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“Preface_

With one exception the papers presented here were
delivered in March 1969 at the second colloquium in
medieval history to be held at the university of Edin-
burgh. The colloquium was organised by the depart-
ment of History in association with the Institute for
Advanced Studies in the Humanities.

Dr Riley-Smith’s paper arose out of the discussions
which accompanied the colloquium papers, and the
volume has been completed by the addition of Profes-
sor Nicol’s introductory study.

DEeErREK BAKER University of Edinburgh
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Introduction

DONALD M. NICOL

The essays here gathered together were the intellectual wines
poured out at a symposium held at Edinburgh in 1969. Its theme
was East-West contacts in the Middle Ages. The title was taken
to apply to relations between eastern and western Europe, or be-
tween the eastern and western parts of the old Graeco-Roman
wotld, and not to contacts between, for instance, France and Far
Cathay.

To the founder of the Roman Empire and his successors rela-
tions between East and West meant relations between the eastern
and western parts of a whole, the pars orientalis and the pars occiden-
talis of the unified structure of the empire. Roman poets liked to
boggle the minds of their listeners by talking of a dominion that
extended from the barbarous Britons at one end to the perfidious
Parthians at the other. But the dominion was one. Jupiter, if
Vergil is to be believed, granted to Romulus and his Romans an
imperium without limits and without end.! Augustus nevertheless
wisely decided that his empire should have manageable territorial
boundatries. But within the limits that he set Roman, Greek, Jew,
Christian and Gentile could live under the same law. Romans of
the old school sometimes complained about the corrupting in-
fluence on their city of Greeks and orientals, of the Orontes flow-
ing into the Tiber. But they employed Greek tutors to educate
their sons. People did not think of the eastern and western parts of
the empire as being separate entities whose relations with each
other must be the object of careful study.

Even at the moment of the empire’s birth, however, there was
already a clear idea of where the Latin West ended and the Greek
East began. The Roman historian Appian tells us that when, in
44 BC, Octavian and Mark Antony divided the world between
them, they drew a line down their map from north to south. The
line passed through the Dalmatian town of Scodra on the Adriatic
Sea. Everything to the east of that line, as far as the Euphrates,was
tobelong to Antony ; everything tothe west of it, as faras the Atlan-
tic Ocean, was to belong to Octavian.? It was a remarkably realistic
division. When the structure of the Roman Empire cracked in later
centuries, the crack appeared more or less down that seam ; and in
the Middle Ages it was across that line that Byzantines and west-
etners maintained their tenuous contacts. Most of what lay to the
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west of Scodra was lost to the Roman world in the fifth century.
Yet the emperors reigning in Constantinople regarded the loss as
being only temporary. Barbatians had unhappily usurped author-
ity in the West. But the empire had not fallen apart; and in God’s
good time the barbarians would either come to leatn or to be for-
cibly taught their rightful place in the imperial scheme of things.
Justinian, as a true successor of Augustus, Trajan and Constantine,
made it his lJawful business to restore order to the world by re-estab-
lishing Roman rule over the western provinces. Given the means
and the opportunities to do so he had no option. He would have
been failing in his impetial duty if he had not seized those oppot-
tunities ; and, as Professor Frend points out in the first of the essays
in this volume, most of Justinian’s subjects probably shatred the
common pride in the enterprise of reconquest. But the cost of that
enterprise, in terms of human suffering as well as of hard cash, was
more than the empire could sustain; and even by Justinian’s time
reintegration of the empire had already been rendered almost im-
possible by reason of the differences among its members in matters
of theology and ecclesiology. Christianity proved to be an even
more potent factor than language, culture, or barbarian conquest
in the division of the structure.

In the early centuries of the Christian Roman Empire the rivalry
between the Old Rome of the West and the New Rome of Constan-
tinople was tempered by the reactions of the great cities and patri-
archates of Antioch and Alexandria. After the Arab conquest of
Syria and Egypt, however, the field was clear, for Antioch and
Alexandria were no longer in the running; and authority in the
Church as in the world was effectively narrowed down to the twin
poles of Rome and Constantinople. The erosion by new barbarians
of the territory that lay between them produced a physical separa-
tion of East from West which helped to accentuate and foster their
differences. The Slavs descended on the Balkan peninsula and
Greece and thus drove a wedge of barbarism down the middle of
the Graeco-Roman world. The Magyars arrived in the ninth cen-
tury to block the last land route between eastern and western
Europe. Thus by the tenth century, as Dr Leyser makes clearin his
paper, the division between East and West had become a matter of
harsh physical reality, adding substance to the ideological gulf
which had already appeared between them. For by then the Greek
East and the Latin West, Byzantine Orthodox and Roman Cathol-
ics, had gone their own ways and developed their ownideas for too
long ; they had begun to take up the positions of mutual incompre-
hension which had become second natute to them by the time of
the crusades.

The establishment of an alternative ‘empire’ in the West, first by
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Charlemagne and then by Otto the Great, which seemed to be so
momentous in the history of western Europe, appeared to the
Byzantines as a deliberate affront to the universal sovereignty of
the one true Roman emperor in Constantinople. Inside every By-
zantine emperor there was a Justinian trying to get out. It was
taken for granted, even in the tenth century, that the western pro-
vinces belonged by right to the heirs of Augustus in Byzantium.
The fiction of a single, universal imperium was maintained by all
manner of devices. The Byzantine emperor was said graciously to
permit lesser kings and princes to reign over portions of his sun-
dered provinces as his ‘spiritual’ sons, brothets, nephews, or
cousins. He was the paserfamilias of a great family of Christian
rulers.3 It was particularly distressing when western kings began
to style themselves ‘emperors’. But even then Byzantine diplo-
macy and ingenuity were able to make the best of a bad job by re-
phrasing the theory of a single imperium. It was touch and go
whether Charlemagne married the formidable empress Eirene; it
was a fact that Otto 11 married the Byzantine princess Theophano.
In both cases there were high hopes that intermartriage might in
some way mend the torn garment of the Roman Empire. But such
devices could not turn back the differing processes of historical
and cultural development which made the Byzantines and the
westerners the men and women they were.4

So long as East and West were restricted to communicating by
sea their contacts were necessarily limited. From time to time the
Byzantines would show the flag in their province in South Italy
and its satellite principalities. As late as 1025 the emperor Basil 11
was preparing an armada for the reconquest of Sicily. There were
formal exchanges of embassies and many negotiations about mat-
riages between Byzantine princesses and Latin princes. Westerners
like Liudprand of Cremona were, however, rare visitots to Constan-
tinople. They were not very welcome, at least on their own terms;
nor did they much care for the high-handed manner in which they
were sometimes treated. But the re-opening of the overland route
from West to East through Hungary early in the eleventh century
changed the whole picture, as Dt Leyser obsetves. The conversion
of the Magyars to Christianity in 975 and then the annexation of
Bulgaria to the Byzantine Empire in 1018 meant that relatively
cheap, if arduous, communications between East and West wete
again possible. The trickle of fairly evenly balanced exchanges of
select representatives gave way to an indiscriminate flood of hu-
manity moving from West to East. The flood was mainly composed
of pilgrims on their way to the Holy Land. All of them had to pass
through Constantinople to make the only short sea crossing on
their route. Relations between easterners and westerners, between
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Greeks and Latins, became a matter of fact, and neithet party much
enjoyed the experience of discovering the realities.

In the course of the eleventh century the catalogue of differences
between the two societies lengthened and their respective positions
hardened. The western wotld and the Roman Church began to
find new sources of strength and confidence. The Byzantine world
began to sink into a decline after the glorious era of its soldier
emperors. Its falling fortunes are sadly symbolised by the events of
the year 1071, when imperial armies were humiliated at either ex-
tremity of the Empire, at Manzikert by the Seljuq Turks, at Bari by
the Normans. The realities of Fast-West relations are symbolised
by the event of 1054, when the Churches of Rome and Constan-
tinople openly admitted that a state of schism existed between
them. The schism in the Church was a symptom of a deeper malaise
in the body of Christendom. The balance of power was shifting
from East to West. The westerners were full of new ideas and new
vitality. But the Byzantines could not bear to think of them as
equal partners; nor could they go back on their own past by re-
nouncing their claim to be the only true heirs of the Christian
Roman Empire.

The misunderstandings engendered by the crusades were almost
without number. The Norman leadets of the Fitst Crusade soon
showed that they had little intention of honouring any agreements
they made with the emperor in Constantinople. The Byzantines
accused them of perjury. They retaliated by accusing the Byzan-
tines of treachery. Every failure of their adventures in the Holy
Land could be attributed to the double-dealing of the Greeks.
Prejudices on either side wete reinforced. Tolerance and patience
were at a premium. There were, however, a few who tried to
bridge the gap as ‘contact men’. William of Tyre, about whom
Professor Davis writes, was a perfect example of the species. Born
in the crusader kingdom of Jerusalem, versed in both Greek and
Arabic, widely travelled, a visitor to Byzantium, and remarkably
if not wholly impartial, William of T'yre had every qualification to
bridge the gap. Yet the gap which he perceived and described was
not really that ancient and recurring division between the Greek
East and the Latin West. As a member of the community of Latin
colonists who had moved into the Levant on the wave of the
crusades, William’s real concern was to manage relations between
western Christians and oriental Muslims to the advantage of the
former. The Byzantines wete rather on the fringe of his percep-
tions and activities, for all that he sought their co-operation and
played down their reputation for treachery. To William, the ‘East’
signified the countries surrounding the Holy Land. As Professor
Davis writes, ‘he did not consider himself as part of the East but
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rather as a western Bishop in the East’.

A ‘contact man’ of another kind was the Byzantine emperor
Manuel 1 Komnenos. William of Tyre was among the guests at a
fashionable double wedding that took place in Constantinople in
1179. Amid scenes of brilliant pageantry and sumptuous festivities,
which William records with admiring detail, the emperor Manuel
gave his daughter Mary in marriage to Rainier of Montferrat and
his son Alexios in marriage to Agnes, daughter of King Louis vII
of France. The weddings celebrated an ideal of Byzantine-Latin
relations which the emperor did his best to nurture and to put into
practice. But the subsequent fate of the two western spouses is
pethaps instructive. Rainier of Montferrat fell victim (along with
Manuel’s widow, Mary of Antioch) to the backlash of anti-Latin
reaction that swept the Byzantines out of their senses in 1183.
Agnes of France, on the other hand, though still only twelve years
old, wascoerced into marrying the ring-leader of that reaction, the
usurper Andronikos Komnenos, who had murdered her Byzan-
tine husband. After he too had been violently deposed, she married
for a third time and settled down to the Byzantine way of life.
When in 1203 the leaders of the Fourth Crusade first entered
Constantinople, they enquired after the young princess from
France who had been so long in exile. They expected a warm wel-
come as compatriots and friends. But Agnes of France had long
since become Anne of Byzantium. She gave them a chilly reception
and refused to talk to them except through an interpreter.5

The emperor Manuel’s efforts to undo the damage done to By-
zantine-Latin relations by the crusades earned him the detogatory
name of a ‘Latinophile’ among his subjects. His own personal
friendship with some of the westerners was remarkable. With
Conrad 111 of Germany, for instance, he had a sincere understand-
ing. The spectacle of the Byzantine emperor nursing the German
king back to health in Constantinople in the winter of 1147 ought
to have been an example of Greco-Latin co-operation for the rest
of the world.But such cases of fellow-feeling were isolated and
exceptional ; and Frederick Barbarossa, who succeeded Conrad in
1152, would never put himself out to cultivate the friendship of
one whom he regarded simply as a king of the Greeks who ought
to know his place. In the realm of ideas, culture, literature and the
arts, the Latinophile policy of Manuel 1 had little effect, perhaps
less than has sometimes been suggested, as Dr Bryer argues. The
effects of the exchange of ideas and customs are naturally harder
to assess than those of recorded personal relationships between
members of the Greek and Latin ruling classes; though it may be
fair to say that the introduction of jousting to the Byzantine court
by Manuel in the twelfth century made less permanent impact than
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the introduction of the fork to Venice by Maria Argyrou, who
married the doge at the beginning of the eleventh century.”

For tangible evidence of East-West contacts, however, one must
look to the geographical meeting-points between Byzantines and
westerners — to Hungary, to Serbia, to the areas between the Greek
and Turkish spheres of influence in Anatolia, where several west-
ernadventurers found scope for their talents, or to South Italy and
Sicily. It was in these ‘areas of overlap’, as Dr Bryer calls them,
that Greeks and Latins had occasion to associate or, more norm-
ally, to ignore each other. A common culture was never likely to
be forged through exchanges of ambassadors or ecclesiastical
legates. But at a humbler level some forms of hybrid cultures or
sub-cultures were born out of circumstances, in the ports of the
Levant, for example, where Venetians, Pisans, Genoese, Jews and
Greeks had no escape from each othet and evolved a modus
vivend; and a lingua franca in which to conduct their common
affairs, in the kind of environments described by Dr Riley-Smith.

But such people were usually the by-products ot the victims of
the policies of their leaders; and the leaders of Church and State,
by reason of their having been born into a ruling class, wete all too
ready to presume their own mote expert knowledge of what was
best for the world. Sometimes, as in the case of the First Crusade,
their initiative struck an immediate answering chord in the hearts
of a multitude. Sometimes, as in the Fourth Crusade, they created
an opening for the realisation of a great variety of half-formed or
latent aspirations, fantasies and ambitions, religious, political,
commercial, or selfish. The Fourth Crusade was a turning-point
in East-West relationships. Many in the West had been hoping for
such an eventuality ; many in the Greek East had been half expect-
ing it, and their rulers had unwittingly prepared the ground. But
when it came it was a fearful shock, and when it had spent its force
nothing could ever be the same again,

The Fourth Crusade was more than a simple exercise in conquest
and colonisation of Byzantium by the Latins. It came to be a deli-
berate act of chastisement visited upon the Byzantines by the
Christians of the West for their obstinate refusal to admit their
petrversity and ‘return’ to the fold of the Roman Church. Pope
Innocent 111, who had inspired it, and who had bitterly condemned
itsimmediate consequences in the appalling sack of Constantinople
in 1204, quickly came round to the view that it was after all part of
God’s plan for the reintegration of Christendom. Its leaders, as he
himself wrote, were the agents of providence in punishing the
Greeks for their refusal to accept the supremacy of the Holy See.
But it can have been little comfort to the Byzantine bishops in
Greece, whom the Latins evicted for declining to take the oath of
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obedience or subservience to the pope, to be told that he only re-
quired it of them because it was within the power and the right of
the successor of St Peter, and in the power of no one else, to do so.
The Fourth Crusade, and its moral justification by the papacy post
evenium, brought home to the Byzantines the practical significance
of the papal claims to universal jurisdiction and supremacy over
the world which their ancestors had first encountered as a theory
propounded by Cardinal Humbert in 1054. They had rejected its
implications then. They suffered under its application in the years
after 1204. The ideological gulf between East and West was irre-
mediably widened by the pope, for all that he was motivated, as
Fr Gill demonstrates in his paper, by the highest ideals and the
truest traditions of his office. Even Byzantines like the fourteenth-
century statesman Demetrios Kydones, who were well disposed to
Latin culture and to Catholic doctrine, found it especially hard
to stomach the pronouncement of Pope Innocent 111, quoted by
Fr Gill, that ‘the Roman Church is the head and mother of all
Churches not by the decision of some council but by divine ordin-
ance’.8 For the authority of the oecumenical councils was para-
mount to the Byzantines, and no one bishop, however exalted his
see, could add to or subtract from their decisions and decrees with-
out consulting the representatives of the whole body of the faith-
ful in council. The confrontation of Innocent 111 and his succes-
sors with the patriarchs and bishops of the Orthodox Church was,
therefore, no less awkward than that between the ambassador of
Otto the Great and the emperor Nikephoros Phokas. Just as the
Byzantine emperor in the tenth century knew instinctively that
authority over the Christian world was his by divine ordinance,
so the pope in the thirteenth century knew, as Fr Gill puts it, that
‘he did nothave to seek authority. He possessed it.”

The crusades, which had been directed against the Muslims for
the rescue and protection of the Christians and their holy places,
in the end did more damage to Christendom than to Islam. The
Muslims ultimately triumphed with the conquest of Asia Minor,
of the Balkans, and of Constantinople itself in 1453; and there
were those in the western world who said, even as early as the
fourteenth century, that the Orthodox Christians got what they
deserved for their continuing refusal to abjure their etrors, repent
of their devious practices, and admit their inferiority. The Byzan-
tines were aware of their faults, though they were not the faults
imputed to them by the Latins. The triumph of Islam in the shape
of the Ottomans, for instance, was readily explained by Byzantine
churchmen and others as a direct consequence of the falling stand-
ards of the Christians and the wickedness of their priests. The
Muslims, it was said, were in many ways their moral superiors.9
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In this respect at least the churchmen of East and West seem to
have spoken with a common voice. For, as Professor Southern
points out, ‘the responsibility of a vicious Christian clergy for the
rise of Islam was a favourite theme of western critics of the church
in the fourteenth century’. It was populatly believed in Dante’s day
that Saladin himself had been detetrred from becoming a Christian
only by the vices of the Christian clergy. Saladin therefore quali-
fied for the category of those with ‘the baptism of desire’ and was
set by Dante notin Hell butin Limbo.

It appears that even Dante had limits to his vision and his hori-
zons. Professor Southern demonstrates that he was largely indiffer-
ent to the Muslim world. ‘He was a wholly western man.” One
might add that he was no less indifferent to and ignorant of the
Byzantine world. He was aware, because Lorenzo Valla had not
then unmasked the ‘stupendous lie’ of the Donation of Constan-
tine, that Constantine the Great had made over Italy to the pope
and set up imperial house ‘as a Greek’ in Constantinople.’°But he
was totally unaware that, at the time that he was composing the
Divina Commedia, the successors of Constantine were already bat-
tling for the possession of the Asiatic portion of their empire
against the new influx of Turks. Itis only fair to say that the Byzan-
tine poets and scholars of the same age, though hardly to be com-
pared to Dante, were almost as totally indifferent to and ignorant
of the western world. Theodore Metochites and his pupil Nike-
phoros Gregoras, the two great luminaries of the revival of Greek
scholarship in the early fourteenth century, were both contem-
poraries of Dante. But neither had heard of him. Neither knew a
word of Latin, nor did they think it worth the trouble to learn it.
They were both wholly eastern men, or perhaps wholly Byzantine
men.

The cultural contacts between East and West were of course to
burgeon and grow in the later fourteenth and fifteenth centuries,
as the desire to learn Greek became more widespread in Italy.
There were even Byzantine scholars who swallowed their pride
and learnt Latin so that they could translate Augustine, Boethius
and Thomas Aquinas into their own language. Italian scholars
like Francesco Filelfo went to Constantinople to study. They made
a welcome change from the long procession of papal legates and
Catholic theologians who had visited the capital over the centuries,
to bludgeon the emperor into submission or to lecture the patri-
arch on the errors of his faith. Byzantine scholars like Manuel
Chrysoloras went to live and teach in Italy. But these were contacts
on a very sophisticated and rarefied level, however momentous
their consequences may be thought to have been for the future of
westetn learning and humanism. And in any case, by then it was
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too late. The Byzantine Empire had no future. Its days were already
numbered.

It is sad to have to conclude that the kind of relationship that
might have reunited the sundered halves of the ancient Roman
Empire and the Christian Church which was born in that empire
was never established. The people, the ordinary inhabitants of the
Greek and Latin worlds, never came together in a great imperial
oikoumene, as envisaged by Justinian, or in a great society of Chris-
tendom, as envisaged by Pope Innocent 111. The crusades, which
brought them together by force of circumstance, proved disastrous
to their understanding. The Fourth Crusade made any hope of real
reconciliation almost unthinkable. Contacts there were, through
commerce, through western colonisation of the Levant and appro-
ptiation of Byzantine provinces, through embassies political and
ecclesiastical, through intermarriage in high places, and occasion-
ally through artists and scholars. But the sum total of these contacts
never added up to anything that might be called mutual undez-
standing on the scale required ; and at the eleventh hour of By-
zantium the lack of any fruitful relationship between East and
West was tragically demonstrated by the inability of Greeks and
Latins to co-operate in the Christian venture of stemming the in-
fidel tide in Asia, in eastern Europe, and finally at the walls of
Constantinople.
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O/d and New Rome in the Age of Justinian

W.H.C.FREND

For those who believe that ‘a week is along time in politics’, Byzan-
tine history is a wearisome business. For generations the same
problems of theology and ecclesiastical precedence are argued
between Rome and Constantinople without any apparent progress
being made, while for centuries after the event Coptic and Syrian
historians were treating the Council of Chalcedon with as much
abuse as though it had only met the previous day. From the West,
in his requisitory against Michael Cerularius, Cardinal Humbert
did not fail to point out that six hundred years before, the see of
Constantinople had abused its powers by consecrating Maximus
as patriarch of Antioch without notifying the see of Rome.! No
wonder Gibbon was exasperated with Byzantium, for such concern
for the rights and wrongs of the remote past tended to ossify
thoughtandaction. Whether one turns to the art of war, to political
thought or historical writing the evidence for the backward-look-
ing tendency in Byzantium is clear., It must be accepted as one of
the factors thatled to the extinction of its empire and itself.

We begin near the origins of the great crisis in European history
symbolised by the formal breach between Rome and Constantin-
oplein 1054. The reign of Justinian (shared at first with his uncle,
Justin, s19~27) 527-65 marks the climax of the first period of
Byzantine history. Justinian and Theodora peer down the ages
from the mosaic walls of San Vitale challenging romantic and his-
torian alike, for their reign and their era had the attributes of
greatness in struggle, endeavour and ultimate failure. In purely
material terms the achievement of the emperor in the first ten years
of his reign as sole ruler 527—37 was impressive. In a series of
sweeping military successes, Africa, Sicily, Dalmatia and southern
Italy, including Rome had been reconquered and reality given once
morte to the idea of the ‘Roman world’. Old Rome and New Rome
were united politically and ecclesiastically. The road taken by his
predecessors Zeno and Anastasius in accepting the Acacian schism
had been demonstrated to be false. Moreover, these reconquests
had not been the results of mere greed for power. Given the west-
ern orientation of Justinand Justinian, it is difficult to see how the
latter could have reacted differently to the situation presented by
the progressive collapse, first of the Vandal kingdom in Africa and
then of Ostrogothic power in Italy and the Balkans. Moreover,
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this was combined with powerful Catholic appeals, especially in
Africa, for intervention, and it was the western Catholic ‘lobby’
in Constantinople that according to both Zacharias Rhetor and
Procopius was mainly responsible for Justinian’s decision to send
Belisarius’s expedition to Africa in 533.2 Its amazing success, like
other similar military situations, then developed a momentum of
its own. Twenty years later Procopius could point out how pre-
occupations in the West had denuded the Danube frontiet for the
benefit of the Huns and Slavs, but this was hindsight which few
shared at the time. Most of Justinian’s subjects probably shared
the pride which John Lydus and Cosmas Indicopleustes voiced in
the imperial restoration.3

The testoration of the Roman world, based on the Catholic
religion as defined in the first four general councils and interpreted
by theemperor himselfasintermediary between God and thehuman
race, is the keynote of the reign.4 It is no accident that the firstyears
should see at one and the same time a ruthless drive against pagan-
ism and heresy of all sorts, and the accomplishment of a revision
and codification of the law. There was to be one Church and one
standard of Christian Jaw for humanity. In fourteen months during
529—31 Tribonian revised the Codex Theodosianus and the subse-
quent legislature extending over a century to produce the Codex
Justinianus, as a single code of law for the whole empire, and by 534
had established in the Digest and Institures a complete revision of
the 7us antiqguum. As a visible climax of the endeavour of his age the
vast, new and imposing church of Sancta Sophia rose slowly but
steadily from its foundations, between §32 and 537. It won Pro-
copius’ praise as providing ‘so brilliant a vision, that one might say
that instead of being lit by the sun’s rays, it enclosed the source of
light within itself’, and that ‘when one entered it to pray, one
looked upon it as a work of the wisdom of God rather than the
handiwork of men’.5 The example was taken up all over the By-
zantine world. ‘Eglise paléo-chrétienne’ means more often than
not a church with mosaics built in the first decade of Justinian’s
reign. Symbolic, too, of the direction of Justinian’s thought,
the dedications were motre often to the Theotokos than to Christ
Himself.6

In the spring of 532 Justinian had summoned six of the Mono-
physite leaders to Constantinople to discuss their differences with
an equal number of champions of Chalcedonian orthodoxy, in the
hope that reconciliation could be achieved on the basis of an ac-
knowledgement of the Council of Chalcedon of 451. The discus-
sions, according to Zacharias Rhetor, lasted for rather over a year,
buttheresults were inconclusive.? The Chalcedonians were able to
point to inconsistencies in their opponents’ case relating to the
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origins of the dissension. They were, however, unable to rebut
the counter-claim that the doctrinal definition of the Council of
Chalcedon represented a novelty, in the sense that it added to the
Creed of Nicaea which all in the East agreed was the sole criterion
of orthodoxy. Even the emperor’s personal pleas had not pre-
vented a breakdown. Justinian had been unable to unite his eastern
dominions in a single faith before he turned his energies towards
the reconquest of the former western provinces.

The Monophysites by now held the key to any restoration of
religious, and ultimately political, unity between the east and west
Roman wortlds. The issues that divided them and the orthodox
were already a century old and they concerned fundamentals of
doctrine and ecclesiastical life, The Council of Chalcedonin4s1had
resulted in major realignments. It had defined the Person of Christ
as ‘made known to us in two natures’ inseparably united, rejecting
by implication the view that Christ incarnate was formed ‘out of
two natures’ one. In doing so, the bishops had indicated that they
prefetred a definition associated with Pope Leo, and set down by
himinaletter (known as the Tome of Leo ) to the erstwhile patriarch
of Constantinople, Flavian, to that upheld by Cyril of Alexandria
and his successor, Dioscorus.8 There was, however, an element of
ambiguity. The bishops at Chalcedon, apart from the papal legates,
were all easterners. They had been willing to accept a definition
which in fact meant little to them in order to rid themselves of the
tyranny of Dioscorus, but they had no intention of abandoning
the theology of Cyril. The Tome of Leo had beenaccepted even with
enthusiasm because it could be argued that ‘it agreed with Cyril’.
Faced with the alternatives ‘Leo or Dioscorus’ by lay commission-
ers who presided over the council, the bishops had opted for Leo,
but it was always Cyril’s doctrine that was regarded as the yard-
stick against which all else had to be measured. Yet only by teat-
ing fragments of certain of Cyril’s letters from their context could
his doctrine be made to accord even verbally with that of Leo. This
had no doubt been realised, for many bishops at the council ex-
plicitly refused to accept the doctrinal definition as a Symbol of
Faith, to be placed on the same level of importance as the Creeds of
Nicaea and Constantinople and the decisions of the first Council of
Ephesus in 431.91t was a statement of lesser value, something to be
employed in baptismal interrogations and as a shield against the
twin heresies of Eutyches and Nestorius. For the West and Pope
Leo, however, the Definition represented a binding document be-
yond all discussion and negotiation,’®and here East and West were
to part company.

‘The dangers implicit in this divergence of interpretation became
clear immediately, for Leo treated all those who had reservations
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over the Definition as heretics. At this time the ‘hesitants’ or Dia-
koinomenoi, as they came to be called, comprised a large proportion
of the bishops throughout the Byzantine world as well as the
majority of the ordinary provincials, represented by the monks,
who were later to form the backbone of the Monophysite move-
ment. In addition to the doctrinal issue, Chalcedon had focussed
attention on the ecclesiastical standing of the capital, Constantin-
ople, or as it was more usually known, ‘New Rome’, and this also
was to bealasting bone of contention.

At the end of the council, partly to protect the capital from
aggression on the part of Alexandria but equally as a general tidy-
ing up of existing practice, it was agreed that New Rome should
enjoy ecclesiastical privileges next in rank to Old Rome. In the
view both of the bishops and the lay commissioners, Rome was
one, and it was unthinkable that New Rome should not enjoy the
same dignities and honours as her venerable sister on the Tibet.
Moreovert, the canon said no more than what the Fathers had
agreed at the Council of Constantinople, and its decision corre-
sponded to reality. For the previous half-century Constantinople
had been the court of appeal to which aggrieved clerics from all
over the east had brought their cases, while the patriarch had
similatly been represented at important hearings, such as that of
Ibas, metropolitan of Edessa, tried at Berytusin 448 for heresy and
peculation in the eastern provinces. Old Rome, however, could
still assert the primacy congruent with its status as elder partner.
This decision, known as the 28th canon, while acceptable to the
eastern bishops aroused the strongest opposition in Rome, on the
grounds that Constantinople had no canonical standing.’*It was
not an apostolic see and at the time of Nicaea when the precedence
of the major bishoprics had been laid down, it was only a suffragan
bishopric of the metropolitan see of Thrace, namely Heraclea. Leo
refused to ratify the decision of the council and for the next six
hundred years this grievance against Constantinople was never far
from the minds of the popes.

Behind the matter of ecclesiastical precedence lay, however, a
far deeper divergence of view concerning the role of the state, and
the emperor as its representative, in the life of the Church. The
Council of Chalcedon had been summoned by the emperor Mat-
cian. He and his consort Pulcheria had been present at some of the
more crucial of its deliberations. Through the lay commissioners
who presided, he had been responsible for the terminology of the
Tome of Leo being accepted in the Definition of Faith, and once he
had given his views there was nothing left for the bishops but to
applaud the ‘new David’ and ‘new Constantine’ and to obey.12
Marcian was a professional soldier with none of the theological
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training of his predecessor Theodosius 11, or of Justinian, but he
accepted automatically the theological view of kingship derived
from Constantine. To him, as to his successots, his ‘common over-
sight’ over his realm involved concern for both the religious and
material welfare of his people. He would have had little hesitation
in agreeing with Theodosius 11 that ‘the stability of the state de-
pends on the religion by which we honour God’, though he would
have disagreed with him regarding his definition of right religion.3
Inanyevent, however, the initiative in matters of religion lay in his
hands, and if any ecclesiastic disobeyed his edicts, then resignation
and despatch into exile was all that he could hope for. It was in this
tradition that Justinian built. His caesaro-papism was simply an ex-
plicit continuation of the ideas of Constantine and Constantius 11.

This view of the emperor’s prerogatives also rested on a long
tradition. Ultimately, it could be traced back to the ideal of the
‘godly monarchy’ propounded by Philo in the time of Augustus,
and elaborated by generations of Greek Christian apologists from
Melito of Sardis to Eusebius. The emperor was not only ‘the friend
of God’, but also the reflection of the Divine Word, the ruler of
the universe, the herald of God’s command throughout the in-
habited world, and hence the supreme authority in matters re-
ligious as well as political.’# In the West, however, no such ideas
were accepted. The Church remained a gathered community of the
elect whether in suffering as under the pagan emperors, or in
triumph as under Constantine and his successors, but however
much the Church might benefit by the favour of the state, its goal
remained distinct. The emperor, far from being arbiter over its
affairs, was a layman, within the Church and not above it, and as
an indication that this was no idle pretence Ambrose of Milan
had humbled even Theodosius 1. ‘Rendet unto Caesar . . .> was
the touchstone of western ecclesiastical philosophy towards the
Roman Empire. If the government of the world could be repre-
sented by the metaphor of the ‘two swords’, that wielded by the
Church was the more effective, and that of the state could be better
described as an executioner’s axe.’5 These views were fully ac-
cepted by the popes. Though Leo accepted the emperot’s right to
summon a Church council, his views of the emperor’s function
in ecclesiastical affairs were well expressed in a letter to Marcian,
namely that he must repress the disorders that emerged and in
particular use his executive power against all heretics.16'This was
to be the role reserved for Justin and Justinian by Hormisdas.

If one looks back at the evidence, it would seem almost incred-
ible that eastern and western Christendom remained in any degree
united for as long as they did. The secret was that pope and emperor
believed in the oneness of Christendom represented by Rome,
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whether symbolised by Old Rome or New Rome. The issue was
whete the power lay, in the hands of the descendant of the Fishet-
man, or in those of the descendants of Constantine. For the ques-
tion to become a practical one required, however, an emperor at
New Rome to be both determined and able to maintain his rule
in both halves of the empire. Marcian, or rather, Pulcheria, did
attempt this, His successor Leo 1 began as though he did, but
gradually changed course, especially after the failure of the attempt
in 468 to reconquer Vandal Africa. Zeno and Anastasius clearly
saw the future of the empire as lying with the eastern provinces. It
was Justin and Justinian who tried to turn back the tide and revert
to the policies of Marcian.

