of Jews in Toledo in 654.” There were
many judgments, and those of Toledo XII (681), XVI (693), and XVII (694)
and the legislation of kings Ervig and Egica were particularly ferocious. Hav-
ing sought the assistance of the church, Ervig presented his anti-Jewish laws
to the Twelfth Council for their ratification. Jews and their children were
to be baptized; furthermore, they were no longer able to practice Judaism
since they were forbidden to observe Jewish laws and festivals.*® The king
alone had the power to exercise clemency toward converts.® The church per-
haps had shrunk away from the king’s legislative measures, and Ervig warned
it that any cleric found negligent in the execution of these laws would be
excommunicated and would pay a fine of one gold pound.* The last councils
of Toledo, Toledo XVI (693) and XVII (694), were convoked by King Egica.
The realm was slipping into a serious social and economic crisis: famines,

16 Bachrach, “Reassessment” and Albert, “Un nouvel examen.”

17 Council of Toledo IV (633): for the measures regarding Jewish children, canon 60 (Jews
in Legal Sources [843], 488); for the holding of public office, canon 65 (ibid. [848], 490—91).

18 Confessio vel professio Judaeorum civitatis Toletanae (638) in ibid. [851], 494-500).

19 Leges Visigothorum (hereafter LV), 12:2:17, Recceswinth, Ervig et. al. (ibid. [541], 278-81):
converts were obliged to marry Christians and committed to burning or stoning their
own who broke this oath.

20 Prohibition of the observance of the Sabbath and of Jewish festivals: LV, 12:3:5 Erv. (ibid.
[547], 293—94); prohibition of the circumcision of Jews: LV, 12:3:4; prohibition of the
observance of dietary laws; LV 12.7 (ibid. [549], 206-97); Jews must meet with the bishop
on appointed days: LV 12:3:21 (ibid. [563], 323—25).

21 Clemency, that s, if the Jews “should happen to be snatched from the Devil’s snares and
laudably believe in the Holy Trinity” (LV 12:3:27; ibid. [547], 330).

22 LV 12:32:24 Erv. (ibid. [566], 326—28).
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epidemics, and the flight of slaves followed one after the other. The king broke
off the persecution of converts. He firmly believed that the salvation of the
realm lay in faith, and that it was his obligation to cure society of its ills with
salutary remedies: baptism, even if coerced, brought the baptized into a state
of grace. Therefore, he sought the church’s support to cure the realm: idolatry
was to be rooted out, but above all “the accursed perfidy of the Jews must be
crushed.” Lastly, the king argued before Toledo XVII (694) that he had tried
everything to convert Jews by persuasion, but that they had not kept their
promises. Therefore, he relied on the church to promote the cause of justice.
Bespattered with Christ’s blood, the Jews were plotting the ruin of the land.
For this reason, their property was to be seized, and they were to be dispersed
throughout Spain and reduced to slavery in perpetuity.>

The near total symbiosis of church and crown, and the constitutional weak-
ness of the monarchy — the Visigothic kings were unsuccessful in establishing
a hereditary monarchy — do not, however, satisfactorily explain the extremism
of Visigothic anti-Judaism. Nevertheless, these measures, which were excep-
tional among the barbarian kingdoms, did remain an isolated phenomenon.
Their significance lies in their partial integration into the important canon
collections of Burchard of Worms and Ivo of Chartres (c. 1040-1115),* later
retained by Gratian (d. c. 1159). Canonists, however, did not approve these
later Toledan canons, the prohibitions against the practice of Judaism, and
the enslavement of Jews in flagrant contradiction with Christian tradition.
Canon law only adopted the canons of Toledo IV (633), which increased the
discrimination of previous conciliar legislation but nonetheless preserved the
legal status conferred by Isidore, the sainted bishop who had presided over
that council.

Byzantium

Although Emperor Justinian I (527—65) had promulgated very severe anti-Jewish
laws in the famous Code that bears his name, it was the emperor Heraclius
(610—41) who ordered the forced conversion of Jews in 634 as a means of achiev-
ing religious uniformity. At that time, Byzantium was confronting Islam and
receiving a significant number of Persian Christian refugees, and apocalyptic

23 Council of Toledo XVI (693), (ibid. [859], 522—27; [860], 527—29).

24 Council of Toledo XVII (694), (ibid. [861], 520—32); canon 8 (ibid. [862], 535-38).

25 Burchard of Worms, Decretum (c. 1008-12) 4:83 (ibid. [1150], 635) = Toledo IV, canon
57, Burchard, Decretum 4:84 (ibid. [1151], 635) = Toledo IV, canon 62. Burchard likewise
retained canon 9 of Toledo XII containing the list of all of Ervig’s anti-Jewish laws.
See also: Ivo of Chartres, Panormia, 1:74 (ibid. [1233], 677—78) = Toledo IV, canon 60 =
Burchard’s Decretum 4:83 = Ivo of Chartres’ Decretum 1:277.
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aspirations,* fueled by the victories of the Persians and later those of Islam,
were aggravating Christian hostility toward Jews.” It would seem, however,
that this measure was only implemented in North Africa:*® in 691 the Trullan or
Quinisext Council was still criticizing Jewish—Christian relations as too friendly
for the liking of the council fathers.*

The matter would arise again under the iconoclast emperor Leo III (717—41).
Like Heraclius, Leo intended to eliminate all religious dissidence, reasoning
that political stability would be guaranteed by religious uniformity. When
the Second Council of Nicaea reestablished the cult of icons (787), it also
indirectly condemned the anti-Jewish stance of Leo III on the grounds that
those who had been converted by force were continuing to practice Judaism
secretly in any case; only a sincere conversion was considered effective.>® The
iconoclast emperors of the eighth century hounded their orthodox adversaries
and vice versa. Later, the emperors persecuted syncretistic and other sects in
Asia Minor, intending to eliminate utterly all dissidents, including Jews. The
campaigns of Basil I (874-86) against the Paulicians, who had established a
state on the Byzantine—Arab border and had allied themselves with the Arabs,
sharpened his antagonism toward heretics. Adding to the mix, there arose at
Amorium a sect professing a kind of Judeo-Christian puritanical monotheism.
As a self-proclaimed adversary of dissidents,” Basil I sought the help of the
church to smudge over his humble roots and the crimes he had committed
to ascend the throne. By his own account, he had attempted persuasion by
convoking debates with renowned rabbis, but the failure of this method led
to forced baptisms (c. 874). Nevertheless, the code drafted by Basil I, the
Basilica (886), which was destined to replace Justinian’s Code, adopted from
thelatter the anti-Jewish legislation whichlegitimized the existence of Judaism,
with certain severe restrictions. Basil’s son, Leo IV (886-912), later abandoned
the anti-Jewish policy of his father. However, under the usurper emperor
Romanus I Lecapenus, persecution resumed. In 932, Romanus ordered forced
conversions and gave his order the force of law. A number of Jews took refuge
in the Jewish kingdom of the Khazars in Central Asia; the Jews of Byzantine

26 See a further discussion later in this chapter.

27 Kaegi, Heraclius, 217.

28 Olster, Roman Defeat, 161.

29 Council in Trullo, canon 11 (Jews in Legal Sources [803], 460).

30 Council of Nicaea II (787), canon 8 (ibid. [804], 461-62).

31 Basilica (shortly before 886) A 1:1:42 (ibid. [197], 102): “Itis clear that anything that dissents
from the religion of the Christians opposes the Christians.” This law was directed against
the celicoli, the “believers in heaven,” a sect having Jewish traits. Despite provision for
forced baptisms, the Basilica did retain the permission of Jews to observe the Sabbath:
Basilica, A 1:1:43 = B 1:1:39 (ibid. [198], 102-103).
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Italy were persecuted. It was the intervention of the Jewish minister at the
court of the caliphate of Cordoba, Hasdai ibn Shaprut, that finally put an end
to this episode.

Thereafter, until the First Crusade, Jews lived in peace, and the empire
even welcomed Jews who had fled the persecutions of the Fatimid Egyptian
al-Hakim (996-1021). At the beginning of the eleventh century, the empire
entered a series of crises: thirteen emperors ascended the throne in the fifty-
three years between 1028 and 1081. The Turkish Seljuks inflicted a resounding
defeat on the Byzantines in 1071, and Byzantium lost vast territories in Asia
Minor, Armenia, and in Cappadocia. Compared with these crises, the Jewish
question rather lost its urgency.

It would seem then that these various attempts at the conversion of Jews met
with only partial and temporary success, and that they were not definitively
ratified by legislation. Despite grave difficulties, the imperial throne held firm
and Byzantium remained a great power into the eleventh century. Byzantine
caesaropapism ensured that the emperor continued to impose anti-Jewish
policies. The contradiction between Judaism’s permanent legal status (which
though discriminatory was nonetheless licit) and conversions enforced by
imperial decree would explain why all the conversions were temporary and
ended in failure.

A more benign approach: the Merovingians, the
Carolingians, and the German Empire

Jews were troubled little in Merovingian Francia.** Frankish conciliar legisla-
tion® ratified a prohibition of the Council of Elvira (300-6) against Christians’
taking their meals with Jews, but this is a measure implying that precisely these
sorts of encounters were taking place. Jews were also forbidden to assume pub-
lic office, and to sell, possess, and circumcise Christian slaves,?* these measures
being drawn from late antique conciliar precedent, and from the Theodosian
Code. There followed a short lull in anti-Jewish legislation under Charlemagne
(768-814) and especially under Louis the Pious (814—40), who was even accused
by Archbishop Agobard of Lyons (d. 840) of exhibiting too much favor toward

32 Local forced conversions in the Frankish realms date from the sixth century.

33 Council of Mécon (581-83), canon 15 (ibid. [824], 474-75); Council of Clichy (626—27),
canon 13 (ibid. [832], 479-80).

34 For the prohibition against holding public office: Council of Paris (614) canon 17 (15), and
Edict 10 of Clothar II (ibid. [830] and [831], 478—79). For the treatment of Christian slaves,
see: Clichy, canon 13 (ibid. [832], 479-80); Rheims (627-30), canon 11 (ibid. [833], 480-81);
Chalon (647-53), canon o (ibid. [834], 481-82).
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Jews.® Between 822 and 827, Louis granted the Praeceptum Iudaeorum to the
rabbi Donatus and his nephew Samuel. This privilege protected their persons
and their property, exempted them from tax payable on transported mer-
chandise, and from the ordeal. Furthermore, in an unprecedented measure, it
forbade Christians to convince the slaves of Jews to convert to Christianity.?
Another “precept,” intended to benefit Jewish merchants, promised protec-
tion and exemption from military service, and a high-ranking court official,
the Magister Iudaeorum, was to be charged with meting out justice to Jews.”
Under Charles the Bald (843—77), the climate was somewhat less propitious.
The Council of Paris-Meaux (845—46) did ratify the Visigothic canons against
Jews,”® but there was hardly any physical persecution of Jews under Carolin-
gians, nor under the German emperors Otto I (936—73), Otto II (973-83), and
Henry IV (1056-1106).%°

Henry IV confirmed in 1090 (with some alterations) the important privilege
granted by Bishop Rudiger Huozman to the Jewish community in Speyer in
1084 — a move which foreshadowed the evolution in social status for Jews at
the beginning of the twelfth century. In order to encourage Jewish merchants
to settle, Huozman reserved for their use a quarter (surrounded by a wall to
protect them), a plot of land to bury their dead, and allowed their provost,
the archisynagogus, to arbitrate in disputes between or against Jews. Moreover,
he bestowed on them freedom of commerce in the city, the right to employ
Christian servants of both sexes (except on holy days), and the right to par-
ticipate in the defense and fortification of their quarter.*’ The bishop granted
them, as it were, most-favored-nation status, and, in the case that another city
in the empire should draft a comparable document, he undertook to bestow
on them a yet more favorable privilege.

Both church and royal legislation, however, already forbade Jews to have
Christian servants and to serve in the military. Moreover, this apparent ame-
lioration in the condition of Jews proved precarious. In practice, privileges
were prone to revocation, and had to be reconfirmed by the donor’s succes-
sors. Later, the very threat of revoking the freedoms bestowed, or refusing
to reconfirm them, opened the way for financial extortion that would weigh

35 For Agobard, see later in this chapter.

36 Praeceptum Iudaeorum (822—27), canon 30 (ibid. [572] 333-35); see also the prohibition of
the baptism of slaves bought abroad: Praeceptum Iudaeorum, canon 31 (ibid. [573], 336—38).

37 Praeceptum negotiatorum, s2 (ibid., [576] 341—43).

38 For the Paris-Meaux Council, see below.

39 Henry II confirmed privilege for the Jews of Merseburg, but expelled the Jews of Mainz
in ror2. Henry IV included Jews in the Peace of Mainz (1103), which was intended to
reestablish order in an empire shaken by civil war.

40 Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos Texte, 557—58.
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heavily on Jewish communities in the following centuries. Perhaps an even
graver consequence was the fact that the privileges underlined the alterity of
Jews. While it is true that the separation and fortification (no doubt at their
own request) of their living quarters did proffer them daily protection, on the
other hand, it also led to Jews becoming a more visible target during riots. This
was certainly the case when, at the end of the eleventh century, urban eco-
nomic competition became more and more fierce, and church reforms (in the
second half of the eleventh century) together with the First Crusade (1096-99)
ignited a popular religiosity that was at once more fervent and, henceforth,
more anti-Jewish. As far as anti-Jewish sentiment was concerned, instead of
being hounded for their sins against the Savior, deicidal Jews had been favored
by the authorities, and what is more, were actually enjoying economic advan-
tages. Protected from then on solely by these privileges, Jews were at the
mercy of their protectors — protectors who were sometimes recalcitrant or
powerless in the face of hostile forces and anti-Jewish rioting. While the mas-
sacres commiitted, especially in Germany, by crusaders and by one sector of
the urban populace in the summer of 1096 were not repeated, in the centuries
that followed Jews remained subject to violent persecutions, extortions, and,
later, expulsions.

The Contra Iudaeos literature

Contra Iudaeos literature including polemical treatises, disputations (usually
fictional), biblical commentaries, and even hagiographical writings, was writ-
ten throughout the period. These works continued in the tradition of the
patristic Contra Iudaeos literature and retrieved from it principally exegeti-
cal material found in Jerome, Augustine, Gregory the Great, and Isidore of
Seville. Indeed, until the twelfth century, virtually all anti-Jewish arguments
were based on allegorical commentaries on the Old Testament. It is worth not-
ing that polemical works properly speaking, entitled Contra or Adversus Iudaeos,
were rare in Latin Christendom between the seventh and the beginning of the
eleventh centuries. In contrast, they were numerous in the Byzantine Empire,
and the Greek and Syriac examples are rather more original than those of

41 The Altercatio aecclesie contra synagogam, a treatise written perhaps in England between
938 and 966, above all reproduces pseudo-Augustinian works in particular: see the Sermo
contra Judaeos, paganos et Arianos (probably written by Quodvultdeus, Augustine’s suc-
cessor at Hippo), and the Altercatio ecclesiae et synagogae (before 476); see also Dahan, La
polémique chrétienne, 85. The Altercatio is a later example of this kind of imitative summary.
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Latin Christendom - their line of argument being adapted to historical and
theological crises.

What was the influence of this literature on the evolution of Jewish—
Christian relations? Clearly, the reading of these works was liable to fuel the
antipathy of their readers (predominantly clerics), and served, on occasion,
to justify anti-Jewish measures that were strictly speaking illegal. Inevitably,
the rehearsal of numerous anti-Jewish passages drawn from patristic sources
did contribute to keeping the Jewish question on the agenda, even though the
Jewish population was of negligible proportions and posed no real threat of
“Judaization” or faith-based conversions to Judaism:# the only known pros-
elytesare Bodo, the arch-chaplain of the Carolingian court (839), and a German
cleric named Wecelin (1106).

Another question is whether anti-Judaism took a turn toward anti-Semitism
in the early Middle Ages. This is a thorny problem, as the transition from one
to the other occurs imperceptibly.# The rehearsal ad nauseam of the sins of
the Jews enumerated in the Old Testament and the innumerable accusations
of deicide (which were also repeated in the Good Friday liturgy) served to
blacken the Jewish people’s image. The love that God had shown toward
them was now over, and his election transferred to Christians, the True Israel
(Verus Israel). Certain readings from the Gospels and from the Pauline epistles
leant themselves readily to anti-Jewish commentary* and aroused irrational
sentiments: considered despised by God, Jews were inevitably despised by his
truly faithful people.

Isidore of Seville’s treatise, On the Catholic Faith against the Jews (De fide
catholica ex veteri et novo testamento contra Judaeos ad Florentiam sororem suam*)
stands, in the seventh century, at the head of Western polemical literature. This
lengthy treatise picks up patristic polemics (especially Jerome and Augustine)
in its choice of subject matter, line of argument, and tone. It is divided into
two parts: the first undertakes to demonstrate that the virgin birth of Christ
and the narrative of his life until his resurrection were announced in the Old
Testament, and that the criminal and unbelieving Jews had been punished by

42 The problem of circumcision or of the conversion of slaves by their Jewish masters was
of a different order, as Jewish law commanded their conversion. Moreover, it was in the
slaves’ interest to convert since according to Jewish law a Jewish slave had to be freed after
serving six years. Likewise, Jews converted their non-Jewish spouses. It is impossible to
estimate the number of these conversions at a time when they had been forbidden for
centuries.

43 Langmuir, “Anti-Judaism,” 383-89.

44 See Heil, Kompilation oder Konstruktion?

45 Isadore of Seville, De fide.
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the Destruction of the Temple, the loss of their political independence, and
exile. The second part sets about proving that after Christ’s coming the laws of
the Old Testament had passed away. Isidore’s work was enormously successful:
twenty-one manuscripts produced before the eleventh century are extant, and
the work was translated into Old High German in the ninth century.° Its
short chapters contain biblical verses followed by a brief exegesis inspired by
or citing the works of Jerome, Augustine, and Gregory the Great. The treatise
is completely unoriginal since Isidore sets out solely to arm his clerical readers
against the Jews with polemical exegesis.# Jews figure in other exegetical
works by Isidore, and are always presented pejoratively.*® Isidore’s anti-Jewish
polemic had its heirs in Visigothic Spain, notably in the writings of Julian of
Toledo (b. 644), who was himself of Jewish descent, and who attacked Jews
more violently than had Isidore for the reason that they stubbornly refused to
accept that the Messiah had already come.*

In Byzantium, anti-Jewish polemic was exacerbated by three crippling crises
that beset the empire between the seventh and ninth centuries: Heraclius’s
campaigns against the Persians (627—29); Muslim victories in the Middle East,
Egypt, North Africa, and Spain (622-711); and, lastly, the iconoclast crisis
(c. 725-87 and 814—43). Byzantine treatises blamed the Jews for all these woes:
for having aided the Persians, for having been among the earliest followers of
Islam, for having incited the Muslims against the Christians — what was more,
it was argued that it was two Jews who concocted Islam in the first place®® —and
lastly for having provoked iconoclasm. Christian defeats fueled this explosion
of anti-Jewish writing,”" which proceeded to put Jews in the same category as
Muslims. Greek and Syriac polemical writers argued that the defeat of the Jews
by the Romans after the Passion of Christ promised victory against Islam for
the latter’s Byzantine heirs (after penance). From the seventh century, East-
ern Christians used anti-Jewish rhetoric as a way of making veiled attacks on
Islam: in so doing they attempted to rouse the morale of the faithful, while

46 Weinhold, Die altdeutschen Bruchstiicke; Eggers, Der althochdeutsche Isidor; and Ostberg,
“Aspects.”

47 Isidore of Seville, De fide, 449—s0. See also the detailed discussion in Drews, Juden und
Judentum. Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos Texte, 441 argues that Isidore’s
attitude toward Jews was generally amicable and practical.

48 See Isidore of Seville, Allegoriae and Quaestiones.

49 Julian of Toledo, De comprobatione.

50 Griffith, “Jews and Muslims,” 80-81.

51 Maximus the Confessor (c. 580-662), Heraclius’s secretary, attributed the Arab victory to
the Jews, “the most impious people on earth.” See PG 91, 540—41 cited by Schreckenberg,
Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos Texte, 447.
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minimizing Christian military defeats.>* The Syriac treatises, The Trophies of
Damas and the Dialogue of the Jews Papiscus and Philo with a Monk, were inspired
by the influential Dialexis kata Ioudaioon (second half of seventh century) by
Anastasius of Sinai, the abbot of St. Catherine’s Abbey at Mt. Sinai. Destined
quickly to become widely popular, this work discusses traditional themes: the
Trinity and the coming of Jesus as proclaimed by the prophets. It also broaches
the question of the worship of images and cult objects by Jews.” If we take
into account the work’s date before iconoclasm, what we have here is a work
designed to justify images against Judaism and Islam. The most important of
these polemical writers, Theodore Ab@i-Qurra (c. 755—¢. 830), a Melkite bishop
in Mesopotamia, attacked Jews as “the most detestable people among all the
nations.”*

Under the Abbasids, majlis were inaugurated, comprised of scholarly col-
loquia or of disputations between the representatives of the three religions
invited to participate by the caliph or important Muslims. Although the dis-
putants were supposed to uphold the rules of courtesy, Jews, whom the Mus-
lims occasionally charged with the responsibility of controlling the accuracy
of the Christians’ biblical quotations,” complained that they were being deni-
grated by both Christians and Muslims. One Coptic patriarch compared them
unfavorably with oxen and asses; the monk Abraham of Tiberias, citing the
Qur’an, reminded them that Jesus had transformed some Jews into “monkeys
and pigs,” and the Fatimid vizier, Ibn Killis (after 977), a convert from Judaism,
treated them with absolute disdain.>

The Byzantine iconoclasts, in the early stages of the controversy, argued
that images were idols, condemned by the Old Testament. For this reason, the
Second Council of Nicaea (787), which reestablished the use of images, put
iconoclasts in the same category as Jews and Samaritans.” In the Byzantine
Contra Judaeos literature of the seventh and eighth centuries, apologetics for the
cult of the True Cross, relics, and icons came to be added to the traditional anti-
Jewish subject matters: namely, Messianism and the divinity of Jesus, deicide,
the punishment of the Jews, and so on.*® The key argument proposed that
Jews had made themselves guilty of idolatry by worshiping the golden calf,

52 Olster, Roman Defeat, 116-37.

53 Kiilzer, Disputationes Graecae, 152—53.

54 Griffith, “Jews and Muslims,” 71.

55 Griffith, “Monk in the Emir’s Majlis,” 27-29 regarding the intention of the emir in a majlis
in Jerusalem between 815 and 82o0.

56 Ibid., 22-37; for Ibn Killis, see Cohen and Somekh, “Interreligious Majaalis,” 128-36.

57 Council of Nicaea II, Mansi 13, 167C-D.

58 Leontius of Neapolis (Cyprus, first half of seventh century): see Kiilzer, Disputationes
Graecae, 147—50.
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the tablets of the Law, and the cult objects of the Tabernacle.” Inspired by
Leontius of Neapolis, Theodore Aba-Qurra recalled that Moses, David, and
Solomon had used images; in so doing, he attempted to discredit iconoclasm
by evoking anti-Jewish prejudices that animated both Eastern Christians and
Muslims,*® despite the fact that the latter were, like the Jews, fierce opponents
of images and of the cross as an object of veneration.

The conflict between Byzantium and Islam stirred Messianic expectations
among both Christians and Jews. For the author of the Apocalypse of Pseudo-
Methodius (Syriac; Greek redaction c. 675), both Jews and Arabs were the instru-
ments of divine punishment, but Byzantium would emerge victorious; in the
Greek version of the text, the invincibility of the Roman Empire remained
restricted to its victory over the Jews.®" As for Jewish writers, they expected the
final defeat of the Byzantines, and made their rebuttal with their own apoca-
lypses written in Hebrew:** Heraclius was given the name Armilus (the name
of the Enemy of the Messiah) and his defeat was interpreted as announcing
the advent of the Age of the Jewish Messiah.

The Carolingian renaissance likewise produced a number of original works,
though authors in this period did not pride themselves on originality. The
Contra Judaeos polemic mostly appeared in their biblical exegesis as the writing
of biblical commentaries was very highly esteemed in the Carolingian period.
The exegesis of Jerome, which bristles with condemnations of Judaism, and
Augustine’s City of God, containing his essential statement regarding the fate of
Jews in a Christian world, nourished the anti-Judaism of Carolingian exegesis.

However, interest in both the Hebrew text of the Bible and Jewish exegesis
underwent a revival. This reawakening of an appetite for Jewish knowledge
of the Scriptures, after the nearly four hundred years that had passed since
the death of Jerome, was not confined to knowledge of the Hebrew language,
as it was in the case of the latter. In Lyons, a circle of scholars comprising
Archbishop Agobard and the Visigoths Florus and Amolo were interested in
the contents of Jewish books with which Jerome had not been familiar. For the
first time, the Contra Judaeos made use of post-biblical Jewish sources to serve
polemical ends; it was an interesting initiative, but one that was not picked up
again until the twelfth century.

59 Anastasius of Sinai, Dialexis; The Trophies of Damas; The Dialogue of the Jews Papiscus and
Philo: see Kiilzer, Disputationes Graecae, 151.

60 Griffith, “Jews and Muslims,” 77; Kiilzer, Disputationes Graecae, 170—72.

61 Alexander, Byzantine Apocalyptic Tradition, 54.

62 For the Jewish works, see: The Book of Zerubabel (Sefer Zerubavel) and The Signs of the
Messiah (Otot Ha Mashiah) as referenced by Sharf, Byzantine Jewry, 102 and footnote 44.
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Theodulf of Orleans (d. 821), the eminent Carolingian master, undertook
to produce a Latin Bible more faithful to the “Hebrew truth” (hebraica veritas)
of the biblical text than the Hieronymian translation known as the Vulgate.
He enlisted the services of a Jew, probably a convert to Christianity, known by
the name of “Pseudo-Jerome” and the author of the Quaestiones on the books
of Kings and Chronicles. His works contain numerous Jewish traditions, and
medieval readers attributed them to Jerome because they thought that he
alone possessed sufficient knowledge of Hebrew to write them.® Theodulf
must have learned that Jerome’s Latin translation did not always render the
exact meaning of the Hebrew text of the Bible; he turned then to a hebraeus to
annotate Jerome’s translation. This “Hebrew,” none other than our Pseudo-
Jerome, marked with h.[ebraeum] non habet (“the Hebrew [text] does not have
[this]”) all those passages where the textual elaborations of the Hieronymian
translation were not present in the original Hebrew. Theodulf's Bible did not,
however, meet with the success it warranted as a quasi-scientific undertaking:
only five manuscripts survive.

Other Carolingian men of letters showed interest in the Hebrew text of
the Bible, notably Claudius of Turin (d. after 827), Agobard of Lyons,* and
Florus of Lyons. It is worth noting that three of these “Hebraists” — Theodulf,
Claudius, and Florus — were Visigoths, as was perhaps Agobard also. It might
then be asked where their interest in the Hebrew Bible sprang from, and what
was its motive. Indeed, many questions await satisfactory answers. The Caro-
lingian appetite for the study of the Old Testament was, no doubt, anchored
in a political ideology which thought of Charlemagne as a new David, and of
Louis the Pious as Solomon; space limitations do not allow me to treat here
the origin or the meaning of this biblical identification. Note, however, that it
is precisely in the Quaestiones of Pseudo-Jerome, in those of Claudius of Turin,
Hrabanus Maurus (c. 780-856) — who also made use of Pseudo-Jerome — and
Angelomus of Luxeuil (c. 850) on the books of Samuel and Kings® that we find
these borrowings from Jewish exegesis.® This interest reflected, perhaps, the

63 Saltman, Pseudo—Jerome.

64 Agobard employs the Hebrew word araboth, the name of the second heaven in the
Jewish mystical tradition (which he evidently knew), which is translated in the Vulgate
as occasum in the singular, whereas, in the Hebrew, the word “evening” is in the plural.

65 Claudius of Turin, Quaestiones XXX (c. 822); Hrabanus Maurus, Commentaria in Libros IV
Regum, 11-124; Angelomus of Luxeuil, Enarrationes in Libros Regum, 245 ff. For Hrabanus’s
and Angelomus’s borrowings from Pseudo-Jerome’s Quaestiones, see Saltman, Pseudo-
Jerome, 23—29.

66 Theodulph showed some notable interest in the books of Kings: see Gorman, “Theodulf
of Orléans,” 286.
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less hostile atmosphere surrounding Jewish—Christian relations under Charle-
magne and Louis the Pious, expressed elsewhere in the privileges granted to
Jewish merchants. However, we must caution against drawing overly hasty con-
clusions regarding Jewish influence at court on the basis of privileges granted
to particular Jews, or on the basis of Agobard and Amolo’s anti-Jewish vitu-
perations. The former were restricted to just a few Jewish merchants, and the
latter constituted thinly veiled acts of propaganda.

The interest of these exegetes in Jewish sources notwithstanding, their
writings do nonetheless bristle with anti-Jewish commentaries (Jews often
being presented as cruel, perfidious, envious, and ungrateful, etc.) — commen-
taries which sometimes reek of something awfully like anti-Semitism.”” While
Hrabanus Maurus’s anti-Judaism was literary, Agobard and Amolo of Lyons
(archbishop 840—50) undertook a social segregation of Jews and Christians in
the diocese of Lyons and in the wider Midi. Jews were simply too influential
and Jewish—Christian relations too amicable for their liking, and it was their
intention to convince Louis the Pious to withdraw his protection from Jews.
Between 826 and 850 they collected together those Jewish traditions which
seemed to them most risible, such as the mystical calculation of God’s mea-
surements,®® or offensive, such as those in the Toledot Jeshu.®® Agobard wanted,
above all, to besmirch the standing of Jews who were converting their slaves
and attracting Christians to Judaism. He did not hold back, however, from
attacking their powerful protectors at court, including in his sights even Wala,
abbot of Corbie, and cousin to Charlemagne.”

This attack would not have been too serious in itself, as Louis the Pious
despised Agobard, who was happy to return the feeling.”” In 839 however, the
scandalous conversion of the court arch-chaplain Bodo to Judaism served to
justify Agobard’s position. It suddenly became imperative to introduce the
anti-Jewish legislation of the Visigothic councils into the Carolingian empire.
Amolo took charge of the move; he claimed to have daily discussions with
Jews, and he knew the Toledot Jeshu and Jewish traditions regarding a Jew-
ish Messiah imprisoned in underground cells in Rome, traditions which, he

67 E.g., Hrabanus Maurus, Expositio super Jeremiam, 1249B; Hrabanus Maurus, Commentaria
in Libros IV Regum, 11, XVIII, 110A-C.

68 Agobard of Lyons, De iudaicis superstitionibus.

69 Amolo of Lyons, Epistola seu liber contra Judaeos, XL, 169S. The Toledot Jeshu (The Story of
Jesus) is an ancient and offensive Jewish satire on the birth and life of Jesus.

70 Agobard of Lyons, Contra praeceptum (addressed to Abbot Hilduin of St. Denis and to
Wala).

71 See Heil, “"Agobard, Amolo.”
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argued, obviously contradicted the gospel and Christ’s Messianism.”” Amolo
succeeded where Agobard had failed. Employed as a specialist in Judaism at
the Council of Paris-Meaux (845-46), he caused two decisions of Toledo IV to
be adopted there which forbade showing favor to Jews (canon 74) and ordered
the separation of Jewish children from their families in order that they might
be raised by Christians.”? Moreover, the council retained the original phrasing
of canon 60 of Toledo IV which ordered the separation of Jewish children (and
not of the baptized children of Jews)”* from their parents — a decision which
would have led to the disappearance of Judaism (but for the fact that the Frank-
ish aristocracy refused to ratify the majority of the canons of Paris-Meaux).
The originality of the Carolingian Contra Iudaeos would find no successors
until the twelfth century.

It was at the beginning of the eleventh century that disputation reappeared
in the form of discussions, usually fictional, between a Jew and a Christian
regarding the truth of Christianity in the face of Judaism’s lies. The earliest
disputation was an exchange of letters between Henry, a cleric at the impe-
rial court of Henry II, and the cleric Wecelin who had converted to Judaism
(c. 1006). The themes of this correspondence return to the traditional ques-
tions of Jewish—Christian polemics: the validity of the Jewish Law after the
coming of Christ, the Messianism of Jesus, the Incarnation, the Trinity, and
the divine election of Christians replacing that of the Jews. The proselyte’s tone
is aggressive: Christian faith is accursed, and his Christian opponent an imbe-
cile. It is worth noting, however, that Wecelin’s letter is very short, whereas
his opponent replies at length, thereby giving priority to Christianity.”> In
1093, shortly before the First Crusade was radically to upset Jewish—Christian
relations, Gilbert Crispin, abbot of Westminster, wrote the remarkably suc-
cessful Disputatio Iudei et Christiani. It is not an original work, but within it, its
disputants mutually promise to remain calm, and, for once, the discussion pro-
ceeds peaceably. In the treatment of the Incarnation, Gilbert puts forward the

72 Amolo of Lyons, Epistola seu liber contra Judaeos, XII, 148A, following the Babylonian
Talmud, Sukka 52A. For other Jewish traditions reported by Amolo, see Albert, “Adversus
Tudaeos.”