Their accession on the death of Anastasius in July 518 found the
religious differences between East and Westalready developed and
hardened. The effective ending of the Roman empire in the West
in 476 as well as the common ties of religion, culture and trade that
bound the eastern provinces to Constantinople had concentrated
the attention of the emperor and his advisers on the religious prob-
lems of the East. Though opposition to Chalcedon was strongest
in Egypt, where the fall of Dioscorus and the slight on Cyril’s
Christology were never forgiven, it was lively in all the eastern
provinces, but particularly wherever the monks were in evidence,
for example in east Syria and Pamphylia.!7 There, congregations
had turned on their bishops returning from Chalcedon with bitter
reproaches of having betrayed the true doctrine.’8 Though ulti-
mately the One-Nature Christology was to emerge as the religion
of cleatly defined territories, including most of Syriac-speaking
Syria and Coptic Egypt and become the national religion of
Armenia, Nubia and Ethiopia, it would be a great mistake to think
of it originally as a movement of independence, ot even one whose
leaders thought in terms of provincial or regional particularism.
An Egyptian in the fifth and sixth century regarded himself as a
‘citizen of Jerusalem’, that is of the capital of the whole ‘race of
Christians’ and notas a Copt. His opposition to Chalcedon was not
an eastern form of Donatism. Centuries after the ending of Byzan-
tine rulein Syria, the Monophysite historian, the patriarch Michael
of Antioch, was criticising Marcian because Chalcedon divided the
empite in secular and religious matters alike and thereby con-
tributed to its ruin.’9 One-Nature Christology implied the analogy
of one Christendom and one empire, and the main objective of the
successors of Dioscorus at Alexandria, Timothy the Cat,and Peter
Mongus, had been not separation of Egypt from the rest of the
empire but to secure the rejection of Chalcedon by the emperor
himself. Their aim like that of Cyril and Dioscorus had been to
vindicate the primacy of Alexandria as the ‘city of the orthodox’.
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Inthe twenty months’ successful usurpation of Basiliscus, 475-6
the Alexandrians had nearly achieved their goal, for the Encyclical
that Basiliscus promulgated had done just this, and upheld the
doctrines of Cyril and the Egyptian Church as contained in Cyril’s
Twelve Anathemas. They failed, however, because Acacius, the pat-
riarch of Constantinople, had realised that the outright tejection
of Chalcedon would spell the end of the primatial jurisdiction of
his own see. The alliance of primate, pillar-saints and populace
of Constantinople, backed on this occasion by the papacy, had
proved too much for Basiliscus and Timothy. The emperor Zeno
on his return fromexilein December 476 had solemnly reconfirmed
Chalcedon and the rights of the see of Constantinople.20

‘The matter, however, could not be left thete. Acacius saw that
the eastern provinces would not accept the Tome of Leo and
Chalcedon as the basis of their religion, and Zeno himself came
from a province, Isauria, where opinion was strongly anti-Chalce-
donian. Above all, he was anxious not to go on his travels again.
Using a formula that had originally been suggested by Martyrius,
patriarch of Jerusalem, in 478, Acacius drafted a letter to the
Church in Egypt setting out a compromise.? The Henotikon of
Zeno, as it came to be called, of 28 July 482 did everything but
condemn Leo and Chalcedon outright. It laid down as the basis of
the faith of the empire the firstthree oecumenical councils together
with Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas. It proclaimed Jesus Christ as con-
substantial with God and man, that he was in nature ‘one and not
two’, and it condemned ‘every person who has thought or thinks
anything else either now or at any time, either in Chalcedon or in
any synod whatsoever’. Theeffect of this was to demote Chalcedon
to the level of alocal and somewhat suspect synod whose condem-
nation both of Eutyches and Nestorius could, however, be
accepted. It restored communion between the patriarchs of Alex-
andria and Constantinople on the latter’s terms. It accepted by
implication the emperor’s right of pronouncing on doctrinal
matters, and it had nothing to say to Rome or to western theology
whatsoever.22

The Henotikon remained the official standpoint of the empire
through the rest of the reign of Zeno and that of his successor
Anastasius. Both these emperors regarded the eastern provinces as
of greater moment than the West, including Italy, where both wete
prepared to accept a shadowy suzerainty first over Odoaker, and
then Theodoric. Ecclesiastically the quasi-harmony of the four
eastern patriarchates was more important than communion with
Rome. Rome for its part had reacted with extreme anger against
the Henotikon, hostility to its doctrinal provisions being reinforced
by a belief in the personal duplicity of Acacius. In July 484 a
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Roman synod solemnly excommunicated Acacius and all who were
in communion with him. An ally of Rome in the person of one of
the Sleepless Monks pinned the sentence to the pallium of Acacius
as he wascelebrating the eucharist in Sancta Sophia. For the next
thirty-five years Rome and the eastern Roman provinces were not
in communion with each other.

In the East, however, the Henotikon was regarded as a compro-
mise.23 On the one hand, thete began todevelop aschoolof theolo-
gians, predecessors of Leontius of Byzantium, who wete prepared
to accept Chalcedon, provided always that its definition of faith
could be reconciled with the theology of Cyril.24On the other, the
anti-Chalcedonians found two brilliant leaders in the petson of
Severus (patriarch of Antioch, 512-18)and Philoxenus of Maboug
(Hierapolis). These men show how opposition to the council
attracted individuals of entirely different background, outlook and
race. Severus was the son of a rich landowning family in Pisidia in
AsiaMinor, whose grandfather had been at Ephesus in 431. Hewas
a cosmopolitan, equally at home in the capital, Antioch or Alex-
andria, who admired the philosophy of Libanius almost as much as
the Trinitarian theology of the Cappodocians, and accepted Cyril
as providing in a manner of genius the only Christology com-
patible with the Creed of Nicaea and its development by the
Cappodocian Fathers. His world was the wotld of Hellenistic
philosophical theology with, as he says, every word of Cyril
‘canonical’.25

Philoxenus, on the other hand, was a Persian by origin, a
Syriac-speaker and writer, whose major theological contribution
was a Syriac translation of the Bible.26 He was a man of the people,
harsh, uncompromising and turbulent, but who spoke for the
monks of the province of Euphratesia, a vital province for the
defence of the south-western approaches of Armenia on whose
loyalty depended to a large extent the security of the whole of
Rome’s eastern frontier. No emperor could afford to ignore the
opinion of the representatives of popular Christianity there,
namely the monks.

Between them Severus and Philoxenus had brought about a
revolution in the religious situation in the East in the first twenty
years of the sixth century. The one by his great dialectical skill, and
his insistence on ‘accuracy’ in doctrinal belief, meaning the exclu-
sion of all thought of the Incarnate Christexisting in T'wo Natures,
had gradually transformed the Hemotikon from being a document
of compromise to a means by which Chalcedon could be rejected,
without calling into question the jurisdictional rights of Constan-
tinople. The other, by his ability as an agitator, united the monks of
Syria against the patriarch Flavian, himself loyal to the Henotikon,
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to drive him from office in November 512 and make way for Sev-
erus to become patriarch of Antioch. The emperor Anastasius was
personally opposed to Chalcedon and in s1o he had denounced
the council in a document known as the Typos drafted by Severus
while in the capital. Next year, again at Severus’s prompting, he
had deposed the patriarch of Constantinople, Macedonius, for
alleged ‘Nestorianism’, and had permitted the introduction of an
addition to the Doxology, ‘Holy God, Holy and mighty, holy and
immortal have mercy upon us’, the words “who was crucified for
us’, which interpreted in the One-Nature sense meant that Christ
as God suffered and died on the Cross.2?Thus in 511 the east
Roman world was to all intents and purposes Monophysite.

Anastasius had, however, forgotten that even the empire over
which he ruled contained Latin-speaking provinces, and in pro-
potrtion as the patriarchate of Antioch, comprising Syria and
southern Asia Minor, swung towards Monophysitism, the Balkan
provinces of Illyricam turned towards Rome. There the Acacian
schism had brought three main developments, first, a hardening of
doctrinal thinking towards the presentation of a Two-Nature
Christology, in which the theology of Cyril played no part,
secondly, the rejection of any participation in ecclesiastical affairs
by the emperor, and thirdly a contempt for the Byzantine clergy
as ‘heretical Greeks’, and above all for Acacius and his successors.
All these tendencies were blatantly demonstrated in the cotre-
spondence between Pope Gelasius (492 —6)and Anastasius,and the
efforts by him and successive patriarchs of Constantinople to end
the schism on terms whichwould notdamn the memory of Acacius
were rebuffed with contempt.28

In the final period of Anastasius’s reign, the situation between
Eastand Westbothinits religious and political aspects had become
hopelessly confused. The middle way of the Henotikon had visibly
failed to reconcile the conflicting parties. Alexandtia and Antioch
were Monophysite, while Constantinpole and Jerusalem were
tending once more to accept the canonical status of Chalcedon.
'The Illyrian provinces and, significantly, the Greek cities of Syria
Secunda had turned to Rome, and Roman and Chalcedonian ortho-
doxy was being forced on the reluctant court by the rebellion of
the Comes foederatorum, Vitalian the Goth. This was the legacy to
which Justinand Justinian succeeded on g July 518.

To all outward appearances the policy of the new rulers was a
complete reversal of the old. Within a week of Anastasius’s death,
the crowd in Sancta Sophia were demanding the proclamation of
the Council of Chalcedon, within a month a synod at Jerusalem
had restored the council to the diptychs, on 7 September Justin
and Justinian wrote to Pope Hormisdas informing him of their
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intention of restoring communion between Old and New Rome,
and on 16 September Severus fled his patriarchal see of Antioch,
never to return. Early in the new year, after some months of
negotiation, the papal legates were making a triumphant progress
through Illyricum to end the Acacian schism on their terms.29
The scene on 28 March 519 when the patriarch Timothy signed the
papal /Jibellus and accepted the papal condemnation not only of
Acacius, Timothy the Cat and Peter Mongus, but of his three
predecessors, including the saintly Macedonius, and the emperors
Zeno and Anastasius to boot, has been regarded as a great catas-
trophe for the Church in the East.30It certainly coloured the whole
of the ecclesiastical policy of Justin and Justinian, and had a
permanent effect on the relationship between the capital and the
Monophysites in Syria and Egypt. A closer look, however, at what
happened suggests that the papal triumph may be overstressed.

The initiative for the ending of the Acacian schism came from
the emperor himself.31 Justin’s aim had been simply the restoration
of unity between the two Romes, and in this he had been supported
by his patriarch. The latter wrote to Pope Hormisdas on 28 March
‘T accept that the two most holy Romes, that is to say, your Old
Rome and our New Rome are one, and I admit that that see of
St Peter and this see of the Imperial City are one’. He granted, as
his predecessors had, precedence to Old Rome, and accepted the
condemnation of Acacius and his successors, butthe manwhowas
the first patriarch of Constantinople to use the title ‘ecumenical
patriarch’ shows no sign of humility or humiliation.32 He wrote to
Hormisdas as a colleague with whom he was glad to be in com-
munion once more. The all-important 28th canon of Chalcedon
had not been renounced. The view of the emperor and his nephew
was still more significant. On 7 September 518 in the letter inform-
ing the pope of his intention to end the schism Justinian had
written to Hormisdas telling him to come to Constantinople with-
outdelay; it was an order just as Vigilius was to be ordered a gen-
eration later.33 Old Rome and its patriarch were to be brought
once more into the orbit of the empire as a whole. The emperors
had timed the move perfectly. People, as Procopius of Caesarea
said, wete tited with arguments about ‘senseless doctrines’, and if
Christ was composed of Godhead and manhood as all agreed, was
this not ‘two natures’?3¢What was the difference between the
essential union of the two making One, and the inseparable union
of the two, making Two? Might not, in any event, Chalcedon be
accepted as a disciplinary council condemning Eutyches and Nes-
torius? People were as bored with Severus and his ‘accuracy’ as
they were with Philoxenus and his fighting monks.

The policy of Justin and Justinian was to ensure the religious
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unity of the Roman world under their aegis. The basic principle
of their government was enunciated by Justinian in Novel 7, “The
priestly power and royal power are not widely separated, and
sacred property is not far removed from that which all mankind
hold in common, ot from that which is owned by the state, because
the churches are endowed with all their material resources and
their status by the munificence of royal power . . .” In so many
words this meant that Church and state were complementary
aspects of one imperial rule; there might be regnum and sacerdotium,
but no T'wo Swords. Moteovet, if the exercise of right religion
was necessary for the prosperity of the empire and its people, the
decision of what that right religion was, and its enforcement, lay
with the emperor. In this Justinian followed in the footsteps of
Constantine, Theodosius 1 and 11, Marcian, Zeno and Anastasius.
The only difference with his two predecessors was that his concept
of Roman unity entailed the acceptance of four oecumenical
councils and not three; but the four were to be accepted in their
totality including those canons that upheld the dignity of the see
of Constantinople.

Very soon Justinian realised, like Zeno and Anastasius before
him, that no unity could be built between East and West on the
Tome of Leo. To the great majority of the Christian provincials
this represented a vindication of Nestorius’s ‘two Christs’, one
beforeand oneafter incarnation, only one of whom was worthy of
worship. If the Henotikon was to be abrogated it must be replaced
by something very similar, and Justinian found his answer in the
Theopaschiteidea.

As with the preparation of the Henotikon, we find the patriarchate
of Jerusalem playing a considerable role in preparing the Theo-
paschite formula.35 Jerusalem was in a peculiar situation, the Holy
Places being a centre of international pilgrimage, but with Christ-
ians only a bare majority of the total population, and the patriar-
chate ultimately dependent on the goodwill and power of the
capital. These factors outweighed anyleanings the monks mayhave
had towards their Egyptian and Syrian counterparts, but though
Chalcedonian inloyalty, the Palestinians were also Cyrillian in their
theology and ready bridge-builders between the Monophysite and
Chalcedonian positions. So, when the Scythian monks of the capital
proposed a Christology which combined the Chalcedonianformula
with the affirmation ‘one of the Ttinity suffered in the flesh’ they
could count on immediate support, including that of Justinian
himself. This was Monophysite in its expression of piety, but
lacked the associations of ‘who was crucified for us’. The Tomeplus
Cyril was to become the orthodoxy of Justinian’sage.

The papal legates, however, had come to the capital with no



22 Old and New Rome in the Age of Justinian

wish to compromise withanyone; theirloyalty was to the Tome,and
to the Tome alone. If Justinian aimed at restoring unity between
Old and New Rome, the pope was concerned only with the
restoration of Petrine authority. That, and not the will of the
emperor, represented orthodoxy. For Hormisdas as for Leo and
Gelasius before him, the emperor was a son of the Church whose
particular duty was to execute the Church’s orders against heretics
and schismatics.36

Between 519 and 521 first the legates and then Hormisdas him-
self insisted on theforceful repression of anti-Chalcedonian opinion
in the East as the price of the restoration of communion. Though
they found themselves politely thwarted in the capital, in the pro-
vinces no less than 55 bishops were deposed and, what was more
fateful, there was a wholesale expulsion of Syrian monks from their
monasteries. This act more than any other sowed the seed for the
establishment of a Monophysite hierarchy in rivalty to that of
Chalcedonian orthodoxy.

Itis just possible that but for the ‘ten years of exile’ to which the
monks and Monophysite clergy were subjected between 521 and
531, Justinian’s theology might have succeeded at least as well as
the Henotikon. Hormisdas (d.523 ) had more pliable successors and
John 11 accepted it; in the West, the Severan Monophysites were
regarded as “Theopaschites’ and Severus himself in exile, ageing
and tormented by the growing division among his followers, be-
tween the Julianists and himself, might in time have accepted. The
conferences with the orthodox leaders in 532 had shaken some of
their arguments against Chalcedon, and their self-confidence.3?
For Justinian too, these four councils were no longer associated
with the Tome of Leo but with the doctrine expounded in the
patriarch Proclus’ Tome to the Armenians of 43 5, which all parties
in the East accepted as orthodox. If there was ever a chance of
Justinian reconciling East and West in one religious and political
realm under his own sway it was on the eve of Belisarius’s expedi-
tionto Vandal Africain 533.

The Acacian schism, however, had left too strong a legacy.
Severus and his colleagues were still loyal to the person of the
emperor, despite years of exile and hardship. Striking evidence for
this may be seen in the letter which they sent to Justinian in the
spring of 532 outlining once more their objections to Chalcedon
while accepting an invitation to a conference in the capital. They
prayed daily for the emperor’s majesty, they declared, ‘and for their
own sins; and now they cried blessings of every sort on his name
and on that of the empress for the destruction of all rebellion’ — the
reference was to the Nika riot — before expounding their faith.38
Even so, trust was ebbing away. Before he himself left for the
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capital in the winter of 534—5 Severus let it be known that he had
no real confidence in the outcome of any discussions there. ‘Don’t
be deceived. In the lifetime of these emperors no means of peace
willbefound, butso thatIdo notappear to hinder or oppose it Iwill
go through with heartsearchings. I will return without anything
being accomplished’.39 Meantime, he had authorised the first steps
towards the creation of an independent Monophysite hierarchy
through the ordination of presbyters by his lieutenant John of
Tella.

Justinian for his part could not afford a complete break with
Severus. The latter’s supporters dominated not only Egypt, but
thevitalnorth-east frontier area with Persia,and the striking success
of the first Monophysite ordinations, for which multitudes of
candidates presented themselves, could not be denied. ‘Hundreds
of people’ came to John of Tella ‘like a flooded river that has burst
its banks.’49'This had contributed to the emperor’s resolve to call
theconferenceof s32. There was, too, the personality of Theodora.
Whatever her origin and early life she was a powerful personality
and a woman of the people, who shared the basic Monophysitism
of the popular faith and she interpreted this accurately in her career
as empress. Already in 523 she had interceded on behalf of the
deposed bishop of Amida, and until her death in 548 she threw all
her considerable influence on the Monophysite side. She was re-
sponsible for two events which ensured the perpetuation of the
Monophysite movement. First, she ensured the election of the
deacon Theodosius to the see of Alexandria after the death of
Timothy 1v in February 535, and secondly by giving him asylum
in the palace of Hormisdas in the capital she enabled him to direct
the entire Monophysite movement, including its missions and the
consecration of a new hierarchy, for thirty years.4! Justinian could
neverafford toignoreits existence.

Whatever may have been the emperor’s own leanings, and his
gradual move towards the Aphthartodocetism of the Julianist
Monophysites suggests that at heart he may always have agreed
with Severus’s theology, politically there was no uncertainty. In
the crisis caused by the patriarch Anthimus’s conversion to Mono-
physitismin 535, as well as in the affair of the Origenist monks, and
later in the Three Chapters controversy he never moved from the
position that the religion of the empire must be based on the
acceptance of the four councils and the union of the five patriar-
chates. He personally ordered the condemnation of Anthimus by
the Home synod as a heretic. From 536 onwards, however, he was
no mote able to win the acceptance of the West to his ideas than
he had been the Monophysites. Once again, the problems were
those of the traditional theological positions combined with a lack
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of personal confidence between the principals.

Ostensibly, he could not have had a more favourable combina-
tion of political situations and personalities. Rome was under his
direct authority, there was now a papal apocrisarius in the capital so
that effective diplomatic contact could be maintained. In Vigilius,
who became pope in December 537, he had an ecclesiastic who
owed his position to his subservience to the emperor and Beli-
sarius. Yet whatever the personal equation it was impossible for
Old and New Rome to deviate one iota from previously fixed
positions. Vigilius’s pathetic intrigue in 538 in which he told
Theodora that, “we do not confess two natures in Christ, but that
Christ was from two natutes, one Son, one Christ and One Lord’,
was speedily withdrawn to limbo,42 and by 547 Menas of New
Rome and Vigilius were excommunicating each other.43 Para-
doxically, Theodora’s last recorded public act before she died was
to reconcile the warring prelates.

A similar pattern underlay the events surrounding the ten-year
controversy (543—53) leading to the condemnation of the Three
Chapters. The question was essentially one that affected the eastern
patriarchates alone, how far could the Two-nature Christology
defined by Chalcedon be watered down without denouncing
Chalcedon itself, in order eventually to reconcile the Monophysites
and the Origenist monks in Palestine. The latter, though loyal to
Chalcedon by interest and emotion, wete strongly opposed to the
Two-nature Christology represented by the Antiochene theolo-
gians Theodore of Mopsuestia and Ibas of Edessa. The man behind
the moves that culminated in the Fifth General Council andVigil-
ius’s humiliation was Theodore Askidas, the éminence grise of the
second half of Justinian’s reign, who had ousted the papal repre-
sentative at court at the moment when the latter looked like being
able to regain for Romeits traditional influence in Alexandria.44

Vigilius himself seems to have had no great qualms about falling
in with the emperot’s views and condemning the Three Chapters.
The sequel to the Jadicatum of 548 showed, however, that theo-
logical traditions and language and cultural boundaries were
stronger than the personal inclinations of pope and emperor. The
long-term political effects of Justinian’s military successes fifteen
years before were becoming clearer. The restored Catholic Church
in Africa felt little gratitude to Justinian, though many of its
bishops may have owed their freedom and even their lives to the
emperor’s generals.45 Looking back, it becomes clear how the Afri-
can theology of Grace and the Augustinian doctrine of the Trinity
which emphasised the factor of will and love as the union between
the Persons of the Trinity and man’s relation to God, would tend
naturally towards the theology of Antioch and would not easily
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have reconciled itself to its outright condemnation. In addition,
the Africans retained to a surprising degree the sense of indepen-
dence and separation of Church-State relations that had charac-
terised their outlook throughout the fourth century. After its
restoration in 535 the Church had simply re-started where it
left off with the onset of the Vandals a century before. In the
archdeacon Liberatus, and Bishop Facundus of Hermiane it
combined the theology of Theodore and Nestorius with the
anti-imperialism of Donatus of Carthage. The Latin-speaking
Illyrians proved trusty allies. In 550 their combined pressure
forced Vigilius to withdraw the Judicatum. Three years later,
though willing to attend the Fifth General Council, they dis-
puted its findings hotly. Liberatus’s Breviarium and Facundus’s Pro
defensione trium Capituloram demonstrate western theological and
political independence of the East, even at the apparently tri-
umphant climax of Justinian’s reign : in 553 not only Italy, but
one third of Spain became his.

The Fifth General Council resulted, in effect, in the emergence
of three different theologies in Christendom. The West, consoli-
dated round the papacy,accepted Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo as
the sole norm of orthodoxy : Vigilius was from time to time
compelled to imitate at least the language of Leo. At Constantin-
ople, however, it was Chalcedon, but craftily interpreted by
Leontius and others so as to rid it of reliance on the Tome of Leo
and replace this with the whole panoply of Cyrillian Christology.
In Egypt and Syria, the latter only was accepted, and Chalcedon,
becauseitalsoaccepted the Tome, was instinctively rejected.

This triangle of incompatible intetest was to persist in one form
or another so long as the Byzantine empire existed. It is doubtful
whether anything but total capitulation by one side or the other
would have availed for a settlement. In 519 Justin and Justinian
had made what appeared to them to be a supreme effort to achieve
reunion with Old Rome and its patriarch, only to find that
Hormisdas’s terms wetre too steep even for them, while the
‘Nestorianism’ of the Tome of Leo and its representatives was
intolerable to the Greek Christian populace. Inits turn, theattempt
to placate the papacy by persecuting the Monophysite monks led
directly to the establishment of a rival Monophysite hierarchy
whose existence then made reconciliation among eastern Christians
impossible. Strong though Justinian’s position was, and ably as he
might manceuvre, he could never reconcile the conflicting interests
of Constantinople, Rome and Alexandria. Chalcedon proved the
stumbling block, and after Justinian had passed from the scene,
there were never again men or conditions capable of removing
it.
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The Tenth (entury
in‘Byz antine-W estern Relationships

KARL LEYSER

Let us first of all look at the physical conditions of Byzantine links
with western Europe and especially the continental core of it,
north of the Alps. The land-route was blocked. The Magyars who
poured into the Danubian Basin and Pannonia during the last years
of the ninth century, had seen to that.IIt was not to open again
until the first quarter of the eleventh as Rodulf Glaber described in
a famous passage of his Hisfory. ‘At that time’, when the Hungar-
ians under their king Stephen had turned to conversion, ‘nearly all
those from Italy and Gaul who wanted to visit the Lord’s sepulchre
in Jerusalemabandoned the usualseajourney and travelled through
this king’s country.’2 He suggests that even the Italians preferred
the new route by land. The embassies which the emperor Basil 1
had sent to the East-Frankish king, Louis the German, in 871 and
873 always met him at Regensburg and they could well have
travelled overland.3 It was the time of the great missions to Morz-
avia and Bulgaria and of almost uninterrupted peace between the
empire and its northern neighbours. For much of the ninth century
moreover the far-flung south-eastern marches of the East-Frankish
Carolingians and their Slav client lordships bordered upon the
Byzantine spheres of influence in Dalmatia and Serbia.4 The arrival
of the nomad warriors and the destruction of the great Moravian
principality which was their first deed in Central Europe thus
created for Venice that near-monopoly of communications be-
tween Constantinople, Lombardy and the Rhineland which she
seems to have enjoyed throughout the tenth century. This in itself
gives the period a certain claim to be considered as a distinct
moment in east-western relationships. If the Venetians were well-
prepared for the opportunities which events in the Danubian
plain presented to them early in the century, the chrysobull they
gained from the emperors Basil 11 and Constantine in 992 makes it
cleat that they had used them to the full. By this time they had be-
come agents and carriers on behalf of third parties and picked up
much business on their way to Constantinople.5

Venice not only controlled the passenger-traffic between north-
alpine Europe and Byzantium, she also handled the post. There is
an important ducal decretum of 960 which enjoined that no Venetian
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was to carry letters from Lombardy, Bavaria or Saxony ot any
other places to Constantinople either to the emperor or to any
other Greek. Only the customary correspondence from the doge’s
palace was to pass as usual. For it had happened that letters from
the Italian kingdom, Bavaria and Saxony addressed to the emperot
had given great offence and that the displeasure they caused was
visited also on the carriers, the Venetians.6 The decretum spoke of
all this as a recent evil and it is worth remembering that Otto r’s
envoy, Liudprand, was in 960 detained by the Byzantine authori-
ties at Paxos and unable to reach Constantinople.”Itis by no means
clear why Romanus 11and Otto were on bad terms at this moment.
Could the Byzantine government have got wind of the Saxon
king’s missionary plans, the consecration of a Latin bishop who
was to be sent to Kiev?81Itis even less certain why the Italian kings,
Berengar 11 and his son Adalbert, should have sent offensive
letters to the emperors Constantine vir and Romanus 11 as the
decretum complained and as Liudprand later asserted in one of his
acrimonious conversations with Nikephoros Phokas.® Though
their relations with the Macedonian dynasty had been bad they
needed allies now against the coming invasion from the north.

The decretum about the posts between Venice and Byzantium
carried a large number of signa headed by the doge’s and besides
the patriarch of Grado and his bishops, sixty-five laymen gave it
solemnity and force. Its tenor suggests that there could be corre-
spondence between the princely courts of the West and the em-
peror’s without the trouble and expense of embassies, or even
messengers. Berengar and Adalbert, who, if Liudprand is to be
believed, had a reputation for meanness, may have sent their letters
to Constantinople by private Venetian channels rather than their
own envoys. In 968 the bishop of Cremona, on the mission made
famous by his polemic, expected to be able to communicate with
the Ottonian court from Constantinople either by letter or by
courier.10Venice sometimes also transmitted news from the East
to the distant centres of the Franco-Saxon kingdom. It was one of
her doges, Petrus Candidus 11, imperialis consul et senator, who in 932
addressed a letter to King Henry 1 and Archbishop Hildibert of
Mainz with the news of some strange and miraculous events in
Jerusalem which were to lead to the conversion of the Jews.
Petrus Candidus’s call for their baptism or expulsion came as from
an imperial dignitary and a synod at Erfurtin 932 duly took notice
ofit. 1 In distant Ottonian Saxony the place of Veniceinall dealings
with the East is sometimes casually reflected in the chronicles.
Under the year 1017 Thietmar of Merseburg entered into his
Chronicon with his own hand a note that four great Venetian ships,
loaded with spices and dye-stuffs, had been lostatsea.12
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‘This by no means exhausts Venice’s role as the successful broker
and agent of Byzantium’s relationships with the West in the tenth
century. Once at least, in 967, Otto 1 used a Venetian, Dominicus,
perhaps the presbyter et cancellarins of the 96o decretum, as his envoy
to Nikephoros Phokas, who later told Liudprand of Cremona that
the ambassadot’s promises had caused him to abandon a planned
expedition against the Ottonian invaders of Byzantine territories
in southern Italy. He was already marching through Macedonia.
Liudprand reveals that Dominicus had exceeded his instructions
and given away too much so that the Saxon emperor repudiated
his engagements.I3Such tactics would not have been uncharacter-
istic of Otto who had employed them before. If Nikephoras really
meant what he said about his campaign-objective in 967, Domini-
cus would have done Otto 12 signal service in deflecting the basi-
leus with promises. For as the Byzantine conquests advanced in
the tenth century the distances between the Asiatic and the
European theatres of war grew larger. More than ever campaigns
had to be planned far in advance and once abandoned could not be
easily resumed. How much the services and goodwill of the
Venetian ducal palace were in demand both amongst the Otton-
ians and the Macedonian emperotrs can be seen from the pages of
John the Deacon’s chronicle, especially his account of Peter 11
Orseolo’s reign. Otto 111 belatedly became the compater of the
doge’s son Peter who at his confirmation in Verona in 996 took
the name Otto and when the emperor visited Venice secretly in
1001 he stood godfather to one of his daughters.?4To counter this
invasion of his sphere of authority Basil 11 in 1005 insisted that
Peter Orseolo’s most important son John, who had in 1004 be-
come his father’s colleague, should marry a Byzantine princess, an
Argyros, at Constantinople and reside there for a season. He him-
self, a kinsman of the bride, furnished the wedding feast.’s Now
the spiritual relationship of compaternitas created bonds not only
between godchild and godfather but also between the latter and
the child’s parent. After 996 Peter Orseolo appears as Otto 111’s
compater in the diplomata which the Saxon emperor gave to the
doge, and John the Deacon, the adroit manager of their connec-
tions, made much of this relationship in his chronicle.’6In 1004
motreover, Henty 11, Otto’s successor, took care to renew it when
he sponsored the confirmation of another ducal son who then be-
came his namesake.!7This happened at Verona and the parallel
with the act of 996 is very striking. The great Byzantine marriage
of the Orseoli in 1006 therefore must be seen as a challenge to all
this Ottonian compaternitas. Basil 11 did more still. Whereas in the
past the sons and successors of doges on their visits to Constan-
tinople had only been given the court rank of protospatharios, the
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young John Orseolo was made a patricius. At the same time the
emperor was ostentatiously less generous to his younger brother,
the godchild of Otto 111.18 There was already something strained
in the links which tied Venice to Byzantium and John the Deacon
wrote that this festive journey and the marriage took place only
after many entreaties from the emperor so that in the end the
Orseolihad to accept theinvitation. 19

Travellers of whatever kind then between western Europe and
Byzantium in the tenth century went by sea for a good part, if not
the whole of the way. The only time when a doge’s son — it was in
913 — tried to return overland from the customary visit to the im-
perial palace was not an encouraging experience. As he was about
to enter Croatian territory, Michael, the ruler of the Zachlumi,
captured him, seized all the rich presents which stood for both his
importance and his clientage in Byzantine eyes and, worst of all,
handed him over to Symeon of Bulgaria.20He could be recovered
ata price. Yet the sea-journey too was not to be chanced lightly or
for pleasure. It took at least twenty-four days, the recorded best
time in this period (Liudprand’s in 949) and at worst, Liudprand’s
return in 968/9, well over three months. Leo, the synkellos and
later metropolitan of Synada, in the second letter he wrote from
his embassy to Rome and Otto 111’s court in 997, mentioned that
he had suffered ship-wreck in mid-sea and Bishop Bernward of
Wiirzburg, Otto 111°s envoy to Basil 11 in 995, according to one
soutce succumbed to an epidemic on board ship on his way to
Constantinople. By other accounts he and a large number of his
companions died on Euboea.?! Liudprand of Cremona had to en-
dure contrary winds at Lepanto but suffered far worse delays at the
hands of imperial officials and agents along his route in 968. Their
chicanery and ill-will wrung from him many a tear and curse and,
if we can accept his story, greatly aggravated the dangers and in-
creased the expenses of his way home to the Ottonian court and
his see.22Yet this too must be counted as one of the risks of the
journey. Whether the route led through Thessaly or hugged the
coasts and islands, the Byzantine authorities controlled travellers
and meted out facilities according to the quality of their papers and
recommendations. When the doge Peter Orseolo’s sons and the
Atrgyros bride returned home they received help and attentions all
along so that they must have had an exceptionally well-favoured
and easy journey.23

For atistocratic and exalted churchmen like Archbishops Gero
of Cologne, Arnulf of Milan and Bishop Werner of Strassburg to
be sent to Constantinople by the Ottonian and Salian emperors
was perhaps an honour, certainly an opportunity to acquire new
relics for their sees but also a possible sentence of death. Liudprand
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himself may have died on the mission which was to bring Theo-
phano, John Tsimiskes’s niece, to Italy for her wedding with Otto
11.24In 1027 Bishop Werner of Strassburg set off for Constantin-
ople as Conrad 11’s ambassador in search of another marriage
alliance. The land-route through Hungary was by this time open
but not for him and his large train of attendants and livestock
which he had collected for the journey. Refused entry by King
Stephen he had to cross the Alps and attempt the uncongenial sea
journey from Venice after a long delay in the march of Verona.
He had a wretched passage down the Adriatic and died in Con-
stantinople in October 1028 without having visited Jerusalem as
he had hoped to do with the basilens’s help. With Constantine
vi11r’s death shortly afterwards the embassy finally lost its purpose
for the Salians and the letter with the golden bull which Bishop
Werner’s colleague, Count Manegold, brought home with him
was thus dearly bought.25

So far we have looked mainly at the agents and means and it is
time now to look at the heart and substance of Byzantine-western
relationships in the tenth century. The Greeks had seen Charle-
magne’s empire come and go. It had made a profound impression
on them, much deeper than Theophanes’s ironical and caricaturing
description of Charles’s coronationand anointmentat Rome in 8oo
would suggest. ‘Rome’, so he dismissed the distasteful business,
‘is now in the power of the Franks’, and this meant barbatians.26
More than three centuries later John Cinnamus with greater bit-
terness and anger echoed and enlarged on this theme. Yet the
‘basilens of the Franks’, as Theophanes called Charlemagne once
and once only, left a legacy that could not be ignored. Barbarians
though the Franks were, they and their heirs differed, ever since
the creation of the Carolingian Reieh and its church, from the bar-
barians of the steppes and the German peoples of the migrations
that had once been, and were still, so to say, on the books of the
empire, Leo v1’s Tacticafor instance. For although Charlemagne’s
Italian and East-Frankish successors were by now far less danger-
ous than the Bulgars, their place amongst the ezhne, the peoples
surrounding Byzantium, remained a problem to the Byzantine
authorities. In the Kletorologion of Philotheos of 899, for instance, it
appears at first sight that Frankish envoys ranked below Bulgarian
ones at the imperial court but the a#riklines, the official responsible
for protocol at state banquets, had to distinguish carefully between
Franks holding appointments (cheirotonias), in the first place
bishops, and those who did not (paganoi). The former were to be
called and seated as befitted their rank.27In a scheme of gradations
otherwise so clear, here was a trace of vagueness.