73 Paris-Meaux (845—46), canon 74 (Jews in Legal Sources [847], 546—47) = Toledo IV, canon
58; Paris-Meaux, canon 75 (ibid. [868], 547-48) = Toledo IV, canon 6o.

74 For the discussion regarding versions of this decision, see Albert, “Isidore of Seville,”
216, footnote 37. Gratian retained the original version and did not add “[filios] baptizatos”
(baptized children) as the canonists Burchard of Worms (d. 1025) and Ivo of Chartres
(1090-1116) had done.

75 See Sapir Abulafia, “Eleventh-Century Exchange”; also Lotter, “Die Vertreibung,” 53—64.
Lotter situates Wecelin’s proselytism within the context of the heresies of the beginning
of the eleventh century.
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possibility that God became man by distinguishing between divine nature and
divine person, echoing Anselm of Canterbury’s argument in his Cur deus homo
(1095-98). Gilbert was helped in the philosophical aspects of the disputation
by Anselm. These philosophical arguments opened new intellectual horizons
in the Jewish—Christian dialogue. Though traditional biblical exegesis would
remain the recognized weapon in disputations, it would henceforth be accom-
panied by a new tool: reason (ratio). The question then may be asked whether
recourse to ratio could lead to a rapprochement between Jews and Christians:
this is the question with which the twelfth century would be concerned.
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The Mediterranean frontier: Christianity
face to face with Islam, 6001050
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Islam came face to face with Christianity from its beginnings. Christians and
Jews were regarded as “People of the Book™ because they had a revealed
monotheistic religion. Even though they had corrupted this religion and
turned away from the true path, they deserved a measure of respect and toler-
ance, unlike pagans with whom no coexistence was possible. Nevertheless, the
new religion developed an ideology of confrontation with non-Muslims which
almost inevitably led to conflict. The idea of holy war or jihad is developed in a
number of suras of the Qur’an but, as often in the Qur’an, the message is not
a simple and unequivocal one. The sacred text presents apparently conflicting
advice to the faithful as to how they should confront the enemies of the new
religion. There are a significant number of passages which advise nonviolent
argument and preaching when dealing with the “People of the Book.” In
contrast there are other passages in which the Muslims are exhorted to go and
fight in the path of God, and those who do not are castigated for failing in their
religious duties.” These culminate in 9.5:

When the sacred months are past, kill the idolators wherever you find them
and seize them, besiege them and lie in wait for them in every place of ambush:
but if they repent, pray regularly and give the alms tax, then let them go their
way, for God is forgiving, merciful.

Traditionally, Muslim scholars have reconciled the apparent contradiction
by arguing that the quasi-pacifist exhortations are early revelation, from the
time when the Muslims were few and they had to avoid confrontation to
survive, while the more militant passages date from later when the Muslims
were in a more powerful position and could challenge their enemies openly.
The later, more militant passages abrogate the earlier ones and represent the
definitive Muslim position. Recently it has been argued that a pacifist and a

1 Collected in Firestone, Jihad, 69-73.
2 Ibid., 84-91.
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bellicose tradition in early Islam coexisted for some years, but that by the death
of the Prophet in 632, it was the warlike tradition that was in the ascendant.?

The word jihad itself does not necessarily imply warfare. It means “striving,”
and Muslim writers — both ancient and modern — have contended that there
is a form of jihad which is spiritual struggle to resist temptation and become
a better Muslim. However, the Qur’an and other early Islamic accounts often
use phrases about fighting and killing in the cause of Islam which make it
clear that real warfare was involved. At the time of the first Muslim conquests
(632—41) it is clear that many of the faithful believed that it was right to fight
the unbelievers in the name of Allah and that those who were killed in this
endeavor would be martyrs and transported to the joys of paradise. In short,
the obligation of jihad in its militant, holy war sense was not clearly and
unequivocally incumbent on all Muslims at all times. It was rather a latent
idea which could be activated, either by rulers seeking to use it to establish
their religious credentials or by popular religious movements, impatient with
the apparent laxity and inaction of their leaders.

The Muslim conquests of the Christian lands of the Mediterranean began
in the years immediately following the death of the Prophet Muhammad in
632. The exact chronology of the earliest phases of this conquest is uncertain,
but we can be fairly sure that Damascus and much of Syria and Palestine
were under Muslim rule by the end of 636, and that the fall of Jerusalem
followed soon after. Caesarea, the last major city of the eastern shore of the
Mediterranean to fall to the Muslim armies, was taken by 641.# The conquest
of Egypt followed in the same year.

The Muslim conquest of North Africa followed a couple of generationslater.
In 69394 Muslim armies took Carthage and began establishing the province
of Ifrigiya (modern Tunisia). In 703 Tangier was taken and Muslim forces
reached the Atlantic Ocean. The conquest of much of the Iberian peninsula
followed from 711 to 716, and armies continued to raid further north, up
the Rhéne valley and more widely in southern France, until 732. The final
phase of Muslim expansion in the Mediterranean came with the conquest of
Crete in 827 and Sicily from 827 onward. The fall of Taormina in 9o2 signals
the completion of this process.

At both ends of the Mediterranean Sea, and in the islands and peninsulas
between, the boundaries between the Christian and Muslim worlds had been
established by the middle of the ninth century.

3 For these different views, see ibid., especially 67—91.
4 For a full account, see Donner, Early Islamic Conquests.
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In the lands of the eastern Mediterranean, the position of the frontier was
largely decided by geography. The furthest expansion of Muslim political
control followed the 1,000-meter contour line through what is now southern
Turkey. Despite repeated and very damaging raids, the Muslims were never
able to establish a permanent presence north of the Taurus mountains and,
indeed, they only made very sporadic attempts to do so.

The Christian—-Muslim border lands in the East went through several phases
of evolution.” From the time of the Muslim conquest of Syria until the fail-
ure of the great expedition against Constantinople in 71720 it seems as if
the frontier itself was vague and largely undemarcated. Byzantines and Arabs
were separated by areas of what was essentially no-man’s land, only sparsely
populated and rarely fortified. The failure to take Constantinople seems to
have resulted in a significant change in policy. The late Umayyad caliphs and
their early Abbasid successors made a conscious decision to fortify the frontier
and establish garrisons and key points in the valleys and plains to the south of
the main Taurus range. In the Cilician plain, the main bases were at Tarsus,
Adana, and Massissa (Mopsuestia). All these were cities which had flourished
in antiquity, but evidence suggests that the sites had largely been abandoned
in fighting during the seventh century and that these settlements were essen-
tially Islamic new towns. The old ecclesiastical organization had disappeared
along with the Christian population. Further to the east, where the landscapes
are wilder and more open, lay Marash (Germaniceia), Hadath, and Malatya
(Melitene).

These frontier districts (thughur) came to assume an important role in the
ideology and imagination of the Muslim community. At first these fron-
tier strongholds were garrisoned by members of the regular army of the
caliphate, mostly Syrians under the Umayyads and Khurasanis after 750 under
the Abbasids. From the late eighth century, the frontier provinces were granted
a unique fiscal status, which meant that revenues collected in the area could be
devoted to their defense rather than being forwarded to the central treasury
at Baghdad. They also began to attract large numbers of volunteers (ghazis)
who would come to serve in the armies of Islam, sometimes just for a year
or two, sometimes for longer. They never formed an organized order like the
Templars or Hospitalers of the later Christian West, but they were a constant
presence, supplementing the regular troops of the Muslim state. In Tarsus
in the ninth century, there were lodgings for men from all over the Muslim

5 For the geography of the frontier, see Honigmann, Die Ostgrenze; also Haldon and
Kennedy, “Arab-Byzantine Frontier.”
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world who wished to devote at least some of their lives to the pursuit of the
jihad. These areas on the limits of the Muslim world were also the areas where
militant piety was most fully developed and where the ideology of the jihad
was worked out.®

The Byzantines were, and always remained, the enemy par excellence. They
were the only outside enemies against whom ruling caliphs took up arms in
person. Caliphs like Har{in al-Rashid (786-809) consciously used the command
of the jihad as a way of establishing their legitimacy and prestige among their
Muslim subjects. Along with the leadership of the hajj, the annual pilgrimage
to Mecca, the command of Muslim armies against the ancient foe was one
of the ways in which caliphal rulership was most clearly demonstrated and
performed.

Raids into Byzantine territory were almost annual occasions. They were
certainly damaging to the frontier lands. The Christian inhabitants of
these areas must have lived in fear and apprehension, gathering in fortified
castle sites or even carving out underground cities in which to take refuge.
At the same time, the Muslims made little effort to conquer new territories,
and Muslim troops rarely wintered north of the mountain passes. In many
years the coming of the Muslim armies was a sort of military transhumance,
in which army commanders led their men and animals to enjoy the summer
grazing in the cooler mountain uplands.

If Christian emperors and Muslim caliphs saw their opposite numbers as
enemies with whom there could never be lasting peace, they also saw them as
worthy foes who could be dealt with almost on a basis of equality. The Byzan-
tine emperors played an important role in early Muslim tradition; Muhammad
himself was widely (but almost certainly wrongly) believed to have written
to the Emperor Heraclius, and the emperor is portrayed in the early Mus-
lim tradition with some respect and admiration.” When the Umayyad caliph
al-Walid I (705-15) sought to beautify his great new mosque in Damascus,
he looked to Byzantine mosaicists to provide suitable imperial decorations.®
By the ninth century, Byzantine emperors like Theophilus were prepared to
accept that they could learn from the developed and elaborate court culture
of the Abbasids.

In the East, by the mid-ninth century, if not before, the Christian-Muslim
frontier had reached a kind of stasis: hostility combined with a sort of mutual
respect provided a sort of stability.

6 Bonner, Aristocratic Violence.
7 El Cheikh, Byzantium, 39-54.
8 Creswell, Early Muslim Architecture 1, 154—65; El Cheikh, Byzantium, s4—6o.
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In the Iberian peninsula the confrontation between Christian and Islamic
forces showed parallels with the East but was in many ways different.” Here,
too, the initial conquest of 711-16 was followed by a period of fluidity: Muslim
raids continued in France until 732. This was the period of the “jihadist” state
when the revenues and rewards of the ruling elite were largely dependent on
booty from their conquests. The period of consolidation of the frontier can
be fixed in the reign of Abd al-Rahman II (822—52) when the borderlands were
divided into thughur (sing. thaghr). There were three of these districts based
on Zaragoza (Saragossa), Toledo, and Merida. The term thaghr was based on
eastern administrative practice, and it is likely that the districts in al-Andalus
enjoyed a measure offiscal independence comparable with the thughur of Syria
and al-Jazira. However, in contrast to the East, where the governance of the
thughur remained in the hands of officials appointed by the caliphs, control
in al-Andalus in some cases passed into the hands of families which might be
described as “marcher lords,” notably the Tujibis of Zaragoza, who effectively
established a dynasty which was to last until the eleventh century.

In geographical terms, the land frontier fell into two distinct zones. To the
east, in the Ebro valley and the foothills of the Pyrenees, the 1,000-meter rule,
already observed in the East, largely held true in Spain. The Muslims occupied
the plains and the Christians the mountains, and their interactions were as
much the interactions of plains dwellers and mountain peoples as they were
of Christians and Muslims. Christian and Muslim settlements were separated
by short distances, and communications on an everyday basis must have been
close. Further west, permanent Muslim settlement effectively halted at the
foothills of the Cordillera Central. To the north of these mountains there
seems to have been an area of no-man’s land, somewhat similar to the Cilician
plain, in the Duero river basin, or at least an area without major permanent
settlements.”® As in the East, this “no-man’s land” was eventually filled by
advancing settlement, but in the case of Spain and Portugal this settlement was
achieved not by Muslims going over the Cordillera Central, but by Christians
pushing south from bases like Leon and Burgos.

Frontier warfare, raids, and local disputes were a natural consequence of
this division of territory, though it is by no means clear that Christian-Muslim
conflict was more widespread or continuous than conflicts between different
Christian or Muslim polities. It does not seem to have been until the tenth
century that a state-sponsored jihdd tried to bring Muslims together on the

9 On the Muslim frontier lands in the Iberian peninsula, see Manzano Moreno, La frontera.
10 Sanchez-Albornoz, Despoblacion y Repoblacion.
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basis of their religion to face a common enemy. Abd al-Rahman III (912—61)
proclaimed himself caliph in 929 with the title of al-Nasir, the victorious. Not
surprisingly, he looked to the East for a model of caliphal behavior and, while
be could not lead the hajj to Mecca as the Abbasids had done, he could lead the
Muslims in holy warfare. Until his defeat at the battle of Alhandega/Simancas
in 937, Abd al-Rahman conducted a series of campaigns in which he led the
army of Cordoba and the military followings of the various lords of the thughur
against the Christians of the north. As in the East, there seems to have been
little or no attempt to gain new territory, nor can the material booty offered
by the small and simple settlements of the Christian north have been a major
motivating force for a sovereign who had the riches of the Muslim south at
his disposal. It was rather a public display of his role as leader — a role which
enabled him to command the frontier lords who would otherwise jealously
maintain their independence.

After the defeat of 937, caused at least in part by the defection of the Tujibis,
the leading frontier lords, al-Nasir never again took the field against the Chris-
tians, and this pacific tradition was maintained by his son and successor al-
Hakam II (961-76). It was not until power was assumed (or usurped) by the
military dictator Ibn Abi ‘Amir, called al-Mansur (the Victorious), that the
Muslims once again brought the jihad to the heart of Christian territory.

It is interesting, in this context, to compare the use of jihad by the Abbasid
caliph Mu‘tasim (833-42) and Ibn Abi ‘Amir. Mu‘tasim came to the throne by
coup d’état and was able to impose his authority because of the strength of
his new Turkish army. For many Muslims, however, the legitimacy of both
the army and the caliph himself were dubious. One important way in which
the caliph sought to establish his political credibility was by leading his new
army in person against the Byzantines. He also chose a high-profile objective,
or at least one he could portray as such. Constantinople itself was now far
beyond the reach of Muslim armies, but in 838 he launched an attack on the
city of Amorion, birthplace of the Byzantine emperor Theophilus. The city
was duly taken, and while no effort was made to hold or settle the site, it could
be portrayed as a famous victory. A detailed account of the achievement of
caliphal arms was written and poems were composed to celebrate the event.
The military importance of the conquest can be debated, but it was certainly
a public relations triumph. Immediately after the sack of Amorion, the caliph
took advantage of his strengthened position to embark on a ferocious purge
of his political opponents.

Ibn Abi ‘Amir, beginning in 976, was in a not-dissimilar position. While he
did not usurp the title of caliph (unlike Mu‘tasim he was not a member of
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the ruling family), he had taken control out of the hands of the young caliph
Hisham II (976-1009) and introduced a new body of elite troops, in this case
Berbers from North Africa. He launched a series of devastating raids against
the kingdoms of the Christian north culminating in the sack of a high-profile
target, the city and cathedral of Santiago de Compostella in 999. Once again,
though, no attempt was made to retain control or advance Muslim settlement
in the area. Accounts of his triumphs were read out in the mosque in Cordoba,
and a plentiful supply of new slaves must have helped the populace to accept
his rule. In both these cases we can see how the jihdd had become a political
device used to legitimize a ruler, rather than an expression of popular militant
piety.

As in the East, there were cultural and diplomatic contacts between Chris-
tians and Muslims."” Often these involved the sending of emissaries from the
Christian kingdoms and counties to Cordoba and, on occasion, Christians
taking refuge from their rivals with the Muslims. A distinctive feature of the
frontier of relations in Spain was intermarriage between the Umayyad rulers
and princesses from Christian ruling families, especially the kings of Pamplona
(Navarre). There is no parallel to this in the East: many of the Abbasid caliphs
were in fact sons of Greek slave concubines and there was no tradition of
marriage alliances between the ruling families. Needless to say, these relations
were in all cases the marriage of Christian girls to Muslim men; there is no
record of high-status Muslim women having relations with Christians until the
possible marriage of Zaida to Alfonso VI (1072-1109) in the last quarter of the
eleventh century. It is not clear whether these princesses of Christian origin
converted to Islam or maintained female Christian households in the court in
Cordoba.

At both ends of the Mediterranean, the initial Muslim conquests were
followed by a period when the frontier with the Christians was vague and
fluid, expansionist jihad was still a realistic proposition, and the revenues of
the new elite were derived from the booty of war. By the end of the eighth
century, the frontiers had stabilized, fortified strongholds had been established
on both sides, and jihad was undertaken sporadically for reasons of prestige
and to legitimate new sovereigns or regimes.

In the East, the balance of power and initiative began to shift in favor of
the Christians during the second half of the tenth century. The main reason
for this was the disintegration of the Abbasid caliphate from the 860s onward.
This led to power in the frontier provinces being taken over by local lords.

11 See El-Hajji, Andalucian Diplomatic Relations.
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They could no longer rely on the fiscal and military support of the rulers of the
Muslim world, and their own puny resources were completely inadequate for
opposing the resurgent power of the Byzantine armies under the Macedonian
dynasty.