The Franks’ special relationship with the papacy, of which the
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basileis owned themselves to be the spiritual sons, was founded on
new ideas and uses of late-Roman antiquity that were wholly irre-
concilable with the divine mission and universality of the one
Roman Empire the Byzantines knew to be theirs and theirs alone.28
Much of Byzantine policy towatds the West in the ninth and tenth
centuries was concerned not so much with territorial interests and
frontiers or alliances against the Arabsin the central Mediterranean
as with finding some acceptable theory or formula, some idiom
from a vast arsenal of diplomatic devices by which the ideological
challenge could be fitted into the traditional but vigorous political
philosophy of the Christian Roman Empire of Constantine’s heirs.
Frontiers were negotiable and legal fictions for letting barbarians
keep possession of them always at hand, provided the intruders
conformed in other and more important ways to the scheme of
things and values in the Byzantine world. Most of the ezbne accep-
ted the conventions of an ideal order of relationships between the
empetror and themselves which the Greeks had fashioned; only the
Franks, encouraged by the papacy, had begun to dissent.29 There is
some irony in the Franco-Byzantine settlement of 812 when it was
Charlemagne who made territorial concessions: he abandoned
Venice which he could not have held in any case but insisted on
addressing his hard-pressed Byzantine opponent as ‘brother” and
on receiving from Michael 1 Rangabe’s ambassadors an endorse-
ment of the nomen imperatoris and the Jaudes which belonged to it.30
The scats of this great breach struck into the wall of Byzantine
self-consciousness can be traced in the tenth-century compila-
tions of the emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus. The heirs of
the Carolingians, now once more local kings but still with larger
horizons and sense of opportunities, the ‘king of Saxony’, the
‘king of Bavaria’ or of ‘Gaul’ and ‘Germany’, all these were still
addressed as spiritual brothers and letters to them began with a
solemn invocation. Against this the basilens Bulgarias remained a
spiritual son.31'To the Byzantines the latter meant a warmer rela-
tionship and closer dependence on the Roman Empire, to the
Franks their spiritual brotherhood spelt an ascent towards equal-
ity.32

German scholarship has devoted much ingenuity to interpret
all these forms of address collected in Book 11, ch. 48 of the Book of
Ceremonies and to identify the situations and embassies when they
may have been employed.33By the eatly tenth century their term
rex had come to denote for the Greeks in the main one of the
Christian rulers of the Frankish kingdoms as against the archontes
of, say, the Magyars or (before 927) the Christian Bulgars, but
was it applied also to the dukes who were gaining kingly powers in
some tegions of the former Carolingian Reich? For the history of
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the new political order in the West and its ties with Byzantium this
is of some importance. What then are we to make of the ‘king of
Bavaria’, seemingly the most incongruous and unaccountable -
seriptio in the list of addresses? It could not well have been the
emperor Arnolf (887-99) for he was more than a local rex in a
fraction of the Frankish Resch.34For a time at least he became once
more something like a king over ‘Great Francia’, as the Byzantines
called it, who forced his way into Italy and Rome to be crowned by
Pope Formosus. The embassies sent to him in 894 and 896 speak
for his importance in Leo vI’s calculations.35Possibly the rex
Baioure was the Liutpolding Duke Arnulf (907-37), Henry 1’s
rival. In 933 he invaded northern Italy, called by the count and
bishop of Verona in search of a new king. Although Hugh of Arles
drove him out he threatened to come back and this alone might
have persuaded the emperor to take notice of him.36 Most likely
however the ‘king of Bavaria’ in the Book of Ceremonies was none
other than Otto r’s own brother, Henry, to whom he gave the
Bavarian ducatus in 947. By 952 Henry had acquired a large stake
in Italy, the marches of Aquilea and Verona. Aboveall his daughter
Hadwig was meant to become the second western bride of the
young emperor Romanus 11, Constantine’s son. Henry’s regal
ambitions were not only made manifest in two great risings against
his brother but they received also a kind of recognition in Ottonian
house historiographyand even from Otto 1 himself. When the duke
of Bohemia was forced to submit in gso he was placed under
Henry’s lordship.37Otto, so Widukind wrote, ‘made peace and
concord’ with his brother (947) and he has them both rule to-
gether harmoniously, advancing the res pwblica and fighting
enemies. They shated a paferna potestas over their cives.38 Bavaria
was and remained a reguum in the usage of Ottonian writers. Some
of this must have been known in Constantinople and the Byzantine
embassies sent to the Reich in 949 and 952 may well have brought
letters to Henry, the possible father-in-law of a Macedonian em-
peror, addressing him as king. Was he not said to have been
‘formidable even to the Greeks’ in Ruotget’s Life of Bran? It seems
as if Ruotger in this very phrase alluded to some special honours
which the Byzantine envoys paid to Otto’s brother.39 The Greeks
preferred many reges in Francia to a single, all-powerful one. How-
ever those histotians who have made the indivisibility of kingship
the foundation-stone of a new regnum Tentonicorsm tising under the
Saxon rulers, may find some comfort in a famous passage of the
De Administrando Imperio (30/73) where the White Croats were
described as subject to Otto, ‘the great king of Franciaand Saxony.’
Yet to the Byzantines a megas rex like a megas basilens might have
kings of lesser rank under him.40
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T'oo much weight should perhaps not be placed on every expres-
sion the learned emperor used. When he enlarged on the family
history of his son’s first wife, Bertha-Eudocia and of her father
King Hugh, he mentioned that Berengar 1 had enjoyed a basilea in
Italy (though he shared it with Rudolf of Burgundy) and that the
elder Bertha, Hugh’s mother, had ruled ‘imperially’ for ten years
after the death of her husband, Margrave Adalbert of Tuscany.4!
These were ambiguous terms. The fragmentation of Carolingian
kingship, the murderous wars between the kins and affinities of its
representatives from 875 onwards and more still after the death of
Arnolfin 899, seemed to restore Byzantium to her former place in
the West of their own momentum. At least they offered her great
opportunities to re-unite western Rome and perhaps the whole
Italian kingdom with Constantinople. It is characteristic for the
empire’s orientation in the tenth century that it never made any
exceptional or all-out effort to seize these openings. There were
several good reasons for this. At first the shattering aggressive
power of the Bulgarians under Symeon confronted it with greater
necessities nearer home and then the progressive decline of the
caliphate of Baghdad with far greater chances and hopes in Asia.
What was happening along the empire’s frontiers in Asia Minor
and Armenia did not altogether differ in kind from the splintering
of lordship and the diminution in the size of armies typical of the
late- and post-Carolingian West, especially Italy. In the East too
the Empire’s enemies tended to become less formidable. Local
dynasties, like the Buyids and the Hamdanids, took over positions
at the centre which they could not fully hold so that authority and
government broke into smaller and less resilient shares for un-
trustworthy subordinates and military adventurers. The empire
only needed a few determined and active rulers, such as it found in
Romanus 1 Lecapenus, Nikephoros Phokas and Joha Tsimiskes,
to seize the territorial spoils. By comparison the situation in Italy
was far less tempting. For despite the emperor Basil’s gains in
Apulia and Calabria between 876 and 886, Byzantium’s South-
Italian stake had been much reduced by the loss of neatly all Sicily
and the unending attacks of the Arabs against the coasts of the
mainland, especially Calabria.#2 The Greeks were fighting on more
than one front here. Their Italian subjects suffered much and many
coastal settlements had to be abandoned for the safer hill-tops.
Sometimes even the capital of the Calabrian theme, Reggio, where
the Fatimite general and emir of Sicily, Hasan, in 952 enforced the
building of a mosque, had to be evacuated. The population did not
love its Byzantine governors and their soldiery. The satellite prin-
cipalities to the north, especially Capua-Benevento and Salerno,
were unreliable although their cultural and social bonds with
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Constantinople remained close.#3 Their rulers received court ranks
and mandates (&eleuseis) rather than letters (grammata) from the
basilens but the empire’s standing with these princes rested on its
successes and failures against the Arabs and here much depended
on naval supremacy. To Otto 1’s ambassador Nikephoros Phokas
could indeed boast that he alone possessed maritime powet and
skills, but in the fighting round Calabria and Sicily the units of the
Byzantine fleet often came to grief, not least of all his own in the
Straits of Messina in 964.44His attempt to save the last Greek
stronghold in Sicily, Rametta, ended in disaster. It was in this direc-
tion that his great successor, Basil 11, near the end of his life wanted
to lead an expedition in person, not against the Lombard principal-
itiesand the outposts of the Ottonian Reich.45

Yet even if none of the tenth-century masters of Constantinople
wanted to fight Justinian’s wars over again, they never ignored ot
wholly neglected the corrupt and seedy, but at the same time
sophisticated, struggles for possession, both in the regnum Italicum
and at Rome. The resources they employed were modest, but they
could always count on a large clientage on the spot. Until the
Ottonians and their mixed armies of Saxons, Slavs, Lotharingians,
Suabians and Bavarians arrived, Byzantine influence and manage-
ment were paramount however much a Berengar of Friuli, Hugh
of Arles and the Roman princeps Alberich sought to be masters in
their own houses. For it must be said that if the Greeks had not
forgotten Charlemagne nor had these hardfaced and unscrupulous
contenders for the Italian kingdom and for Rome, their margraves
and counts, all recruited from the Carolingian immigration aristo-
cracy.46Berengar 1’s panegyrist, writing shortly after 915, lost no
time in presenting his hero as Charlemagne’s descendant and he
had the last emperor Charles (o4 888) on his deathbed point to
Berengar as his true successor in Italy and Rome to whom the
great would submit. At his Roman coronation he and Pope John
x could be likened to Constantine and Sylvester, only the times
had changed for the worse.4” Hugh of Arles did everything in his
power to gain imperial coronation and effective control over the
city which Berengar never had, first by marrying the foremost of
the Theophylacts, the senatrix Marozia, and when this failed, by
ceaseless military pressure. Even Chatlemagne’s embassies and ex-
changes with the Abbasid caliphate found a strange echo in this
small circle of Carolingian descendants and their affinity. Early in
the tenth century Hugh of Arles’s mother, the elder Bertha, of
whom Constantine Porphyrogenitus wrote with so much respect,
sent a letter by a Moslem captive to the caliph al-Muqtafi (9o2-8)
with overtures for an alliance against Byzantium. In it the margra-
vine of Tuscany spoke of Rome as part of her lordship and claimed
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that her forces were stronger than those of the empire. Bertha’s
envoy conveyed the secret substance of her message by word of
mouth, as was customary. She received a gratified, if guarded
reply.48

Judicious deployment of their naval squadrons in the Tyrrhen-
ian and above all diplomacy were the means by which the emperors
secured their influence during the first half of the tenth century and
maintained a footing in Rome even during the second. King
Hugh’s match with Marozia in 932 crossed a plan to ally her
daughter to one of Romanus Lecapenus’s sons.49This might al-
most have restored Byzantine authority in Rome had not both
schemes been thwarted by the revolt of Marozia’s son Alberich.
He in turn however sought a Greek marriage. To impress his
future bride and her escort and perhaps also to have hostages from
the insurgent Roman aristocracy he seems to have conscripted a
number of noble girls from Rome and the Sabina to serve in his
household.50When Alberich’s son and heir to his regime in Rome,
Pope John x11, wanted to shake off Otto 1’s protection, he turned
to Constantinople.5'In 997 Basil 11’s envoy, the synkellos Leo,
writing to friends and dignitaries in Constantinople, claimed that
the elevation of Johannes Philagathos as anti-pope had been his
work.52 Johannes, a Greek from Rossano, was a protégé of the
Ottonian court-circle for many years and owed the abbey of Non-
antula and the see of Piacenza to its favour but the expelled pope,
the Salian Gregory v, was Otto 111’s kinsman, his own choice for
the Holy See and his coronator. The synkellos’s letters do not reveal
either his doings or his designs very clearly but in one of them,
addressed to the patriarch of Constantinople, he boasted that Rome
was now in the hands of the great sublime emperor [Basil 11] and
that God had moved the heart of the Crescentius who was respon-
sible for Gregory v’s expulsion.53 Johannes Philagathos had be-
come the instrument of the Roman ruling family which had already
in 974 and again in 984 seized control of the papacy through a
clerical henchman and ruffian, the deacon Franco. The Crescentii,
like their predecessots, seem to have maintained useful and close
connections with Byzantium. When Franco as Pope Boniface vi1
found the Holy See untenable in 974 he fled to southern Italy and
afteranother abortive coup in 980, to Constantinople. With Byzan-
tine money he was able to make a further attempt in 984, after
Otto 11’s death and this time he held the papacy for over a year.5+
The popes whom he and the Crescentii captured, imprisoned and
killed were sanctioned or chosen by the Ottonians. That Philaga-
thos and Crescentius 11 Nomentanus had been the agents of Byzan-
tine designs in 997 was the view of Arnulf of Milan and Benzo of
Alba in the eleventh century.55 The Greeks were thus able to create
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difficulties for the new masters of Rome at all times and the Saxon
emperors’ hold there remained precarious. It might be argued that
neither side could harm the other very much at the furthest dis-
tance and limit of power from its native centre. Yet Rome was for
both more than a frontier city in central Italy.

Let us return to the less devious and more public dealings of
Byzantine diplomacy with the Rome of the West. In the collections
of the Book of Ceremonies the reception of embassies sent by the
Roman patriarch and the princeps Alberich to Constantinople,
holds an important place. It heads the chapter dealing with the
arrival of envoys. At the presentation audience the princeps of Old
Rome had to be referred to as endoxotatos by the logothete.56In
Philotheos’s K/eforologion this epithet belonged to the order of the
magistroiwhich waslisted immediately before the dignities reserved
to the imperial family.57 When the greetings on behalf of the reign-
ing pope, his bishops and clerks had been spoken by the envoys,
the Roman princeps and his archontes, the allied nobles who shared
offices and power under him had their ‘most faithful services’
(Sovdwow) presented to the emperor. Nothing could express the
purposes and suit the proprieties'of Byzantine state ceremonialand
the ideas behind it better. Underneath these formalities it is clear
that from time to time Roman aristocratic society in the tenth cen-
tury still looked to the court of Constantinople for favours and
help. Its new autonomy was not wholly irreconcilable with a dis-
tant membership of the empire.572

The same impression is conjured up by another text in the Book
of Ceremonies, the ézat of the fleets and military missions which were
despatched by Romanus Lecapenus in 934 and 93 5 to overawe the
rebellious princes of Salerno and Benevento and the disloyal sub-
jects of the theme Langobardia and also to secure King Hugh’s
alliance and help.58 The patrikios Kosmas came withamixed squad-
ron of ships, including seven Russian transports and his force con-
sisted of small detachments from every kind of unit in the imperial
army. There were horsemen from the themes Thrakesion and
Macedonia as well as guards and almost all the genzes in the empire’s
service for pay contributed a few score men: Pharganoi, Chazats,
African Moslems and Sicilians, Magyars and some Armenian
volunteers. There were also a few engineers.59 This glittering vaz-
iety of armament, dress and tongues served a purpose. Together
they displayed the universality and cosmocratic horizons of im-
perial rule. The grandiose spectacle which normally awaited
foreign envoys in Constantinople was here exported from the
palace to show the local Italian rulers where they belonged. The
account of the protosparharios Epiphanios’s mission to Hugh of
Italy in 93 5 listed the presents intended for the king and then those
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which were to be given to the margrave of Spoleto, seven counts
and six bishops.6°Hugh’s entourage and his treacherous vassals
received as much attention as their master and again there is a
strong suggestion of clientage in the munificence and also in the
make-up of the gifts which included items of Byzantine court
dress.51 Epiphanios carried with him an additional store of presents
which he could employ on his expedition, perhaps to gratify im-
portant insurgents when they made their submission. He accoun-
ted for what he had spent and returned the rest.62These tactics of
diplomacy and bribery, combined with a demonstration of force,
seem to have been successful: the disaffected princes were pacified,
the provincials of the theme subdued. In 938 Epiphanios, the
patrikios Kosmas and the s#rategos of Langobardia can be found at
Benevento making a grant to its bishop.63

It has been thought that only those occidental rulers who had
interests or aspirations in Italy and Rome were flattered by these
imposing Byzantine diplomatic missions which later the Ottonians
and Salians had to repay in kind if they wished to be seen as equals
of the basiless. Their ambassadors could not appear in any less
splendour and lavishness.%4Now it is true that between 899, the
yeat of the emperor Arnolf’s death, and 945 we hear nothing of
Greek embassies to the East-Frankish kingdom with but one
possible exception. In Widukind of Corvey’s res gestae Saxonicae
there is a stray note about one of the abbots of his house, Bovo 11
(900—16): he earned fame because he was able to read and trans-
late a Greek letter for King Conrad 1.65W. Ohnsorge believed that
it was brought to the East-Frankish court by envoys of Leo viin
912,601t is not easy to see however what the ageing and ailing em-
peror can have wanted from the successor of Louis the Child who,
at the very beginning of his reign, faced desertions and a diminu-
tion of his kingship. He could not have done much to help Leo’s
Carolingian protégés and kinsmen by marriage, Louis the Blind
and his son, Karl Constantine.67We have seen that Venetians
sometimes cartied correspondence from the East-Frankish king-
dom to Byzantium and, no doubt, also in the reverse direction.
Could it not be therefore that Conrad received an imperial letter
brought by a returning traveller, a merchant perhaps, rather than
an emissaty of rank from the court of Constantinopler6® The By-
zantine chancery’s grammata to foreign rulers were often docu-
ments of great solemnity and splendour but it is questionable
whether this one was mote than a fleeting incident in the troubled
reign of Conrad 1 which but for Widukind’s interest in abbot
Bovo’s scholarship stirred no memories.%9 Although one or two
Greek monks and guests can be found at Reichenau ¢. 920, Byzan-
tine links with Francia were at this time tenuous. Henry 1 received
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no embassies from the empire nor do we know how the doge’s
letter was presented to him. Perhaps his acquisition of the Holy
Lance in 93 5 and his planned journey to Rome were to prepare his
entry into this larger world of cultural riches and superior political
skills, presided over by Byzantium. When the first Greek envoys
did arrive at the Ottonian court, on October 31 945, they aroused
much interest. They came cu#m muneribys, as ambassadotrs should.70
Otto 1 had for some time given shelter to a dangerous enemy of
King Hugh of Italy, margrave Berengar of Ivrea and Hugh’s
daughter was now the wife of Constantine’s son. More likely how-
ever the embassy wanted to make known the Porphyrogenitus’s
sole rule after the removal of the Lecapenoi and to treat with the
Saxon king about the Magyars who were raiding the lands of the
empire. Other envoys, as we have seen, followed in 949 and 952
and again in 956 when Widukind of Corvey, in the best Carolingian
tradition, recited their gifts, not to make Otto appear as the client
of the Greeks but to proclaim the fame of his victoties and the
dilatatio of his empire.” Perhaps the more fulsome of the two pro-
tocols for letters addressed to Frankish kings in the Book of Cere-
monies was revived to greet Otto on this occasion. In the intitulatio
it enlarged on the supremacy of the Roman emperors but in the
rich flow of honorific predicates for the addressee it recognised the
new possessor of Charlemagne’s or at least Arnolf’s inheritance.72
As the husband of Adelaide, the widow of King Hugh’s son
Lothar, Otto was the incoming master of Italy and already in 951
the deprived bishop of Verona, Rather, saw in his invasion a hal-
lowed purpose with an imperial undertone: Otto had aspired to
the Italian kingdom only to end injustices (like Rather’s expul-
sion) and to bring back the rectitudo Christianae legis and this by
imperial potestas.73

Yet it would be mistaken to confine Byzantine interests and
spheres of influence in the West to the horizons of Italy. The forms
and style of imperial diplomacy, the all-important flow of precious
commodities, works of art and relics which was so much part of
them, directly or indirectly, reached the whole of occidental
Europe. In the coutse of the tenth century the ruling families
there, new and old, came to accept this style as the norm, the only
correct idiom of kingly converse. There is as yet no evidence of
any Byzantine embassies visiting either the conquering successots
of Alfred or the later Carolingian kings of France fighting for sut-
vival.74 The first known initiative to forge new links between the
West-Frankish kingdom and Byzantium came from Hugh Capet.
Eatly in 988 Gerbert drafted a letter for him addressed to the
emperors Basil and Constantine. In it Hugh asked for a Byzantine
princess, a filia sancti imperii which he duly called the Roman
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Empire for his son Robert. Neither Gaul not German — and he
meant by them Otto 111’s men — would harass the empire’s fron-
tiers if the alliance came about. This was to be Hugh’s main service
in return for the bride, besides the expressions of respect and awe
the basileis always liked to hear from a Frankish king.7s Here lay in-
deed new possibilities for the older empire to pare down the claims
of the Ottonians, yet no serious negotiations followed this ovetr-
ture. Robert almost immediately afterwards married nearer
home.76Later his relations with Byzantium seem to have been
momentary: a Jerusalem pilgrimage of Bishop Odalric of Orléans
gave him the opportunity to exchange amicable messages and
presents with the emperor Constantine vIIr.77

Long before this time however both the Capetians and the kings
of Wessex had shared and imitated the usages of Byzantine diplo-
macy in their dealings with one another. William of Malmesbury
in the Gesza Regum has desctibed amongst the glories of Athelstan’s
reign the eagerness with which foreign princes sought the hands
of his sisters in marriage. His account, as he himself made clear,
closely followed a tenth-century panegyric poem which he both
quoted and paraphrased. The suitor of Athelstan’s sister Eadhild
was Hugh the Great whom William mistakenly called 7ex Fran-
corum.78 There follows a full list of the presents offered to the king
of Wessex by Hugh’s princely envoys at Abingdon in 926: per-
fumes hitherto unknown in England, precious stones, an onyx
vase with carved scenes, the sword of Constantine with a nail relic,
a banner of St Maurice and a lance, once Charlemagne’s which had
always brought him victory and was rumoured to have been that
of Longinus. There was also a jewelled crown. The relics and their
distribution amongst English sanctuaries have left a greater im-
print on monastic traditions and histories than the secular gifts.79
They suggested that the divine favour and the »ir4s that had once
been Charlemagne’s had now been transferred to Athelstan. Very
sacred relics, like particles of the cross, were also amongst the gifts
which the emperors sent to western rulers but they were never
unaccompanied by articles of secular luxury and display of Byzan-
tine manufacture.80Hete Duke Hugh’s presents to Athelstan
clearly reflected the all-pervasive fashions of Byzantine diplomacy.
It is likely that his onyx vase was a classical piece which had once
belonged to a Carolingian treasure, but an onyx cup was also
one of the gifts entrusted to the profospatharios Epiphanios for
the king of Italy in 93 5. A remarkable number of onyx chalices of
the tenth and eleventh centuries in the treasury of St Mark’s,
Venice testify to the Greeks” superb craftsmanship and near mono-
poly in this medium.81 William of Malmesbury’s list of exotic pre-
sents had other features in common with Widukind of Corvey’s
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and the ézaz in the Book of Ceremonies.82 Ambitious western rulers
now had to be seen to possess and to be able to exchange such gifts
if their amicitia was to be worth courting. Athelstan was said by
William of Malmesbury to have sent back to Duke Hugh offerings
of almost equal value and renown together with the bride.

How well atistocratic society in the West had come to know and
like the gold and the luxurious artefacts of Byzantium appears also
from the mid-eleventh-century epic poem, Rauodlieh, written at
Tegernsee. The author, however, may have been a monachus pala-
tinus of Henry 117’s clerical entourage for he described the courts of
kings and what passed in them in a manner far from hackneyed and
commonplace. When the hero of the poem after many signal
services takes leave of his lord, the rex maior, he received rich gifts
including minutely and accurately described Byzantine gold coins
and a piece of jewellery closely resembling the so-called necklace
of the empress Gisela found at Mainz.83Boekler and others have
distinguished between the classical, the Carolingian and the Byzan-
tine sources of Ottonian art, and the Mainz treasure has been cate-
gorically assigned to Byzantine models.841t had the shape of a Joros,
a pendant sash worn by the basileis and their empresses which
appears in more than one place and form on Ottonian full-page
illuminations and ivories. The later Saxon emperors and their
Salian successors seem to have adopted it and made it their own
just as occasionally they liked to be shown crowned by Christ in
their gospel books and sacramentaries.85

'The precious objects which Greek ambassadors brought with
them to gratify and overawe the acquisitive kings of the post-
Carolingian West could nurse new styles and artistic experiments.
The arrival of a Byzantine princess to marry one of them could do
this even better and more besides. Most of the matrimonial pro-
jects mooted and endlessly negotiated between the court of Con-
stantinople and Carolingian, Ottonian and Salian rulers came to
nothing and this makes the marriage between Otto 1’s son and
co-imperator, Otto 11and Theophanu in 972 all the more important.
Thebride, itistrue, was nota porphyrogenitaand there were men who
advised the old emperor not to receive her into his family.86She
came with a large following and treasure and their presence gave
to the Ottonian court a much closer view of its great rival in the
East than it had ever possessed before.871t did not change the
character of relations already well established through diplomacy
but it enlarged them. It opened new avenues for Byzantine in-
fluence in the small and select circle of the Liudolfing house, their
affinity, their favoured prelates and monasteries. The evidence is
ubiquitous: the ivories, enamels, jewellery, goldsmith work, illu-
minated manuscripts and seals of the later Ottonians could not



44 The Tenth Century in Byzantine-Western Relationships

have been commissioned and created without Byzantine models,
nor are they belittled by the direct uses, imitations and adaptations
of Greek exemplars.88For it is equally characteristic of the late
tenth-century Reich that it had already experienced and absorbed
Byzantine teachings in many spheres, not least of all the visual
representation of emperorship.89 These lessons had now become
part of its own make-up and so paradoxically strengthened it in its
dealings with Basil 11 and his successors. The Byzantine influence
did not lessen but it encountered increasingly self-conscious and
self-reliant native traditions. Yet it could still happen in the middle
of the eleventh century when many German scriptoria and work-
shops had two or three generations’ experience behind them thata
gold and putple letter which the emperor Constantine 1x Mono-
machos sent to Henry 111 was simply used to decorate an altar in
the Salian ruler’s new foundation, St Simon and Jude, at Goslar.90

With Otto 111 the emulation of Byzantine imperial thinking en-
tered 2 new phase, but it was short-lived. Otto, following the
basileis and traces of the Roman past, conferred offices and titles of
rank on Saxon, Italian and unreliable Roman nobles.9? Amongst
the traditions which gathered round his meeting with Boleslas
Chrobry at Gnesen in 1000 are some which suggest that he too
wanted to found an oikoumene and a family of rulers tied to him by
brotherhood ot amicitia.92When his cousin Brun whom he had
so recently imposed on the Roman Church crowned him in 996,
Otto had at least temporarily taken something away from the con-
stitutive powers of the papacy in the making of a western emperor.
In his palace at Rome he could be seen from time to time dining
alone atan elevated semi-circular table.93 But it was difficult to turn
a Saxon king’s clerical and lay comitatus into a hierarchy of office-
holders. In between the solemn crown-wearings and other occas-
ions when they wished to stand for the majesty of Christ, the
Ottonians had to be very approachable and live informally, not to
say gregariously, with those who enjoyed their familiaritas. When
Thietmar of Merseburg described Otto 111’s march to Gnesen
only a few years after the event he wrote: ‘there came with him
Ziazo who was then patricins.’9We know Ziazo as an Fast-Saxon
noble, most probably a forbear of the Wettins. Otto’s titles sat
lightly on those who received them and were soon forgotten.

'To discover the Byzantine heritage of Theophanu’s son we must
pethaps look in another direction. The empress’s Greeks may have
had a share in his early upbringing though it is hard to prove.
Certainly Otto possessed something more than a mere spark of
that Greek diligence and finesse which in a famous letter he invited
Gerbert to rouse and cherish.95In the Byzantine world it was very
common for a powerful and highly placed layman, even emperors,
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to have a monk as a spiritual counsellor and friend, a guide with
whom to communicate. The charisma of the gifted ascetic who
had the vision of God would ensure that he gave the right advice
to a troubled penitent.96In western monasticism this relationship
which often by-passed ex gfficio authority was rare. Here rulers,
founders and benefactors wanted to be associated with a monastic
community, its prayers and its saints. Most of the monastic reform
movements of the tenth and eleventh centuries moreover sought
to strengthen the rule, the common life of the institution and to
reduce the individuality of its memberts. The only man in the West
who caught something of the spirit of these intimate bonds be-
tween Greek monks and great men of the world was Otto 111. His
short life is full of encounters and close personal associations with
monastic saints and spiritual mentors: Ramwold of St Emmeran,
Adalbert of Prague, Brun of Querfurt, St Nilus and St Romuald.97
In the Lsves of these men, or in the case of Brun his own writings,
Otto was an important figure and severally they wanted to claim
him as their own and draw him away from his more mercurial
clerical friends and counsellors. The emperor sought and followed
the rigours of their penitential advice and it is perhaps significant
that his relations with abbot Odilo of Cluny, who often visited his
court, were friendly but not as close.98 Here no less than in other
respects Otto 111 was half a Byzantine to whom it had fallen to rule
the Saxon Reich.

These personal traits and the general enhancement of Byzantine
influence in the Ottonian environment were not admired and
welcomed by everyone. They aroused both resentments and con-
troversies. Men looked upon Otto 111’s doings at Rome with
mixed feelings as Thietmar dryly observed.99 Already Widukind of
Corvey had held up Greek deceit and trickery when he wanted to
explain one of Otto 1’s military setbacks in Apulia.100The infant
Otto 111’s Byzantine descent could be used as a justification to
desert his cause in 984 and to accept his cousin, Duke Henry 11 of
Bavaria, as king instead.10* The empress Theophanu had enemies
in the Ottonian family circle, notably her mother-in-law Adelaide
and Bishop Dietrich of Metz who seems to have suspected her
loyalty when Otto 11invaded Byzantine Calabria in 982 and fought
disastrously against the Sicilian emir.102]t was a catastrophe that
called for culprits. Liudprand of Cremona was not alone when he
attacked the cultural pre-eminence of the Greeks in his Legatio by a
mixture of grotesque caricature and belittlement. Otloh’s Liber
Visionum and one of the codices containing the Life of Bernward of
Hildesheim record the vision of a nun to whom Theophanu had
appeared and lamented her torments in hell. They were her punish-
ment for introducing noxious Greek luxury, jewellery and fashions
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into the Reich where they had hitherto been unknown. She had led
other women into sin because they now desired such things and
here lay the burden of her offence. Against this however the
emperor Henry 111 wanted to link his descent with Theophanu’s
name and for this very reason imitate Byzantine manners and
styles.103

The princess and her following were not, of course the only
Greek immigrés north of the Alps in the tenth century. There is
scattered evidence of Greek monksand sometimes refugee bishops
not only at Reichenau but also in Lotharingian monasteries and
sees, at Dijon and at Cologne.1%4The court of Edgar, whose king-
ship had imperial overtones, attracted foreigners as that of a ruler
over many peoples should. Not only Flemings, Danes and con-
tinental Saxons but also a Greek bishop whom the Ely tradition
branded as a clerical go-getter, can be found in his entourage.105
For the most part, however, knowledge of and contact with Byzan-
tium were in the tenth century the privilege of only a few in the
West and they prided themselves not a little, as did Liudprand of
Cremona, on their expertise.’06The relationships of the East-
Roman and Ottonian courts which had so markedly shaped the
tastes and the ambitions of the later Ottos, Henty 11 and their
circle, were exclusive. Diplomacy was the main channel of com-
munication, if not the only one. With the opening of the land route
through Hungary in the first decades of the eleventh century all
this changed. For it made possible and encouraged the movement
of many more pilgrims to the Holy Sepulchre than the sea-journey
had attracted in the tenth and all these overland travellers to Pales-
tine had to pass through Constantinople and the imperial provinces
on their way. Many of them stayed in the capital to refresh them-
selves and see the sights. The easier route alone may not explain the
rising cult of the Jerusalem pilgrimage as an act of penance and
sanctification but its appeal could not have spread without it.107
The old-established telations between the imperial courts, the
solemn embassies, as we have seen, did not come to an end but
they were overshadowed now by a far more continuous and ex-
tensive traffic of pilgrims from regions, especially France, which
had hitherto possessed very little first-hand knowledge of the
Greek world. If men had once visited Byzantium in scotes, they
now did so in their thousands and this created a newatmosphere.108
An age of diplomacy and highly privileged trade gave way to an
age of mass contacts. Gregory vir’s famous plan to come to the
rescue of Constantinople and the Christian brethren in the East
becomes more understandable when it is remembered that his call
to arms in 1074 was addressed to princes and nobles quite a few of
whom had been there and visited the sanctuaries and relics of the
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capital.199 Rodulf Glaber who sang the praises of the new route
also saw the new urge to visit the Holy Places as a movement,
something unheard of in the past.’Z0Motreover it seemed to him
that it had begun with the humble, the ordo inferioris plebis and
spread upwards towards higher ranks of society before reaching
the princes and, lastly, women.ITRodulf’s impressions were faulty
in detail but right in the round. A few atistocratic ladies had now
and again ventured to Jerusalem in the tenth century but perhaps
many more did so in the eleventh.!2There is some evidence of
poor men like the wandering priest Haimerad, of obscure Suabian
origin, making the journey at his own prompting.113

A few of the more literate pilgrims, especially if they came from
Lotharingia or Bavaria, could have read what Liudprand of Cre-
mona had written about the eastern Empire in his Antapodosis
and Legatio. His works spread across the Alps and enjoyed literary
success notably in Lotharingia and however much his feelings
towards the Greeks changed they became an important source
of knowledge about Byzantium.'#+Modern historians here only
follow in the footsteps of a Sigebert of Gembloux and other
eleventh-century scholars. Yet paradoxically Liudprand’s angry
polemic, the Legatio, belonged to a single moment of the empire’s
relations with the Roman Church and the Ottonians, a moment
that was soon past even for him.!15It set out to create tensions
where there had been little before and it contained also an element
of personal vindication. For in the Legatio Liudprand has been
shown to have joined Pope John x111’s side in the debate about
the meaning and purpose of Otto 1’s imperial coronation. 6 He
addressed the Ottonians, father and son, as imperatores Romanornm
who had toiled for the restoration and exaltation of the Roman
Church while the pretended Roman emperor, the basileus, slept.
Their past services to St Peter had earned him, Liudprand, his safe
return home from the dangerous embassy and he called upon them
to do more still: Nikephoros Phokas and his patriarch were to be
summoned and judged by a papal synod. Otto 1and Otto 11, both
now crowned emperors, should carry out the sentence.’'7Did
Liudprand wish to make some amends for his own conspicuous
rolein the depositions of Johnx1rand Benedictv?

The target of the bishop of Cremona’s venom and abuse was
Nikephoros Phokas first and foremost and certainly not the
Macedonians, the young emperors Basil and Constantine, then
under the military rulet’s tutelage. In more than one place Otto 1’s
ambassador appears almost as a camp-follower of the legitimist
interest.1’8 For Liudprand in 968 had friends and contacts in Con-
stantinople from his earlier embassy in 949 and some of the gifts
he had to distribute were intended for them. Nikephoros Phokas
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paid Otto’s ambassador much attention but he also sought to
isolate him and have him watched by his police. It is possible that
the covert purpose of the bishop’s mission was to befriend discon-
tented circles, enemies of Nikephoros Phokas’s regime in Constan-
tinople, under the guise of conducting official negotiations which
at this moment he and Otto 1 knew could not succeed.!19Otto’s
policies and campaign in southern Italy had reached an impasse
and here lay a possible way out. Lastly the Legatio was written also
to court the interest and loyalty of Italian nobles and clergy who
were accustomed to Byzantine influence, gifts and patronage as the
Liudprand of the Antapodesis had been himself. If Nikephoros
Phokas appears as a bad paymaster who despised and mistrusted
his Italian allies, led by the dispossessed Adalbert of Ivrea, it was
because Liudprand hoped to persuade the remaining adherents of
the king that the Greek alliance could no longer be counted on.120
The very vehemence of the Legatio reveals how delicate and fragile
the beginnings of Ottonian rule in Italy really were.

Against Liudprand’s freshness and novelty it is striking that
much of the contemporary Byzantine information about the gentes
in the West, the Franks and the Lombards we meet in the emperor
Leo’s Tactica and in Constantine Porphyrogenitus’s De adminis-
trando imperio, was old and somewhat out of date. It is doubtful
whether Nikephoros Phokas knew or cared about the enhanced
fighting skills of Otto 1’s mounted warriors as he knew and cared
about the military capabilities of the empire’s northern and Muslim
neighbours. All policy is self-regarding, but Byzantium’s relation-
ships with the West were inward-looking in a very special way.
Rather than come to terms with changing situations they were
often more concerned with preserving and insulating the exalted,
ideal status of the empire against contamination. This attitude was
quite logical, given that the basilens had been entrusted by God
with the direction of the oiRoumene in earthly life. It belongs not
only to later centuries of economic failure and political powerless-
ness when emperors and their courtiers clutched tenaciously at
the straws of ceremonial and form to safeguard the substance of
the imperial idea. It held good also in the century of Byzantium’s
greatest aggressiveness and material gains. In the West it was in-
creasingly resented and here Liudprand may have been influential.
His anger about slights and supposed slights had even been anti-
cipated by Notker of St Gallen in the late ninth century who, like
Liudprand, presented the treatment of Charlemagne’s envoys in
Constantinople as inhospitable and humiliating.21 The literature
of the eleventh-century pilgrimage to Jerusalem liked to dwell on
the sufferings and hardships that had to be endured and overcome
on the way. The German bishops and lay nobles who took part
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in the great overland journey to Palestine of 1065 seem to have
counted Greek imperialis arrogantiaas one of these hardships.122
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1 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio cc.
40/31—4 and 42/ 15-18, ed. Gy.Motavesik and translated by
R.J.H. Jenkins (Budapest 1949) pp.176 and 182 and vol.11,
Commentary ed. R. J.H. Jenkins (London 1962) pp. 153ff.

For the route from Thessalonica to Belgrade mentioned by
the empetror see C. J. Jirecek, Die Heerstrasse von Belgrad nach
Constantinopel und die Balkanpisse (Prague 1877) pp. 751

2 Rodulf Glabet, Historiarum Libri Quingue, 111, 1, 2 ed.

M. Prou, Collection de Textes pour servir & I’ étude et & I enseigne-
ment de I’ bistoire (Paris 1886) p.52 : “Tunc tempotis ceperunt
pene universi, qui de Italia et Galliis ad sepulchrum Domini
Therosolimis ite cupiebant, consuetum iter quod erat pet
fretum maris omittere, atque per huius regis patriam
transitum habere’.

3 Annales Fuldenses, ed. F.Kurze, MGH, SR G (Hanover 1891)
pp.7s and 81 and [F.} Ddlger, Regesten [ der Kaiserurkunden
des ostrémischen Reiches von 565 bis 1453 ], 1, Regesten von 565~
1025 (Munich/Betlin 1924) nos. 489, 491.

This was also the time of the greatest insecurity along the
Dalmatian coastal tracts when Muslim and Slav piracy made
the sea-journey especially hazardous. The sea route, how-
evet, appeats to have cartied most of the diplomatic traffic
between Charlemagne and Louis the Pious and the Byzantine
coutrt. Cf. Chatlemagne’s letter to the emperor Michael
Rangabe in 813, MG H, Epistolae Karolini Aevi, 11, ed.E.
Diimmler (Berlin 1895) p.556 : ‘cum primum oportunum
navigandi tempus adveniret, legatos nostros ad tuae dilectae
fraternitatis glotiosam praesentiam mitteremus’. The embassy
sent in 838 to Venice proceeded to Louis the Pious at
Ingelheim in 839.

4  See E.Klebel, ‘Die Ostgtenze des Karolingischen Reiches’
in Die Entstebung des deutschen Reiches, Wege der Forschung,

1 (Darmstadt 1956) pp. 1—41 and esp. p. 21.

s [Urkunden zar édlteren Handels- und Staatsgeschichte der Republik
Venedig, 1. Theil (814—1205)] ed. [G.L.] Tafel and [ G.M.]
Thomas, Fontes rerum Austriacarum, Diplomataria et Acta,
x11 (Vienna 1856) no.xvii, pp. 36ff. The text has survived
in an atrocious Latin translation. It is noteworthy that in the
preamble the Venetians are classified as ex#ranei. In general,
see [W.] Heyd, [ Histoire du commerce du Levant au Moyen-Age ],
1 (repr. Leipzig 1923) pp. 114ff and [ A.] Schaube,
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[ Handelsgeschichte der Romanischen Vilker des Mittel-
meergebiets bis wum Ende der Kreuggdige ] (Munich/

Betlin 1906) pp. 17ff. W.Heinemeyet, ‘Die Verttige zwis-
chen dem Ostréomischen Reiche und den italienischen
Stidten Genua, Pisa und Venedig vom 10. bis 12. Jahr-
hundert’, Archiv fiir Diplomatik . . . 111 (1957) pp- 794, and
F.Dolger and J. Karayannopulos, Byzantinische Urkunden-
lebre, Byzantinisches Handbuch im Rabmen des Handbuchs fiir
Altertumswissenschaft, 111.1.1 (Munich 1968) pp. 94ff.

Tafel und Thotnas, no.x111, pp. 17ff. The decretum also legis-
lated against the slave-trade but here it only enlarged on an
older ordinance of duke Orso’s (864—81). For its contents
and purpose see also Heyd, p. 112ff, Schaube, p. 16, and R.
Cessi, Venezia Ducale, (Venice 1940) 1, pp. 343ff who sug-
gested that the decree’s aims were to thwart anti-Venetian
ptopaganda and the intrigues of exiles no less than postal
traffic between the two empites (strictly speaking there was
as yet no empire in the West). G. Luzzatto, An Economic
History of Italy, trans. P. Jones (London 1961) p.52,
thought that only private letters were banned by the dectee
but that official ones from Lombatdy, Bavaria and Saxony
could be carried. The text does not encourage this distinc-
tion, rathet the ducal govetnment wanted to check the entet-
prise of its subjects who conveyed ‘foreign’ correspondence
to Constantinople, if only for the time being and as a
gesture to appease the imperial court.

Liudprand, A#ntapodosis, 111, 1, in Die Werke Liudprands von
Cremona, ed. J.Becker, MG H, SR G (Hanover/ Leipzig

1915 ) p. 74, and [R. ] Hiestand, [ Byzanz und das Regnum 1tali-
cum im 10. Jabrbundert, Geist und Werk der Zeiten ], Heft 9
(Ziirich 1964) pp.211ff, who cannot quite account for the
envoy’s detention. W.Ohnsotge, ‘Otto I und Byzanz’,
Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir dsterreichische Geschichtsforschung,
Erginzungsband xx, i. p. 115 and in two papers, collected
in his Abendland und Byzany (Darmstadt 1958) pp. 36 and
272, thought that Liudprand’s mission in 960 was to secute
Otto I’s recognition as imperator Francorum from Romanus 11
and that it succeeded. This view, however, wholly ignores
the evidence for friction between the two coutts, both in
the Antapodosis (loc. cit.) and in the Venetian decretum.

This seems to me to be the most likely explanation of the
rift. For the consecration of Libutius at Otto 1r’s Christmas
coutt held in Frankfurt in 959 see the continuator of Regino
of Pritm, Adalbert of St Maximin, in Reginonis abbatis Prami-
ensis Chronicon cum continuatione Treverensi, ed. F.Kurze,
MGH, SR G (Hanovet 1890) p. 170 sub anno 960. Libutius,
a monk of St Alban in Mainz, died in 961 before setting out
to Kiev. He was replaced by Adalbert of St Maximin
himself.

Liudprand, Legatio, c.5, p. 178 where Adalbert alone is re-
ferred to. Betengar 11 had died as Otto I’s prisoner in 966
while Adalbert hoped to tegain Italy and his kingship with
byzantine money and ships. Cf. Legatio, c. 29, p.191 and énfra,
p. 48

Liudprand, Legatio, c.1, p.175 and ¢.53, p.203.



II

12

13

14

15

16

Karl Leyser 51

M G H, Constitutiones ¢t Acta Publica, 1, n0. 4, pp.6ff, and cf.
no. 3, where however it is made to appear that the news
came via Rome.

Thietmari Merseburgensis episcopi Chronicon, V11, ¢.76 ed. R.
Holtzmann, MG H, SR G, nova series 1x (Betlin 1955) p.
492. Thietmar also prided himself a little on being able to
tell his readers something about Greek ships, notably what
a chelandia was and how it was manned. See Chronicon, 111,
c.23, p.126.

See the continuator of Regino of Priim, p. 178 sub anno 967
and Liudprand, Legatio, cc.25 and 31, pp. 188, 192, B. A,
Mystakidis, Byzantinisch-Dentsche Beziehungen qur Zeit der
Ottonen (Stuttgart 1891) p. 23, and P.E.Schtamm, ‘Kaiser,
Basileus und Papst in der Zeit det Ottonen’, in his collected
works, Kaiser Konige und Péipste, Gesammelte Aufsitze zur
Geschichte des Mittelalters, 111 (Stuttgart 1969) pp. 204fF. This
supersedes the atticle as first published in the Hisforische
Zeitschrift, cxX1X (1924) pp. 424ff. For Dominicus cf. Tafel
und Thomas, p. 25 : ‘Ego Dominicus, Presbiter et Cancel-
larius, ex mandato domini Petri Ducis, Seniotis nostri,
complevi et roboravi’. It is possible that Nikephotos was
bluffing and had matched into Macedonia only in order to
threaten the Bulgarians while his ally Sviatoslav attacked
them from the East. For the chronology of his Bulgarian
campaigns see [S.] Runciman, [ The First Bulgarian Empire ]
(London 1930) p. 305.

John the Deacon, [ La Cronaca Venegiana) in Cronache Vene-
ziane, 1, ed. G.Monticolo, Fonti per la Storia d’Italia (Rome
1890) pp. 151ff and 163. See also J.F.Bohmer, Regesta
Imperii, 11, 3, [ Die] Regesten [ des Kaiserreiches unter Otto 111,
980 (983)~r1002, M.] Uhlirz (Graz-Cologne 1956) nos 1164d
and 1407e.

John the Deacon, pp.167ff, and Georgius Cedrenus, His-
toriarum Compendinm, ed. I.Bekker (Bonn 1839) 11, p.452:
‘76 &Bvos ovrws Tmromoovuevos’ was the purpose of the
marriage. This should be set against the motif of Otto 111’s
godfathership in 1001 : ‘ad petfecte . . . fidei vinculum con-
firmandum’. (John the Deacon, p.163). For the marriage
see also G.Schlumbetget, I’ Epopée byzantine & la fin du
dixciéme Siécle (Patis 1900) 11, p.323. Maria Argyros and
Basil 11 were related through the daughtets of Romanus
Lecapenus, one of whom, Helena, had been martied to Basil’s
grandfather, Constantine vr11, while another, Agatha, became
the wife of an Argyros. John the Deacon was right when
(p.168) he described the bride as imperiali editam stirpe but
wrong when, a little latet, he made het Basil 11’s niece (p.169).
The only child of the shortlived couple was however duly
named Basil (ibid.).

See M G H, Die Urkunden der deutschen Kinige und Kaiser, 11, 2,
Die Urkunden Ottos des 111 (Hanover 1893 ) no. 307 of 999
and no. 397 of 1001. No. 165 of 995 has been doubtfully
reconstructed out of no.307. See also John the Deacon,
pPp-154, 161 and 163. On the bond of comparernitas between
the Carolingians and the popes of the eighth century, see

E. Caspar, Pippin und die Romische Kirche (Betlin 1914) pp. 39ff.
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John the Deacon, pp.167 and 171 and S. Hirsch, Jabrbicher
des deutschen Reiches unter Heinrich 11 (Betlin 1862) 1, p. 305.
John the Deacon, (p.168): ‘Ottonem suum puerulum, qui
aderat, fratrem muneribus tantum honoravit.” In the event it
was Otto who succeeded Peter 11 as doge.

op. cit., pp. 167ff : ‘sedula petitione a Vassylio et Constantino
imperatoribus coactus.’

op. cit., p.132. On Michael, prince of the Zachlumi, see De
Administrando Imperio, c. 33 | 16 and Commentary, p.137 and
Runciman, p.162.

For Leo’s journey see [P, E.] Schramm, ‘Zwolf Briefe [des
byzantinischen Gesandten Leon von seinet Reise zu Otto
111, aus den Jahren 997-998’], in Kaiser Kinige und Pépste,

111, pp. 257 and also 262ff with German translations pp.
269, 273. Schramm’s edition of the letters follows that of

J. Darrouzes, Epistoliers byzantins du X¢ sidcle, Archives de
L’Orient Chrétien, v1 (Patis 1960), no. 10, pp. 171ff. Fot
Bishop Betnward’s embassy in 995 see Uhlirz, Regessen,
Nno.1146a.

Liudprand, Legario, cc. 58-65 (pp.207-12). For Liudprand’s
itinerary on the return journey see V. Menzel, Deutsches
Gesandtschaftswesen im Mittelalter (Hanover 1892) p.214.
According to Menzel Liudprand went by ship to an eastern
Greek port and then overland to Naupacte whete (cf. Legatio,
cc. 58, 59, p.207) he was made to embatk on two boats which
which wete too small for his party.

John the Deacon (p.168): ‘cui Grecorum seu aliarum gen-
tium incole ubique usque ad patriam non denegabant impertiri
obsequia’.

MGH, §S, 111, p. 267, n.23.

Wipo, Gesta Chuonradi 11, imperatoris, c.22 in Wiponis Opera,
ed. H.Bresslau, MG H, SR G (Hanovet/Leipzig 1915) pp.
41ff: ‘tandem cum maximo labote per Venetiam mare Adriati-
cum ingtessus navigio calamitoso Constantinopolim pet-
venit’. For Bishop Wetner and Count Manegold’s embassy
see H.Bresslau, Jabrbiicher des Deutschen Reichs unter Konrad

II. (Leipzig 1879) 1, pp.234~6 and 271—5, H. Appelt,

Regesten des Kaiserreiches unter Konrad 11. 1014~1039, (Graz
1951) nos 116b and 1402 and Dolger, Regesten, no.830. The
bishop and the count had set out in the autumn of 1027 and
the count returned eatly in 1029.

Theophanis Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig 1883) 1, pp.
4724

For the text see [ J.B.] Buty, [ The Imperial Administrative
System in the Ninth Century |, Btitish Academy Supplemental
Papers 1 (1911) and reprint (New York, no date) p.156,
lines 17-19. Hiestand’s translation and intetpretation of
Philotheos’s remarks on the precedence of Frankish ambassa-
dots (Byzanz und das Regnum Italicum, pp.9off) cannot stand.
He takes yetporovia: to mean ‘letters of credence’ and

paganos ‘heathen’. For the correct interpretation of the latter
see Bury, pp.21ff and R.Guilland, Recherches sur les institutions
byzantines (Betlin 1967) 1, pp. 154ff. What Philotheos had to
say about the seating of Frankish bishops is, on the whole,
botne out by Liudprand of Ctemona. In Legatio, c.11 (p.
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181) he complained about his own placement at the emperot
Nikephotos’s table and that his companions had not even
been allowed to dine in the same house. But they wete
paganoi, men who held no office ot dignity. See also Legatio,
c.19 (p.186) where his relegation to a place below the
Bulgarian envoy was explained to him : the Bulgarian,
though dirty and wearing a brass chain, was a patricius and
ever since the basileus of the Bulgars, Peter, had martied
Maria Lecapena (927), Bulgarian ambassadots took prece-
dence over those of all other genses. This was not yet the
practice when Philotheos wrote. The Franks mentioned

by him in Bk 1v (p. 160, 1. 29) appear to have been in the
Empire’s setvice togethet with other ezbne. See H. Ahrweilet,
Byzance et la mer (Paris 1966) p. 200, n. 3.

For these problems see F. Dolger, ‘Die Kaiseturkunde det
Byzantiner als Ausdruck ihrer politischen Anschauungen’,
and ‘Buropas Gestaltung im Spiegel der friankisch-byzanti-
nischen Auseinandetsetzung des 9. Jahrhunderts’, in both his
Byzang, und die europiiische Staatenwelt (Ettal 1953, and his Wissen-
schaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 1964 ) pp. off and
282ff, W.Ohnsorge, Das Zweikaiserproblem im friiberen Mittel-
alter (Hildesheim 1947) and his paper ‘Byzanz und das
Abendland im 9. und 10. Jahrhundert, Zur Entwicklung
des Kaiserbegtriffes und det Staatsideologie’, in Abendiand
und Byzanz, pp. . O, Treitinger, Die ostrimische Kaiser-

und Reichsidee (2nd ed. Darmstadt 1956).

On this hierarchy and its history see G. A. Ostrogotsky, ‘Die
byzantinische Staatenhietrarchie’, Seminarium Kondakovianum,
viiI (Prague 1936) pp. 41.

Einhard, Vita Karoli Magni, c.28, ed. O.Holder-Egger,
MGH, SRG (Hanovet [ Leipzig 1911) p. 33, and Chatle-
magne’s letters to the emperors Nikephoras 1 and Michael 1
in M G H, Epistolae Karolini Aevi, 11, ed. E.Diimmler (Betlin
1895 ) pp. 546ff and 555ff. For the Jaudes see the Annales

regni Francorum for 812, ed. F.Kutrze, MG H, SR G (Hanover
1895 ) p.136. The best recent sutvey of Chatlemagne’s and
Pope Leo 117’s conflict and peace with Byzantium is P. Clas-
sen’s Karl der Grosse, das Papsttum und Byzang (Diisseldotf
1968).

De Cerimoniis Anlae Byzantinae, 11, c. 48, ed. 1.1.Reiske (Bonn
1829) pp. 689ff and p. 691, and cf. the salutationes, c. 47, pp.
6811

F.Dolget, ‘Die “Familie der Kénige” im Mittelaltet’, Byzanz
und die enropiische Staatemwelt, pp. 39ff and also ‘Die mittel-
alterliche “Familie der Fiitsten und Vélker” und der Bul-
garenherrschet’, op. cit., pp. 167ff. The Bulgar ruler Symeon
at times repudiated the spiritual fatherhood of the emperor,
cf. art, cit., pp. 177

See O.Meyert, ‘Eis vov piya Salwvias’, Festschrift Albert
Brackmann, ed. L. Santifaller (Weimar 1931) pp.123-36 and
the teview by Dolger, BZ, xxx1(1931) pp.439—42 and
especially [ W.] Ohnsorge, ‘Drei Deperdita [der byzanti-
nischen Kaiserkanzlei und die Frankenadtessen im Zere-
monienbuch des Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos’] Abend-
land und Byzanz, pp. 22711
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34 This against Ohnsorge (op. cit., p.247) who would identify
the ‘p%¢ Bawovpy’ with Arnolf.

35 Annales Fuldenses, pp.125, 130.

36 Duke Arnulf seized hostages at Verona and took them back
with him to Bavaria. Cf. Liudprand, Antapodosis, 111, cc. 49—
52 (pp.100ff) and K. Reindel, Die bayerischen Liutpoldinger,
Qwnellen und Erirterungen ur bayerischen Geschichte, Neue Folge,
x1 (Munich 1953 ) pp. 63ff. It could also be argued that if the
Emperor Alexander, Leo vI’s brother, in 912 sent a letter
announcing his accession to Conrad 1, the reputed rex
Germanias, he may also have addressed one to Arnulf. Cf.
infra, p. 40 and n. 67.

37 ‘Thietmar of Metseburg, Chronicon, 11, c.2 (p.40) : “fratri
suimet Heintico, Bawatiorum duci, ad serviendum traditus
est.’

38 Widukind of Corvey, Res Gestae Saxonicae, 11, c. 36, ed. P.
Hirsch and H.-E.Lohmann, MGH, SR G (Hanover 1935)
p.95 : ‘dum unanimes tes publicas augent, hostes debellant,
civibus paterna potestate presunt.’

39 Ruotger, Vita Brunonis, c.17, ed. 1.Ott, MGH, SR G, new
seties (Weimar 1951) p. 16 : ‘ipsis etiam Grecis formida-
bilem.” The editor connected this with Henry’s successful
offensive against the Magyars in 950.

40 De Administrando Imperio, p.142 and Commentary, pp.97 £,
megas here means ‘great’ or ‘superiot’ rather than ‘the eldet’.
For ‘megas rex’ see Dolger, ‘Europas Gestaltung’, op. cit.,
p. 286, n.7 and Hiestand, p. 208 and n.77 whete however
Otto’s designation as a megas rex in the De Administrando
Imperio, c. 30/ 73 is made to do duty for a style not found in
the Book of Ceremonies. W.Ohnsotge, ‘Drei Depetdita’ (pp.
234ff), categorically rejected a royal inscriptio for Henty in
952. ‘In diesem frinkischen Machtbeteich Ottos waz fiir ein
Kénigtum Bayern nicht Platz’ (pp.236ff). Yet the regal
character of the Liudolfing ducatus in Bavaria was still re-
membeted in the eleventh century. Wolfhere, St Godehard’s
biographer (c.1035 ), wrote of the Emperor Henry 11’s
father, Duke Henry 11, ‘qui eandem provinciam acsi regali
sibi dominatione vendicabat’. See the Viza Godebardi
Episcopi Hildenesheimensis prior, c.1, MGH, §§, x1, p.170.

41 De Administrando Imperio, cc.26 /37 (p.110) and 26 /71
(p.112) and Hiestand, pp. 110 and 132. That Bacidedw was an
ambiguous term is suggested by Dolget, loc. cit.

42 J.Gay, L’Italic méridionale et I’ Empire Byzantin (Patis 1904)
pp. 210ff. For the military and political situation on the two
fronts in the last years of Constantine vII’s reign see A. A,
Vasiliev, Byzance et Jes Arabes, 11, Les Relations politiques de
Byzance ¢t les Arabes & Iépogue de la dynastie Macédonienne, 1,
trans. and ed. M. Canard (Brussels 1968) pp. 378ff. For a detailed
but perhaps sometimes too dramatic account of the Byzan-
tine-Fatimite wars in southern Italy during the tenth century
see E. Eickhoff, Seckrieg und Secpolitik gwischen Lslam und
Abendland (650—1040) (Betlin 1966) pp. 296fF.

43 [V. von] Falkenhausen [ Untersuchungen siber die hyzantinische
Herrschaft in Siiditalien vom 9. bis ins 11. Jabrbundert] (Wies-
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baden 1967) p. 34. For the distinction between foreign trulers
who received letters and satellite princes who were sent
mandates from the imperial palace see Ostrogorsky, ‘Die
byzantinische Staatenhierarchie’, p. 49.

Liudprand, Legatio, c.11 (p.182): ‘Navigantium fortitudo
mihi soli inest’.

See Eickhoff, op. cit., pp. 345—51 and pp. 382ff for Basil 11’s
plans in 1025.

For this aristocracy and its continuing connections notth of
the Alps see E. Hlawitschka, Franken, Alemannen, Bayern und
Burgunder in Oberitalien (774—962), Forschungen gur oberrhein-
ischen Landesgeschichte, vi11 (Freiburg 1960).

Gesta Berengarii Imperatoris, 1v, Il 151~5, ed. P. Winterfeld,
MGH, Poetae, 1v, i, p. 400.

For an excellent account of these exchanges see Hiestand,
pp. 110ff with German translations of the Arabic texts (pp.
225—9) and also Wattenbach-Levison, Deutschiands Geschichts-
guellen im Mittelalter Vorzeit und Karolinger, 1v, tev. H.Loéwe
(Weimat 1963 ) p. 424 and n. 161.

G.Fasoli, I re d’Italia (888—962) (Flotence 1949) pp. 120ff,
Runciman, Romanus Lecapenns, pp. 192 and 195 where how-
ever events are misdated. From the tenor of the emperot’s
letter it seems probable that it was sent when the news of
Alberich’s coup had not yet reached Constantinople. Falken-
hausen, p. 43, however, agrees with Runciman that Romanus
treated the proffered marriage alliance coolly. Cf. also Hie-
stand, pp. 162—9, Dolgetr, Regesten, no. 625 and H. Zimmer-
mann, Papstregesten 911—1024, Regesta Imperii, 11, Sichsische
Zeit (Vienna, Cologne, Graz 1969) nos 111, 113. Fot a
general appraisal of imperial diplomacy based on the empite’s
dealings with the peoples of the northern frontier see D.
Obolensky, “The Principles and Methods of Byzantine
Diplomacy’, Actes du X 1T Congrés International &’ Etudes
Byzantines (Beograd 1963) 1, pp. 4511

Benedicti S. Andreae Chronicon, ed. G. Zucchetti, Fonti per la
storia d’Italia (Rome 1920) p.172.

Liudprand, Historia Ottonis, .6, ed. cit., p.163 and H. Zim-
mermann, Papstabsetzungen des Mittelalters (Graz, Vienna,
Cologne 1968) pp. 81ff, also Papstregesten, no.315. For Adal-
bert, Betenger 11’s son, seeking Greek aid see supra p. 30

n.9 and infra p. 48.

Schtamm, “Zwolf Briefe’, nos 1, 2 and 3, Kaiser Konige und
Piépste, 111, pp. 256-60 and ‘Kaiser, Basileus und Papst’, op.
cit., pp. 220-8. For Philagathos’s movements before his ele-
vation see M. Uhlirz, Jabrbiicher des dentschen Reiches unter Otto
IT und Otto 111, 11, Otto 111 983—1002 (Betlin, 1954) pp. 511~
517. On the whole episode see especially Zimmermann,
Papstabsetzungen, pp.105ff. For Johannes’s eatlier cateet

in the royal chapel see J.Fleckenstein, Die Hofkapelle der
deutschen Konige, 11, Die Hofkapelle im Rabmen der Ottonisch-
Salischen Reichskirche, Schriften der MG H, 16/ii (Stuttgart
1966) pp. 73fl. For further references see Zimmermann, Papst-
regesten, nos 784, 8o1.

Schramm, ‘“Zwolf Briefe’, no. 1, pp. 256ff.
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On the Byzantine connections of the Crescentii see also G.
Bossi, I Crescenzi, Atti della Pontificia Accademia d’Archeo-
logia, x11 (1915) p. 36. For Boniface v1I see Zimmermann,
Papstabsetzungen, pp.99—103 and Papstregesten, nos 524—6,
575, 582 and 630 with ample references.

Arnulfi gesta archiepiscoporum Mediolanensium, 1, c.11, MGH,
SS, virg, pp.offi: . .. De quo [Philagathos] dictum est quod
Romani decus imperii astute in Graecos transfetre temp-
tasset. Siquidem consultu et ope quorumdam civium Roma-
norum, praecipue Crescentii praedivitis apostolicam sedem
iam violenter invaserat.” Bengonis episcopi Albensis ad Heinri-
cum 1V imperatorem libri V'II, 1, c.13, MGH, §§, x1, p.6o4 :
“Tetcius denique Otto decollavit Crescentium, et cecavit
papam Sergium [instead of John], eo quod cum Grecis fre-
quentabant inlicitum commercium.” Cf. also V. Grumel, ‘Les
Préliminaires du schisme de Michel Cérulaire ou la Question
Romaine avant 1054, Revue des Etudes Byzantines, x (1952)
pp.sfi.

See De Cerimoniis, 11, c. 47 (p.680) for the chairetismoi
(formulae of salutation) spoken by the envoys from Rome
at their first audience and the iuserrogatio by the logothete.
For the reception of ambassadors in general see Treitinger,
op. cit., pp. 197£.

Bury, p.135 (text) and pp. 20ff.

In Constantine Porphyrogenitus De Thematibus, ed. A.
Pertusi, Studi ¢ Testi, cLx (Rome 1952) p.94, written in the
time of Romanus Lecapenus, papal ‘self-trule’ in Rome was
still called an innovation. The historical perspectives of the
empetor were avowedly lofty.

De Cerimoniis, 11, c. 44, pp.660-2. Fot the dispatch of these
stmall, patt naval, part military and part ‘diplomatic’ task
forces and the history of Byzantine relations with Capua,
Benevento, Salerno, Naples, Amalfi and Gaeta see Gay, pp.
210ff, Runciman, Romanus Lecapenus, pp.177ff and Falken-
hausen, pp. 120ff.

De Cerimoniis, loc. cit. Fot the Pharganoi see Ahrweiler,
Byzance et la mer, pp.110 and 397, n. 3. For the transports,
(karabia), op. cit., pp. 114 and 409. On the pazrikios Kosmas
see R. Guilland, ‘Les Patrices byzantins sous le régne de
Constantine vi1 Porphyrogénéte (913-959)°, Si/loge
Bizantina in onore di Silvio Giuseppe Mercati, Stndi Bigantini

e Neoellenici, 1% (1957) P.197.

De Cerimoniis, loc. cit., pp.661ff. Hiestand (p.171) has Kos-
mas command a large army and suffer an ‘annihilating defeat’
at the hands of Margrave Theobald of Spoleto with fat-
reaching consequences, a ‘renversement’ of Byzantine alli-
ances in Italy ¢. 935, which he regards as the putpose of Epi-
phanios’s mission. The only source for such a militaty catas-
trophe is Liudprand’s Antapodosis, 1v, c.9 (p.108) but the
frontier watfare he described thete stretched over several
years and his very brief account of it only set the scene for
one of his more macabre anecdotes (c.10). If Theobald
really mutilated a large number of captured Greeks, as Liud-
prand narrated, it is unlikely that Romanus would have
honoured him with presents only a year later. The story of
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the meeting between Kosmas and the defiant Landulf of
Benevento preserved in Cedrenus, 11, 355ff does not beat out
the hypothesis of a crushing Byzantine defeat. There is no
mention of any battle and we are very ill-informed indeed
about the course of these hostilities. In general and for his
comment on this passage see P. Lamma, ‘Il problema dei due
imperi e dell’Italia meridionale nel giudizio delle fonti lette-
rarie dei secoli ix e x°, A## del 3° Congresso internazionale di
Studi sull’ Alto Medioevo, Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto
Medioevo (Spoleto 1959) pp. 155 and esp. pp. 226—9.

De Cerimoniis, loc. cit., for example the scaramaggia, given to
high military and civil dignitaries every year before Palm
Sunday and mentioned frequently also in Philotheos’s K/e-
torologion as obligatory dress for various official oceasions.
For the annual gifts see Liudprand, Anzapodosis, vi, c.10
(p-158) who was invited to watch the cetemony in 950 on
one of his embassies.

Op. cit., p.662.