The first important step in the Byzantine advance was the conquest of
Malatya in 934. Not only did this eradicate the main Muslim base in the strate-
gic Upper Euphrates valley, but it demonstrated beyond all doubt the inability
of the enfeebled government in Baghdad to defend the frontiers of the Muslim
world. A generation later, Byzantine armies advanced again, and the Ham-
danid ruler of Aleppo, Sayf al-Dawla (945-67), celebrated by the great poet
al-Mutanabbi as a hero of Islam, was quite unable to defend the cities of
the Cilician plain. The loss of Tarsus in 965 meant that Cilicia (Muslim and
Arabic-speaking since the eighth century) passed into Byzantine hands; Arabic
has never been spoken there since. The Byzantine capture of Antioch in 969
opened the gate for taking most of the mountain areas of northeast Syria in
the next decades and establishing Byzantine administration. These were areas
which the Muslims conquered in the 630s during the first wave of expansionist
warfare, and it was the first time any of these areas had been lost to Islam.
The conquests did not result in a large Muslim population under Christian
rule. The new districts were purged of their Muslim inhabitants — a sort of
religious cleansing — and when the Byzantine emperor stabled his horses in
the ancient mosque in Tarsus, it was a clear signal of the radical nature of the
change which had taken place.

The newly reconquered areas around the cities of Melitene (Malatya), Ger-
maniceia (Marash), and Samosata (Samsat) were repopulated by Christians.”
This seems to have been a pragmatic response by the Byzantine authori-
ties to the problems of consolidating the frontier. There was no expressed
ideology or rhetoric of Christian solidarity. Despite that, the fact that these
immigrants were encouraged because of their religious beliefs rather than,
say, their military or agricultural skills, suggests that religious solidarity was
seen as important. Many of these immigrants were drawn from areas under
Muslim rule (Egypt and Syria) and were attracted by the Byzantine authorities
to settle in areas close to the Arab frontier where Greeks were afraid to live.
It has been calculated that between 936 and 1072 around thirty episcopal sees
are mentioned in this area for the first time.” In the same period, 56 of the
156 monasteries known to have existed in the area are recorded for the first

12 For this movement see Dagron, “Minorités ethniques et religieuses,” 177-216.
13 Ibid., 188.
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time. Most of them were not Greek-speaking and, more importantly, they
belonged to the Syrian miaphysite church which was normally considered to
be heretical by the authorities in Constantinople. There was a clear perception
by the Byzantine authorities at this stage that Christians, even heretics, were
preferable to Muslims as subjects, but they were confined to frontier areas,
well away from the center of Greek Christianity and Byzantine government
at Antioch. This acceptance was to be strained in the next century. By the
10308 there are clear indications that many miaphysites saw the Byzantine gov-
ernment as oppressive, while the authorities viewed their non-Chalcedonian
populations as potential traitors.™

Muslim governments were ineffectual at stemming the Byzantine advance,
at least until the Fatimids began to assert their power in Syria after 969, but
there was considerable popular indignation in the Muslim world at the loss of
these territories. In 966 alarge group of volunteers from Khurasan attempted to
march to the Byzantine frontier but were prevented and dispersed by the Buyid
ruler of Rayy, who feared that they might threaten his rule.” In 972 there were
demonstrations and riots in Baghdad as the Muslim population demanded
that the caliph and his Buyid protector lead them against the infidel."® The
enthusiasms of the pious were not translated into action, and there is no
indication that any of these volunteers reached the front line or participated in
campaigns against the Byzantines. Popular enthusiasm for the jihad, without
state support, could not achieve meaningful success.

In the Iberian peninsula, the Muslims retained the initiative for longer.
Throughout the tenth century the Muslims were able to maintain their fron-
tier outposts and raid into Christian territory. As in the East, it was Muslim
disunity that allowed the balance of power to change. The breakup of the
caliphate of Cordoba after 1012 allowed the Christians to take advantage of
Muslim rivalries. They first appeared as valued mercenaries and allies in dis-
putes for the control of the capital. Soon they began to make financial demands.
Rather than occupying new territory, the Christians strove to take advantage
of Muslim weakness by forcing the Taifa kings” to pay parias (regular cash
tribute payments).

14 Ibid., 205-16.

15 Miskawayh, Eclipse 1, 234—42.

16 Ibid., 326—28.

17 The Taifa kings were the rulers of the small realms, sometimes no bigger than a single
town, into which al-Andalus was divided after the break-up of the caliphate of Cordoba
at the beginning of the eleventh century. After 1086 the Taifas lost their independence
and were incorporated into the Almoravid Empire.
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The advance of the Christian frontier in the Iberian peninsula was a story
of advancing settlement rather than conquest. Christian kings and counts
settled such ancient sites as Leon and Burgos in the ninth century. As in the
East, the tenth century saw the development of frontier monasticism as a
major force in the Christianization of the land. Another similarity with the
East was that some of these communities were immigrants from areas under
Muslim rule to the south, who were encouraged by the kings of Leon to
settle in their territory. The evidence for this movement can still be seen in
churches like San Miguel de Escalada, south of Leon, founded in 913, where
the surviving church shows how the Mozarab monastic community brought
with them the distinctive architectural forms of al-Andalus, in addition to the
Mozarab liturgy and distinctively Arabized personal names.”® The importance
of monasteries in settling and Christianizing frontier areas is often associated
with the Cistercians and other new orders of the twelfth century but, in fact,
we can clearly see its antecedents in southeastern Anatolia and northern Spain
two centuries before.

While the Muslim caliphates in the East and Iberia evolved from conquest
societies, where raiding and booty were the rewards of the military classes,
into settled polities, where they lived off the proceeds of regular taxation, there
were other areas where the raiding bands lasted much longer and in which
government structures were effectively nonexistent.

It was probably Muslim adventurers from al-Andalus who set up a base for
piracy and raiding at Fraxinetum (Fréjus) on the coast of Provence in 891. Like
their near-contemporaries on the Garigliano in southernItaly, these marauders
did not acknowledge the authority of any Muslim ruler and certainly made
no attempt to set up a Muslim state in the areas in which they operated. From
their coastal stronghold they were able to raid far into the hinterland. Despite
repeated attempts by local rulers and the intervention of the Byzantine navy
in 94445, the Muslims were able to resist all attempts to dislodge them until
973.”

The history of Christian-Muslim confrontation in southern Italy and Sicily
follows many of the same trends as in the East and the Iberian peninsula,
but the position is complicated by the many divisions and rivalries on both
Christian and Muslim sides of the religious divide.

The Muslim conquest of Sicily took three-quarters of a century from the
arrival of Asad ibn al-Furat in 827 until the final fall of Taormina in 902. The

18 De Palol and Hirmer, Early Medieval Art, 48—54; Bishko “Salvus of Albelda,” 550-68.
19 Eickhoft, Seekrieg und Seepolitik, 279—80, 315-18, 358-59.

187



HUGH KENNEDY

slowness of the Muslim advance, compared with other areas taken in the great
conquests of the seventh and early eighth centuries, was partly a consequence
of the small size of the Muslim armies and the strength of resistance in such
hilltop fortresses as Enna (Castrogiovanni). Another important factor was the
constant strife between the Muslims settled in Sicily and the Aghlabid amirs
of Qayrawan, whose attempts to impose political control and taxation on the
Muslims on the islands provoked vigorous resistance. Muslim Sicily remained
a jihad state with a very underdeveloped administration until well into the
tenth century.

The Muslims also confronted the Christians on the mainland of southern
Italy. Here they were aided by rivalries among Byzantines, the papacy, and
Lombard dynasts. Muslim naval power was often instrumental in affecting
the outcome of disputes between Christian powers. As early as 835-37, we
find Arab allies supporting the dukes of Naples in their struggle to remain
independent of the Lombard dukes of Benevento. In return, Duke Andrew
helped the Muslims in the conquest of Messina from the Byzantines in 842—
43. Despite the condemnation of the papacy, the Neapolitans returned to the
policy of alliance with the Muslims on several occasions.

In go2 the position changed significantly. As already mentioned, Taormina
fell to the Muslims, and in the same year the Aghlabid amir Ibrahim, who had
retired to dedicate himself to the jihad, was killed in an unsuccessful attempt
to take Cosenza in Calabria. This defeat marked the end of any serious Muslim
attempt to conquer southern Italy.

It did not mark, however, the end of raids or of Christian-Muslim con-
frontation in the area. The most famous center of conflict was the Muslim
base established in about 881 at the mouth of the Garigliano river. Here, as at
Fréjus, a ghdzi community maintained itself by raiding far into the interior and
was able to sack the monastery at Monte Cassino in 881-83. Attempts to unite
the Christian powers of the area against the marauders were undermined by
the policies of Gaeta and Amalfi. Both cities were determined to maintain their
independence from the Lombard dukes of Benevento and the Amaliftans like-
wise were equally concerned to maintain their trading with Muslim Tunisia.
It was not until 915, when the papacy was able to put together an alliance of
Lombard and Byzantine forces and secure the neutrality of Gaeta and Amalfi,
that the Muslim base was finally destroyed. Thereafter, there were occasional
Muslim raids on southern Italy, such as the one which sacked Taranto in 928,
but Muslim pressure became sporadic.

The political position in Sicily changed again after 969 when the Fatimids
abandoned North Africa to establish their power in Egypt. They allowed a
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prominent local family descended from the Arab tribe of Kalb to become, in
effect, hereditary rulers of the island. The Kalbis in turn sought to consolidate
their position by renewing the jihad in southern Italy under state auspices.
Like their Andalusi contemporary Ibn Abi ‘Amir al-Mansur, the Kalbi rulers
tried to use the jihad as a way of asserting their legitimacy and their authority
over their Muslim subjects. The amir Abt’l-Qasim (970-82) began this process
by leading repeated attacks on Cosenza, Taranto, and Otranto and extracting
tribute from them all. In 982 a Muslim army defeated the forces of the Emperor
Otto II at Capo Controne, but the amir died as a martyr in the conflict.

The death of Abi’l-Qasim did not spell the end of Muslim raids, but none
of his successors pursued the jihad with the same vigor. Under Ja'far ibn Yasuf
(998-1019) there was increasing unrest culminating in an army mutiny in 1015
andarebellion against over-taxation in 1019 when the amir was forced into exile.
His successor Ahmad (1019-36) tried to safeguard his position by making an
alliance with the Byzantine emperors and, like contemporary Muslim rulers
in Aleppo and elsewhere in the East, he was given the Byzantine honorific
title of magistros in 1035. This Christian alliance provoked considerable popular
hostility and enabled his opponentsin Sicily to rise in rebellion and killhim. This
simply led to further feuds and divisions in the Kalbid amirate. As in Muslim
Spain at exactly the same time, divisions and disputes among the Muslims laid
theirlands open to penetration and eventual conquest by Christian aggressors.

Another ghazi polity was established in Crete which was taken from the
Byzantines in 827 by a group of Muslim outlaws who had been expelled from al-
Andalus and then from Alexandria, where they had taken refuge. The Muslim
emirate of Crete never developed into a fully fledged state but remained a
pirate base, continuously threatening the sea-lanes of the Aegean.*

Not all contacts between Christians and Muslims happened at the level
of political conflict and the expansion and contraction of territories. There
were peaceful contacts between individual Christian travelers and merchants
throughout the period, though the numbers involved were certainly much
smaller than those who traveled across the Mediterranean in Late Antiqui-
ty. Recent research has identified some 105 western Europeans who visited
Jerusalem (then, of course, under Muslim rule) between c. 700 and c. 9oo and
seven who went to Baghdad.* Virtually all of these went for religious reasons
or as ambassadors. The number of western merchants recorded as active in
the lands of the caliphate in the same period is very small indeed — certainly no

20 McCormick, Origins.
21 Ibid., 171.
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more than ten —and it is indicative that the fullest account we have of western
commercial activity comes from the narrative of the theft of St. Mark’s body
from Alexandria by Venetian merchants in c. 828.

Pilgrimage, diplomacy, and trade were the motives which encouraged Chris-
tians to visit the lands of Islam. Of the individuals responding to these motives,
pilgrims were almost certainly the most numerous group and certainly the
best publicized.

The best-documented of the pilgrims who visited Palestine was St.
Willibald.** Willibald was an Anglo-Saxon who, with several companions,
left his home in Hampshire in the spring of 721. They traveled overland to Italy,
staying in a monastery in Rome for a year and a half, and then moving on
to the south Italian port of Gaeta where they found a ship from Egypt. This
took them around the Peloponnese to Asia Minor, and they spent another
winter in Patara on the Lycian coast. In the spring they set out again and even-
tually reached the Syrian coast at Tartus. From here they walked to Homs
where they were arrested as spies. Fortunately for them, they were interro-
gated by a Spaniard whose brother was a eunuch in the entourage of the
caliph: presumably both brothers had been taken as prisoners of war at the
time of the Muslim conquest, barely thirty years before. As a result of this
intervention, the caliph, who happened to be in Homs at the time, granted
them permission to continue their journey and even excused them from the
tax. They set off south, via Damascus, for the holy places. Over the next two
years, Willibald made a comprehensive tour of Palestine as far south as Gaza
and Lebanon and back again to Homs, where he secured written permission
to take ship from Tyre to Constantinople. He may also have been financing
his travels with a bit of trading on the side. He related with some glee how
he managed to smuggle some very valuable balsam, which he had bought in
Jerusalem, out of the country. The rest of his travels to Constantinople, Rome,
and Germany (where he finished a long and distinguished career as Bishop of
Eichstatt) do not concern us here. His account makes it clear that there was
passenger shipping between Christendom and the Muslim world and it was
possible for private citizens, which is effectively what he was, to make use of
it. Both arriving and leaving he had to acquire the necessary paperwork, but
while he was there he seems to have been able to circulate freely, and there is
no suggestion of popular hostility to these wandering tourists. The main haz-
ards were disease, possibly including bubonic plague, and shortage of food —
both problems which affected the local people as well as visitors. We cannot

22 See Vita Sancti Willibaldi.
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know how far Willibald’s experience was shared by others but it does give us
some insight into the possibilities of travel.

While it is difficult to produce exact data, it seems clear that the tempo
of pilgrimage to Palestine increased greatly in the eleventh century. Prior to
this, pilgrims had been like Willibald and his companions, small groups who
negotiated their passage and subsistence with the local people. From the year
1000 onward, westerners began to come in much larger numbers. Rodulfus
Glaber speaks of “an innumerable multitude from the whole world, greater
than any man could have hoped to see” who began to travel to Jerusalem
and goes on to note a new phenomenon, “numerous women, noble and
poor, undertook the journey.”* We also find very prominent figures going on
pilgrimage: Bishop Conrad of Constance (d. 975) went three times as did Fulk
Nerra, Count of Anjou, and the great German pilgrimage of 1064 is said to
have numbered 7,000 or even 12,000. All these pilgrims, would, of course, have
passed through Islamic lands and come into contact with Muslim society. Even
allowing for exaggeration and over-enthusiasm on the part of our sources, it
is clear that the eleventh century saw a vastly greater interaction between
Christians from western Europe and the Muslim world than in the earlier
Middle Ages.

The reasons for this growth are not entirely clear. It may well be that
increasing commercial contacts made the East more familiar and accessible.
It may be, too, that there was an increased emphasis on visiting the lands
where Christ had lived and died and been raised from the dead as distinct from
visiting the relics of martyrs. The Holy Land could offer very few relics, but it
could offer the one, essential site of Christ’s resurrection from the dead, even
if all you could see there was an empty tomb.

Diplomatic contacts between the Byzantines and the Muslims had begun
in the aftermath of the initial conquests of Syria and Egypt.** While there
was no formal peace agreement, it suited both Christian and Muslim rulers
to arrange truces from time to time, especially when they were preoccupied
with enemies closer to home. It seems to have begun in 65051 when Constans
II made an agreement with the governor of Syria, Mu‘awiya ibn Abi Sufyan, to
prevent Arab naval attacks while he was preoccupied by trouble in the Balkans.
In the ninth century the focus of diplomacy changed. In this period of com-
parative stability and parity of esteem, the purpose of diplomatic missions was
usually to arrange for the exchange of prisoners: we are told of twelve official

23 Rodulfus Glaber, “History of his Own Time,” in Wilkinson, Jerusalem Pilgrims, 272—73 or
for Latin original, see PL 142, 272-73.
24 Kennedy, “Byzantine—Arab Diplomacy.”
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meetings between 805 and 946 at which between 2,000 and 6,000 prisoners
were exchanged, usually on the River Lamys in Cilicia. In order to arrange
these meetings, Muslim ambassadors were sent to Constantinople and Chris-
tian ones to Baghdad. In 917 two Christian envoys were given an extremely
lavish and elaborate reception by the caliph al-Mugqtadir (908-32) to demon-
strate to his subjects how the weakened and impoverished caliphate could still
command the respect of representatives from the other great power.”

With the collapse of the caliphate and the Byzantine advances in northern
Syria from the mid-tenth century, the focus of Byzantine diplomacy shifted
to making client relationships with local Muslim powers. Muslim rulers of
Aleppo were given Byzantine administrative titles like magistros and patrikios.
Constantine IX in the mid-eleventh century provided funds for the reconstruc-
tion of the Church of the Holy Sepulcher in Jerusalem, perhaps asserting some
sort of right to protect Christian communities under Muslim rule.

Not surprisingly, diplomatic links between western Christendom and the
caliphate were slower to develop and more sporadic. The most famous episode
was Charlemagne’s embassy to Hariin al-Rashid in about 797. The point at
issue was the emperor’s desire to set up a monastery and hospice in Jerusalem.
There is no evidence for these contacts in the Arabic sources, but it seems that
the response was favorable, that permission was given, and that the caliph senta
number of giftsincluding the celebrated elephant, which made abigimpression
at the emperor’s court. The monastery and hospice certainly flourished and
when Bernard the Monk visited Jerusalem in 867, he was able to stay “in the
hostel of the most glorious Emperor Charles.

The emperor sent another embassy in 802 and a delegation from Baghdad

26

bearing gifts returned the favor in 806, but this imperial diplomacy did not
pave the way for continuous contacts. In 906 the Margravine Bertha of Tuscany
sent a mission to the caliph al-Muktafi in Baghdad bearing gifts which included
male and females slaves from the Slav lands and swords.

It is clear that there were commercial contacts across the religious divide,
but it is difficult to assess the extent and scale of these. Ever since Pirenne
argued that the coming of the Muslims caused an almost complete break in
commercial links across the Mediterranean, the question of trade or lack of
it has been caught up in more general controversy about the origins of the
medieval western economy.

We can, however, make certain generalizations with some confidence. In
comparison with the commercial links that were to grow up from the eleventh

25 Miskawayh, Eclipse 1, 56-60.
26 Itinerarium Bernardi Monachi Franci.

192



The Mediterranean frontier

century onward, contacts in the early Middle Ages were very sporadic. There
are no surviving commercial treaties between Christian and Muslim powers
and no sign of any permanent trading colonies. This does not seem to have
been the result of any distaste among Muslims for doing business with the
Christians but more simply because the Christian world produced very little
that the Muslims wanted. The poverty-stricken West was hardly a market
for the fine textiles and spices which were the stock-in-trade of long-distance
commerce. Only the demand for northern European slaves was consistent
and buoyant, and these were acquired by violence and capture as much as by
commercial relations.

After a low point around the year 700, demand for goods (either produced
in the Muslim world or transported through it) revived. Silks were coveted
luxury items and some still survive today in ecclesiastical treasuries.” Popes
in the late eighth and early ninth centuries were particularly lavish givers
of silks as rewards and diplomatic gifts. While some of these silks were no
doubt of Byzantine origin, others certainly came from Muslim lands. A piece
preserved at Huy in Belgium bears a Soghdian inscription suggesting that it
was manufactured near Bukhara in the eighth or ninth centuries.

Spices like pepper and cinnamon were highly valued, not just to flavor
food, but as ingredients in medicines and potions, and some of the recipes
for these potions were themselves of Muslim origin.?® Perhaps the most dis-
tinctive import was incense. Incense was very important in the rituals of both
Carolingian and Byzantine churches and clearly large quantities were con-
sumed.* True incense, however, comes from a very restricted geographical
area in south Arabia and the horn of Africa. It can only have been brought to
the Mediterranean and thence to Christian lands by Muslim merchants, yet
the process is virtually invisible in the historical record. The use of incense on
such a large scale must have implied continuous and harmonious dealings on
the frontiers of Christendom, but who conducted them and where is by no
means clear.

These extensive imports did not seem to result in a balance of trade crisis.
The presence of very considerable numbers of Muslim dirhams and dinars in
western Europe, and the almost complete absence of Christian coins in the
Middle East, suggests that Europe may actually have been running a surplus.

Christendom certainly exported furs and timber to the Islamic world, but
the mostimportant, and the most fraught, interactions were in the slave trade.

27 McCormick, Origins, 715—26.
28 Ibid., 708-16.
29 Ibid., 716-19.
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From the mid-eighth century onward, there was an apparently inexhaustible
demand for European slaves in the countries of the Islamic East. The trade may
have had a kick start from the decline in population caused by the last spasm
of the early medieval plague which afflicted the Near East after the year 747,
but the slave trade continued to develop after the demographic emergency
had passed.

Since the early days of the Muslim conquest, Byzantine prisoners of war had
been an important source of slaves in the Muslim world. Some of them at least
had been manumitted becoming mawali or freedmen, and some came to play
an important role in politics and administration. They were important sup-
porters of the Umayyad family, and it was mawali, either ex-slaves themselves
or sons of ex-slaves, who formed the core support of the first of the Umayyad
rulers of Cordoba, Abd al-Rahman I, in 756 when he first entered al-Andalus.
Byzantine slave girls were highly prized in the harems of the Abbasid caliphs of
the ninth and early tenth centuries. Atleast one of them, al-Mu'tadid (892—902),
spoke Greek as well as Arabic, for it was, literally, his mother tongue.

From the late eighth century, slaves were purchased from further afield.
Western and northern European slaves commanded high prices in Byzantium
and even higher ones in the lands of Islam. Christian and Muslim merchants
alike could make massive profits buying on the northern shores of the Mediter-
ranean and selling in the south. The main entrepdt was Venice where Muslim
merchants would come to purchase slaves from eastern Europe, but there
was also more informal trading in other Italian ports like Naples and more
simply on the beaches where people captured in local raids would be brought
for sale. When Bernard the Monk from Champagne and his two companions
went on pilgrimage to the Holy Land in 867 they went to Bari, then in Muslim
hands, to find a ship to take them to Alexandria. They received guarantees of
safe-conduct from the Arab Amir Sawdan and were sent on to Taranto to take
ship. Here they found 9,000 unfortunate Christian captives, recently taken on
Muslim raids on Venafro and Monte Cassino who were on board six ships,
ready to set out for the slave markets of Tunisia and Egypt. Amazingly, Bernard
and his companions were taken on as fare-paying passengers and, protected by
the documents Sawdan had given them, made the month-long, direct journey
to Alexandria, apparently in the same vessel as their wretched coreligionists.
When they left the vessel, the sailors demanded two gold pieces from each
of them as a fare and they continued their pilgrimage unmolested.*® We hear
nothing more of the prisoners’ fate.

30 Itinerarium Bernardi Monachi Franci, 309 or trans. Wilkinson, 261-62.
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The slaves Bernard saw were Italian townspeople and villagers, but many
of the slaves who passed through Venice were Slavs from eastern Europe, cap-
tured or purchased there, and then sold in Venice. Throughout the Carolingian
period, the church made repeated and no doubt genuine attempts to prevent
the sale of Christians into Muslim hands. Many of the Slavs were pagan and
so could be bought and sold with an easy conscience. However, the demand
was so high and the potential profits so tempting that the Venetians and other
Italian merchants persistently infringed these ecclesiastic prohibitions.

As with pilgrimage traffic, the eleventh century saw a qualitative and quan-
titative expansion of trade with the Muslim world. By the year 1ooo there were
Italian merchants in Alexandria and Fustat (Old Cairo). In the eleventh century,
the Geniza documents are full of references to “Franks,” their importance for
the market in spices and odoriferous woods, and their willingness to accept
inferior goods.?* The cities of Egypt were not the only points of contact: when
Nasir-i Khusraw was travelling from Iran to Egypt in the mid-eleventh century,
he found that Tripoli in Lebanon was frequented by western European ships.>*
Meanwhile, the fleets of Genoa and Pisa were increasingly active in Tunisia
and along the coasts of Muslim Spain.

In the early Middle Ages, relations between Christians and Muslims were
intermittent. In the East and in Spain there were areas in which localized,
unrecorded contacts must have been common. The best-recorded contacts
were military. In the earliest phase, the Muslim jihad state was based on a
policy of continuous raid and expansion, in which booty, both goods and
slaves, provided the income and reward of the military elite. This phase ended
in the East by 720, in the Iberian peninsula by 750, and in Sicily and southern
Italy by 900, though it survived in outposts like Fréjus and the Garigliano River
until well into the tenth century. The jihad states were replaced by polities in
which the professional army was paid salaries out of taxation raised from both
Muslim and Christian populations. The jihad became institutionalized and
used by rulers to assert their prestige and legitimacy. The third phase is the
gradual Christian expansion at the expense of the Muslims, from the mid-tenth
century in the east and the mid-eleventh in Spain and Portugal.

Pilgrims, merchants, and ambassadors also forged links. In the case of mer-
chants and pilgrims, the numbers involved were small, and there seem to have
been no organized institutions except for Charlemagne’s hostel in Jerusalem.
In the eleventh century, the picture changed with increasing rapidity as both

31 Goitein, Mediterranean Society 1, 42—46.
32 Nasir-i Khusraw, Book of Travels, 17.
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the scale and frequency of contacts increased. Ships from western European
ports were to be found in ever-increasing numbers in the harbors of the Levant
and Egypt. In the Iberian peninsula, the Christians of the north were making
military gains at the expense of the divided Taifa kingdoms, and the Normans
were embarking on the conquest of Sicily from its Muslim overlords. There
can be little doubt that the frontiers of Christendom were being expanded
significantly in the half-century before the First Crusade.
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Christians under Muslim rule

SIDNEY H. GRIFFITH

By the year 732 CE, just one hundred years after the death of the prophet
Muhammad, Arab military forces, in the name of Islam, consolidated their
hegemony over a large stretch of territory outside of Arabia. This expanse
of territory, embracing major portions of the Roman and Persian empires of
Late Antiquity, included many indigenous Christian communities, in several
denominations. They all came under Muslim rule, but demographically they
made up the religious majority in many places until well into the eleventh
century. There were strong Christian communities in Spain (al-Andalus) and
in the territories of the former eastern patriarchates of the Roman Empire,
as well as in Persian Mesopotamia." During the first four centuries of the
hegira (i.e., the Islamic era) most of these Christian subjects of the Muslim
caliph gradually adopted the Arabic language, while retaining to a greater or
lesser extent, depending on local circumstances, their traditional, patristic, and
liturgical languages for church purposes.

Christians in the Qur’an and in early Islam

Arabic-speaking Christians were in the audience to whom the Qur’an first
addressed the word of God, as it claimed, in “a clear Arabic tongue” (Qur'an
16.103 and 26.105). Indeed the Qur’an presumes the priority of the Torah and
the Gospel in the consciousness of its hearers, and insists that in reference to
the earlier divine revelations it is itself “a corroborating scripture in the Arabic
language to warn wrong doers and to announce good news to those who do
well” (Qur'an 46.12). In the Qur’an, God advises the Muslims, “If you are in
doubt about what we have sent down to you, ask those who were reading
scripture before you” (Qur’an 10.94).

1 Bulliet, Conversion to Islam.
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The Qur’an presumes in its readers a ready familiarity with the stories of the
principal narrative figures of the Old and New Testaments, as well as with an
impressive array of Jewish and Christian lore, faith, and practice. The Qur’an
also warns Christians not to go to excess in their religion and not to “follow
the fancies of a people who went astray in the past and led others astray and
themselves strayed from the right path” (Qur’an 5.77). It offers a critique of
Christian faith and practice. The most comprehensive verse addressed directly
to Christians in this vein says:

O People of the Book, do not exaggerate in your religion, and do not say
about God anything but the truth. The Messiah, Jesus, Mary’s son, is only
God’s messenger, and his word he imparted to Mary, and a spirit from him.
Believe in God and in his messengers, and do not say, “Three.” Stop it! It
is better for you. God is but a single God; he is too exalted for anything to
become a son to him, anything in the heavens or anything on the earth. God
suffices as a guardian. (Qur’an 4.171)

Given this level of knowledgeable critique of Christian doctrine, and taking
cognizance of the Qur’an’s presumption of a Christian presence in its immedi-
ate audience, the question arises about the identity of the Christians in Arabia
in Muhammad’s day. But the text itself does not offer much help to answer
the question. Once it mentions the “People of the Gospel” (Qur’an 5.47), and
some fourteen times it refers to “the Nazarenes,” in which context it obviously
means Christians. But the fact is that the Qur’an never uses the term “Chris-
tians,” preferring for the most part to include Christians, along with the Jews,
among those it calls “People of the Book” or “Scripture People” (Qur’an 54x).

Presumably, the Christians whom the Arabic Qur'an had in mind when
speaking of “those who say, "We are Nazarenes

s=_ >

speaking Christians. Probably the Qur’an’s Arabic term here, al-Nasara, reflects

33

(Qur’ans.14, 82), were Arabic-

the cognate Syriac term Nasrayé in the sense of “Nazoreans” or “Nazarenes,”
a term widely used to designate Christians in Syriac works by east Syrian writ-
ers living in the Persian Empire, particularly when reporting the references
of non-Christian speakers to Christians. It is reasonable to suppose that the
Arabic/Qur’anic usage followed suit. While Christians in Egypt and Ethiopia
were also present to the early Muslims, the larger, Arabic-speaking Christian
communities in the immediate geographical milieu in which Islam was first
preached all had connections with church communities in the Sinai, Palestine,
Trans-Jordan, Syria, lower Mesopotamia, or even southern Arabia. They all
belonged to communities whose liturgies, doctrines, and ecclesiastical associ-
ations were originally Aramaic.
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In the case of Christians living in Sinai, Palestine, or Trans-Jordan, where
Byzantine-style Orthodoxy officially held sway from the mid-fifth century
onward (and where Greek was the dominant ecclesiastical language in the
numerous international monastic communities), the Aramaic dialect of the
local churches was Christian Palestinian Aramaic.* In Syria and Mesopotamia,
where the local Christian communities straddled the frontiers of the Roman
and Persian empires (and where Byzantine, imperial Orthodoxy was widely
rejected) Syriac was the Aramaic dialect that served as the dominant ecclesi-
astical language.

Most Syriac-speaking Christians in Muhammad’s day accepted Christologi-
cal formulae echoing the earlier theology of St. Cyril of Alexandria (d. 444) and
best articulated in the Greek texts of Severus of Antioch (c. 465-538) and in the
Syriac writings of Philoxenus of Mabbug (c. 440—523). They also favored the
Syriac works of Narsai (d. 503) and Babai the Great (551/2-628) (who reflected
the positions of Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350-428) composed originally
in Greek a hundred years earlier).? The three mainline, Christian denomina-
tions to be found in the Aramaic- or Syriac-speaking popular communities
(whose Arabic-speaking coreligionists were most likely the “Nazarenes” in
the Qur’an’s audience) were the very ones whom later Christian and Muslim
writers alike would refer to as “Melkites,” “Jacobites,” and “Nestorians.”*

Until the very last years of the seventh century, the only notice taken of
Christians in the Islamic sources are the references to churches, churchmen,
and their public rites that sometimes appear in the texts of treaties and the
stipulated conditions that allowed for the continuance of daily life after the
conquest. These stipulations would later be collected, edited, and enfranchised
asthe Covenant of ‘Umar. Thislegal document came to be considered by Muslim
jurists as giving some authoritative specification to the Qur’an’s general dictum
regarding the People of the Book, namely, that Muslims should fight them
“till they pay the poll-tax (al-jizya) out of hand and submissively (saghiruna)”
(Qur’an 9.29).

One symbolic, public phenomenon in the Muslim—Christian confrontation
signaled the inauguration of serious interreligious discussions by noticeably
declaring the Islamic bid for social hegemony in the now securely occupied
lands. It was the campaign of the caliph ‘Abd al-Malik (685—707) and his sons
and successors, roughly in the first third of the eighth century, to display Islam

2 Griffith, “From Aramaic to Arabic.”

3 Trimingham, Christianity among the Arabs.

4 Pace De Blois, “Nasrant and Hanif.”

5 Tritton, Caliphs and their Non-Muslim Subjects.
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culturally and politically, and thereby symbolically appropriate Arab-occupied
territory for the new political allegiance. From the religious perspective,
the program for the display of Islam had two principal features. Positively,
there were the efforts in stone, mortar, and coinage to broadcast declaratively
the Islamic shahada (testimony) throughout the land; negatively, there was the
correlative campaign to erase the public symbols of Christianity, especially
the ubiquitous sign of the cross. Positively, the most dramatic enactment was
the building in Jerusalem of the caliph ‘Abd al-Malik’s monument to Islam, the
Dome of the Rock, with its explicitly anti-Christian inscriptions, taken sub-
stantially from the Qur’an.® But perhaps the policy with the most far-reaching
subsequent effects was the caliph ‘Umar II's (715-20) program for promot-
ing the equality of all Muslims, be they Arab conquerors or new converts to
Islam.” This policy became a plank in the political platform of the movement
that brought about the Abbasid revolution by the middle of the eighth century
and ushered in an era of growth and development for classical Islamic culture.
Socially speaking these developments had their effects among the Christians
living under the caliphs” rule. They may well have made conversion to Islam
a more attractive social option than heretofore, especially among the more
upwardly mobile Christian families. By the time of the Abbasid revolution,
historical circumstances began to favor the efforts of Christian communities
in occupied territories outside of Arabia both to accommodate themselves to
Islamic culture and to resist its religious challenge in the very idiom of the new

polity.