Falkenhausen, pp. 78ff and no. 1o (pp. 164fF) in her regestae of
charters issued by the sfrategoi of Langobardia.

When Atchbishop Arnulf of Milan entered Constantinople
in 1001 to conclude the negotiations for Otto 111’s marriage
to a porphyrogenita his horse was said to have been shod

with golden shoes. Bishop Werner of Strassburg in 927 then
had to imitate this feat. See Schramm, ‘Kaiser, Basileus und
Papst’, p.237, n.98 and Treitinger, p. 200, n.179. According
to a less legendary source, Archbishop Arnulf ‘satis episco-
paliter conversatus est in urbe regia’, Arnulfi gesta archi-
episcoporum Mediolanensium, 1, c. 13, MGH, 8§, vi11, p.10.
Widukind, 111, c. 2, p. 106.

Ohnsorge, ‘Drei Deperdita’, pp. 2274, and 232ff, ‘Byzanz und
das Abendland’, pp. 34ff, and n. 128, also Konstantinopel und
der Okzident (Darmstadt 1966) pp. 212f.

Leo’s illegitimate daughter — not a porphyrogenita — vwas the
first Byzantine princess to marry a Frankish king and future
emperot, Louis 111 of Provence, who was blinded in gos.
Karl Constantine, count of Vienne (¢.9o1—62), was their son,
On this marriage see Ohnsorge, ‘Drei Deperdita’, pp. 2294,
and Hiestand, pp. goff, who (p. 125, n.57) advanced good
reasons for thinking that the letter sent to Conrad 1 came
from Leo’s brother Alexander.

1t is difficult to mark the boundaty between long-distance
trade and diplomatic missions in the first half of the tenth
century. The immediate successors of the Carolingians in
Italy and Germany could not afford their expensive eastern
embassies. (Cf. supra, p. 30.) Otto 1’s earliest ambassador to
Constantinople in 949 was a rich Mainz merchant, and an
experienced slave-trader from Verdun took charge of the
ptesents on John of Gorze’s mission to Cordoba in 953. Cf.
Liudprand, Antapodosis, V1, c. 4, p.154, the Vita Iobannis
Gorgiensis, cc. 116, 117, MGH, S §, 1v, p. 370 and the pun-
gent remarks on Liudprand of Cremona’s own orientation
in G. Arnaldi’s ‘Liutprando e la storiografia contemporanea
nell’Ttalia centro-settentrionale’, La Storiografia . Alto-
medievale, Settimane di Studio del Centro Italiano di Studi
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sull’Alto Medioevo, xvi1 (Spoleto 1970) 11, pp. 515£.
Neither the indivisibility of the East-Frankish kingdom in
936 not the claims of Otto 1’s brothet, Henty guia natus esset
in aula regali (Vita Mathildis Reginae, c.9, MGH, §'S, 1v, p.
289) need be connected with the arrival of this letter as
Ohnsotge, op. cit., p.233, n. 30 and Ddlger, ‘Die Ottonen-
kaiset und Byzanz’, Karolingische und Ottonische Kunst,

Werden, Wesen, Wirkung, Forschungen gur Kunstgeschichte und
christlichen Archiologie, 111 (Wiesbaden 1957) p. 53 suggested.
They have perhaps occasionally claimed too much for Byzan-
tine influence, if only to educate the many historians of the
Ottonian period who, befotre their fine discoveties, neglected
and ignotred it. Hiestand (p. 170) thought it significant that
shortly after receiving the Greek letter Conrad was called
invictus in the protocol of one of his diplomata (M GH,
Urkaunden, 1, p. 17) but although it is singular in his reign the
epithet was at home in the East-Frankish chancery of the
ninth century.

Apnnales Hildesheimenses, ed. G.Waitz, MG H, SR G (Hanovet
1878) p.20 and ‘cum muneribus maximis’ in the Annales
Altabenses maiores, ed. E.Oefele (Hanover 1891) p.8 and
Mystakidis, p. 17 where however the embassy is dated 944.
For the mission of 949 cf. supra p. 35 and E. von Ottenthal,
Die Regesten des Kaiserreichs unter Heinrich I. und Otto I. 919—
973 (Innsbtruck 1893, Hildesheim 1967) no.174a. For 952
see Liudprand, Legatio, c. 5, pp.178fL. For 956 see Widukind
of Cotvey, 111, c. 56, p. 135.

De Cerimoniis, 11, c. 48, p.691, ll. 13—20 and cf. p.689, 1l. 4~12.
On the differences between the two protocols see Ostro-
gorsky, ‘Staatenhierarchie’, p. so. The mote elaborate and
solemn formula also mentioned a golden bull whereas the
simpler one for the rex Saxonias etc. omitted it but this may
be due to cateless compilation.

Die Briefe des Bischofs Rather von Verona, ed. F. Weigle, MG H,
Die Briefe der dentschen Kaisergeit, 1 (Weimar 1949) no. 7,

p. 41, Hiestand, p. 206 and H. Keller, ‘Das Kaisertum Ottos
des Grossen im Verstindnis seiner Zeit’, Deutsches Archiv
Jfiir Erforschung des Mitselalters, XX (1964) p.339.

On Byzantine relations with Anglo-Saxon England see R. S.
Lopez, ‘Le Probléme des relations anglo-byzantines du
septiéme au dixitme sitcle’, Byz., xvIi1 (1948) pp.139ff. On
tenth~century English wotks of att that owed something to
Byzantine prototypes see D. Talbot Rice, ‘Britain and the
Byzantine World in the Middle Ages’ in Bygantine Art — An
European Art, Lectures given on the occasion of the 9th Exhibition
of the Council of Europe (Athens 1966) pp. 33ff.

Die Briefsamminng Gerberts von Reims, ed. F. Weigle, MG H,
Die Briefe der deutschen Kaiserzeit, 11 (Berlin, Ziirich, Dublin
1966) no. 111, pp.139ff, and A.Vasiliev, ‘Hugh Capet of France
and Byzantium’, DOP, vi (1951) pp. 229ff whose genea-
logies however do not convince. Cf. Dolger, BZ, XLV {1952),
pp. 4674

For Robert’s marriage to Rozala-Susanna, the daughter of
Betengar 11 of Italy and Willa, see R.Ké&pke and E. Diimm-
let, Kaiser Otto der Grosse (Leipzig 1876) p. 380 and n. 2, and
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[Ch.] Phister, [ Etudes sur le régne de Robert le Pienx (996—
1031) ], B[ ibliothéque de I’ ] E[ cole des] H [ autes] E [ tudes],
Lx1v (Patis 1885) pp.43ff.

On Bishop Odalric’s pilgrimage (between 1025-8) see Rodulf
Glaber, Historiarum Libri Quingue, 1v, c.6, ed. cit., pp. 107ff,
and Pfister, pp. 349, 353.

Willelmi Malmesbiriensis Monachi de gestis regum Anglorum, 11,
135, ed. W.Stubbs, RS (1887) 1, pp. 149ff. For Hugh the
Great’s marriage see P.Lauer, Rober? I°" et Raoul de Bour-
gogne (923—936), BE HE, cLxxxviri (Paris 1910) p.45 and
C.N.L.Brooke, The Saxon and Norman Kings (London 1963),
pp- 135, where however Baldwin count of Flandets (0b.
918) is wrongly named as Hugh’s ambassador instead of his
son Adelolf. For the poem see [ L. H.] Loomis, [ “The Holy
Relics of Chatlemagne and King Athelstan: The Lances of
Longinus and St. Mauricius’], Specalum, xxv (1950) pp.
4374

On the relics and theit dispetsal see Loomis, and ‘The Athel-
stan gift story and its influence on English Chronicles and
Carolingian Romances’, Publications of the Modern Langnages
Association, LXV11 (1952) pp. §21ff. For a commentary on
Hugh the Great’s presents and on royal treasures in the eatly
Middle Ages see especially P. E. Schramm and F, Miitherich,
Denkmale der dentschen Konige und Kaiser (Munich 1962) pp.
26ff, 55, 57, 69, 95.

Bishop Odalric of Orléans received a large patticle of the
cross and many cloths of silk for King Robert from the
emperor Constantine vIII (s#pra n.77). Henty 11 had a relic
of St Andtew from Basil 11. See Ohnsorge, ‘Die Legation
des Kaisers Basileios 11. an Heinrich 11.°, Abendland und
Byzanzg, p.301.

G. Henderson, Early Medieval Style and Civiligation (ed. London
1972) pp. 115 ff. In a late twelfth-century Abingdon notice
William of Malmesbury’s vas guoddam ex onichino (Gesta Regum,
p-150) has become an antiguum vas quoddam ex onichino,
Chronicon Monasterii de Abingdon, ed. J.Stevenson, RS (1858)
11, p. 276, n. 7. For the onyx cup sent to King Hugh of Ttaly
see De Cerimoniis, 11, . 44, p.661. The 32 onyx chalices in the
treasury of St Marks, Venice, are listed, described and illus-
trated in A. Pasini, I/ Tesoro di San Marco (Venice 1886) pp. 54ff.
Glass-ware and perfumes figure on Epiphanios’s list of gifts
for King Hugh and on Widukind’s (cf. supra p. 40 and n.61
and Widukind, 111, c. 56, p.135) though it must be temem-
bered that the Saxon writer lumped together presents from
Byzantium, Cétdoba and Rome. The theme of exotic animals
Saxonibus antea invisa (loc. cit.) ot petfumes gualia nunquam
antea in Anglia visa fuerant (William of Malmesbury, loc. cit.)
presented by envoys from afar, was common ground for
writers who wanted to proclaim the tising tenown and
authority of their rulers.

Ruodlieb, v, 1. 314 and esp. 1L. 321ff, ed. K.Langosch, Wa/-
tharius. Ruodlieb. Mirchenepen, 3 ed., Wissenschaftliche Buch-
gesellschaft (Darmstadt 1967) pp. 132ff. The jewellery is
described in v, ll. 351, and on p. 373, no.144 and pp. 168ff in
Schramm-Mitherich, op. cit.
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A.Boeckler, ‘Ottonische Kunst in Deutschland’, I problemi
comuni dell’ Enropa post-Carolinga, Settimane di Studio del
Centro Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo, 11 (Spoleto
1955) p.351.
That the Joros (latin #rabea) became part of Ottonian impetial
dtess is shown convincingly by J.Déet, ‘Byzanz und die
Herrschaftszeichen des Abendlandes’, BZ, . (1957) pp.
405ff. A fine example is the Cluny ivoty showing Otto 11 and
Theophanu crowned by Christ (Schramm-Miitherich, no.73
and cf. no.74), another the great image of Otto 111 in the
Reichenau Gospels at Munich (op. cit., no. 108). Whether
the golden stole Henry 11 is shown wearing in the Gospels
he gave to Monte Cassino (Ms Vat. Ottob. lat.74) belongs to
this gente, is less certain (Schramm-Miitherich, no.141) but
the citcumscription *, . . caesar et augustus trabeali munere
dignus’, suggests that it was some kind of /oros. Monte
Cassino lay in a contested sphete of influence between the
two empites and here above all the western emperot wanted
to be seen as the basilens’s peet who saw to it that justice was
done. For a different view see K. Hoffmann, Taufsymbolik im
mittelalterlichen Herrscherbild, Bonner Beitrége ur Kunstwissen-
schaft, 1x (Disseldotf 1968) pp. 77ff who thought that the
emperor is shown wearing a deacon’s stole as rex e# sacerdos.
See also H.Bloch, ‘Monte Cassino, Byzantium and the West
in the earlier Middle Ages’, D O P, 111 (1946) pp. 166{f. For
a full-page illumination of an emperor, again Henry 11,
crowned by Christ see H. Jantzen, Ottonische Kunst (Munich
1947) p. 103 and pl. 89, the sacramentary he gave to Bam-
etg.
Thietmar of Metseburg, Chronicon, 11, c.15, p.56. The debate
about Theophanu’s origins and parentage has not yet ended.
It is difhicult to discredit Thietmat’s statement that she was
John Tsimiskes’s niece and not the bride the Ottonians
really wanted. It is corroborated by her dower diploma
(MGH, Urkunden, 11, 1, no. 21, p.29) and Thietmar whose
fathet served the emptess had no reason to belittle her. For
him she was all the same immensa nobilitate (1v, c. 14, p.148).
H. Wentzel, ‘Das byzantinische Erbe der ottonischen Kaiser.
Hypotesen iibet den Brautschatz der Theophano’, Aachener
Kunstblitter, xL (1971) pp. 15ff would lead the whole com-
plex of Byzantine objects and wotks of art associated with
Henty 11 back to Theophanu’s bridal treasure. I owe this
reference to Dr J. O, Alexandert.
For brief general sutveys see Boeckler, op. cit. (.84 supra),
W.Messerer, ‘“Zur byzantinischen Frage in der ottonischen
Kunst’, BZ, 11 (1959) pp. 32ff, K. Weitzmann, ‘Various
Aspects of Byzantine Influence on the Latin Countries from
the sixth to the twelfth Century’, D O P, xx (1966) pp. 14-19,
O.Demus, “The Role of Byzantine Art in Europe’, Byzan-
tine Art — An European Art, pp. 8ofl.
For example the full-face seals of Otto 1 after 962 (Messetet,
op. cit., pp.41ff) and Liudprand of Cremona’s clandestine
efforts to buy purple pa/lia for Otto at Constantinople in 968
(Legatio, cc.53, 54, p-204). Some of the lessons were older.
However much the East-Frankish kings, Louis the German,
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his sons and their historian Meginhard frowned on Chatles
the Bald’s emperotship they had taken careful note of his
new Greek ways as did Hincmat. See Annales Fuldenses, 876
ed. F.Kurze, MG H, SR G (Hanover 1891) p. 86 and Aunales
Bertiniani, ed. G. Waitz, MG H, SR G (Hanover 1883) pp.
130ff. Regensburg, the workshop of Henty 11’s sacramentary,
in the tenth century possessed the Codex Aurens of ¢.870
with its full-page pictute of the enthroned Chatles, one of
the most splendid cteations of his court school. Of the two
representations of Henty in the sacramentaty, one followed
this model (Schramm-Miitherich, cf. nos 52 and 111). If Dt
J. M. Wallace-Hadrill is right and Chatles’s ‘intetest in Late
Antiquity was markedly stronger than his alleged interest in
Byzantiuny’, Early Germanic Kingship in England and on the
Continent (Oxford 1971) p. 132, this source too could
strengthen the hand of an Ottonian emperor against his
Byzantine peers.

W. Ohnsorge, ‘Das nach Goslar gelangte Auslandsschreiben
des Konstantinos 1x. Monomachos fiir Kaiser Heinrich 111
von 1049, Abendland und Byzanzg, pp. 319ff.

For a survey of these titles and offices in Otto 111’s entout-
age see Schramm’s article in Kaiser, Konige und Pépste, 111,

pp. 277 and C.Erdmann, Forschungen gur politischen Ideen-
welt des Frilbmittelalters (Betlin 1951) pp. 105ff. Both wanted
to diminish theit Byzantine echoes. In the case of Otto 111’s
logothetes Fleckenstein, Hofkapelle, pp. 107ff has shown that the
young emperotr borrowed mote than a mere word.

The sources are quoted and discussed in M. Uhlirz, Jabr-
biicher des Dentschen Reiches unter Otto I1. und Otto 111, 11, pp.
5491

Thietmar of Metseburg, 1v, ¢.47, p.184 and Schramm,
Kaiser, Rom und Renovatio, pp.110ff.

Thietmat, 1V, C. 44, p.182: . . . comitantibus secum Ziazone
tunc patricio et Roberto oblacionario.” On his identity which
has been much disputed I hope to say something in another
place.

Preserved amongst Gerbert’s letters. See Briefsammilung, no.
186, p.222.

K.Holl, Enthusiasmus und Bussgewalt beim griechischen Monch-
tum (Leipzig 1898). I owe this reference to Mr P. Brown.
Pethaps the Calabrian monk Gregory, abbot of Burtscheid,
should be added to this list but see A. Hofmeistet’s critique
of Gregory’s two witae in ‘Studien zu Theophano’, Fesz-
schrift Edmund E. Stengel (Miunstet /| Cologne 1952) pp.238fL.
Otto 111’s quest for spiritual advice and his penances are
described in, for example, Peter Damian’s 177ta Beati Romu-
aldi, c.25, ed. G. Tabacco, Fonti per la storia d’Italia (Rome
1957) pp. 53ff, in the V7#z of bishop Burchard of Worms,
c.3 (MGH, §S, 1v, p.833) and in that of St Nilus, cc.91,
92, 93, excerpted in op. cit., pp.617fL. See also Brun of Quet-
furt’s Vita Quingue Fratrum, c.7, MGH, §§, xv, 11, p.724 :
‘vigiliae tamen, saccus et iefunium, quibus pollebat’. Some
of Otto’s friends shared these experiences. For his relations
with Odilo of Cluny see E.Sackur, Die Cluniazenser (Halle
1892) 1, pp. 334fF. That they lacked warmth may be inferred
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from a passage in Jotsaldus’s Epitaphium of the abbot, Bk i,
c.6: ‘. .. Principibus et potestatibus christianis . . . ita amica-
bilem et officiosum se teddidit, ut tamquam alter Toseph ab
omnibus mirabiliter amaretur . . . Concutrat in hunc amorem
Rotbertus rex Francotum; accedat Adheleida mater Ottonum;
veniat etiam Heinricus imperator Romanorum . ..” Otto 111

is missing. (MGH, §§, xv, p.813.)

99 Otto’s ascetic pursuits were reproved in Brun, op. cit., c.7,
p-724. Thietmar wrote : ‘multa faciebat, quae diversi diverse
sentiebant’ (1v, ¢.47, p.184).

100 Widukind, 111, .71, p. 148 and cf. p.103.

101 Die Brzef.ramm/ung Gerberts von Reims, no. 26, p

102 Alpcrtus De Episcopis Mettensibus Lzbellm c. I M GH, SS,

p. 698.

103 Otloh, Liber Visionum, 17, MGH, S5, x1, p. 385 and the
same stoty in a codex once belonging to St Michael’s,
Hildesheim, MGH, 55, 1v, p.888. Whethet the passage in
Adam of Bremen’s Gestia Hammaburgensis Ecclesiae Pontificum,
111, c. 32, ed. B.Schmeidler, MGH, SR G (Hanover [ Leipzig
1917) p. 174 : ‘Ideoque nec mirum esse, si Grecos diligeret,
quos vellet etiam habitu et moribus imitari; quod et fecit’
really refers to Henty 111 rather than to Archbishop Adalbert
must remain a little uncertain,

104 A South-Italian Greek bishop, Leo, who was expelled for
abetting Otto 11’s invasion in 982, found a refuge in Litge.
See Rupett’s Chronicon Sancti Laurentii Leodiensis, c.10, MG H,
S8, viII, p.266. In general see J.M. McNulty and B. Hamil-
ton, ‘Orientale Lumen et Magistta Latinitas : Greek influ-
ences on Western Monasticism (9oo—1100)’, Le Millénaire
dn Mont Athos, 9631963, Etudes et Mélanges ( Chevetogne
1963) 1, pPp. 1818, Fot want of conctete evidence the authors
are Forced to conclude that these influences were ‘impondet-
able’ (p.215). B. Bischofl’s indispensable papet ‘Das grie-
chische Element in der abendlindischen Bildung des Mittel-
alters,” now in Miztelalterliche Sindien (Stuttgart 1967) 11,

Pp. 246ff prompts caution.

105 William of Malmesbury, Gesta Regum, 11, 148, ed. cit., 1, p.
165. For the Greek bishop see the Liber Eliensis, ed. E.O.
Blake, Camden Society, 3td seties, xc11 (London 1962)
p-73. I am indebted to Mt James Campbell for this reference.

106 Atchbishop Brun’s Greek eloguentia was praised not only by
his biographer Routger but also in the Vita Iobannis Gor-
giensis, c.116, MGH, §§, 1v, p.370.

107 On the spitit of the eleventh-century pilgrimage to Jeru-
salem : R.W. Southern, The Making of the Middle Ages
(London 1953 ) pp. s1ff. Also E.R.Labande, ‘Recherches sut
les pelerins dans ’Europe des xi® et xii® siecles’, Cabiers de
Civilisation Médidvale, 1 (1958) pp. 15911, 3391,

108 There are some useful pages on French pilgrimages in the
eleventh century in R.Pfistet, op. cit., pp. 344f. Cf. also J.
Ebersolt, Orient et Occident, Recherches sur les influences byzan-
tines et orientales en France avant les Croisades (Paris [Bruxelles
1928) pp. 71ff and H. Dauphin, Le Bienbeurensx Richard Abbé
de Saint-V anne de Verdun, Bibliothéque de la Revue 4’ Histoire
Ecclésiastigne, xx1v (Patis [ Louvain 1946) pp. 278ff. Abbot
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Richard was said to have headed 700 pilgrims. Duke Robert
of Normandy went : ‘ingenti multitudine.” Rodulf Glabe,
1V, c.7, p.108.

Das Register Gregors V11, 1, 46; 49; 11, 37, ed. E.Caspatr,
MGH, Epistolae Selectae (2 ed. Betlin 1955 ) 1, pp. 69ff, 751,
172fF.

Cf. supra p.1 and Rodulf Glabet, 1v, c.6, p.106: ‘Pet idem
tempus ex universo otbe tam innumerabilis multitudo cepit
confluere ad Sepulchrum Salvatotis Therosolimis quantam
nullus hominum ptius sperare poterat.’

Ibid.

Among the pilgrims from Germany it is easiet to find women
making the journey in the tenth century than in the eleventh.
Cf. R.Rohricht, Dze Deutschen im Heiligen Lande (Innsbruck
1894).

Ekkeberti Vita Sancti Haimeradi Presbiteri, c.4, MGH, S S,

X, p. 6oo.

See J.Becket’s introduction to ed. cit., pp. xxxiiff.

He may have gone to Byzantium again on a more festive
mission only three years later in 971. Cf. n. 24 supra.
Ohnsorge, ‘Die Anerkennung des Kaisertums Ottos 1. dutch
Byzanz’, Konstantinopel und der O kgident, pp. 1801

Liudprand, Legatio, p. 175 fot the inscriptio, c. 5, p.178; C. 41,
p.197; €. 52, p. 203 ; cc.60~2, pp. 208-10.

Op. cit., c.3, p.177; €. 10, pP. 181 ; C. 41, pp.1978; c. 52, p. 203.
Op. cit., c.46, p. 200, L.11; and c.55, p. 205, .25 and c.65,

p. 212, 11.6ff. Once Liudprand eluded his guatrds in a church
and received messages from his clandestine connections. In
Saxon historiography Nikephoras’s downfall in December
969 was linked with his failure against Otto 1.

Op. cit., cc. 29, 30, pp. 190off. Cf. also ¢.37, p.194.

Notkeri Balbuli Gesta Karoli Magni Imperatoris, 11, cc. 5, 6, ed.
H.F.Haefele, MGH, SR G, new seties, x11 (Betlin 1959)
pp. 52ff.

Annales Altabenses Maiores, ed. E.L.B. von Oefele, MG H,

SR G (Hanover 1891) p.67. Bishop Gunther of Bamberg
wrote home : ‘Experti enim sumus Ungros sine fide famul-
antes, Vulgarios occulte rapientes, fugimus Uzos aperte
debachantes, Constantinopolitanos vidimus graece et im-
petrialiter arrogantes.’



William of Tyre

R.H.C.DAVIS

William of Tyre’s Historia Rerum in Partibus Transmarinis Gestaram
(henceforth referred to as The Overseas History) recounts the history
of the Latin kingdom of Jerusalem from 1094 to 1184, the earlier
part being compiled from previous chronicles and the later (pat-
ticularly from 1167) being written as contemporary history while
William was at the very centre of affairs. Its value for the history of
the crusades has long been recognised ; indeed it is not too much
to say thatalmost all western histories of the crusades stem directly
from his work. It is therefore curious that the most recent edition
of it (in the Recueil des Historiens des Croisades) dates from as long
ago as 1844, and sad that it is physically so cuambersome (a folio
volume of 1134 pages) that it is difficult to read it for any length of
time ‘at a sitting”. In this latter respect relief comes from the very
effective English translation by E. A. Babcock and A.C.Krey in
Columbia University’s Records of Civilization series, but because it
was published in 1944 it is extremely rare in England.2 A new
edition of the Latin text, complete with the twelfth chapter of Book
x1x which was previously thought missing, has now been pro-
mised by R.B.C. Huygens,3and if that fulfils expectations and
identifies all William’s sources, the study of the Owverseas History
will enter a new and happier era. For the present we will content
ourselves with some general, and rather elementary, remarks about
the work as a monument of cultural history and its effectiveness as
a contact between Eastand West.

On the face of it, William of Tyre was the perfect ‘contact man’.
Born in Jerusalem (¢. 1130), probably of Italian parents, he had a
good working knowledge of both Greek and Arabic. To this he
addedafull western education, studying Artsand Theology atParis
for sixteenyears(¢. 1145 — 61 )and Civil Lawat Bologna foranother
four (1161 §).4 He visited the papal curia at least twice, in 1169
and 1178, the second occasion being for the third Lateran council
of which he wrote a history which is now lost. He went to Byzan-
tium on embassies in 11678 and 1179. He was supplied with
Arabic histories by Amaury 1, king of Jerusalem, who knew him
well, and who commissioned him to write the history of his own
reign, of the kingdom since 1094, and of the neighbouring oriental
princes. Thanks mainly to royal patronage, he received a prebend
in Tyre Cathedral in 1165, was made archdeacon in 1167, tutor to
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the king’s son Baldwin (1v) in 1170, chancellor of the kingdom in
1174, and archbishop of Tyre in 1175. It was his ambition to end
his life as patriarch of Jerusalem, but when the vacancy occurred
he had lost his former influence at court, and he was disappointed.
He continued writing his history, which he brought down to the
end of 1184, till within a month or two of his death, but its tone
was decidedly pessimistic:
Up to the present time, in the preceding books, we have de-
scribed to the best of our ability the remarkable deeds of the
brave men who for eighty years and more have held the ruling
power in our part of the Orient, and particularly at Jerusalem.
Now, in utter detestation of the present, amazed at the material
which is presented before our eyes and ears, things unfit to be
told even in the songs of a Codtus or the recitals of a Maevius,
whatever they may be, we lack courage to continue.5. ..

This pessimism is not a thing which should be overlooked, for it
has a bearing on William’s impartiality which, though remarkable
by medieval standards, was certainly not absolute. If we read the
history straight through from 1095 to 1184 (two volumes in
English translation) we cannot help getting the impression that
the author is consciously writing a tragedy, which might well have
been entitled “The Rise and Fall of the Kingdom of Jerusalem’.
When we get to the end, it is with surprise that we discover that the
history does not reach its seemingly appointed end, but stops
abruptly almost three years befote the battle of Hattin, and the fall
of Jerusalem. This, of course, was because the author had died in
1184. But how did he know that the kingdom was going to fall?
In fact, of course, he was only prophesying, but people who
prophesy do so because they have a Message. What was his?

To discover this we will do best to start with what he tells us
about himself. First, he was a patriot. When he came to write a
prologue to his whole history, he admitted freely that it was ‘the
command of King Amaury I’ which had induced him to start the
work. But the reason why he had kept on with it, he says, was ‘an
insistent love of my country’.

She spurs me on, I repeat, and with that authority which
belongs to her imperiously commands that those things which
have been accomplished by her during the course of almost
a centuty be not buried in silence and allowed to fall into
undeserved oblivion.6
This pattiotism was the more intense because William, unlike most
crusaders, had actually been born in the kingdom, Jerusalem being
(as we now know from the recently discovered chapter x1x. 12)
his native city. This is important because the crusaders who were
born in the Holy Land formed a distinct party known as p#llan:
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who were constantly at odds with those who came out from the
West;7and the reason why William himself was not elected patri-
arch of Jerusalemin 1180 was that at that time the p#/lani were out
of favour, all things being ordered by their arch-enemy Agnes de
Courtenay, the queen-mother.

William of Tyre, thoughhe wroteina very dispassionate manner,
was undoubtedly a party man. In his Overseas History he quietly but
consistently praised the p#/lani, notably Raymond of Tripoli, and
showed how failure after failure was due to the blundering of those
crusaders who came out from the West and insisted on deciding
the military strategy of the kingdom before they had begun to
understand the realities of the situation. It is a view which, thanks
to William, has received very wide supportfrom modern historians,
but, as might be expected, it was not general in the Middle Ages.
Most western chroniclers thought that it was the p#//ani who wete
responsible for the collapse of the kingdom, accusing them of
having put their private interests before those of the kingdom, and
of having misled, deserted and betrayed King Guy at the battle of
Hattin (1187). As William of Newburgh putit:

The new natives of that land, whom they call pa/lani, have
been infected by the neighbourhood of the Saracens, and as
between Christians and Saracens seem to be neither one thing
not the other.8
Jacques de Vitry put it more strongly :
They make treaties with the Satacens and are glad to be at
peace with Christ’s enemies; they are quick to quarrel with
one another, and skirmish and levy civil war against one
another; they often call upon the enemies of the faith to help
them against Christians, and are not ashamed to waste the
forces and treasure, which they ought to use against the
infidels to God’s glory, in fighting against one another to
the injury of Christendom.?
Itisaninteresting fact that though western chroniclers were almost
unanimous in their condemnation of the p#//ani, they never seem
to have identified William of Tyre as being one of them — and this
in spite of the fact that they knew his Overseas History well. Capti-
vated by his picturesque narrative and self-evident devotion to the
kingdom, they assumed he was ‘one of themselves’, and proceeded
to read their own thoughts into what he had written. Jacques de
Vitry, for example, obviously thought that in attacking the puliani
he was merely echoing the opinions of William of Tyre. But though
we can tell which chapter of William’s work he was following,
because he repeats many of its words and phrases, it is clear that he
missed the point completely.
In this chapter (xx1. 7) William is trying to explain why it was
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that though the earlier crusaders had often succeeded in defeating
Muslim forces which were superior in number, the later crusaders
were often defeated by inferior forces. He offers three reasons.
First (conventionally) ‘that our forefathers were religious men and
feared God’. Second (and perhaps as a consequence of the first),
that whereas the original crusaders were accustomed to military
discipline, the people of the East had now become “unused to the
art of war and unfamiliar with the rules of battle, and gloried in
their state of inactivity’. This, of course, was the passage which
attracted the attention of Jacques de Vitry and furnished him with
the material for his diatribe on the debility and moral turpitude of
the pallani, but in William of Tyre’s chapter it served merely as a
prologue for the third reason, which was the one which really mat-
tered, and to which he gave more space than both the others to-
gether. This was the fact that whereas in the time of the First
Crusade the Muslims were disunited, almost every city having its
own ruler, ‘now, since God has so willed it, all the Kingdoms adjac-
ent to us have been broughtunder the power of one man’.10 To him
the fact that mattered was the steady progress of Muslim unity from
Zangiand Nur-ed-Din to Saladin. But this was a point which went
over the heads of most westerners. They preferred the sermon
aboutthe decline of martial valour, and failed to notice that the gen-
eral theme of William’s Hiszoryamounted, not toanattack, but to a
defence of the general strategy of the native-born barons ot pallani.
William never states in so many words what that strategy was,
but it is not difficult to divine. Since the Muslims gained strength
as they became united, the Christians had to ensure that they were
kept disunited ; and since the Christians were few and the Muslims
many, it was in the interest of the Christians to maintain a balance
of power by allying with one Muslim against another. Thus
William thought it sensible of King Fulk to join forces with the
Muslim ruler of Damascus against the rising power of Zangi, and
he was careful to explain that the alliance was worthwhile since the
Muslim fulfilled his part of the bargain and helped the crusaders to
capture Banyas (1140).
Then might be witnessed a strange and novel sight : a hostile
people [Damascenes] encouraging an enemy [Crusaders] to
the fiercest warfare, and as an ally actually in arms for the
destruction of the common foe [Zangi]. Nor could it be
readily discerned which of the allied armies battled more
valiantly against the common enemy ot urged on the attack
more bittetly ot persevered thelonger in the burden of battle.
Christians and Damascenes were equal in courage and united
inpurpose. (xv.9)
That was an example of pallani policy atits best.
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In sharp contrast was King Amaury’s invasion of Egypt. It was
undertaken in order to stiffen the resistance of the Fatimids to Nut-
ed-Din but, as William pointed out, it had exactly the opposite
effect. Instead of keeping Nur-ed-Din out of Egypt it merely
brought his armies in, and enabled him to control the policy of
Egyptas wellas of Syria (1169).

But now, on the contrary, all things have been changed for
the worse. ‘How is the most fine gold changed’ and ‘my harp
also is turned into mourning’. Wherever I turn I find only
reasons for fear and uneasiness. The sea refuses to give us a
peaceful passage, all the regions round about are subject to
the enemy, and the neighbouring Kingdoms are making pre-
parations to destroy us, (XX. 10)
From this time on, the hope was that Nur-ed-Din’s generals in
Egypt, Shirkuh and his nephew Saladin, would fall out with their
master and make themselves independent. This hope was not
realised, but when Nur-ed-Din died (1174 ), Saladin set about seiz-
ing the whole kingdom for himself. He won Damascus quickly,
but was opposed by Nur-ed-Din’s son, Es-Salih, who established
himself at Aleppo. In William of Tyre’s view the crusaders should
then have done everything possible to perpetuate this division,
bolstering up Es-Salih with well-timed diversionary attacks on
Saladin. But, in fact, they did little or nothing, and in 1182 Aleppo
fell to Saladin.
Redoubled fear took hold of our people on hearing this news,
for the result most dreaded had come to pass. From the first
it had been apparent to the Christians that if Saladin should
succeed in adding Aleppo to his principality, our territory
would be as completely encompassed by his power and
strength asif it were ina state of siege. (X XI1. 24)

The general point is illustrated by some of William’s remarks
about Humphrey de Toron 11 (d. 1179), who belonged to the
inner circle of the pallani and was constable of the kingdom. He
tells us how in 1152 the Christian army was harassed by Nur-ed-Din
on its march from Tell Beshir to Antioch, and how Humphrey
received vital information from an enemy soldier “who belonged
to the household of a very powerful Turkish noble who was bound
to the constable in fraternal alliance’, and that very closely (qui
eidem constabulario fraterno foedere junctus erat, et in eo tenacissimns ). He
reported that Nur-ed-Din intended to return with his army to his
own land that very night, for all the provisions in his camp were
exhausted and he could not pursue the Christians further’ (X VII.
17). It should be noticed that William of Tyre does not criticise
Humphrey for having friends among the Muslims. On the con-
trary, he accepts such alliances as the simplest and most economical
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way of trying to reduce the power of Nur-ed-Din. The only trouble
was that after Nur-ed-Din’s death the power which had to be
reduced was not that of his son, Es-Salih, but of his rival Saladin,
and then Humphrey was liable to find himself with the ‘wrong’
friends. In theory he should have dropped his former allies among
the Muslims and made new ones to suit the changed political
circumstances, but in fact he remained (as William of Tyre com-
plained) ‘too closely associated in the bonds of friendship with
Saladin’,and negotiated a truce with him.
His action was decidedly detrimental to our interests, for thus
this prince [Saladin], who should have been resisted to the
utmost lest his insolence towards us increase with his power,
won our good will, and he whose ever-increasing strength
was to the disadvantage of the Christians dared to count upon
us (XXI8).

William of Tyre and his pullani friends believed in maintaining a
balance of power in the ‘Eastern parts’, and consequently thought
itdesirable to knowArabicand maintain contacts with the Muslims,
so that they could understand the political situation as it really was,
and exploit every possible division in Islam. They did not object
to the idea of alliances with the Muslims, but insisted that such
alliances should be made with those Muslims who were on the
decline. As part of the same policy they believed that they should
work for the greatest possible unity amongst the Christian states,
and be prepared in particular to collaborate with the Byzantine
Empire. If Damascus and Cairo could be kept in a state of mutual
hostility,and Constantinopleand Jerusalem be unitedina common
purpose, the future of the Latin kingdom would be assured.

It was true that the Byzantines and crusaders had along tradition
of mutual ill-will, but by the third quarter of the twelfth century
both were in such peril from the Muslims that they were prepared
to sink their differences. The emperor Manuel1(1143—80), whose
mother was a Hungarian, and whose two successive wives were
both Westerners, was patticularly well disposed, and in 1167 pro-
posed an alliance with the crusaders against Egypt. King Amaury
responded favourably and sent William of Tyre as one of his en-
voys to Constantinople to conclude a treaty. The mission was ac-
complished successfully, and as a result a considerable Byzantine
fleet (consisting of 150 well-armed galleys, 6o vessels for transport-
ing horses, and 10-20 supply-ships) assisted the crusaders in
their attack on Damietta in 1169. Theattack provedafailure, but in
1171 King Amaury went to Constantinople himself to convince
the emperor of the feasibility of further projects.

In frequent intimate talks with the emperor, sometimes
privately and sometimes in the presence of the illustrious
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nobles of the imperial court, the King explained the reasons
that had led to his visit and set forth at length the needs of
his Kingdom. He dwelt upon the immortal fame which the
emperor might win by undertaking the subjugation of Egypt,
and demonstrated by positive proofs how easily the project
might be accomplished. Persuaded by his words, the emperor
lent a favourable ear to the King’s proposition and promised
to carry out his wishes in full. (xx. 23)
This is a far cry from the usual run of crusader chronicles which
lashed themselves into a fury over the ‘vanity’, ‘plausibility’ and
‘treachery’ of the Greeks, but in his Overseas History William of
Tytre was continuing the diplomatic work which he had begun as
King Amaury’s ambassador. He was trying to persuade his fellow
Latins that though they might not like the Greeks they could not
afford to be enemies.

Whenever he touches on the subject of Byzantium, William
shows himself to be a master of “public relations’. He does not deny
unpleasant facts. He makes it quite clear that he is aware of them
and casually drops remarks such as ‘like all Greeks, he was ex-
tremely effeminate and given over to the sins of the flesh’;1*but he
takes them in his stride as facts which have to be faced and lived
with. Even when circumstances were particularly difficult, as after
the great massacre of the Latins in Constantinople in 1182, he did
his best to quieten emotions by reporting dispassionately the under-
lying causes of the tragedy. As for the actual events, he followed
his account of the massacre with an equally long report of the
counter-massactes by the Latins — they sacked all the towns and
monasteries they could find on the Sea of Marmara — and com-
mented favourably on those Latins who ‘shrank from these deeds
of slaughter and rapine’ but simply embarked with their wives,
children and ‘came down to us in Syria’ (xx11. 13). They were
sensible because they realized that further bitterness between
Latins and Greeks could only weaken the position of both vis-d-vis
the Muslims.

William of Tyre’s ‘message’ was that the kingdom of Jerusalem
could only be saved if the Muslims were divided and the Greek and
Latin Christians united. One does not have to read very far in
modern histories to see how persuasive he has been in our own
times ; Guy of Lusignan and his Poitevins have hardly a defender,
the pullani are generally approved and their policy applauded as
realistic common sense. In part this is because modern historians,
with all the advantages of hindsight, can see that William’s
prophecy came true : that the Poitevins did oust the pa/lani, and
that Jerusalem did fall to the Muslims. But in the century following
William’s death these events were not generally linked as cause and
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effect in the way that William would have liked. So far from being
convinced, the Latin West hardly comprehended what the message
of William of Tyre was. Ordinary chroniclers like Jacques de Vitry
continued to assume that Jerusalem had been lost because of the
lassitude, non-cooperation and treachery of the pullani, and ordin-
ary laymen did in fact turn against Constantinople, to capture it
and overthrow the Byzantine Empire in 1204. For all the effect
that William of Tyre had on the next generation of crusaders, he
might never have written his Overseas History.

This is a puzzling fact indeed, for as Babcock and Krey have put
it, ‘the number of manuscripts of the vatrious continuations still
extant would imply that William’s history must have been known
in nearly every castle and considerable town in Europe’.’2The
Latin text survives in nine manuscripts, and the Old French
translation of it in at least seventy-one. The speed with which it
was disseminated must have been very rapid, for a Latin continua-
tion, with an account of the battle of Hattin, seems to have been
written in England as early as 1192, and everything goes to suggest
that almost every European chronicler who touched on the history
of the crusades after that date was indebted in some measure or
other to William of Tyre. Why was it that hardly anyone under-
stood his message?

The first clue is to be found in the fate of William’s companion
work, the Historia Orientalium Principum. We have no text of it, but
we know about it from several references in William’s main
history. In the prologue he writes :

Moreover at the order of the King [ Amaury] who himself
furnished the necessary Arabic documents, we have also
written another history. As the principal source for this we
have used the work of the venerable patriarch of Alexandria,
Seith son of Patrick [Said ibn Batrick]. This history begins
from the time of the false prophet Mohammad and extends
through five hundred and seventy yeats even to the present
year, which is the 1184th of the Incarnation of the Lord.13
We know that Jacques de Vitry found a copy of this book at
Damietta in 1218 and used it for his own Historia Orientalium, that
it was used by William of Tripoli in his Tractatus de Statn Sar-
racenorum, and thatin 1231 Peter des Roches, bishop of Winchester,
brought back a copy from the Holy Land and presented it to the
abbey of St Albans.™# But though we can reconstruct fragments of
its text, it is clear that it was a book which was not appreciated.’s
Not only have all manuscripts of it been lost, but Matthew Paris,
who tells us about the copy at St Albans, does not give any sign of
having read it ; crusades were interesting, but Muslims were not.
None the less there was a good deal that had to be explained
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about the Muslims even in a history of the crusades, and William
has a number of interesting digressions about them in his Overseas
History. What we would like to know is whether the ordinary
reader enjoyed these digressions or just skipped them. This is
naturally a matter which cannot be decided with certainty, but
some indication can be found by comparing William’s Latin text
with the French translation.16The translation was obviously in-
tended for the laity and had, as we have already seen, a wide
circulation. The translator did not hesitate to make ‘cuts’ whet-
ever he found the text tedious, being particularly severe on
passages of purely ecclesiastical interest (for example X1v. 11-14)
and literary-descriptive passages such as the one on the geography
of Egyptwithallits classicaland Old Testamentallusions (X1x. 24 ).
If he had also expected his readers to be bored by purely Muslim
affairs, he would surely have cut passages such as the description
and history of Cairo (x1X. 15 ),and the explanation of the origin of
the Shi‘a and the Fatimid caliphate (x1x. 21). In fact he does not
do so. The general impression — and we have not attempted to gain
anything more than that — is that on Muslim affairs the French
version is as complete as the Latin, and sometimes even better
informed.

A small example of superior knowledge occurs in the account
of the battle of Mont Gisard (1177). William says that the Arabs
waited to see whether the Turks or Christians were winning before
rushing off to break the news to the Turkish rearguard at El Arish;
Aprabes is what William calls them, but his translator renders this
Ui Ture d’ Arrabe que I’ on apele Bedoins — a small matter, but one which
shows that he was both knowledgeable and anxious to explain
(x1x. 24). More significant, perhaps, are the differences in the Latin
and French versions of the account of the origins of the Shi‘a
(x1x. 21). In a picturesque and one-sided account of the fifth
caliph Ali (Mohammed’s son-in-law), William alleges that Ali ‘re-
viled Mohammed and spread among the people a story to the effect
that the Angel Gabriel, the propounder of the Law [legis/ator],
had actually been sent to him from on High but by mistake had
conferred the supreme honour on Mohammed’. This, of course, is
nothing more than a scurrilous story, though it seems to derive
from Muslim rather than Christian folk-lore, since there ate several
popular tales in Arabic about pseudo-prophets who pretended to
be inspired by the angel Gabriel. But the French version is interest-
ing because it clarifies angelus legislator Gabriel by rendering it as
Gabriel lie anges que Dame Diex avait envoié pour enseigner la foit des
Sarrazgins (‘Gabriel, the angel whom the Lord God had sent to
teach the faith of the Saracens’), thus making it clear that the
reference is to Gabriel dictating the Koran to Mohammed.
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Later in the same chapter William had to refer to Ubaydullah el
Mahdi the first Fatimid caliph (909-34). He said that ‘after
conquering all the lands of that region he called himself the Leveller
[ complanans] as one who directs all things to calm’.17In fact he had
mistaken the Arabic word Mahdi (‘the Guided one’) for mabada
(‘to level’). This mistake was not repeated in the French version
which says that ‘he called himself Mebed; which means a2 man of
worth [»ai/lang], because he did not like the mouths of the proud
or the stories his enemies told about him’.18It is a brave attempt
to put the record straight, and even though it is not completely
successful, it shows that the translator was anxious to explain the
Arabicword correctly.

The French translation of William of Tyre’s Overseas History,
therefore, did nothing to diminish the intetest or accuracy of those
chapters which were concerned with the Muslims. Nor did it
abridge what William had to say about Byzantium. It presetved the
general sense of his book intact, and even accentuated it;19and (if
we may repeat the fact) it had a very large circulation. If we are to
explain why William failed to ‘get his message across’, therefore,
itis no use trying to put the blame on the translation. Even though
William knew Greek and Arabic, had had a full education at the
schools of Paris and Bologna, and had lived at the centre of the
events he described, there must have been some fault either in him
or in the book which he wrote. What was it?

I think the answer is that though William was very anxious to
explain, his understanding was not sufficiently deep; and that
though his readers revelled in his descriptions of the East, he won
their interest only by being picturesque. When one asks what
William understood by the East, one cannot avoid answering that
it was the countries surrounding the Holy Land. He did not con-
sider himself as part of the East but rather as a Western bishop in
the East. The very title of The Overseas History (Historia Rerum in
Partibus Transmarinis Gestarum) shows that even though he was
himself born in Jerusalem, he really thought of the Holy Land as
an extension, or colony, of the West. He was not interested in the
history of Islam for its own sake but only for its practical use; and
one suspects that the reason why he stopped to explain the Shi‘a
was that it was a heresy which might be exploited by the Christians
in order to keep Islam divided.20He does not stop to ask what
Muslims thought, let alone to ask what they thought about
Christians, and as a result his book was undemanding. It con-
fronted the western reader not with the realities of the East, but
with a picture of places and circumstances where westerners could
haveadventures.

That was why the Overseas History was so popular. What William
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of Tyre’s readers wanted was the literary equivalent of chinoiserie,
descriptions like that which William collected from eye-witnesses
of the crusaders’ introduction to the caliph’s palace in Cairo
(1167).
After passing through many winding passages and devious
ways, whose wonders might well detain even the busiest of
men in contemplation they reached the palace itself. Here
still larger groups of armed men and throngs of attending
satellites testified by their appearance and numbers to the
incomparable glory of their lord. The very aspect of the place
gave indisputable proof of the opulence and extraordinary
riches of the monarch. They approached and were admitted
to the inner part of the palace. Here the sultan showed the
usual reverence to his lord, according to custom; twice he
prostrated himself on the ground and humbly offered as to a
divinity due worship and a kind of abject adoration. Then
for a third time bowing to the ground, he laid down the
sword which he wore suspended from his neck. Thereupon
the curtains embroidered with peatls and gold which hung
down and hid the throne, were drawn aside with marvellous
rapidity, and the caliph was revealed with face unveiled.
Seated on a throne of gold, surrounded by some of his privy
counsellors and eunuchs he presented an appearance more
than regal. (x1X. 19)
In fact the description is not without interest, particularly if the
ceremonial is compared with that of the Byzantine emperor as
described in xx. 23, but so far as medieval readers were concerned,
one suspects that it was the chinoiserie that mattered. What they
wanted was wonders, and in the Overseas History they found plenty
of them.

The tragedy was that that was not William of Tyre’s purpose at
all. He had written his book out of love for his country, to explain
how it could be saved, and to persuade men to come and save it.
He would have been horrified to find that his book was treated as
escapist literature, and would have found little consolation in the
old saying that ‘you can take a horse to the water, but you can’t
make him drink’. William of Tyre wrote about the East per s in
his Historia Orientalinm Principum and hardly anyone read it. He
wrote a popular Overseas History about the crusades and became
one of the best known but least understood authors in Christen-
dom. It was the same sort of experience, perhaps, as that of those
idealists who, in recent times, have fostered foreign tours for the
sake of international understanding. For just as the majority of
tourists think that the point of travelling is to take photographs
and buy knick-knacks, so the medieval readers of William of Tyre
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admired his descriptions and enjoyed his stories, without realising
that there was a point to them.

Perhaps the root of the trouble was the same then as it is now.
William of Tyre’s Overseas Historyis a very long book, and it cannot
have been any easier to read in manuscript than it is now in the
folio volumes of the Recaeil. We know that at least seventy-one
copies of the French translation were made, and that they were in-
tendedfor the laity. Buthow many kings, princes, barons or knights
would have had the time to read it from beginning to end? “Tell
me another story from William of Tyre’—is that not what they
would have said ? T'o them it was probably more like The Blue Story
Book than a genuine contact between East and West bya man who
really did — and this is the tragedy — know both. William himself
may have had his failings, but his readets had more. They did not
want to be instructed, but only to be excited and amused. They
turned a deaf ear to the message he was trying to convey; and he,
if he had lived, would have realised that it was no use trying to be
a contact-man if nobody wanted the contact to be made.2?
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In fact thete ate several French vetsions. I am told that a
thesis on them is being ptepated by Mt Olivet Goulden of
University College London. The text which I have used is
the main text printed in RHC.

‘Vocavit se Mehedi quod interpretatur Complanans, quasi
qui universa ad quietum dirigit; et sine offendiculo vias
populo effecit planiotes’ (x1x.21).

‘Lots se fist apeler Mehedi qui sonne autant comme vaillanz,
patce qu’il n’amoit pas les boches des orgueilleuses et les
contanz de ceuls qui contre lui estoient, et fesoit les voies
pleines, patce que la seue gent poissent aller sanz contredit
et estre 4 repox’ (XIX.21).

In recounting the counter-massacres by the Latins in the Sea
of Marmara (1182), the French version adds that the reason
why some Latins did not want to join in the slaughter (p. 70,
above) was because the Greeks wete Chrtistian. ‘Aucuns i ot
de ces Latins qui ne voudtent plus entendte a genz occite
n’a pegoier les viles, porce gue Crestiens estoient’ (XX11.13).
The chaptet-heading (x1x.21) reads ‘Subjungitur quare
idem ipse [ princeps Aegypticus] dicatur Calipha; et quo
modo sit advetsatius Baldacensi caliphae’.
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N.Daniel and J.S. G.Riley-Smith, for many useful comments
and suggestions.



(wltnral Relations between East and West
in the Twelfth (entury*

ANTHONY BRYER

During the twelfth century the Byzantine and western worlds met
each other in all spheres and at all levels more closely than evet
before. It is natural to expect and seek results of the encounter. In
the field of art, to begin with, the question has been debated ever
since Vasari. But the scope and need for further research remains
considerable.!In the field of learning the question is 2 much motre
recent one. Here the obvious enquiry is whether links between the
twelfth-century ‘renaissance’ in western Europe and equivalent
movements — philosophical, theological and literary — in Comnene
Byzantium can be established and defined.2

On the face of it, these questions seem large and important. But
it must be said at once that the extent of the Frankish encounter
with Byzantium and the Levant is out of all proportion to what we
know of its effects in the fields of art and learning, among othets,
in the West. Byzantium absorbed even less from the experience.
To begin with, one will not get very far looking for Byzantine
works of art which are known to have been in the West in the
twelfth century. They are largely confined in Italy to the sumptu-
ary work for which Byzantium was famed - reliquaries, great
bronze doors and the astonishing Pa/z d’Ore.3 The empire exported
glassware and, of course, silk; Byzantium may even have initiated
the western craft of stained glass.# But no more than a handful of
illuminated manuscripts is known to have reached the West in the
twelfth century and only one authentic Byzantine icon - a Panagia
which Frederick 1 Barbarossa gave Spoleto cathedral in 1185.5
Clearly there were mote items than now survive in cathedral
treasuries and libraries, but not, one may speculate, very much
more or of a different nature. As transmitters, the western artists
who travelled in the East with their copy books were obviously
more important than the Byzantine objects which found their way
to the West. Examples of such attists’ work have been identified
and examined, but in the twelfth century they are rare, isolated
and undeniably freakish.6Similarly the evidence for Byzantine
artists working in Italy (outside Sicily and, perhaps, Venice), let
alone elsewhere, is meagre. This makes the powerful hold of the
maniera greca, the distinguishing mark of the Italian dwcento, all the
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morte difficult to explain. The point, I think, is that it was a manner,
astyle, and little more. Except for special cases, like those Ottonian
artists who had attempted to adapt to the requirements of their
emperotrs a certain type of Byzantine picture which expressed a
ceremonial dignity, it was the Byzantine style which travelled,
rather than its iconography, the meaning of a picture. This was not
for the first time; the separation of manner from meaning is surely
the clue to the earlier problem paintings of Castelseprio.”It is cet-
tainly true of the dwrento. In the rare cases whete both style and
iconography were transplanted in the West, the iconography was
often misinterpreted. Now the characteristic stylistic feature of the
ducento was the clinging drapery, the damp folds which give bodies
substance beneath the robes and ‘humanise’ them.8 This is an un-
doubtedly Byzantine inspiration, but not only Byzantine of the
twelfth century. What western artists were evidently seeking in
Byzantium was not necessarily the refinements of contemporary
Comnene art but a repository of what westerners and Byzantines
believed was the genuine and lively classical tradition. Through
Byzantium, Italian artists wete looking for Rome; what in fact
they found was the Byzantine style, and little else. A parallel might
be the vogue for chinoiserie in eighteenth-century Europe; one can-
not expect to convey an ancient, complex and alien culture by
mannerisms alone, and yet its appeal rests upon the delusion that
one can. The influence of Byzantine art in Italy obviously went
deeper than that and the fashionable maniera greca gave the ducento
its peculiar quality. But beyond Italy the style was usually inter-
preted at third, rather than second, hand. This does not mean that
some examples of the second, or even third, hand (such as at
Berzé-la-Ville or Canterbury, or in the St Albans or Henry of
Blois psalters) could not be more or less close to the original. But,
whatever western medieval scholars may sometimes wish to be-
lieve, such examples never ring true and create only a fleeting
atmosphere of Byzantinism.?

In the fields of learning and piety the situation is somewhat the
same. I suppose that a Byzantine parallel to Anselm (1033—1109)
comes a century earlier in Symeon the New Theologian (949—
1022).10The fervour and near-lyricism of their writings are per-
haps comparable, but the gulf between them is much wider than
that of three generations. For Symeon, the demons who tormented
the athletes of God of the desert are totally real; so is the aim to
reach an essentially corporeal unity of Man with Christ. Symeon
surely belongs to a peculiatly Byzantine mystical tradition, with
very practical undertones, which was to find its fullest expression
in the fourteenth century. A closer contemporary to Anselm would
be Theophylact of Ochrida, archbishop of Bulgaria from before
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1088 [ 9 until after 1107/ 8. At Pope Urban 11’s council of 1098,
held at Bari to integrate the Greek and Latin Churches of southern
Italy, Anselm argued for an intelligent and reasonable charity in
considering outward distinctions of worship.!T Here Theophylact
would have been in complete agreement — except that he had now
seen western Christians in numbers for the first time, unhappily at
their worst in a splinter of the First Crusade which had rampaged
through his archdiocese. Like his emperor, Alexius 1 Comnenus,
he had kept his tact, but to Theophylact it was an eye-opener.’2
Even so, there was a formidable gulf between an essentially Greek
prelate, such as Theophylact, and Anselm in everything save a
determination to maintain a sympathetic and open mind on the
superficial differences between the two Churches.

One of Theophylact’s most interesting writings points to a more
fundamental difference of outlook and tradition. It is an appeal to
his emperor to supporteducation in the art of thetoric, ‘to restore a
custom which has fallen into decay in the course of time and to
reintroduce the tradition of delivering speeches in the imperial
presence’.13Rhetoric! What sort of wotld was this? No westerner
could really begin to get to grips with the living classicism — or
antiquarianism — of Byzantium. Theophylact wasa pupil of Michael
Psellus and of the group of scholars who refounded the university
of Constantinople in 1045. And, with characteristic immodesty,
Psellus described how he had not only mastered and interpreted
the philosophy of the pagan Hellenes, Aristotle and Plato, but had
proceeded, via Plotinus and Proclus, to the Fathers and ‘also made
some contribution to the body of divine teaching on my own
account’. 4By contrast, Dr Southern has put the stage at which
western scholars began to feel comfortable about their command of
the achievement of the past in the second generation of the twelfth
century.’s The point is that not only Psellus, but most Byzantine
scholars who had worked through their standard collections of
classical texts, would have felt uncomfortable outside the achieve-
ment of the past.

To eleventh- and twelfth-century Byzantine intellectuals, the
long Christianised distinctions between Plato and Aristotle were
very live issues; in the writings of Bessarion and of George of
Trebizond the argument was to survive the fall of Constantinople
itself. They may have boasted more than they knew, but summaries
of classical learning were their everyday intellectual currency. Now
it is true that there are important examples of the transmission of
classical texts from East to West during the twelfth century. For
example, Henry Aristippus of Sicily translated part of the Timaens
and James of Venice Aristotle’s Ezbics.16 But both translators were
probably Greek and both were representatives of the overlap
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world between Byzantium and the West. Their translations got
no further. Westerners seemed positively to prefer their Aristotle
through the Arabic, rather than the Greek, tradition. Similatly
Manuel 1 Comnenus may have sent a copy of Ptolemy’s .A/magest
(the Megale Syntaxis) to Roger 11 of Sicily, but the real impact of
this work was delayed in the West for almost two centuries.!?

The common twelfth-century eastern and western concern for
Aristotle was, I suspect, no more than a happy coincidence of
quite separate processes of intellectual evolution and rediscovery.
In the same way, Barbarossa’s lawyers’ interest in Roman law has
little to do with twelfth-century Byzantium. Maybe, as is often
claimed, the preservation of Roman law is among Byzantium’s
chief practical legacies to the West, but as a matter of practice the
Justinianic and Theodosian codes which the Bolognese lawyers
were studying had comparatively little relevance to twelfth-cen-
tury Byzantine civil law (and even less to those of contemporary
Italy).18

It does, however, seem likely that the renewed twelfth-century
Byzantine interest in canon law, and the works of Theodore
Balsamon, patriarch of Antioch in the last decades of the century,
are not unconnected with contemporary western concerns in the
subject. People were beginning to realise that the question of
authority lay at the root of what was to be called the ‘Eastern
schism’. Here twelfth-century Byzantine views on the source of
authority and the position of the emperor had, through the works
of Neilos Doxopatres, a ditect connection with Roger 11’s rela-
tions with his Church.!9'T'o be one’s own papal legate is not a bad
interpretation of the Byzantine imperial position. But also at the
root of the eastern question lay something more intangible: the
growing eastern understanding that, while to westerners the ques-
tion of Reunion seemed to be a matter of discipline, to Byzantines
it touched their very identity. As eatly as the reign of Manuel 1
Comnenus, Patriarch Michael 111 of Anchialus (1169-77) was
wondering if the turban of the Turk was not, even then, preferable
to the tiara of the pope: ‘Let the Muslim be my master in outward
things rather than the Latin dominate me in matters of the spirit.
For if T am subject to the Muslim, at least he will not force me to
share his faith. But if I have to be under the Frankish rule and
united with the Roman Church, I may have to separate myself
from God.’20 Byzantine experience with both Latins and Turks in
the twelfth century revealed that the patriarch’s prognosis was
largely correct.2!

How can one characterise this situation? The Byzantine near-
contemporary of Peter Lombard (d. 1160) would have been
Eustathius, archbishop of Thessalonica (d. ¢.1193), author of a



Anthony Bryer 81

massive commentary on the I/fad which remains a starting point of
modern Homeric scholarship and, incidentally, witness of a much
morte frightful Frankish outrage than Theophylact had to bear
with in Bulgaria: the Norman sack of his city in 1185.22For Eusta-
thius, the learning of the past, conveyed in the living (albeit
written, rather than spoken) language of the past, was directly
applicable to contemporary problems. Their outlook was so differ-
ent: the view of Nicetas Choniates, another contemporary, on the
Latins was that “We are poles apart; we have not a thought in
common.’23

Like artists, there ate a few isolated examples of scholars cross-
ing the boundaries: John Italus, Psellus’s successor, or Barlaam
in the fourteenth century. But both came from the special region
of Byzantine Italy, an area of cultural overlap, and it must not be
forgotten that both were condemned in Byzantium. If we are
looking for a ditect transmission of thought, or even for informed
mutual understanding, we must move into the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries, perhaps to the small but distinguished group
of Byzantine intellectuals who submitted, through reasoned con-
viction, to the Latin Church. But by then Byzantine intellectuals
seem to have been better informed of the traditions of western
scholasticism than ever the humanists of Italy, dilettantes like
Pico della Mirandola who struggled to learn Greek because it
was fashionable, knew of the Byzantine classical heritage. By
the fourteenth century Aquinas was available in Greek in Con-
stantinople, but one wonders if Gregory Palamas, the last great
Father of Orthodoxy, was much heard of, let alone read, in the
West.24

As in the field of art, it is true that there are a few significant ex-
amples of Byzantine literary and theological works passing into
the West in the twelfth century, but, as in the field of art, their
impact does not seem to have been particularly great. Peter Lom-
bard had the earliest Latin translation (made in the second quarter
of the century ) of John of Damascus’s great summary of Orthodox
thought. But it was not until Aquinas that the version was used
seriously. What seems more interesting is the circumstance of this
translation: it was made by a Byzantine-educated Vepetian in
Hungazry, one of the twelfth-century areas of overlap between the
two cultures which are, potentially, a much more fruitful source of
enquiry.

In the fields of art and learning I have tried to show that style,
rather than substance, and some common sources, rather than
contemporary intellectual developments, could be transmitted
from Byzantium to the West in the twelfth century - sometimes in
the guise of a westetn ‘rediscovery’ of the common classical past.
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But on the other hand I have tried to hint that, if one is to look for
tangible results of the meeting, the only real thresholds are the
geographical ones, not only the traditional Byzantine-Western
meeting-grounds in southern Italy and Venice, but also those
which the events of the twelfth century created, from Hungary in
the north to Mount Sinai in the south. Hungary is an excellent ex-
ample of an area of overlap. Byzantine-Hungarian relations begin
with the first appearance of the Magyars in Europe. Their Arpad
kings from St Stephen (997-1038) adopted a Byzantine style of
rule, but not the Byzantine Church. They were crowned with the
coronet which Michael vir had sent to the ‘kral of Tourkia’ in
1074. Relations remained more or less close until Manuel 1 Com-
nenus, frustrated in his Italian ambitions by an intervening Serbo-
Hungarian alliance, was forced into obtaining a complete By-
zantine military victory over Hungary and establishing a sort of
protectorate over the country after 1161. But by then a new situa-
tion had developed in Italy and Manuel had Batbarossa to face.
Hungary also bedevilled Byzantine relations with Venice in Dal-
matia. Nevertheless twelfth-century connections between the two
countries were remarkably intimate. Now that the Pechenegs had
been destroyed, the two states met along the Danube border. By-
zantine-Hungarian relations wereat two levels. First there were for-
mal alliances. Manuel was the grandson of St Ladislas; his mother
was the Hungarian empress Irene, foundress of the great Comnene
monastery of the Pantocrator in Constantinople; and his daughter
was originally designated for the future Bela 111. By naming Bela
as his successor, Manuel even seems to have entertained the hope
of uniting the two states. On his accession to the Hungarian throne
in 1172, Bela made certain undertakings to Byzantium, which held
good until his death and the final separation of the two states in
1176; he married his daughter to Isaac11 Angelus.

These relations were more than dynastic and there were more
than simply Byzantine jewels at Esztergom. The second level of
contact lay, for example, in the Byzantine liturgical books and the
Orthodox calendar which strongly influenced Hungarian church
practice. There are good examples of a hybrid Byzantine and local
art in the eleventh century, from when at least four Greek monas-
teties flourished in Hungary. It is not clear how far these mon-
asteries, and the Greek bishop in Hungary, served a Greek minoz-
ity or were representatives of a genuinely composite culture.
Certainly there was a sizeable Greek minority in Hungary, visited
by Cardinal Isidore in the fifteenth century, when Pope Pius 11
significantly advised the Hungarian king to learn Greek for the
sake of his Greek subjects. Pannonhalma, one of these Greek mon-
asteries, was the scene of the twelfth-centuty translation into
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Latin of parts of the works of John of Damascus and of Maximus
the Confessor.25

I'suggest that if one is looking for serious links, of substance as
well as style, they can only really be found where there are Greeks
on Latin soil and Latins on Greek. But such minorities, immensely
extended during the twelfth century, tended to create sub-cultures
of their own, with their own self-generated momentum, which
hardly influenced the primary cultures of either participant. Pro-
fessor Davis’s contribution on William of Tyre exempts me froma
discussion of Jerusalem and crusader Mount Sinai, but in the field
of icon painting, at least, Outremer offets a very good example of
how a genuinely common art, in manner as well as iconography,
can be a growth of itself, hardly touching western or Byzantine
traditions. Indeed, only one crusader icon seems to have reached
the West.26

The new Serbian rulers, from ¢. 1168, like the Hungarians
adopted a style of rule from the Comnenes. But Serbia lay much
closer to Byzantium. There was a substantial Greek minority,
later to be recognised in the title of Stephen Urosh 1v Dushan
(1331-55). Here there was also Latin influence, in style if not sub-
stance. Some of the decoration of the church of Stephen Nemanja
(¢.1168-96) at Studenica (the arcaded cornices, receding columns
and foliated capitals) have long been recognised as belonging to a
western tradition — but which? One reminder is the tomb chapel
of Bohemund of Antioch, built outside the cathedral of S. Sabinus
at Canosa, near Bari, after 1111. This singular mausoleum sums up
the cultural confusions of the earlier part of the century. It is in the
form of a domed eastern church, with some remarkable bronze
doors with Arab niello ornament. What reminds one of Studenica
is the fine marble sheeting, recessed arcading and proportions of
the building.27If, however, a connection could be established, it
would be to a common source, a Latin style developed, like that
of the crusader icons, in the Levant and not extending much
further than itsarea of origin.