Christianity in Arabic

The first step of inculturation was the adoption of the Arabic language in the
churches. For a number of reasons, this step seems to have been taken first in
Melkite communities, whose ecclesiastical and cultural center was Jerusalem,
with its attendant monastic establishment.® But it was not long before the
other churches followed suit. By the mid-ninth century the Melkites, Jaco-
bites, and Nestorians would all be fluent in Arabic, and by the mid-tenth
century the Copts in Egypt had joined them, and were poised to become the
major producers of Arab Christian texts by the thirteenth century.® By far the
greatest numbers of texts produced in Arabic by the Christian communities

6 Griffith, “Images, Islam and Christian Icons.”
7 Dennett, Conversion and the Poll Tax.

8 Griffith, Arabic Christianity.

o Griffith, Beginnings of Christian Theology.
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in the Islamic world in the eighth and ninth centuries were translations of the
Scriptures and the patristic and liturgical classics of the churches. These trans-
lations were for the most part done from Greek and Syriac originals. Arguably,
this translation activity enhanced the identity of Christian communities in the
Islamic world as much as the comparable contemporary translation movement
among Muslim scholars in Baghdad defined cultural life among the Abbasid
elite during the same period of formation for classical Arab Islamic culture.™

It was within this context, in the eighth century, that the literary awakening
of Christian communities to the religious challenge of Islam firstappeared. The
earliest texts emanate from Syria/Palestine, and they are in Greek, Syriac, and
Arabic. At first, Syriac-speaking writers reacted to the establishment of Islam
in apocalyptic terms. They interpreted the new sociopolitical arrangements
in reference to the prophetic passages in the biblical book of Daniel.” In
general, they proposed that the Islamic conquest was a punishment for the
sins of Christians, which would run its course and eventually end with the
restoration of the Messiah’s rule. The most well-known text in this genre is
the Apocalypse of Pseudo Methodius of Patara, written originally in Syriac, in
the early years of the eighth century. It was soon translated into Greek and
Latin, and from these versions it came quickly into early modern, European
languages, where it exerted a tremendous literary influence on the formation
of western Christian attitudes toward Islam in the Middle Ages. But it was not
long before Christians in the conquered territories began responding to the
call to Islam in apologetic and even polemical tracts, written in Greek, Syriac,
and Arabic largely for a Christian audience.

The tract most familiar to westerners is contained in chapter 100 of the
De Haeresibus section of John of Damascus’s (d. c. 749) landmark Greek work
written in Palestine, The Fount of Knowledge.® While there has been much
scholarly discussion about the authenticity of this chapter on the “Heresy
of the Ishmaelites,” it clearly comes from the Melkite milieu of the eighth
century, and most likely from the pen of John himself. Its importance is in the
fact that, while the author is certainly hostile to Islam (and not above presenting
caricatures of Islamic doctrines and practices), nevertheless he is clearly well
informed, notleast about Islam’s view of Christian faith and works. In fact, the
topics he discusses are those that will be the standard ones in Muslim/ Christian
apologetics and polemics for centuries to come. But his work is also the only

10 Gutas, Greek Thought, Arabic Culture.
11 Martinez, “La literatura apocaliptica.”
12 Reinink, Die syrische Apokalypse.

13 Le Coz, Jean Damascéne.
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one of its kind in Greek to appear in the world of Islam. Thereafter, from
the ninth century onwards, Greek Christian texts on Islam are produced in
Byzantium; they are overwhelmingly polemical in character, a feature which
obscures their apologetic dimension.” Their primary purpose is to demean,
even to ridicule Muhammad, the Qur’an, and Islam. It is otherwise with the
works written in Syriac and Arabic by Christians from the 750s onward. Here,
apology is the dominant concern. It is an apology that seeks to commend
the veracity of Christianity — or of a particular Christological formula — to
both Christians and Muslims, often in the very religious idiom of Islam. While
these works frequently include a polemical component (for example, they
argue that Islam is not the true religion), the apology’s primary goal is the
reasoned defense of the Christian religion, or of a particular Christian creedal
formula.

The challenge of Islam elicited a range of apologetic and theological strate-
gies from Syriac- and Arabic-speaking Christians not previously in evidence
in Christian thought. In this context the dynamics of the interpretation of
the Bible and of the Qur’an — of traditional Christian theologies and Islamic
traditions — interacted to give birth to Christian theologies of a new and unfa-
miliar profile. They made no small contribution to the evolving estrangement
between the Greek- and Latin-speaking Christians of western Christendom,
and the mostly Syriac-, Coptic-, and Arabic-speaking Christians of the Islamic
commonwealth, which would become a notable feature of their mutual antag-
onism in the high Middle Ages.

It was only in the time of the Muslims that the several ecclesial communities
in the Orient, those whom both Arabic-speaking Christians and Muslims called
Melkites, Jacobites, and Nestorians, came to the final defining terms of their
separate, denominational identities. It was largely in response to questions
posed by Muslims in Arabic, as well as by their own Christian adversaries about
their doctrinal differences, that required the spokesmen for the denominations
to articulate their differing Christologies in Arabic as clearly as possible. The
new phenomenon for the Christians was not just that their conversations with
the Muslims were conducted now in Arabic, but so were their conversations
and controversies with one another.

The Nestorians and Jacobites were already socially identifiable communities
before the rise of Islam; their popular names were widely used by both Greek
and Syriac writers. But those who would be called Melkites by their adversaries

14 Khoury, Les théologiens byzantins; idem, Polémique byzantine; idem, “Apologétique
byzantine.”
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after the Council of Constantinople III (680/681) became a sociologically and
doctrinally distinct Christian community only in Islamic times. In modern
times, the name “Melkites” is used only for the “Greek Catholic Melkites”
(Riim Catholiques). The original Melkites were for the most part Aramaic-
and Arabic-speaking upholders of the orthodoxy of the first six ecumenical
councils, from Nicaea I (325) to Constantinople III. They lived in the world
of Islam and the see of Jerusalem and the monasteries of the Holy Land
became their ecclesiastical point of reference, although their members could
be found throughout the caliphate. Their patristic and liturgical heritage was
principally Greek, and their chief theologian was John of Damascus, whose
teachings were soon widely popularized in Arabic, initially in the works of
Theodore Abti-Qurra (c. 755—c. 830).”

Unlike the situation in pre-Islamic times, once the caliphate drew new cul-
tural and geopolitical lines on the map of the Middle East, the Nestorians and
Jacobites (including the Copts, Ethiopians, and Armenians) were the Christian
majority, contrasted against the now much smaller, nascent community of
Melkites, whose coreligionists in Byzantium were beyond the borders of the
Islamic world. By the ninth Christian century, when all these ecclesial com-
munities had found their voices in Arabic, they made their translations and
composed theological, apologetic, and polemical tracts in response not only
to the religious challenge of Islam, but often also in reaction to one another.’®

Christian Arabic writers of the ninth century from the three denominations,
such as Theodore Abiai-Qurra for the Melkites, Habib ibn Khidma Aba-Ra‘ita
(d. c. 851) for the Jacobites, and Ammar al-Basri (fl. c. 850) for the Nestorians,
not only wrote to show that Christianity was the true religion (as opposed
to Islam), but that the theological and Christological formulae of their own
denominations represented the true Christianity. The writers of later genera-
tions in these communities, such as the Jacobite Yahya ibn-Ad1 (893-974), the
Nestorian Elias of Nisibis (975-1046), and the Melkite Eutychius of Alexandria
(877-940) all followed suit. Meanwhile Muslim scholars and writers were tak-
ing note of this development. Some of them, such as Abii-Tsa al-Warraq (d.
c. 860) and the Mu'tazili mutakallim Abd al-Jabbar al-Hamadani (d. 1025), not
to mention the Andalusian polemicist Ibn-Hazm (994-1064), set out to take
account of the three denominations of Christians in their midst. Since by this
time, in fact, all the Jacobites and Nestorians lived within the world of Islam,
while only the Melkites, and latterly the Maronites, had coreligionists outside

15 Griffith, “Melkites, Jacobites.”
16 Khoury, Matériaux; Millet-Gérard, Chrétiens mozarabes; Burman, Religious Polemic.
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of the caliphate, it came about that the standard denominational definitions of
the three traditional Christian communities in the Middle East (when viewed
from the community-building perspective as opposed to just their theolog-
ical or Christological profiles) were all in Syriac or Arabic. One finds these
definitions most clearly articulated in the chronicles and histories composed
by writers in the several denominations, as they strove to give voice to their
communities’ experiences under Muslim rule. They belonged to the cultural
world of Islam, isolated from and in large part estranged from western Chris-
tians, both Latin- and Greek-speaking. Tellingly, when the latter did come into
the world of Islam, as they did increasingly after the time of the Crusades, they
lived apart from and often in tension with the local Christians.

The culture of Christians under Muslim rule

The communal life of Christians from Baghdad to Cordoba lost its erstwhile
dominant public presence as the Christians were gradually absorbed into what
had become the readily recognizable “Islamic world” so aptly described by
Albert Hourani:

By the third and fourth Islamic centuries (the ninth or tenth century A.D.)
something which was recognizably an “Islamic world” had emerged. A traveler
around the world would have been able to tell, by what he saw and heard,
whether a land was ruled and peopled by Muslims. . . . By the tenth century,
then, men and women in the Near East and the Maghrib lived in a universe
which was defined in terms of Islam. . . . Time was marked by the five daily
prayers, the weekly sermon in the mosque, the annual fast in the month of
Ramadan and the pilgrimage to Mecca, and the Muslim calendar."”

After Christians in the world of Islam adopted the Arabic language, theological
writers of the first Abbasid century, like Aba Qurra, Aba-Ra‘ita, and Ammar
al-Basri, together crafted a distinctive theological response in Arabic to the
challenge of Islam. Composed in equal measures of polemic and apologetic
elements, it addressed both their Muslim challengers and, at the same time,
their theological adversaries in the other Christian communities of the Islamic
world. As a result, their discourse presents a readily recognizable, literary and
conceptual profile that cannot easily be mistaken for Christian theology in any
other community of discourse. Their approach to the reasoned articulation
in Arabic of Trinitarian doctrines, and the Incarnation in particular, involved

17 Hourani, History, 54-57.
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the effort to express the former in terms of contemporary Islamic discus-
sion on the ontological status of the divine attributes (the Qur’an’s “beautiful
names of God”) and to voice the latter in the distinctive language of the
Qur’an’s prophetology, supplemented by defenses of each community’s tra-
ditional Christological formulae. This theological development became tradi-
tional in Arabic-language Christian theological discourse in the Islamic world;
it was improved over the centuries by many subsequent writers, but scarcely
ever abandoned until modern times. It makes sense and carries intelligibil-
ity and conviction only in the Arabic-speaking, Islamic milieu; it is not easily
translated into the theological idioms of the West. And it underpins a very
different expression of a Christian estimation of Muhammad, the Qur’an, and
Islam than almost anything one can find in Greek, Latin, or other languages
of the Christian West in the same time period.” There is in it a willingness to
recognize not only a challenge, but also an opportunity to put forward Chris-
tianity’s claims to veracity in a new key using the categories of the religiously
other.

The first moment of the Christian adjustment to life in the world of Islam
thus inaugurated not only a new ecclesiastical language, but also a new devel-
opment in theology. In the second moment, comprising a period extending
roughly from 850 to 1050, Christian scholarship in the caliphate, and particu-
larly in Baghdad, made major contributions to intellectual life in the Islamic
world at large. Unlike the earlier, theological development, which is hardly
recognized beyond the boundaries of the Islamic world itself even by Chris-
tians, the indigenous Christian contribution to the Greco-Arabic translation
movement in Baghdad is well known and often discussed by western schol-
ars.” Even today, historians in the West are likely to recognize the names of
“Arab Christians” such as Hunayn ibn Ishaq (808—73), Yahya ibn ‘Adi (893-974),
or Abii-Ali Tsa ibn Ishaq ibn Zur‘a (943-1008), to name only three of them,
who played active roles in the enterprise to provide Arabic translations of the
philosophical, scientific, and medical texts of the Greco-Roman world, most
often on the basis of earlier Syriac versions of the originally Greek works. Many
of the works of Aristotle were of particular importance. In their Arabic ver-
sions they played an important role in developing the thoughts of world-class,
Arabic-speaking philosophers, such as al-Farabi (870-950), Ibn Sina/Avicenna
(980-1037), or Ibn Rushd/Averroes (1126-98), not to mention polymath,
non-Muslim, Arabic-speaking scholars such as the Jew Moses Maimonides

18 Samir, “Prophet Muhammad.”
19 Gutas, Greek Thought, Arabic Culture.
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(1135-1204) or the Christian Barhebraeus (1226-86).>° Of course, most of these
names were to become familiar to western scholars of the high Middle Ages
due to yet another translation movement, the one associated with centers such
as Cordoba, Toledo, or Barcelona in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. There
the Arabic versions of Greek-speaking philosophers’ and scientists’ works came
into Latin translations and sparked yet another intellectual renaissance.

What is not to be missed in the story of Christians living under Muslim
rule between the conquest and the beginning of the twelfth century (that is,
basically until the eruption of the Crusaders from the West into the Islamic
world) is the demographic strength of the Christian presence in that world,
even in quintessentially Islamic locations like Baghdad, founded in 763 to be
the Islamic city par excellence. Baghdad came to have a significant number of
churches and monasteries, and even a Christian quarter.* Christian physicians,
scientists, civil servants, court officials, and intellectuals were everywhere in
the Abbasid society of the period, many of them from prominent Nestorian
families.”

The figure of the Aristotelian philosopher and logician the Jacobite Yahya
ibn Adi(d. 974) might well be taken as a model of how high a degree of conviven-
cia was possible, at least in some places in the heart of the Islamic world, such
as tenth-century Baghdad. No account of intellectual life at that time would be
complete without at least a mention of this Christian philosopher. For a gener-
ation he was the leading figure in the Baghdad circle of Aristotelians. He was
himself the student of the Nestorian Christian logician Aba Bishr Matta ibn
Ytnus (d. 940) and the Muslim philosopher al-Farabi. In his own turn, Yahya
was the master of a whole group of students, Muslims and Christians, Jaco-
bites and Nestorians, whose names historians still recognize readily as major
players in the humanistic “renaissance of Islam” in the Buyid age.** We know
from Yahya's own works that he envisioned a society in which Muslims and
Christians devoted to knowledge and science could work together in pursuit
of philosophy. They would be concerned, he said, with attendance at churches
and mosques, and have it as their purpose to “give people an interest in eternal
life.”* One cannot help but recognize the interreligious vocabulary he chose
to voice his ideals. But many in Islamic society, both Christian and Muslim,

20 Peeters, Aristotle and the Arabs.

21 Makdisi, Rise of Humanism; Butterworth et al., Introduction of Arabic Philosophy; Roisse,
“La circulation du savoir.”

22 Allard, “Les chrétiens a Baghdad”; Fiey, Chrétiens syriaques.

23 Massignon, “La politique islamo-chrétienne.”

24 Kraemer, Humanism in the Renaissance.

25 Yahya Ibn ‘Adi, Reformation of Morals, 3.45, 62—63.
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in fact were unhappy with the easy relationships between the communities in
certain highly privileged places. Many Christians complained of persecution
and ill-treatment; many Muslims chafed at the freedom of speech enjoyed by
non-Muslims.

In this connection, one may cite an interesting passage from the biographical
dictionary of Spanish Arabs by the eleventh-century CE author Abd Abdallah
ibn Muhammad al-Humaydi (d. 1095). He tells the story of a certain Absi ‘Umar
Ahmad ibn Muhammad ibn Sa‘di, who visited Baghdad at the end of the tenth
century, not long after the death of Yahya ibn ‘Adi. While he was there, Abii
‘Umar twice visited the sessions of some famous Muslim scholars of the city, but
he vowed he would never attend them again. He was shocked at what he found
in them. He is reported to have given the following account of his experience:

At the first session I attended I witnessed a meeting which included every
kind of group: Sunni Muslims and heretics, and all kinds of infidels: Majis,
materialists, atheists, Jews and Christians.