It is surprising that the major successful Serbian and Bulgarian
risings against Byzantium wetre postponed until the last decades of
the twelfth century. An explanation for the relative peacefulness of
the twelfth-century Balkans seems to lie in their substantial Greek
minorities and in the network of Greek landowners, officials and
ecclesiastics. By the end of the century, patriarchal service was
beginning to offer a more influential and extensive career to am-
bitious Greeks than could the empire itself; it was such men who
held the Byzantine world together after the thirteenth century and
after the empire of Constantinople itself ceased to count for very
much. They are among a floating educated population and are
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matched by a numbet of Byzantine dynasties which managed to
maintain a foothold in another area of overlap which must be con-
sidered: that between the Greek, Seljuk and Turkoman sphetes of
influence in Anatolia. In the years between the collapse of Byzan-
tine control in the East, before 1071, and the substitution of an
effective Seljuk alternative in the first decades of the twelfth
century, there were opportunities here for Frankish adventurers,
like Roussel de Bailleul or the Italian Crispin, and Armenian wat-
lords such as Philaretos Vahram.28 How far this encounter affected
Seljuk art and architecture of the period is debatable.29In popular
religion, innumerable local cults bridged the gulf between the
official theologies of patriatchate and caliphate. The Comnene
emperors and Seljuk sultans Mas’Gd 1and Kilij Arslan 11 were fat
from being basically antagonistic. They wete jointly opposed to
the Turkoman peoples who dominated the area of overlap between
their two states. As always, there were adventurers. Some Com-
nene princes turned Turk and at least one Turk turned, quite
literally, Comnene. Axouch, a Turkish prisoner of John 11 Com-
nenus, fought for the Byzantines. His son, Alexius Axouchos, was
protostrator under Manuel 1 and married Maria, grand-daughter
of John 11. Their son, the Grand Domestic John Comnenus
Axouchos, was a pretender to the throne in 1201. In Trebizond,
John 1 Axouchos was Grand Comnenus in 1235-8. Similarly the
Athonite monastery of Koutloumousiou appears, as its name sug-
gests, to have been founded by a Christian member of the Turkish
princely family.30

Some Byzantine families with strong local ties were torn be-
tween the two major powers. The best example is the Gabrades,
semi-autonomous dukes of Chaldia between the 1060s and 1140s.
Theodore Gabras, who died fighting the Turks in 1098, was
canonised as a Christian martyr, but in Turkoman heroic poetry
his amazonian daughter fought for Islam. In all probability St
Theodore Gabras’s estates passed within a century, through
normal family inheritance, to a Mangujakid emir of Erzinjan
(whose dynasty issued coins bearing their Greek titles and the
figures of Orthodox saints ) and to Hasan ibn Gabras, Kilij Arslan
11’s vizir, who disputed them in 1192. Of the twelfthand thirteenth-
century Gabrades, fout seem to have maintained a foothold in their
old estates in the Pontos, between the two cultures; two or three
served the Comnene emperots ; and five or six held posts under the
Seljuk sultans. When Kaykubad sent an envoy to Pope Gregory
1x and the emperor Frederick 11 in 1234~6 he chose, of course, a
Seljuk Christian Gabras. The family seems to have ended up as
princes of Greek Gotthia, in the Crimea — but that is a different
hybrid culture.31
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Families such as the Gabrades entered the twilight world be-
tween the Seljuk and Byzantine cultures. Another area of overlap
was created by a few Frankish families in Byzantium, such as the
Petraliphas (who were to produce an Orthodox saint) from about
1099,3% and the Raoul or Rallis (who became equally Byzantin-
ised) from about 1080.33 Manuel 1 Comnenus, for whom the easy
chivalry of the West was particularly appealing and whose happy
personal relationship with the emperor Conrad is well known, em-
ployed a number of Latins, such as Alexander, count of Gravina
and Roggero Sclavo, duke of Dalmatia.3+

Comparable Byzantines in the West would be Christodoulus
(Abdul-Rahman al-Nasrani), George of Antioch and Eugenius,
Greek emirs of Notman Sicily. But we must be careful here: the
presence of what one might call international Greeks, such as
George of Antioch, in high places in Sicily, or of the Raouls in
Byzantium, may not mean very much. There is a great difference
between the Martorana, the Greek nunnery church which George
of Antioch built in Palermo in 1143 in the most up-to-date ‘inter-
national Byzantine’ style of the time, and the humble and mundane
contemporary churches of the local Greek communities of Sicily
and Calabria. The Norman counts and kings endowed ot founded
up to seventy Greek religious houses before 1139, after which
Roger 11 increasingly favoured the Latin foundations — the Greek
chancery seems to have been abandoned by 1166. But the surviving
buildings of these Greek monasteries are very homely affairs,
reminiscent of local eighteenth-century Aegean architecture. It
was not to this indigenous Byzantinism of Sicily and southern
Italy that the Norman kings turned for their style of rule and major
monuments, but to the international Byzantinism of men like
George of Antioch, which on Sicilian soil became a new and hybrid
tradition. But splendid as is the appearance of the great monuments
of Norman Sicily, it is no more than a Byzantinism, a style. In
essentials, the liturgical requirements which dictate the architec-
tural plans and decorative programmes of such monuments as
Cefalu (1131 )and Monreale (1174), are unequivocally western.35

There were three possibilities open to Latins in Byzantium and
the Levant, largely depending upon the circumstances of their
arrival there. They could go native, like the Raoul family. This
sometimes puzzled westerners. The fourth crusaders expected, but
did not receive, a welcome from Agnes, sister of Philip Augustus,
in Constantinople.36But she had been the wife of Alexius 11, of
Andronicus and then of Theodore Branas, and was long Byzan-
tinised. As Choniates wrote of the Greeks who fled Byzantium to
settleamong the Seljuks: ‘Habit, ingrained by the passage of Time,
isindeed stronger than race or religion’.37
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Secondly, like most crusaders, they could regard Outremer as a
Frankish (or, more particularly, French) province. The Italians
were more realistic, but the later internal government and even
appearance of such colonies as Caffa, in the Crimea, were an attempt
to transplant a north Italian city into the East. Some of the
thirteenth-century Frankish building in the Levant is quite as un-
compromising as the English mock-Tudorof India. For the back-
ground to the cathedrals of Nicosia and Famagusta one must go
solelytothe fle-de-France and Rheims ; for part of the final building
in Krak des Chevaliers to the Sainte-Chapelle, and for the Palazzo
del Comune in Pera to the Palazzo di San Giorgio in Genoa.38
There is a certain defiance in the legal niceties of the Assizes of
Romania and in the gothic purity of the little church of Hagia
Sophia at Andravida in the Morea.

The third possibility proved more lasting. It was to create a
Levantine sub-culture, a true hybrid. This was largely the work of
Latin, principally Italian, merchants in the East. But, until the
literary and artistic schools of sixteenth-century Crete (and to a
lesser extent Cyprus), it was not culturally very productive. The
most notable twelfth-century exceptions are the Pisan brothers
Leo Tuscus and Hugo Eterianus, who seem to have had an intel-
ligentand informed interest in Byzantine theology.39

"The Pisans and Genoese arrived earliest in the Levant, but the
Venetians took advantage of their experience and their long-
established connections with Constantinople. Here their special,
if ambiguous, relationship with theempire had stood them in good
stead with the grant of the bull of 992, and of western powers it was
recognised that Venice knew best how to deal with Byzantium. To
the Levant came first casual visiting and wintering merchants.
then the establishment of small sovereign bases, miniature Hong
Kongs, and finally a demand for a say in the government of the host
country. The process was slower in Byzantium, but in the Holy
Land Venice completed all these stages as early as 1123, with the
Pactum Warmundum, which made the commune of Tyre a theoreti-
cal and practical peer of the kingdom of Jerusalem. In Constantin-
ople the final stage — the take-over of the host country itself — was
the devastating conclusion reached in 1204. But the doge’s new
title of ‘lord of a quarter and of half of a quarter of Romania’ was
in practice little different from his existing position in Tyre and
Acre.40

We must remember that Venice did not attempt to incorporate
an Italian, as opposed to a Levantine, hinterland until after the war
of Chioggia and the first years of the fifteenth century. During the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries the hinterland of Venice was in
practical fact the Levant. In the forty years before 1204 members of



Anthony Bryer 87

a number of Venetian, including seven dogal, families wound up
their businesses in Italy and established themselves permanently
in the Levant. Regular inhabitants soon outnumbered transient
merchants in the Levantine and Byzantine potts. They became
numerous enough to create a sub-culture with what amounted to a
language of its own, the Jingua franca. 'The lingua franca reflects the
interests of the sub-culture: many common nautical, commercial
and obscene words in modern Greek and Turkish are derived
from it.41 There is little else save the imptressive size of the Latin
communities. The figures are open to question, but there may have
been as many as 6o,000 Italians (including 20,000 Venetians before
1171) in the Latin quarters of late twelfth-century Constantinople,
at a time when the population of Venice itself, large enough, was
about 64,000.42It has been claimed that this was the first genuine
European colonial movement of modern times and that some of
the characteristics of twelfth-century Venetian colonisation in the
Levant not only influenced later Italian expansions, but perhaps
even some patterns of colonisation in the Americas.43

This is the real threshold of the two cultures in the twelfth
century and, even with the vastly extended Venetian and Genoese
empires of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, little ‘cultural’
came of it. But three observations can be made on the situation.

First, it is easy enough to assemble the views of Byzantine intellec-
tuals — Theophylact of Ochrida, Anna Comnena, Eustathius of
Thessalonica or Nicetas Choniates — to show a mounting realisa-
tion for a distaste for the West and all its works throughout the
twelfth century. Byzantine aristocratic and intellectual prejudices
are typified in the consolation, helpfully offered in 1149 by Theo-
dore Prodromus, to the mother of Manuel’s niece Theodora when
she married Henry Babenberger, duke of Austria — or rather, was
‘immolated to the Beast of the West’.44ButIam not so sure how far
down the social scale this sort of feeling went. In the eleventh
century Crispin had been popular enough with, the peasantry of
Colonia (Shebinkarahisar )45 and Renier of Montferrat, Manuel’s
son-in-law, seems later to have been well-liked in Macedonia.46
But ordinary Byzantines had other problems to contend with by
the last two decades of the twelfth century, for the main burden of
taxation was now being passed to them during a period of mount-
ing localinsecurity.47 Some of Theodore Prodromus’s other works
reveal that the real Byzantine dissensions were now between the
abbotsand the great holdets of land in promoia and what were begin-
ning to look like their setfs. From the Byzantine point of view,
1204 is only the culmination of an internal social, geographical and
political disintegration which, with the loss to local rulers of much
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of the Balkans, Anatolia and Cyprus, had so far advanced that one
wonders, if the Fourth Crusade had not come, the Greeks would
not bave had to invent it. In reality the crusadets conquered not an
empire, initially, but a city, and the people of Thrace only jeered
when they saw the archons of Constantinople fleeing it in 1204.48

It may be argued that the anti-Latin antagonism, shown in the
Venetian expulsion from Constantinople in 1171 and the wave of
anti-Latin feeling which brought Andronicus 1 Comnenus to the
throne in 1182, express a resentment which is more than that of the
intellectuals. But this was the urban mob of Constantinople, the
ochlocrats who just as gleefully lynched Andronicusin 1185. Even
the intellectuals could say one thing and do another. John Cinna-
mus, the historian and secretary to Manuel, sheltered and helped
Venetians in their crisis of 117149; Nicetas Choniates may have
inveighed righteously against the Latins, but it was a Latin family
that saved his life in 1204.50What can perhaps be traced is a grow-
ing awareness of a Greek, as opposed to Frankish, identity which
was more specific than the old concepts of Orthodoxy and Rom-
ania. One of the earliest apparent uses of the term ‘Hellene’ in an
ethnic, as opposed to a more or less pejorative pagan sense, comes
in a letter of George Tornikes, later metropolitan of Ephesus, in
about 1153.5! This sort of distinction was largely confined to intel-
lectuals until the fifteenth century, but it is a pointer. Anargument
can be made that the restored empire of 1261, or even that of 1205,
was the first consciously Greek national state.

Lastly there is the question of the development of a ‘Frankish’,
as opposed to Byzantine, identity. Part of the pride felt by the
Normans of Sicily grew out of their encounters with the empire.
It has been argued that the Chanson de Roland owes its origin as an
encouragement of the morale of Robert Guiscard’s troops in their
campaigns against the Byzantines in the 1080s. But Franks rarely
needed encouragement. As the first crusaders found, Byzantines
wete especially touchy about protocol and ceremony, always the
targets of Frankish ridicule. The incident at Cotfu in 1149, when
Manuel’s Venetian allies staged a mock coronation of an Ethiopian
slave, dressed up as the emperor, and Manuel’s reaction to the out-
rage, is particularly instructive.52By the mid-twelfth century the
Frankish superiority complex was just as well developed as the
Byzantine.

A second consideration is that, far from draining the life-blood of
the empire’s commerce, the Venetians in fact gave Byzantium
trade on a scale that it had never enjoyed before. The feeding of
the great population of Constantinople had always been a major
impetial economic problem; now the city became an emporium
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and transit port suchas it had never really been before, as wellasan
insatiable consumer. Commercially, the Italians created rather than
supplanted. It is true that there was still the prohibitive 1o per cent
kommerkion on Byzantine shipping while the Italians became neat-
exempt. But for Byzantine merchants the real problems were in-
adequate credit facilities and a failure to consider investment in
large-scale commercial ventures; the Byzantine merchant marine
was in fact almost entirely composed of local coastal shipping.
The Venetians were certainly aggressive, but they were hardly
competing against the Greeks and they brought them nothing but
profit — albeit indirect. For example, the very first Comnene bull
in favour of Venice of 1084 (with which I tentatively propose that
the making of the Torcello apse mosaic and of the central bronze
door of San Marco might perhaps be associated ) gave the empire
the use of the Venetian fleet in certain circumstances. Manuel re-
vived and made substantial use of this clause. Nor is it true that the
twelfth-century Byzantine economy was wrecked by either the
Italians or the Seljuks — another unexpectedly profitable trading
partner. After Alexius 1 Comnenus’s monetary reforms, the Byzan-
tine economy proved remarkably stable for most of the century.
Some prices and salaries remained more or less staticand gold coin
of a fair standard was more abundant during most of the century
than it had been for a very long time. Tt is true that there were de-
valuations, especially in the baser denominations, but it was not
until the 1250s that the Italian cites had to replace Byzantine with
their own gold as a reserve currency.53 All this makes Manuel’s
blunder with the Venetians — particularly in the tiots of 1171 and in
the years of indemnity that followed — all the more impressive. It
is comparable with the military and diplomatic blunder of Basil 11
in his treatment of the Armenian states, which helped lead the
Seljuks into Byzantium.

Finally, I have narrowed down twelfth-century East-West cultural
relations to a Levantine sub-culture, whose artistic and literary
pretensions hardly existed. There were, in practice, no real papal
restrictions on intermarriage in the twelfth century,54 but the
popular risings against the Latins in 1171 and 1182 suggest that, in
certain circumstances and places, the Frankish communities had
grown apart. In such situations prejudice, envy and suspicion get
the upper hand, born of an ignorance which is never dispelled. But
more often, Greek, Frankish and other communities lived side by
side, apathetic of the true backgrounds to each others’ cultures,
borrowing only a style or an argor and feeding on rumours of the
others’ dangerous habits — like sinister azymite or prozymite
practices. Anyone who knows modern Anatolia or the Lebanon
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will understand how two cultures can not so muchco-exist as exist
independently for centuries without serious contact or necessarily
coming into conflict. One knows of adjacent villages and, in towns,
even parallel streets, whose inhabitants are drawn from not very
different ethnic, linguistic or religious traditions, but which hardly
recognise each others’ existence. Unconcerned by their immediate
neighbours, they look to a wider world of related communities
elsewhere. The Byzantine Jews, whose small communities wete
scattered over the empire and described by Benjamin of Tudela in
the 1160s,55 were one such example and the twelfth-century Franks
fell quite naturally into the pattern. This attitude arises not from
antagonism, but rather a simple lack of curiosity. When both sides
were obliged to meet, they did so on limited and severely practi-
cal terms, charmingly exemplified in a Greco-Latin conversation
manual which survives.56 Reminiscent of the apergu linguistiqne of a
Guide Blen, the manual lists phrases which would enable a Frank to
obtain an hotel room and other conveniences in Constantinople.
But then, what did one expect—a Socratic dialogue?

So the original aim of identifying serious East-West cultural
contacts in the twelfth century has proved untreasonable. Unless
they felt threatened, Greeks and Latins were still basically incuri-
ous of each other. The only practical results of the encounters of
the century were the hybrid societies they created, the quays where
the Jingua franca was spoken, the international Greeks, the Greco-
Hungarians, Greco-Turks and Greco-Latins. There is little high
culture among them and their influence was always local, but that
is where the enquiry must eventually take one.
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Innocent 111 and the Greeks : Aggressoror Apostle?

JOSEPH GILL, S.J.

Walter Norden, author of the deservedly well-known book, Das
Papsttnm und Byzanz, freely admits that Pope Innocent after the
conquest of Constantinople in 1204 did not try to impose upon the
Greeks conformity with the Latins in faith and rite. He then asks
why and answers in these words.
The Curia employed this restraint simply and solely for
political ends. It appears here obviously that the papacy, as a
purely ecclesiastical power and also in spheres where she
entered not as a directly political power whether in Italy or
in the world at large, aimed in the main ata political goal,in so
far, that is, as for her it all came to this — to govern and to
wield influence. Since Innocent 111 in respect of the Greek
Chuzch let the spiritual drive fall back into the second place
and declared himself satisfied with obedience from the Greek
clergy in respect of Rome, he disclosed the basic chatracter-
istic of the Roman Church as being one of spiritual politics;
he revealed it as the continuation, admittedly rooted in the
consciousness of a religious mission, of the Imperium Roma-
num. The transformation of Greek priests, who hitherto had
stood outside the Roman organism, into pliant tools of
Roman domination, as if in government offices, was the chief
objective of the Curia in latinised Byzantium; on the other
hand, she considered the conversion of the Greeks to the
Roman faith — which [ conversion], by the way, as we saw,
she by no means lost sight of and which she regarded, owing
to the predominantly Latin character of Romania [i.e. the
Empire], merely as a question of time — as an affair of a less
pressing nature, as one of second-rate importance. She left,
however, the Greek rite definitely free.!

Norden’s judgement of Pope Innocent’s actions is shared by
many other historians.2 The papal letters, especially those directed
to countries and Churches outside the Latin Church—but not only
those — seem prima facie to endorse that judgement fully. They
abound in assertions of the primacy of the see of Rome, of the
exalted position of its bishop as successor of St Peter and vicar of
Christ and of his consequent universal jurisdiction. In his first
letters to the Greek emperor Alexius 111 and the patriarch John
Camaterus (August 1198) Innocent reminds them both that the
Greek Church should return as daughter to the Church which is
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mother and mistress of all the faithful.3 A year later, replying at
length to the patriarch’s rebuttal of his claims, he gives argument
after argument in their favour, that ‘the Roman Church, not by
the decision of some council, but by divine ordinance is head and
mother of all the Churches’.4 When an occasion offered for these
convictions to be given practical effect he did not let it slip. After
the first capture of Constantinople in 1203 by Alexius 1v and the
crusaders, Innocent wrote to them all urging that a proof of the
sincerity of their promises and excuses would be if they prevailed
on the patriarch ‘to recognise the primacy and the supreme teach-
ing office of the Roman Church, to promise reverence and obedi-
ence to Us,and torequest from the Apostolic See the pallium taken
from the body of St Peter, without which he cannot validly [r77]
exercise the patriarchal office’.5

What the pallium signified is described in the formula used at
its bestowal on the Bulgarian archbishop of Tirnovo. It was ‘the
mark of the fulness of the pontifical office’,and was to be worn by
metropolitans only in churches subject to them and on certain
feastdays and occasions. There was this limitation because ‘only
the Roman Pontiff uses the pallium in the Mass always and every-
where, since he has been invested with the fulness of ecclesiastical
power, which is symbolised by the pallium. Others should wear
it neither always not everywhete but on certain days and in their
own Church in which they have received ecclesiastical jurisdiction,
for they are called to a part of the solicitude[ of the Churches] not
to the plenitude of power’.6

Let these few quotations suffice to illustrate the way Innocent
insisted on the claims of the see of Rome and of its occupant. They
could be supplemented by dozens and dozens of others from his
sermons and letters to Bulgaria, Armenia and other countties, to
Greeks and Latins in the Eastern Empire, to prelates and kings in
the West. They witness to his absolute conviction and belief that
as pope he was head of all Christians, vicar of Christ, successor of
St Peter, heir to the universal jurisdictionaccorded by Chtist to the
prince of the Apostles, and holder of a teaching office that others
should honour. If his endless repetition of statements to this effect
strikes us as utterly extravagant and almost nauseating, yet we
should not forget that the substance of them was, and is, the belief
of the Roman Church, usually expressed, may be, in more sober
terms but notless firmly.

In 1439 the Council of Florence with the approval of the num-
erous Greek members present, in words almost reminiscent of
Innocent111,defined :

Also in the same way we define that the holy, apostolic See
and the Roman Pontiff hold the primacy over the whole
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world and that the Roman Pontiff himself is the successor of
St Peter, prince of the Apostles, and that he is the true vicar
of Christ, head of the whole Church and father and teacher of
all Christians, and that to the same in St Peter was given
plenary power of feeding, ruling and governing the whole
Church, as is contained also in the Acts of the ecumenical
councils and the sacred canons.”
The first Vatican Council in 1870 repeated verbatim the defini-
tion of Florence and continued :
In consequence we teach and declare that the] Roman Church
possesses by dominical ordinance a primacy of otdinary
power and that this power of jurisdiction of the Roman
pontiff is truly episcopal and immediate. Pastors of all ranks
and rites and the faithful, each one separately and all together,
are held to the duty of hierarchical subordination and of true
obedience, not only in questions of faith and morals but also
in those that pertain to the discipline and the government of
the Church spread overall the world.8
The second Vatican Council in various places in chapter 111 of
the dogmatic constitution Laumen gentium repeated the teaching of
Vatican 1. “This holy council, following in the footsteps of Vatican
1’, teaches that Christ founded a Church with bishops. ‘In order
that the episcopate should be one and undivided, He set St Peter
over the other Apostles and in him established a perpetual and
visible principleand foundation of unity of faith and communion.?
This doctrine about the institution, permanence, validity and
reason of the sacted primacy of the Roman pontiff and of his
infallible authority and office, the Holy Synod again proposes to be
firmly believed by all the faithful.” ‘In virtue of his office, that is, as
Vicar of Christ and Pastor of the whole Church, the Roman
Pontiff has full, supreme and universal power over the Church,
which he may always exercise freely’.10
This fact that the universality of the jurisdiction of the bishop of
Rome was for Innocent and the western Church a doctrine, and
not merely an aim, has been forgotten by many. In consequence
they can affirm or imply that Innocent’s insistence on the oath of
obedience in, for example, his dealings with the Greeks was to put
faith in the second place or in no place atall, and to pursue a policy
of purely political domination. That is not so. The oath of
obedience was the external sign of acceptance of the Roman
teaching on the primacy and, while it may also have tended
towards — and, if you like, have been meant by Innocent to tend
towards — political domination, its primary purpose was to insist
onthe point of doctrine that it asserted.
Innocent, however, is blamed for harping on this one point
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and ignoring whatever other dogmatic questions divided the
Churches. In his letters he often stated that the Greek Church had
left the universal Church by embracing error. He specified only
two forms of that error; the one, their denial of the primacy of
Rome; the other, their rejection of the Fi/jogue doctrine. He nevert,
it is true, personallyiTexhorted the Greeks to recant their trini-
tarian aberration, whereas he never ceased to insist on their
acceptance of obedience. But the reason is not far to seek. The one
included the other. The full idea of Roman supremacy implied also
a superior teaching authority. Whoever sincerely accepted that
Peter and his successors wete the rock on which the Church was
founded and the principal receivers of the keys accepted a papal
primacy of teaching as well as of jurisdiction, for the rock meant
inerrancy in faith and the keys a supremacy of jurisdiction. Inno-
cent wrote to the patriarch of Constantinople and the emperor in
identical terms on this point.
Seeing then. .. that the Roman Church is the head and mother
of all Churches not by the decision of some council but by
divine ordinance, so, because of difference neither of tite nor
of dogma, should you hesitate to obey Us as your head
generously and devotedly in accordance with ancient custom
and the canons, since what is certain is not to be abandoned
in favour of what is doubtful.12
For Innocent what was certain was the primacy of faith and juris-
diction of the successor of St Peter. What in another Church did
not harmonise with that was at the least doubtful.

An example, typical in many ways, of Innocent’s exptession of
this conviction is contained in the long letter that he wrote on
13 November 1204 “To the Bishops, Abbots, and other Clerics
with the Army of the Crusaders in Constantinople’. It consists of
an intricate exegesis of the visits of Mary Magdalen and the
apostles Peter and John to the tomb of the risen Lord. St Peter and
the Latin Church are the New Testament; St John and the Greek
Church, the Old Testament.!3 St Peter entered the tomb; St John
remained outside. So the Latins had the fulness of the teaching of
the New Testament; the Greeks enmeshed in the Old Testament
fell short of that, being in error in their trinitarian doctrine.

If this mystery had been understood by the Greeks, they
would already have entered with the Latins into the sepulchre,
knowingthat God is not a God of dissension but of peace. But,
because John did not yet know the scriptures, namely, that
Christ must rise again from the dead, it is nothing to be
surprised at if the Greeks still do not know that, where the
Spirit of Christ lives, the letter is dead. But they will soon
know ; such is Our belief and hope. They will know ; yes, they
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will know; and the rest of them will be converted with all
their hearts . . . For [ John] will see what Peter had seen and
will believe what the Church of the Latins believes, so that
henceforward they will walk in the house of the Lord in
harmony.14

Though he never doubted about the supremacy of the Church
of which he was the head, Innocent did not employ or permit
repressive measures to impose the Latin Church on the Greeks.
He recognised as valid the otrders of bishops, priests and deacons
of the oriental Church. It is true that he thought the ordination
rites defective because they contained no anointings. In the more
pliant Bulgarian Church he ordered that the missing unctions
should be supplied to those already consecrated and ordained, but
in the Greek Church he allowed bishops and abbots already in
office to remain unmolested, even though new bishops and abbots
were to have the anointings. When the Latin archbishop of Athens
deposed Theodore of Negroponte because he would not submit to
supplementary anointings, Innocent on the appeal of the victim
appointed a commission to reinstate him; and this was done.
Otherwise he changed nothing of the Greek rite, though there
were many differences of detail between it and the Roman rite. He
encouraged monks to abide in their monasteries, for which he
cherished an admiration : ‘But, because to the Greek people was
given St John, who was the source of the religious life of perfect
monks, the Greek Church well portrays the character of the Spirit,
who seeks and loves spiritual men’.’s The monasteries of Mount
Athos and others he took under his protection. He sent legates to
meet the Greeks in theological conversations to draw them to
unity. Benedict, cardinal of S. Susanna, was well known for his
gentleness of manner and geniality of character. Pelagius, bishop
of Albano, has a reputation for being harsh and brusque, but
Nicholas Mesarites in his account of the discussions held with him
in 1214 portrays him (not quite fairly) as proud, but not as over-
bearing.

But, of course, Innocent did insist on all prelates taking an oath
of obedience to himself and to the Latin patriarch. Yet even this
insistence was to be tempered as much as possible with modera-
tion. The reluctant were to be given three canonical warnings
before excommunication. If they persisted in their contumacy the
cardinal legate (but not Morosini) should remove them from the
administration of their bishoprics and replace them, but not even
he should promulgate the sentence of degradation, so as to leave
the door open to a possible change of heart.1Few Greek bishops
did, however, take the oath and among them no one of high
importance. They preferred to leave their sees for Nicaea or Epirus
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and the hope of a final Greek triumph. The oath of obedience was,
infact,a form of pressure from which many suffered.

What might have been the alternative? To leave the Greek
patriarch and hierarchy in their sees and the whole Greek Church
in the same schismatical relationship with the Latin as before,
though by then the Latins were the kings and princes of the
country and established in every part? The mentality of today
would approve of this solution. But I wonder if it was possible for
the men of yesterday. Innocent would not tolerate two bishops in
any one diocese. Such would have been a monstet, a2 body with
two heads.” Would it bave been conceivable in the thirteenth cen-
tury that Latins of pure faith (as they believed) and unassailable
rite should be under Greeks whose faith was defective and whose
rite and customs strange and in part distressing ?

For Innocent there was no problem seeking a solution. The new
situation had simplified the issue. In his eyes the military conquest
of the Greek Empire involved automatically the union of the
eastern and the western Churches. He declared this time and again
in his letters after the capture, and offered no explanation. He only
drew practical conclusions that he hoped would follow. In his
letter to the ecclesiastics of Constantinople of 13 November 1204
he wrote : God ‘transferred the Empire of Constantinople from
the proud to the humble, from the disobedient to the devoted,
from schismatics to Catholics, that is, from the Greeksto the Latins
. . . the right hand of the Lord has done acts of valour to exalt the
holy Roman Church, as it brings back the daughter to the mother,
the part to the whole, and the member to the head’.18In his next
letter to them he comes back to the idea motre than once. Com-
menting on the incident of Our Lord preaching from Peter’s boat
and of the miraculous draught of fishes, he wrote :

The other ship was the Greek Church . . . [which] We
summoned to come to help Us, that is, that returning they
should take up again part of Our solicitude as helpers in the
providential task allotted to Us. But by God’s grace they came
because, after the Empire of Constantinople was transferred
in these days to the Latins, the Church also of Constantinople
came back to obedience to the Apostolic See as a daughter to
her mother and a member to the head, so that for the future
there might reign between Us and them an undivided partner-
ship. Truly We proclaim them brethren, partners, and friends,
because, though We have over them the office of government,
it is a government that leads not to domination but to service
. . . See, then, our partners come to help us, because the
Chutrch of the Greeks returns to obedience of the Apostolic
see.19
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These quotations express Innocent’s conviction cleatly, a con-
viction he did not change. He reiterated it time and again as
the years passed. It figured even in the Acts of the Council of the
Lateran, which preceded his death by only a little over a year. The
fourth capitulum of that council, entitled ‘On the Pride of the
Greeks against the Latins’, opens with the words : “Whereas we
wish to cherish and honour the Greeks, who in our day return to
obedience to the Holy See, by maintaining as far as we can in the
Lord their customs and rites, nevertheless . ..’ 20

This equating of political conquest with ecclesiastical union as
being almost axiomatic is strange. The explanation may lie in
historical precedent. Allegiance to Constantinople or Rome of
the Greek churches and monasteries of Sicily and South Italy
tended to come and go according as Greek or Norman held the
reins of government. On the whole the popes had defended the
Greek rite and been not a little responsible for its survival despite
the determination of Normans like Roger of Sicily to latinize
everything. It showed that the Greek rite could flourish under
Roman jurisdiction, and, in point of fact, it was flourishing in
Innocent’s day and with his support. The interpreter of both
Cardinal Benedict and Cardinal Pelagius was the Greek abbot of
Otranto, Nicholas. Then, too, the will of monarchs, particularly
of otiental monarchs, counted for much. Leo the Isaurian, as a
retaliation for opposition to his iconoclastic policy, had punished
Rome by transferring Illyricam and Sicily to the jurisdiction of
Constantinople. Innocent believed that the Greek emperors of his
day could command obedience from the patriarch and the Church.
He told Alexius 111: ‘Strive — nay! seeing that you can do it, bring
it about — that the Church of the Greeks return to the unity of the
Apostolic See and that the daughter come back to the mother’.21
Alexius 1v, too, was expected to direct both patriarch and Church
towards Rome.?2 The princes, not the Churches, of Serbia, Bul-
garia and Armenia had all solicited his protection, and the
Churches had enthusiastically concurred. In Jerusalem, Antioch
and Alexandria Latin patriarchs had been appointed. In Jerusalem
the seewas vacant when the Latins arrived; in the other two cities
it was a question of Latin or Greek influence and in Antioch an
irate prince manipulated the patriarchate to further his own in-
terests. In Cyprus also, with the political domination of western
power, the main sees of the local Church were put into Latin hands
and the indigenous Greek Church was made subordinate. In other
wotds, it had been the custom and it was the custom. Innocent did
no more than follow the custom in the conviction that he was
conferring the benefit of the truth on the misguided.

For, after all, the victory of the pilgrim army was an act of God.
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Emperor Baldwin in his letter announcing the capture of the
eastern capital had no doubt of it : ‘God’s wonders follow ever one
on another in our regard, so that even the infidel should not
doubt that the hand of God is bringing all this to pass, since noth-
ing of what we had previously hoped for and forecast succeeded
and then in the end the Lord provided new aids when nothing of
human counsel remained’.23 Pope Innocent was equally convinced.
He opened his letter to the Latin ecclesiastics of Constantinople
with these words :
We read in the prophet Daniel that it is God in heaven who
reveals mysteries ; He changes times and transfers kingdoms.
This we see fulfilled in our day in the kingdom of the Greeks
and we rejoice, since He who holds power in the kingdom of
men and who will give it to whomso He wills, has transferred
the Empire of Constantinople from the proud to the humble,
from the disobedient to the devoted, from schismatics to
Catholics, that is, from the Greeks to the Latins. Indeed, that
was done by the Lord and it is matvellous in our sight. This is
verily the change of the right hand of the Most High in which
the right hand of the Lord performs acts of valour’.24
Not only was the victory the act of the right hand of the Lord
to favour the Latins and their faith. It was at the same time a
punishment of the Greeks for their sin of schism. The emperor
Baldwin in the same letter recorded his belief. “These and other
ravings [i.e. the Greek errors and their treatment of Latins ] which
the limits of a letter cannot narrate at length, when the cup of their
iniquities had been filled full (iniquities which moved even God
to nausea), divine Justice by our means visited with a worthy
vengeance and, driving out men who hate God and love only them-
selves, has given to us a land flowing with abundance of every
good’.25This is a theme that Innocent only touched on in his
communications to the crusaders, but he agreed with it and in a
letter to Theodore Lascaris himself he propounded his belief
though with moderation. Lascaris had written to the popeaccusing
the Latins of apostasy for turning Christian armsagainst Christians,
of sactrilege for sacking holy places in Constantinople, of perjury
for breaking treaties. Innocent replied : “We do not excuse the
Latins whom often We have reproved for their excesses, but We
have thought good to put before you in this letter the excuses they
make for themselves’, whereupon he repeats almost verbatim the
explanation offered him in August 1205 by Montferrat.26 He
continued :
But allowing that they atre not altogether without blame, still
We believe that through them the Greeks were punished by a
just judgement of God, because they acted to rend the seam-
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less garment of Jesus Christ. For since God’s judgements are
so hidden that they are called a vast abyss by the prophet, it
often occurs that by His hidden, butever most just judgement,
the evilare punished by the agency of the evil.
He ended by counselling Theodore to accept that judgement and
to submit to the Latin emperor Henry, to whom divine power had
given the empire.2?