Each group had a leader who would speak on its doctrine and debate about
it. Whenever a leader arrived, from whichever of the groups he was, the
assembly rose up for him, standing on their feet until he would sit down,
then they would take their seats when he sat. When the meeting was jammed
with its participants, and they saw that no one else was expected, one of the
infidels said, “You have all agreed to the debate, so the Muslims should not
argue against us on the basis of their scripture, nor on the basis of the sayings
of their prophet, since we put not credence in it, and we do not acknowledge
him. Let us dispute with one another only on the basis of arguments from
reason, and what observation and deduction will support.” Then they would
all say, “Agreed.” Abli ‘Umar said, “When I heard that, I did not return to
that meeting. Later someone told me there was to be another meeting for
discussion, so I went to it and I found them involved in the same practice as
their colleagues. So I stopped going to the meetings of the discussants, and I
never went back.”*

Clearly, Abii ‘Umar can be taken as a spokesman for the Muslim traditionalists
in the later Abbasid era, who may well have been in the majority in
Yahya ibn Adr’s day. He clearly disapproved of the very easy exchanges
between the intellectuals of the several religious communities in the Islamic
commonwealth that Yahya himself was so fond of promoting.

In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, the center of gravity in Arab Chris-
tian cultural evolution shifted from Baghdad and the East, westward into
Egypt. The Copts had begun to write theology in Arabic and to translate their

26 Abu ‘Abd Allah al-Humaydi, Jadhwat al-Mugqtabis, 101-102.
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church books into the language of the dominant culture only in the tenth
century. The earliest Copt regularly to write in Arabic, whose name we know;,
is Severus ibn al-Muqaffa“ (c. 905-87). In the Arabic-speaking world Severus’s
apologetic works have been among the most frequently copied and the most
widely disseminated of Christian texts in Arabic.”” After the time of Severus
ibn al-Mugqaffa’, Arabic quickly became the principal language of the Copts,
and they went on to produce more texts in Arabic than all the other Christian
communities in the caliphate put together.

In the thirteenth century CE in Egypt there dawned what many have called
agolden age in Arab Christian literature.?® It is symbolized by the activities of a
remarkable family of Christian scribes and writers who are altogether called the
Awlad al-Assal, who flourished during the middle years of the century (1230
60). Three principals emerged, as-Rafi, Hibatallah, and al-Mu‘taman, who
undertook impressive programs of manuscript discovery: copying, translating,
and composing original works of Christian theology in Arabic.*® One of the
notable features of their work is the obviously ecumenical characteritassumed;
they relentlessly sought out the best Christian tracts in Arabic wherever they
could find them, whether their authors were Nestorians, Jacobites, or Melkites.
One of them, al-Mu‘taman (probably taking his cue from an earlier writer
named Aba Ali Narif ibn Yumn (d. after 983), a Melkite in the circle of the
JacobiteYahya Ibn ‘Adiin Baghdad) in his magisterial Summary ofthe Principles of
Religion spoke of how all Christian communities and denominations professed
the same faith in Christ, albeit differing in their theologies.*

Finally among the Copts there was Shams al-Ri’asa Abii I-Barakat, often
known under the name Ibn Kabar (d. after 1321). He wrote a virtual ency-
clopedia of Christian theology in Arabic, into which he subsumed texts of
many earlier writers from the several communities. His work is almost a ref-
erence book for Christian theology and ecclesiastical practice in Arabic, from
its beginnings to the thirteenth century?' He called it A Lamp in the Darkness.
The title evokes a sense of the many difficulties and disabilities that Christians
under Muslim rule increasingly came to experience, especially in the wake of
the Crusades, and during the long years of Mamluk rule (1254-1517) in Egypt
and in the Arabic-speaking world of Islam more generally when Christian
populations began their long decline.

27 Griffith, “Kitab misbah al-‘aql.”
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The sorrows of “dhimmitude”

Christians under Muslim rule during the first half-millennium of the Islamic
commonwealth no doubt opened a new chapter in Christian history, one
which western historians have been slow to read in detail. Internally, there
were remarkable developments in Christian life and thought, evident in the
texts written in Arabic in all three of the principal Christian denominations in
the Middle East. Externally, in terms of the contributions Christians made to
the growth and development of classical Islamic culture, the record is in many
instances extraordinary. But in spite of these accomplishments, the Christian
experience in the caliphate up to the time of the Crusades, albeit one ofa mighty
and faithful religious witness, was not in fact an entirely happy one. From the
very beginning of the Islamic conquest, Christians consistently testified to the
multiple hardships they suffered at the hands of Muslims. In chronicles and
other literary genres there is a continuous record of persistent deprivation and
even intermittent persecution.

The history of Christians under Muslim rule is a history of continuous,
if gradual, diminishment. Over the centuries the numbers decreased from
a substantial majority of the population in many places in the conquered
territories before the Crusades to significant minorities in most of the Islamic
world by Ottoman times. The history of the consolidation of Muslim rule,
therefore, is also the history of the decline of the public presence of Christianity
in the Islamic commonwealth. It is hard to pinpoint the proximate causes of
this gradual Christian diminishment, beyond the natural attrition that the
attractiveness of a new religious allegiance would have held for upwardly,
socially mobile individuals in the subject, Christian communities. But there is
one factor in the process that has not received as much scholarly attention as it
should. Itis the social condition of Christians, theoretically mandated in Islamic
law, which one might most handily identify by the neologism “dhimmitude.”

The Qur’an speaks of the special poll-tax (jizya) that is to be demanded
of the People of the Book who live in the world of Islam, and of the appro-
priately submissive, low, social profile that they should assume in paying it
(Qur’an 9.29), later to be regulated by the stipulations of the Covenant of ‘Umar.
Historically, the tax has been interpreted as the price for the special “protec-
tion” (al-dhimma) or responsibility which the Islamic government would then
assume for the People of the Book in Islamic society — a kind of answerability
for dependent persons (not without a note of dispraise in the verbal root of
the Arabic word). Persons of this condition are then described by the Arabic
adjective dhimmi, meaning someone under the protection and responsibility
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of the Islamic government, hence the neologism, “dhimmitude.”** The Chris-
tian populations under Muslim rule were considered to be dhimmipopulations;
they were often governed through the offices of their own leaders, in a so-
called millet system, to give the arrangement the name it had in late Ottoman
times. “Millet” is the Turkish form of the Arabic word milla (pl. milal), used in
the present context in the sense of “religious denomination or creedal com-
munity” implying as well a certain political or “national” distinctiveness.?
Under the Abbasids, theoretically the official Christian leader was the catholi-
cos/patriarch of the Nestorians and resident in Baghdad.

There is no doubt that up to Crusader times, the dhimmi populations in the
Islamic world were “second-class citizens.” The legal disabilities which gov-
erned their lives required subservience, often accompanied by prescriptions
to wear distinctive clothing and to cease public display of their religion, and,
of course, to refrain from inviting converts from among the Muslims. What
is more, Christian wealth, buildings, institutions, and properties were often
subject to seizure.?* As a consequence, over the course of time, the number
of bishoprics, churches, monasteries, and schools gradually decreased, having
fallen victim to the conditions inherent in the official establishment of Islam as
the public religion of the polity. These circumstances necessarily put dhimmi
groups such as the Christian communities at risk; in spite of their numbers they
became sociological minorities, subaltern populations subject to discrimina-
tion, disability, and at times even persecution. In response, their disadvantaged
situation in life inevitably elicited from these Christians both a discourse of
accommodation and a discourse of resistance; attempted philosophical or reli-
gious rapprochement, along with a literature of ideological subversion and
martyrdom.

Martyrologies were popular among Christians under Muslim rule. The few
which tell the stories of martyrs in Islamic times, the so-called “new martyrs,”
were for the most part narratives whose tales of their sufferings, and especially
of their speeches, consciously evoked memories of the old martyrs from the
early Christian era under the persecuting Roman emperors before Constantine
(r. 324-37). The new martyrologies in Greek, Syriac, Coptic, Arabic, or even
in Latin in Islamic Spain, which recount the stories of fatal confrontations
between Christian martyrs and Muslim authorities, are rich in details that
almost by the way contain accounts of the vicissitudes of Christianlife under the

32 Ye'or, Decline of Eastern Christianity; see rather Y. Friedman’s Tolerance and Coercion.
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Muslims.® In the literary repartee between the martyrs and their persecutors,
the martyr always trumps his interrogator. The not-so-subtle or hidden subtext
here for the dhimmi Christian reader was the message that, in spite of all
appearances to the contrary, he should rest confident that Christianity really is
the true religion. There is also the clear suggestion that Christians actually do
have the scriptural and reasonable arguments available to prove their moral
superiority, if only the oppressive power of established Islam would allow
listeners to accept the inescapable conclusions of persuasive demonstrations.
But martyr narratives from the Christian communities under Muslim rule
were in fact relatively few. The participation of Christians in the cultural life of
the world of Islam, albeit in dhimmitude, meant that the customary messages
of martyrologies had to be communicated in other genres as well.

A prevalent genre of popular apologetics and polemics among Arabic-
speaking Christians in the caliphate regularly featured a monk or other Chris-
tian notable being interrogated in a caliph’s or an emir’s court.?® These literary
dialogues, written by Christians for Christians, sometimes had a basis in well-
known, historical encounters; often they were simply true-to-life fiction as
history. As in the martyrologies, in these works the monk always trumps his
interrogators. What is not to be missed in them is the fact that in the con-
text of a fetching story, full of witty repartee, the narratives do supply ready
answers to the questions and challenges which Muslims customarily posed
to Christians about their religion. Perhaps this feature explains the enduring
popularity of these compositions among Christians living under Muslim rule.

On the Muslim side there was also a steady supply of polemical tracts written
against Christians and Christianity” From the ninth century until the time of
the Crusades, and increasingly after the Mongol invasions of the thirteenth
century and the destruction of Baghdad in 1258, one can detect a distinctive
hardening of approach in Islamic writings on the subject of interreligious
relations. A harbinger of the attitude to come can be seen in Ibn Taymiyya’s
(1263-1328) al-Jawab al-Sahih, a text that established a distinctly and widely
influential hardline approach to the dhimmi populations which would become
enormously influential in later, more traditionalist Muslim circles.?®

After the golden age of Christian Arabic literature in the thirteenth cen-
tury in Egypt, Christians of course continued to write in Arabic and often to

35 Griffith, “Christians, Muslims and Neo-martyrs”; Wolf, Christian Martyrs; Coope, Martyrs
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take prominent positions in Islamic society. But by this time the distinctive
profile of their culture had already been determined, and the vicissitudes of
the struggle to survive absorbed more and more energy from the churches.
In Ottoman times, and later under colonial rule, many Christians under Mus-
lim rule formed protective relationships with Christians outside the world
of Islam. In practice, this step often meant further divisions among them, a
circumstance that has hastened their demographic decline in modern times,
as many eastern Christians have emigrated to the West.
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TIA M. KOLBABA

At the end of Late Antiquity, when this chapter begins, the Alps were a Great
Divide between Mediterranean cultures and transalpine ones; Rome and Con-
stantinople had more in common with one another than either did with Ger-
manic groups in the north. The emperors in Constantinople still wielded
enough authority in Rome to arrest popes who resisted their policies, and the
papal apokrisiarios at the imperial court was an important figure in Rome. But
by 1100 the popes themselves often came from north of the Alps, few in the
West knew Greek, and imperial authority, when acknowledged in Rome, came
from Germany. The Latin world, developing with, assimilated to, and com-
bined with the Germanic world of northwestern Europe, had lost sympathy
forimperial and Byzantine ways of ruling while developing its own hierarchies.
The role and prestige of the popes in the western church was beyond the ken
of Byzantines, while the role of the emperor in the eastern church puzzled and
appalled Latin Christians. Theological and ritual differences added to a general
sense of estrangement, reflected most famously in chronicles of the crusades.
To describe relations between Greek and Latin Christians between the seventh
century and the eleventh is, then, to write the history of the schism between
the Roman Catholic and Greek Orthodox churches. Yet overabundant hind-
sight lurks in such a statement. A narrative which begins at the end — with
schism — tends to overemphasize disagreements in earlier eras and to overlook
charity and cooperation. It tends to rely on sources that “explain” the origins
of the schism and to overlook sources that assume or explicitly say that there
was no schism at all. And it therefore tends to flatten and obscure what should
be a textured and clear portrait of two societies and their churches, connected
by a common past yet increasingly alienated by different experiences in the
early Middle Ages.
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600—751: three invasions

In the seventh century Muslims began to build an empire that changed the
structure of the Christian world. By the early eighth century they controlled
the eastern and southern shores of the Mediterranean and the Iberian penin-
sula. Ironically, one problem that had plagued relations between Rome and
Constantinople in the sixth and seventh centuries was thus solved: the empire
no longer needed to balance the anti-Chalcedonian populations of the East,
now mostly under Muslim rule, against the Chalcedonian leadership of Rome.
Instead of easing relations between Rome and Constantinople, however, this
new situation made them more contentious. Already before the Arab inva-
sions, the patriarchs of Constantinople had sought recognition of their see’s
equality with Rome, including a universal jurisdiction in the East to match
Rome’sjurisdiction in the West.* But when, in the sixth century, the patriarch of
Constantinople used the title of “ecumenical (oikoumenikos) patriarch,” Rome
protested.? Constantinople, the popes maintained, had no legitimate claim to
authority beyond its own see, while Rome’s primacy throughout the Christian
world was based on the apostle Peter’s status.* After the Arab invasions, Con-
stantinople was the only eastern patriarchate not under Muslim rule, its claims
to eastern primacy were therefore more convincing, and papal objections to
those claims were more strenuous.

The Arab invasions contributed to the separation of Constantinople from
the western provinces in other ways as well. The eastern empire’s fight for its
own life left few resources to send westward, while Lombard invasions made
Rome and Ravenna islands in a Lombard sea. The popes led the response of
northern Italy to this invasion. Gregory I (590-604) was not the only pope to
organize the defense and supply of Rome during sieges and to negotiate with
“barbarian” attackers, although he is the most famous. The result of such vigor
was another increase in papal autonomy and prestige.

The third invasion of the period further disrupted communications between
Latin and Greek Christians. From the middle of the sixth century to the middle
of the seventh, Slavic groups settled in the Balkan provinces and the Pelopon-
nese. Thessaloniki became the last Greek, Christian outpost in territory other-
wise belonging to polytheistic Slavs. The imperial land routes across the region,
connecting Constantinople to Thessaloniki and then to ports on the Adriatic

1 See Dorfmann-Lazarev and Louth in this volume.
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Sea, were severed, significantly reducing the everyday flow of people and infor-
mation. Slavic pirates also disrupted communication by sea. In the fifth and
sixth centuries some art forms, theological ideas, institutional forms, and liter-
ary trends had shared common features throughout the Mediterranean world;
in the seventh century such commonality was much diminished. Moreover,
Latin speakers and Latin churches in the Balkans, not uncommon through the
sixth century, disappeared in the wake of the Slavic invasions — the loss of some
of the bilingual, bicultural intermediaries who had formed a kind of permeable
membrane between the Latin and Greek ends of the Mediterranean.

As their worlds shrank, the worldviews of westerners and easterners nar-
rowed. In Italy, the empire and its Hellenic culture became less and less relevant
to the day-to-day concerns of popes, aristocrats, and people. Meanwhile, the
eastern empire had survived the seventh century by retreating to a limited
heartland with a broad frontier of defense-in-depth. The old Mediterranean-
wide empire and church had encompassed many different ethnoi, many differ-
ent cultures, many different rituals. The new, contracted empire was largely
Greek-speaking with less variation in religious practice. Its people consoled
themselves with the belief that their troubles had been God’s way of purifying
his Chosen People, but if the favor of God and the survival of their empire
depended upon their purity, any deviance had to be eliminated. The opponents
of Chalcedon had their just desserts, sentenced to be ruled by infidels. Those
“deviants” who remained in the empire had to be corrected as well. Jews, for
example, had to be baptized — by force, if necessary; to tolerate deviance was
to risk God’s wrath and the survival of the oikoumene.”

Still, Rome was not deviant. St. Peter was in Rome, as were his succes-
sors, the premier defenders of orthodoxy. In 680-81, bishops gathered in Con-
stantinople to condemn the monothelitism of Heraclius (610—41) and his heirs.
Pope Agatho (678-81) sent doctrinal letters from Rome to this Sixth Ecumenical
Council, explicating orthodox teaching on the two natures, wills, and opera-
tions in Jesus Christ. His teaching was praised and endorsed by the assembly
in its official proceedings and in letters to the emperor and the pope.® Such
papal prestige had been made possible by papal autonomy; the popes had
led the resistance to monothelitism because the emperors could not control
them. Nevertheless, widespread admiration of the pope was outweighed by
diminished contact between East and West. The same council that praised
Agatho included so few representatives of western sees that eastern bishops

5 Haldon, Byzantium, 38—40, 324-75, 436—58.
6 Mansi 11, 665, 684; cited and translated by Dvornik, Byzantium and Roman Primacy, 92.
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might have thought that the western church was shrinking to a small minor-
ity population.” That was a dangerous illusion. Overlooking the Christians of
northwestern Europe, the Byzantines failed to understand how those north-
erners were revitalizing the western church. The pope’s flock grew by looking
northward for new sheep, and those sheep, with little knowledge of eastern
Christians and little respect for eastern emperors, heeded the voice of the
shepherd in Rome in ways no Constantinopolitan understood.®

Moreover, if it was easy to praise the pope from a distance and on a matter
of doctrine which had been settled before the council met, disciplinary canons
were different. The Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical Councils had provided no such
canons, the world had changed a great deal between the Fourth Ecumeni-
cal Council and the end of the seventh century, and churchmen in the empire
needed rules responding to those changes. Emperor Justinian II (685—95, 705—11)
therefore convened a council, known as the Council in Trullo or the Quinisext
Council, in Constantinople in 692.° Although there were officially represen-
tatives of all five patriarchates at the council, of the 220 bishops who signed
the final collection of canons, 183 represented sees within the patriarchate of
Constantinople. Only ten — all from Illyricum — were under the jurisdiction of
Rome. The pope would normally have sent a legate invested with authority
to act for the Holy See. Instead, the Acta of Trullo were signed only by the
apokrisiarios, the pope’s semipermanent representative in Constantinople who
was not empowered to act for the pope at an ecumenical council.”

The Quinisext Council comprised, in short, bishops from the eastern
empire. It concentrated on two issues important to the imperial church: the
reorganization and preservation of the ecclesiastical hierarchy of the empire
within its diminished territory and the uniformity ofliturgy and practice within
the empire. The former had little relevance for Latins and they paid it scant
attention. The latter, however, raised hackles in Rome. Obsessed with uni-
formity and convinced that Constantinople’s practices ought to be the norm,
the eastern bishops condemned various Roman customs that differed from
their own. In addition, the first canon of the council included Pope Honorjus I
(625-38) in the catalogue of heretical monothelites, while the thirty-sixth con-
firmed the twenty-eighth canon of the Council of Chalcedon, which had stated
that the Patriarch of Constantinople “is to enjoy privileges equal to those of

7 Mansi 11, 583-88; Murphy and Sherwood, Constantinople II et Constantinople III.
8 See Abrams in this volume; Noble, “Tradition and Learning,” 244—46.
9 Mansi 11, 929-88; Laurent, “L’ceuvre canonique”; Nedungatt and Featherstone, Council
in Trullo.
10 Laurent, “L’ceuvre canonique,” 13-15; Dagron, “L’église . . . entre les invasions et
I'iconoclasme,” in Histoire du Christianisme 4, 60—61.
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the see of the older Rome and to be magnified as it is in ecclesiastical affairs,
coming second after it” — a canon that Rome had never accepted.”” When
Pope Sergius I (687—701) refused to sign the Acta, Justinian II sent an imperial
official to arrest him. The people of Rome, backed by troops from Ravenna
and the Pentapolis, defended the pope. Instead of seizing the pope, the official
found himself in mortal danger and escaped only because the pope protected
him. The difference between the eastern church, in which imperial power was
omnipresent and dominant, and the western church, in which no unified sec-
ular power challenged the papacy, was obvious. So, too, the popes had another
occasion to celebrate themselves and their predecessors as the defenders of
orthodoxy against the tyranny of the emperor.”

Not only defenders of orthodoxy, the popes were also defenders of the
orthodox flock. When Islamic invasions drove large numbers of eastern Chal-
cedonian Christians into exile, many settled in Rome, southern Italy, and
Sicily. When iconoclasm became imperial policy in the eighth century, still
more Greek-speaking, Greek-rite people settled within the Roman patriar-
chate. Their influence was substantial; between 678 and 752, eleven of the
thirteen popes were Greek speakers from Syria, Sicily, or Constantinople.
Although this seems to have meant little in terms of their attitudes toward the
emperor — they defended their see’s prerogatives as vigorously as any Roman-
born pope — they exemplify a period in which Roman awareness of the eastern
churches and the empire was very high. Numerous Greek monasteries in
Rome added to the relatively high level of Hellenic influence in this period.®

751-843: popes and Franks

For the Byzantine Empire, the seventh century had been traumatic, while
the eighth century saw progress toward a new equilibrium. Muslim and Avar
armies had been turned back at the walls of Constantinople, and the thematic
system of provincial military and civil administration provided a stable defense.
This was a much diminished empire, but it had some leisure to consider
its altered position in the world. Although the eighth century is known as
the period of iconoclasm, and iconoclasm as a period of great strife, recent
interpretations have challenged that view, coming to see the eranot as “a crisis
that lasted 120 years,” but rather as “a period of stability and consolidation

11 Mansi 6, 182-87; Nedungatt and Featherstone, Council in Trullo, 114.
12 Noble, Republic, 18-19.
13 Noble, Republic, 185; Sansterre, Les moines grecs et orientaux, passim.
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after a crisis.”* The Latin church, in contrast, was not yet through with crises;
stability and consolidation had not yet come to Italy. Seeking greater security,
the popes made a move that changed the world.

In 749, faced with a revival of the Lombard threat, the popes turned north-
ward for protection. In 753 Pope Stephen III (752-57) became the first Roman
bishop to cross the Alps into the Kingdom of the Franks. There he contracted
an alliance with Pippin III (751-68), crowning and anointing Pippin and his
sons while they undertook to defend St. Peter’s patrimony.” Pippin’s heirs, the
Carolingian kings, deferred to the popes and took Roman liturgy, theology,
and canon law as models, while Frankish military might enabled the papacy
to consolidate its independence from Constantinople without becoming sub-
ject to the Lombards. When, on Christmas Day 800, Pope Leo III (795-816)
crowned Charlemagne Emperor of the Romans, he threw his see’s authority
and prestige behind “the Emperor of the Romans” who hailed from Francia.
The long-term implications of these moves were enormous.

But was it clear at the time that the popes had, once and for all, chosen
this western emperor over the Emperor of the Romans in Constantinople?
Romans and Constantinopolitans still shared a certain condescension toward
the Franks. Although both recognized that the Franks had become too impor-
tant to ignore, nobody expected them to think. To western Romani and eastern
Romaioi alike the Franks were the pope’s devoted-but-barbarous servants. In
this belief, they were wrong. Some men who worked for the Frankish king
were not illiterate warriors, but scholars who could think, read, and argue
theology — even to the point of disagreeing with the pope. The Seventh Ecu-
menical Council (787), the second held in Nicaea, provided the occasion for
such disagreement. In 785 the Empress Irene (780-802), her son Constantine
VI (780-97), and the Patriarch Tarasius (784-806) sought Rome’s support for
a council to restore the veneration of icons. Pope Hadrian I (772-95) sent rep-
resentatives to Nicaea, but nobody consulted the Franks. When the council
refuted the arguments of the iconoclasts and promulgated its own doctrine
of icon veneration, the pope’s representatives signed, and the pope rejoiced.
Still, it seems, he did not send the Acta of 787 to the Frankish king. Instead, the
Franks acquired a copy of a Latin translation of the Acta in such a way that they
thought the document was an official record of the council.”® Charlemagne’s
scholars were appalled. Perhaps, given the lack of Frankish representation at

14 Dagron, “L’iconoclasme et I'établissement de I'Orthodoxie,” in Histoire du Christianisme
4, 93.

15 Noble, Republic, 80-88, 277—91.

16 Freeman, “Carolingian Orthodoxy,” 76-80; Noble, “Tradition and Learning,” 230-31.
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the council, they would have rejected the Nicene decisions even if they had
had an accurate translation; as it was, they had a woefully inaccurate one.”
They compiled a list of the faults they found in the document and sent it to
Rome.”® Theodulf of Orleans composed a more-complete and organized refu-
tation of the Acts of 787, the Opus Caroli Regis contra Synodum (Libri Carolini).
Although Hadrian rejected their arguments and praised the council, the Frank-
ish hierarchy did not forget the issue; it arose again during the second period
of iconoclasm in the East. At a synod in 825, Louis the Pious (814-40) and his
clergy revealed a continuing conviction that the Greeks had gone too far at the
Seventh Ecumenical Council. They reaffirmed the didactic purpose of images,
quoting Pope Gregory I: “What Scripture is to those who read, images are to
the ignorant, for in those images the ignorant see what they must do.”™ But
they also continued to claim that veneration of icons was idolatry.

Charlemagne’s and Louis’s theologians were erudite and confident of their
own abilities, but they were hampered by a bad translation and by a lack of
sympathy for eastern traditions. In all these ways they foreshadowed their
descendants, the northern churchmen who were to play a large role in the
separation between Rome and Constantinople in the eleventh century.

Nor was the reaction to the Seventh Ecumenical Council the only time that
the Franks differed with the popes in the ninth century, for at the very heart
of the Christian creed there was a difference between Francia and Rome. In
the late sixth or early seventh century the Frankish church had accepted an
addition to the Nicene-Constantinopolitan creed: where that creed originally
read, “Ibelieve in the Holy Spirit . . . who proceeds from the Father,” the phrase
“and from the Son” (in Latin, Filioque) was added. This addition, which was
never accepted in the East, was not accepted in Rome yet, either. Although
Pope Leo III (795-816) explicitly agreed with the theological statement that
the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son, he ordered the Franks to stop
reciting the Filioque in the creed and had the creed inits “correct” form, without
the Filioque, inscribed on plaques and erected in St Peter’s.** In other words,
on the form of the creed at least, Rome and Constantinople agreed against
Aachen. The two-way interchange between Rome and Constantinople that

17 Noble, “Tradition and Learning,” 243—44.

18 Freeman, “Carolingian Orthodoxy,” 105-106; Noble, “Tradition and Learning,” 231-32.

19 Freeman, “Carolingian Orthodoxy,” 101-106; Herrin, Formation, 469—72; Gregory I, Reg-
istrum epistolarum 2, xi.1o.

20 On the nature of this ninth-century conflict, it is especially important to understand
certain problems with sources that record an East-West conflict over the Filioque in the
early ninth century. See Sode, Jerusalem—Konstantinopel-Rom; Callahan, “Problem of the
‘Filioque’.”
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had characterized the seventh and eighth centuries was yielding to a three-way
relationship among popes, Byzantines, and Franks.

843—-996: the triangle: popes, Byzantines, and Franks

Throughout the ninth and tenth centuries, the rivalry of the great sees of Rome
and Constantinople continued, for the pope continued to assert his right to
judge the other patriarchs, and the patriarchs continued to disagree. Some of
the resulting quarrels are rightly famous, crucial as they are for the history
of relations between Roman popes and Constantinopolitan patriarchs. The
so-called “Photian Schism” of the ninth century saw much papal assertion
of jurisdiction, even over other patriarchs, countered by equally vehement
patriarchal denial of such claims. The tetragamy crisis — in which a patriarch
excommunicated the emperor because of his fourth marriage, but the pope
granted a dispensation — raised the same issues. So, too, the popes continued
to object to the eastern patriarch’s use of the title oikoumenikos — only the pope
had “ecumenical” authority, in the western view. Important for many reasons,
these conflicts mostly reprise longstanding issues of papal versus patriarchal
authority.™

The new feature of this period was the relationship among popes, Byzan-
tines, and Franks. By their consistent opposition to iconoclasm, their wel-
come for iconophile refugees from the empire, and their role in the Seventh
Ecumenical Council, the popes of the eighth and early ninth centuries had
added to their treasury of esteem in Constantinople. Such esteem was clearly
one factor behind the willingness of Byzantine missionaries in Slavic lands to
acknowledge papal jurisdiction in central Europe. Moreover, papal support
for the Byzantine mission in Pannonia was part of a struggle between the
popes and the East Frankish rulers for control of the churches in that region.*
Meanwhile, Byzantines and Franks were in direct contact in Bulgaria, as well.
Here again debates did not always feature the pope and Frankish missionaries
on one side and Byzantines on the other. Although the popes supported and
sometimes controlled the Latin mission, the Franks were teaching the Filioque,
which Rome had still not accepted, to the Slavs. Differences between Rome
and the Franks regarding the Filioque, the role of lay rulers in the church, and
the use of icons remained. Meanwhile, Photius (patriarch of Constantinople

2
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Photian schism: Hussey, Orthodox Church, 72-86. Tetragamy: ibid., 103-108. Photius and
the meaning of “ecumenical patriarch”: Dagron, “L’église et I'état,” in Histoire du Chris-
tianisme 4, 206—207.

22 Dvornik, “Significance of the Missions,” 206-209.
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858-67, 877—86) produced a statement regarding the erroneous teachings of the
Frankish missionaries in Bulgaria, headed by the Filioque. He knew, however,
that the popes in Rome had not accepted the addition to the creed.?® It would
have been impossible at this point to predict the alliances and schisms of the
centuries to come.

On the other hand, powerful forces were moving the papacy and the Franks
closer to one another. The most important factor remained the protection
that Frankish rulers could provide. Although the breakup of Charlemagne’s
empire after the treaty of Verdun (843) diminished Frankish influence in Rome
in the ninth and tenth centuries, the alternative was not attractive: a papacy
dominated by contests among Roman noble families who treated the papal
throne as one of the spoils of victory. The prestige of the papacy suffered as a
result. It was going to take a dramatic change to restore the pope’s reputation
throughout Europe.

996—-1100: the transformation of the western church

The change came from north of the Alps through a motivated group of men
dedicated to papal independence, supported by a new line of rulers, the Otto-
nians, who intervened effectively in papal elections. This intervention con-
solidated the alliance of popes and northerners and broke most of the bonds
which still connected Rome to Constantinople. Ottonian involvement in Italy
differed in two fundamental ways from earlier Carolingian efforts. First, the
Ottonian emperors, with their ambitions to control southern Italy, were ene-
mies of the Byzantines in a way that the Carolingians had never been. The
resulting political and military enmity contributed to other kinds of hostil-
ity, as the infamous invective of Liutprand of Cremona shows. In Liutprand’s
account of his embassy to Constantinople for Otto I (king 936, emperor 962—
73), the contempt of Germans for Greci and of Romaioi for Germans is never far
from the surface. Second, the Ottonians differed from the Carolingians in their
handling of contested papal elections and a corrupted papacy. They moved to
install reformers from their own lands — “reformers” whose ideas about the
role of laity in the church were really quite radical — on the papal throne and
thereby began a transformation of western Christian institutions which would
divide the churches for centuries to come. In spite of some fits and starts, the
general movement of the late tenth and eleventh centuries was toward greater
involvement for both German rulers and German clergy in the papacy. No

23 Photius, “Encyclica.”
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matter who eventually triumphed in the struggle between the German emper-
ors and the popes, the substantial German influences in Rome drove a still
larger wedge between the old Rome and the new. In 1014, at the coronation
of Henry II (king 1002—24) as emperor, the Filioque was introduced into the
creed chanted in Rome. This was important in its own right and symbolic of
a larger movement, for as the eleventh century progressed, German church
reformers went beyond influencing the papacy to controlling it. Meanwhile,
Byzantines saw German influence as a kind of usurpation of the ancient see.
Small “histories of the schism between Rome and Constantinople” appear in
this period, beginning with an account of this Germanic takeover:

After the adjournment of the seventh council . . . [Pope] Leo summoned
a certain Charles from the interior of Francia, and he crowned him as
emperor. . . . Some of those who accompanied Charles were heretics . . . and
when they entered Rome, they began to corrupt the people of God by saying
that the all-holy Spirit proceeded not from the Father alone but also from the
Son, and by teaching them to offer unleavened bread. And they spoke other
nonsense foreign to the Church’s tradition.*

If this account and others like it are not historically accurate, they nonetheless
reflect a common Byzantine perception of what had happened to Rome:
a previously civilized and respectable civilization had been swamped by an
influx of barbarians.

The early days of papal reform also coincided with the Norman conquest
of Byzantine and Lombard lands in southern Italy. Together, papal reform and
Norman conquest form the context of the most famous encounter between
representatives of the Greek and Latin churches. In 1053 and 1054 one of the
German reformer-popes, Leo IX (1049-54), was fighting for his throne in Italy.
He sought Constantinople’s help against both those who resisted the reform
movement and the Normans in southern Italy, who threatened the hard-won
independence of the republic of St. Peter. Constantinople’s emperor, also fight-
ing the Normans, was willing to form such an alliance. Leo chose Humbert,
Cardinal of Silva Candida, to lead a mission to Constantinople to discuss an
alliance. Humbert epitomized the reform movement — a northern European,
he had come to Rome in the entourage of a German pope and had written an
impressive body of polemic on behalf of the reform movement’s goals. He was,
moreover, already suspici