When Constantinople was taken by the crusade that Innocent
had set in motion and promoted, he could and, I think, did expect
that the conquered territories would become a fief of sorts of the
Holy See, even though he had never apptroved of the diversion
of the army to the Bosphorus. His letter answering Baldwin’s
announcement of the victory suggests such a hope and it was in
harmony with the trend in the West. Whether this supposition is
true or not, once he had received the terms of the pact entered into
by Frenchand Venetians before the final assault on thecity, he could
no longer harbour any such hopes. The pact eliminated as far as it
could papal intetference in the new empire. The victors allotted
territories and within them ecclesiastical administration. They set
up canons of the cathedral of S. Sophia and elected a new patriarch.
They appropriated all church property, allowing to the ecclesias-
tics — diocesan clergy and monasteries — what they judged should
suffice for their needs. Innocent, of course, did not accept these
conditions, but there was little he could do about it immediately
and in fact the problem of church property was not satisfactorily
settled within his lifetime.

A consequence was that, as he had no rights as a sovereign and
since the Church, whether Latin or Greek, in the empire was on
the whole without estates and poor (some dioceses could support
not more than two canons), he could exetcise little influence on
the progress of political events. Further, most of the magnates of
the empire from the emperor downwards were at loggerheads with
the Holy See because of their depredations of ecclesiastical pro-
perty, their refusal to pay tenths, and their forbidding of legacies
for pious purposes. Moreover, they alternately supported the
Greek clergy against their Latin superiors and exploited the same
Greeks contrary to the protective measures taken by their Latin
supetiors. The princes of Athens and Achaia were frequent
offenders and the utmost sanction of the Church, interdict, had to
be threatened and applied in order to force amendment. The means
used to achieve order in the Latin Chutrch and obedience from the
Greek Church wete canonical, the application of the canons, and
that, as has been noted, not harshly but with a certain moderation.

Innocent 111 was a canonist who had studied at Bologna under
the famous Uguccio, whose teaching he followed closely.?8One
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thinks that he had the canonist’s mind, that is, a tendency to
adhere somewhat narrowly to the law ; that having established the
legal principle he applied it exactly. That is what he seems to have
done in his relations with the Greeks. In theory the conquest of
their empire brought with it the subjection of their Church. Hence,
after 1204, it was reunited with the Latin Church and under the
authority of the pope. That was to be acknowledged by individuals
through the oath of obedience. Once a man had taken the oath he
was legally the equal of the Latins, and submissive Greek bishops
‘should enjoy in their dioceses the same liberty as the Latins enjoy
in theirs’.29 Conversely, till they took the oath, they were schis-
matics and out of the Church of God. Hence, when the Lateran
Council was convoked, Innocent summoned to it all the western
bishops and many other western clerics whose reform or help was
to be gained by the council. From the East he invited those who
were canonically members of the Church, those who had taken the
oath of obedience. Such action was canonical; it was logical; and
so it was done.30

When in that Lateran Council of 1215 Innocent approved the
fourth capitulum with its introductory phrase, “The Greeks return
to obedience to the Holy See,’3!it was obvious to everybody that
in fact they did not. No Greek metropolitan or archbishop had
made his submission. There was a Greek patriarch in Nicaea on
whom the Greeks centred their Church loyalties. Most bishops
and many monks had gone either to Nicaea or to Epirus to escape
from the oath. On the other hand a fair number of suffragan
bishops, the great bulk of the parochial clergy and a generous pro-
portion of monks remained within the old diocesan organisation
of Greece, where now, however, all the larger dioceses had Latin
incumbents. But even so, it cannot be said that the Greek clergy
who remained within the empitre had in their hearts abandoned
their allegiance to the Greek pattiatch no matter where he resided.

In view of this should Innocent have dropped the pretence that
there was a union and have changed his tactics in respect of the
Greeks? Perhaps one should rather ask, not ‘Should Innocent have
changed his tactics?’, but ‘Could he?’. Having once begun insist-
ing on the oath of obedience, which for him and for the Greeks
implied a point of doctrine, he could hardly have openly ceased to
demand it without seeming himself to call that doctrine in ques-
tion. That would have been true of any pope. It was doubly
impossible for Innocent with his legal mind and legal methods.
And it would not have helped. At that time just after the capture
of Constantinople and the pillaging, in the knowledge of what had
happened in the patriarchates of Jerusalem, Antioch and Alex-
andria and in Cyprus, where the Latins had latinised the Greek
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Church as far as they could, and aware of the Latin encroachment
on the Churches of Serbia and Bulgaria, the Greeks would not
have combined with the Latins on any terms. The usurper Murt-
zuphlus, who deposed Isaac 11 and Alexius 1v, opened sincere or
feigned negotiations with the crusaders, which the emperor Bald-
win reported to the pope. On one point he was adamant. ‘But he
sofirmly refused the obedience to the Roman Chutchandtheaid for
the Holy Land that Alexius had guaranteed by oath and an imper-
ial rescript, that he would prefer to lose life itself and that Greece
should be ruined rather than that the Oriental Church should
be made subordinate to Latin prelates’.32 Murtzuphlus’s words
most probably reflected the sentiments also of the leading Greeks.

Nevertheless, fifty years later, in 1254, an emperor of Nicaea
with the backing of the patriarch of Nicaea offered to Innocent
111°s third successor union of the Churches on conditions almost
identical with those that Innocent had stipulated. The Greek
Church and clergy would commemorate the pope in the liturgy,
show him canonical obedience, accept him as a court of appeal,
obey his decision if not against the canons, acknowledge his right
to preside at general councils and accept his judgements there if
not against scripture or the canons, and they would approve his
verdicts in all otherecclesiastical business if not against the canons.
The Filiogue dispute, it is true, should be settled by free discussion
in a general council, but at that time there was a fair prospect of
agreement even on that thorny question : Nicephorus Blemmydes,
whose reputation for learning brought him great respect and
influence—he was selected as patriarch to succeed Manuel11in 1255
but refused the office on grounds of ill health — was then multiply-
ing treatises to disprove ‘from the Father only’ in favour of ‘from
the Father through the Son’. There was a price, of course, set for
this acquiescence : the restoration to their respective thrones in
Constantinople of Emperor Vatatzes and Patriarch Manuel, with
the ejection of their Latin rivals.33 What would have been the
resultif these proposals had been implemented there is no knowing
— whether ot not the Greek Church at large would have followed
the lead given by their emperor and their patriarch. What actually
happened was that all the three protagonists, pope, emperor and
patriarch, died in 1254. The new emperor of Nicaea, Theodore 11
Lascaris, finding the political situation easier, was less interested,
and the negotiations though renewed came tonothing. The whole
incident, however, suggests that Innocent 111 was less extravagant
inhis expectations and demands than is sometimes supposed.

The personages of the past were men as we are, with the same
basic qualities, virtues and vices. They, like us, could rise to
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heights of heroism. They, as we, could be victims to the lust for
powet, for riches, for pleasures of all kinds. Innocent 111 was a
man, and a man in a position where he wielded power and could
have striven, consciously or unconsciously, continually for more.
Exalting the Holy See and ruling the Church, he could have been
seeking his own satisfaction in the name of religion.

But the people of earlier centuries, though basically like us, were
conditioned very differently. They thought largely in other cate-
gories; their scale of values was different; their outlook was
simpler, more direct. Religion made a greater impact on them than
it normally does on men of today. It entered into the very fabric
of their lives. The Church was wotld-wide, supranational, divine.
Faith was God-given; heresy the greatest of evils. The Holy Land
and Jerusalem were worth fighting for. Religion added its sanction
to the daily relations of man with his fellowmen; of villeins with
their lotds; of lords with their feudal masters. Oaths and excom-
munications might for a time be lightly regarded, but in the end
they usually prevailed. The one essential for every man was to
ensure his eternal salvation.

Innocent was also subject to these religious influences and that
toan unusually high degree because of his upbringing and training.
For him the Church was indeed divine, founded by Christ, con-
structed hierarchically, endowed with supreme authority. That
authority, though it was by no means confined to him, was con-
ferred inits fulness on St Peter and then on his successors in the see
of Rome. Innocent was such a successor. He did not have to seek
authority. He possessed it. His task was to apply it to the highest
good of man and the benefit of the Church as the ark of salvation.
Was that his ultimate purpose and intention in his dealings with the
Greeks? To judge him one must force oneself back to his day and
clothe oneself with its mentality. A difficult task.
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Government in Latin Syria and

the (ommercial Privileges of JForeign cMerchants

JONATHAN RILEY-SMITH

Historians of the crusades have described, with varying degrees of
emphasis, the communities of European merchants in the Latin
East as over-endowed bodies, benefiting from the short-sighted
policies of successive rulers, who granted massive privileges to
them at the expense of theirown long-term interests.” Historians of
Mediterranean trade have been more circumspect,2but neverthe-
less the weight of academic opinion sees the merchants exercising
their great jurisdictional and commercial rights tothe detriment of
Latin Sytia in the late twelfth and thirteenth centuries. The privi-
leges granted to them can be summarised as being territorial, or
the gifts of quarters in the cities, including churches, ovens and
baths; jurisdictional, or the rights of judging not only their own
nationals, but also in some cases those living in their quarters; and
commercial, or the rights of entering, remaining in and leaving
specified ports, the reduction or removal of entry, exit and sales
dues payable to the lords and sometimes the possession of their
own markets. It is the commercial exemptions with which this
paper will be concerned, and it will be argued that in the context
of local conditions and administrative practice they are not so out-
rageous as they appear to be at first sight.

In the first place the frailty of the Latin colonies has been
exaggerated. There is some evidence, especially for the fitst half
of the thirteenth century, before the arrival of the Mongols and
the consequent disruption of the trade routes to the East, that the
cities on the Levantine sea-board were rich.3 On them the Muslim
hinterland depended for its prosperity, a fact that discouraged
Arab rulers from attacking them;4and their wealth may have con-
tributed to what must otherwise appear to be the absurdly roman-
tic interest in them of the emperor Frederick 11, Charles 1 of
Naples and the kings of Cyprus. In the eatly 1240s Richard of
Cornwall was told by the Military Otders that Acre alone was
worth 50,000 pounds of silver each year to its lord;5and itis
possible that revenues from trade went some way to compensate
for the territorial losses suffered by the kingdom of Jerusalem in
1187, because the surviving grants of money-fiefs from the returns
of Acre, Tyre and the smaller towns® lead one to suppose that
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the impressive feudal host put into the field by the kingdom at the
battle of Gaza in 1244 was financed largely out of the profits of
the ports.”

The possessors of the coastal towns, moreover, seem to have
enjoyed a large proportion of their revenues in spite of the partial
or complete exemptions from tolls and dues gained by many met-
chant communities. This may partly explain the paradox that
while there was a continuing aggressiveness on the part of the
government of Latin Jerusalem towards the merchants” jurisdic-
tional and territorial rights,8there is little evidence for a similar
concern about their commercial exemptions, save in a few fields
that will be discussed below.9 And kings and lords continued well
into the thirteenth century to make grants to European merchants
ot to reduce the dues they had to pay. In 1202 Plebanus of Botrun
gave privileges to Pisal®and in 1203 Bohemond 1v of Tripoli made
a grant to Genoa.''In 1217 Guy of Jubail gave rights to the
Venetians ;12 and in the eatly 1220s John of Ibelinissued animpoz-
tant series of charters to the Genoese, Venetians and Marseillais in
a clear attempt to encourage commerce in his town of Beirut.!3
Charters were also granted by Frederick 11 of Jerusalem and
Bohemond v of Tripoli for Montpellier in 1229 and 1243 res-
pectively ;4by Rohard of Haifa for Genoa in 1234,5by the High
Coutt of Jerusalem for Ancona in 1257%and by Bohemond vir of
Tripolifor Venicein 1277.17 Onealso findstolls being progressively
reduced: for the Pisans in Jaffal8 and for the Venetians, Pisans and
Amalfitans in Antioch.!9 The care, however, with which grants
were usually made is shown by the way certain commodities wete
specifically excluded from them. In 1183 the Venetians in Antioch
had to pay dues on the merchandise they bought in the markets ;20
in 1190 the Marseillais in Palestine were exempted only from port
taxes and not from sales dues;2lin 1202 the Pisans in Botrun were
to pay a tax on every ship of theirs bringing in corn for sale;22
whenin 1223 John of Beirut confirmed a charter of 1221 exempting
the Genoese from port entry, and part of the exit dues, he specified
that pottery, wine, oil and corn were taxable;23and the charter
granted to the Venetians by Bohemond v11 of Tripoli in 1277 was
hedged about by limitations.2#There seem always to have been
certaincommodities on which rulers were reluctant to lose customs
duties. In 1190 Guy of Lusignan envisaged bans on the export of
cornfromPalestine.25In1244 the Venetian bailli, Marsiglio Giorgio
complained that his compatriots had been forced to pay a tax on
horses and slaves that they imported to sell in Acre and this is
paralleled by what seems to have been an unsuccessful attempt by
Frederick 11’s officers to impose a tax on horses brought in by the
Pisans before 1229.26In Acre and elsewhere duty was taken on the
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exportt of coins and precious metal for use in minting, although
the Genoese in Tripoli were exempted in 1203.27A tax on mer-
chants engaged in the pilgrim traffic always seems to have been
imposed28and most rulers were keen to take dues from Italian
metchants who tried to deal directly with the Muslim hinterland.
It will be suggested that this was because the goods involved
would normally have passed through their own markets and that
they would have lost revenues if the merchandise had been taken
by the Italians straight to their privileged quarters.29

While there is, therefore, nothing to suggest that rulers care-
lessly or unconsciously lost control over trade, the continuing
granting of privileges to European merchants suggests that they
knew that it was in their interest that these merchants be en-
couraged to visit their ports. In 1243 Bohemond v of Tripoli
made a grant to Montpellier, ‘regarding the good renown of the
commune and the profit that can come to me and my lordship
through their visits to the land’. The rights contained in the charter
were to be enjoyed for ten years, during which time the men of
Montpellier would guarantee to send each year at least one ship of
a specified size to Tripoli. If in any year the ship should not arrive,
Bohemond was thenceforward to be released from his obliga-
tions.30In 1257 the bailli of Jerusalem and the High Court made 2
grant, admittedly political in that they needed support in the War
of St Sabas, to the merchants of Ancona, having regard for ‘the
greater utility and manifest profit for the kingdom’.3'In 1261 the
Master of the Temple was complaining of the shortage of exchange
and therefore of ready cash that resulted from the absence of the
Genoese and their allies from Acre in the wake of the War of
St Sabas.32In 1277 Bohemond v1r of Tripoli granted rights to the
Venetians that were to last only as long as he and his heirs pleased.
The privileges could be revoked at will.33'The reasoning of the
leaders of Latin Syria seems to have been realistic. The geo-
graphical advantages of the Levantine ports as the termini of the
Asiatic trade routes would mean nothing if they were not visited
by those capable of carrying to Europe the goods that had reached
them. The wealth of the Latins in the East depended on a through-
traffic of commodities that could not flow without the regular
arrival of fleets to take the goods away. This is obvious, as are the
benefits accruing to the European merchants. What have in the
past been ignored are the benefits for the rulers themselves.

Inevery port there were several administrative or judicial offices
involved in the organisation and the levying of dues on commerce.
Two of these, the secrete, which may have had some sort of overall
control, and the Conr des Bonrgeois, which seems to have laid taxes
on the retail shopkeepers, need not concern us directly, but the
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others must be considered. They were the chaine, the city gates, the
Jonde and the markets of the European merchants.

‘The chaine ot cathena was a chain stretched across the harbour
entrance that could be raised in time of danger. But its name was
also given to the port, or one of the pozts,34to the area of the town
bordering on this port,35and to an office, in Acre in a Akban-like
building,36 which combined several functions, being at least from
the reign of Amalric a maritime court,37but also the body respons-
ible for the running and upkeep of the port,38a department
accounting revenues and paying outa proportion of them in rents
and money-fiefs,3%and a customs house. It is the last of these that
is relevant to this study. We know very little about how it was run.
In the thirteenth century it was supervised by bai//is,4owho were
perhaps the same officers as the cuszodes of the port mentioned in an
early document,#'and it also employed scribes.42It is possible that
its administration had been inherited from the Muslims and it
might be best to compare its practices with what we know of the
system in Egyptian ports atabout the same time.43

In Egypt the cargo of a merchant ship entering a port was
involved in four processes : disembarkation, registration, storage
and sale. On arrival the vessel was usually moored in the centre of
the harbour, not at the quayside, and lighters ferried its cargo to
the quays, while the captain paid a tax for the right to remain at
anchot. Thesame sortof procedure seems to have beenfollowed in
the major Latin Syrian ports. The arrival of ships outside Acre
was signalled by the tolling of a bell and each was met by a small
boat,#doubtless a pilot boat, that may have directed it either to a
berthinthecentre of the harbour — it seems that boatsdid not tieup
alongside the Por# de la Chaine*5and one must assume that barges
catried cargo from them to the shore — or to the second port of
Acre, the Mer de Ja Riviere, which seems to have had facilities for
the mooring of /gna along its wharves.46 As in Egypt, a port tax
was levied on each ship, known as anchoragia, but unlike Egypt
it does not seem to have varied according to the size of vessel in-
volved.47

In Egypt the goods, once disembarked, were inspected and
registered for taxation on an ad valorem basis, that is a tax that
varied according to the estimated value of the commodity, usually
expressed in a percentage, although no tax was levied untilafter the
sale in the market. Between registration and sale the cargo might
be stored in warehouses at the port side. Registration of goods
seems also to have taken place in the Latin Syrian ports. In the late
11208 King Baldwin 11 of Jerusalem freed pilgrims from dues on
their personal belongings. In future they would pay no tax on
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luggage or other things valued at less than 4o besants and none on
any excess if they could persuade the caszodes of the pott that they
were not going to sell it. Otherwise they would pay ‘what is
customary and just in the port’.48 This is evidence that officers on
the quayside checked the goods of, and took declarations from,
arrivals to find out if they were bringing in anything dutiable. Un-
like Egypt and the Byzantine Empire,*9it may be that an ad valoren
tax was taken on entry and before sale by the customs officers
themselves, although it must be admitted that the evidence is
slightly ambiguous and that probably payment on goods to be sold
was postponed, being taken in the market together with the sales
tax.50'The duty itself seems to have varied : in 1231 it was 10 pet
cent, buta decade later itappears to have been reduced to 8 per cent
and later still, it stood at 5 per cent.5! It is possible that some goods
were sold on the quayside under the supervision of officials of the
chaine,5*but most must have passed out of their jurisdiction on
leaving the port area for the markets.53

In Egypt an important differentiation was made between im-
ports and exports. Goods on their way out were inspected, taxed
and ferried to the ship, which was also taxed ; and the captain had
to pay for an official authorisation to depart. The export dues were
taken on the quayside and unlike the entry taxes were estimated
according to quantity, not a4 valorem, although the bill finally pre-
sented might be in a form indistinguishable from the ad valorem
account, expressed in terms of a percentage of the value, while
there were always commodities such as wine, oil and grain that
were always regarded as measurable, whichever way they were
going.54In the Latin East the export tax was certainly taken by the
¢chaine,55 which levied the dues even on re-exports that had not
found buyers in the markets.5¢ The chaine had its own series of
weights and measures for estimating the quantity of goods passing
through it,57but it is not clear that there was a consistent approach
to the means of arriving at the dues to be paid : a surviving list of
charges made in the chaine, at the gates and in the markets of Acre
and drawn up possibly in the mid-thirteenth centurys8contains
commodities charged by quantity instead of ad valorems among
both imports and exports, while some exports are taxed on an ad
valorem basis.59 An additional harbour tax, known as serdiaria,
was also levied, imposed it seems on the passengers and sailors ina
ship.60

The privileges to foreign merchants in connection with the
chaine fall into three groups : general exemptions from all dues
owing to the port officials, often including freedom from levies
on the re-export of unsold goods, but generally insisting that
the privileges he enjoyed only by bona fide merchants from the
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European city involved and excluding taxes on pilgrim traffic; 6!
partial exemptions;%2and finally a right which seems to have been
extended only to the Pisans, who in 1187 wereallowed to have their
own agents to deal with their nationals in the chaines and markets
and at the gates of Tyre, Acre and Jaffa.63 Although the great
privileges gained by the Pisans at this time were soon to be
annulled4 and in 1226-8 the baillis of the chaine in Acre were
certainly trying to enforce authority over them,%5as late as 1286
the Pisan consul in Acre was believed to be still exercising these
powers.66

The other means of entering or leaving a city was of course
through the land gates and revenues from these were important to
the lords. When Bohemond 1v gave the Hospitallers a gate in the
walls of Tripoli in 1196, he stated that they were not to allow the
passage of anything taxable through it.67 Usually the gates were
administered separately from the markets : from the surviving
grants of rents and money-fiefs it is apparent that the gates of
Jerusalem, Tyre, Beirut, Tripoli and Ascalon were run by their
own offices, in much the same way as the ports and markets.®8 The
absence of any reference in the documents to the revenues of the
gates of Acre is striking and it may be that there the market
officials also levied the entry tax imposed on goods that came in by
land.691t is possible, however, that a famous passage in Ibn
Jubait’s description of his journey through Palestine in 1184 pro-
vides a solution to the problem. Ibn Jubair travelled to Acre from
Damascus in company with some merchants, On arrival he and his
companions were taken to a &han at the gate of which there were
Christian scribes who made out their accounts in Arabic. These
examined the baggage of those who were not merchants to see
whether it contained anything taxable, a procedure that parallels
the inspection in the ports of the luggage of arrivals. Ibn Jubair
noted that the diwan to which they belonged was held in farm by a
man honoured by the title of sghib. All that was taken by the
sctibes belonged to him and he in turn paid a large sum to the
government.7°Ibn Jubair was certainly not describing the chaine,
for he had just come into the city by land, while grants made on the
revenues of the markets by the king, one of them in the following
year,7f and references in the thirteenth century to the bailli of the
fonde, a royal official,”2suggest that the markets were not farmed
either. It seems to be most likely that Ibn Jubair was describing
the officials at the gates of Acre and that the absence of references
to grants made on their revenues by the king can be explained by
the fact that they were held infarm.73

The gate officials seem to have laid a tax on all imports as well as
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exports; 74 and it appears that at Acre they would demand from a
man who was not exempt an oath that he was bringing in a com-
modity for his own use. If so he merely paid a passage tax.75If the
goods imported wete to be sold in the town the duty payable at
the gates was probably taken at the same time as the sales tax in the
markets : this seems to be implied in the wording of some of the
grants of exemption and in the clauses of the surviving list of
charges on commercial transactions in Acre.76 Exports were taxed
in much the same way as were those passing through the chaine,
some tolls being estimated according to the quantity of the com-
modity involved?? and for some goods an ad valorem duty being
imposed.”8 In this respect the privileges granted to European
merchants meant the same as those accorded to them in the chaine,
although the loss in revenue by the government may have been
less. There were, it is true, strong attempts to force the merchants
to make some payment for those goods they had brought in from
or were exporting to Islamic countries.?9 The number of Euro-
peans, however, actually engaged in the traffic of merchandise
along this section of the trans-Asiatic trade route and organising
caravansfrom Damascus and other Muslim centres to the Levantine
sea-board must have been negligible.

Upon entering a town either through the port or by the land gates
a merchant and his merchandise would make for the markets. In
Acre and some other ports many of these markets seem to have
been under the jurisdiction of the officials of the fonde ot funda. The
word fonde and the linked fonticum| fondicum wete corruptions of the
Arabic fundug, itself a transliteration of the Greek pandokeia.801t is
to be found in many of the countries bordering on the Mediter-
ranean, but in Latin Syria it had at least four different meanings. It
could refer to a building, a £ban, built round a large open courtyard
in which goods were stored and in the upper stories of which there
were lodging rooms for visiting merchants. The fandugs of the
Italians in Alexandria and other Arab centres were of this type.8!
It could also refer to a market in a &ban-shaped building that at
least by the 1140s ought technically to be called a gaysiriya,32
although markets were often merely held in a square or open space
in the town.83 Market fundugs could belong to an individual owner
—an Italian commune in Acte for instance84 — or could be devoted
to the sale of a particular commodity,85although in Egypt and
doubtless also in Latin Syria this rule was by no means strictly
kept.

The wozrd fonde, moreover, seems to have been applied often
not to one but to a group of markets, combined under a single
administration. This can be the only explanation of the con-
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glomerate nature of the goods listed in the mid-thitteenth century
as being sold in the fonde of Acre,86and incidentally it may help to
make clear a reference in a statute, clumsily inserted into the list,
to two fondes,en amont and en aval.87 The second of these terms may
refer to the low’ part of Acre that lay by the Por# de la Chaine,88
where, we will see, were collected the Italian markets; and the
Jonde en aval may be a collective reference to these. The fonde en
amont, which was clearly the royal fonde,89 must have been a group
of squares and markets in the vicinity of the Fanda Regis mentioned
in a document of 1188 and situated in the south-east part of the
town, not far from the eastern line of the walls.90Finally fonde could
refer not to the markets themselves but to their administration :
the bailli and jurats of the Cour de la Fonde, perhaps dating from the
reign of Amalric,91 concerned with minor mercantile matters and,
in Acre, with jurisdiction over indigenous residents,2and linked
to them the office, staffed by sergeants,93 measurers,%4scribes95and
auctioneers,%that levied taxes, accounted revenues and granted
out money-fiefs and rents.97In Acre the Funda Regis of 1188, which
from the one reference to it was clearly a single building, could
simply have been a house situated in the centte of the markets, in
which, sat the Co#r de /a Fonde and from which they were ad-
ministered.

There are further complications. It has been suggested that the
surviving list of charges made in the forde of Acre is incomplete,
because it covers by no means all the goods that are known to have
been sold in the city.98But it is clear that throughout Latin Syria
there were always markets administered sepatately from the fondes :
in Antioch the tannery and the wine and fish markets;% in
Laodicea the tannery and the markets for dyestuffs, ole#m fossimani
and fruit;100in Jabala the cloth market;10Tat Margat the market for
dyestuffs ;102in Tripoli the meat market, soapworks, tannery, and
the markets for dyestuffs and fish ;103and in Acre certainly the meat
markett04and probably also the tannery. 1051t is also possible that,
whereas in many towns most markets wetre gathered under one
administration, at least in Tyre all the various markets were semi-
independent,196and the control of commerce may have resembled
that of Damascus, with each market under an equivalent of the
‘arif, although probably under the general supervision of a
muptasib. It is noteworthy that the only mention of this Arab
official in the documents of Latin Syria is to be found with reference
to Tyre between 1210and 1243,and he is here to be found function-
ing in much the same way as did the m#btasibs in Damascus —as a
commercial judge and a supervisor of the markets.107

John of Joinville, describing the capture of Damietta by the
crusaders in 1249, wrote that the Christians set fire to ‘the fonde
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where were all the merchandise and all the goods that are sold by
weight’.108In any matket many of the commodities involved in
commercial transactions were weighed on scales provided by the
lord109by mensuratores appointed by him.110In the fonde of Acre,
and clearly also elsewhere, taxes were levied after the transaction,
the tax being estimated ad valorem on a percentage basis. Although
it can be supplemented by some references to dues by the Venetian
bailli in 1244,711 the surviving list of charges made in the market of
Acre is a very complicated document, in which the duty payable on
goods varies, depending on the commodity, from 4§ per cent!2
to 25 per cent. Of the charges, the most important seem to have
been 4% per cent, almost certainly a transit tax,!1383 per cent, 10
pet cent, 1155 pet cent, probably the standard tax, since it is called
dreiture enterine,""%and 25 per cent, this last laid mainly on local
vegetables and fruit.’’5'These taxes seem to have been generally
lower than the Egyptian &bams of 20 per cent™%and often higher
than the Byzantine kommerkion of 10 pet cent.117

In Egypt there wete two ways of levying the dues in the
markets, depending on the kind of business dealings used by the
merchants. In the cases of man-to-man bargains struck by the
traders together, the Master of the Markets would fix official prices
in consultation with the chief merchants. Official price lists, often
changed, were not directives — bargains would be struck as usual -
but they established the theoretical price of a commodity that was
the basis for the ad valorem tax on it.118 The second method was that
of the public auction, the ba/ga, which was not popular among the
merchants but had by 1200 become the most usual way of trans-
acting business.’19 All the lots of a given commodity would be
auctioned together in the market by an official auctioneer. Levying
the duty was simple, for the tax was merely taken off the top of the
total proceeds of the auction before they were divided among the
merchants involved. Both methods seem to have been used in
Acte, and there is evidence for the employment of vendours de la
vile, cleatly public auctioneers.120But whatever method was used,
it seems that, as in Egypt and Constantinople,’2Tin most cases the
burden of the tax was shared, being divided between the seller and
the buyer who each paid half.122

Privileges in the fonde to European merchants took much the
same forms as those they enjoyed in the chaine and at the gates,
although complete freedom from the market charges was less often
granted — there is no evidence, for instance, that the Venetians
were ever fully exempted.23There was also a general freedom
from which certain commodities were excepted ;1 24a general reduc-
tion of charges, or the reduction of dues on certain goods;*25and a
privilege which applied only to one side of a business transaction :



118 The Commercial Privileges of Foreign Merchants

freedom from the charges on sales or on purchases, but not on
both.1261t must, however, be emphasised that whatever form the
ptivilege took it applied to only half the tax levied by the govern-
ment. If a privileged merchant and 2 non-privileged had a business
dealing —and the majority of the transactions in the markets must
have been of this kind — the share of the duty owed by the non-
privileged merchant would still have to be paid. Even if total
exemption from sales-taxes had been granted to one group of
merchants, therefore, they had only to involve themselves in twice
as many transactions for the financial break-even point for the
government to be reached. The lords of the Syrian ports clearly
hoped - and that hope was sutely realised — that the presence of
European merchants would lead to an increase in business that
would more than compensate for any revenue initially lost by
encouraging them to come.

In one respect, however, some of the communities of European
merchants enjoyed what was a very important privilege. They
were allowed to possess their own markets, run by their officials
and using their weights and measures.’?’In Acte the Venetian,
Genoese and Pisan quarters lay in a semi-circle around the Porz de la
Chaine, although not actually touching the harbour,28and goods
brought in their ships could be taken straight up to the warehouses
of a privileged communityX29for eventual sale. The first of these
privileges appearsina grant of 1123 to the Venetians in Acre:
You may use scales of weight and measures of quantity in the
following way. For whenever Venetians have business deals
with each other concerning their own goods they ought to
use Venetian measures. When indeed Venetians sell their
goods to other people they ought to sell them according to
their own Venetian measures. But whenever Venetians pur-
chase from foreign peoples other than Venetians, having paid
the market tax, they may buy according to royal measures.130
It will be noticed that this charter gave the Venetians in Acre the
tight to use their own weights and measures in business deals
among themselves and with others, provided that they were se//ing
their goods. If, however, a Venetian wished to 4y something from
a non-Venetian he had to pay tax and use royal measures, in other
words visit the royal markets. Although this clause was not repeated
in the king’s confirmation of the charter in 1125,13!it seems to have
set a standard followed in others, for instance in privileges to the
Pisans in Tyre, Jaffa and Actre and to merchants from Provence in
Tyte granted by Raymond of Tripoli, Conrad of Monteferrat and
Guy of Lusignan. The Pisans were allowed to use weights and
measures ‘so that they can frecly weigh and measure among them-
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selves and for strangers buying from thens, the Provencals only for
measuring amongst themselves.132

It is possible that the same sort of limited right was enjoyed in
Tripoli by the Venetians who in 1277 were allowed to establish
a market under stringent conditions, among them the obligation
for a Venetian to go with a man who had bought from him in his
market to register every sale with the count’s fonde officials.1331t
was also held in Tyre by the Genoese, who were permitted to use
their own measures by Conrad of Montferrat in 1190,134and by
the Venetians, who as owners of a third of the city certainly had
theit own market.135On the other hand, the Genoese seem never
to have gained this privilege in Acre. No charter granting them
such a right survives and, although Francesco Balducci Pegolotti
made reference in his Pratica to the measures used in Acre by the
Pisans and Venetians, he made no mention of the Genoese.1361t is
interesting to note that not only is there no reference in the source
material to a fundug in the Genoese quarter, but no foundations of
such a building have been discovered. And the Genoese seem to
have lost their rights in Tyre by 1264, when they agreed to use the
weights and measures of the lord, Philip of Montfort, and to pay
him mensuragism, a payment on every deal estimated according to
the quantity of merchandise involved.137

The recipients of the privilege of using their own weights and
measures could sell the goods they themselves had imported in
their own markets outside royal control, but to load their ships
with cargoes for the return to the West, they had to buy the goods
coming to the Levant over the Asiatic trade routes in the royal
markets where, even if they were freed from the sales tax, the other
parties to the deal were probably not.138 A loophole for them
would have been to have gone themselves to the great Muslim
centres, conducting caravans from and to the coast, exercising
their privilege of free entry and bringing the uncharged goods into
a portt either for sale in their own markets free of dues or for ship-
ping directly to the West. Alternatively their ships might stop off
ata non-Christian port on the way to the Levant and there pick up
a cargo which they could dispose of in their own markets, using
the Sytian town as a free commercial centre. To combat these it
seems that a series of restrictions were imposed on them. Direct
trading with the Muslim hinterland was discouraged or at least
subjected to tax. In 1192 Henry of Champagne, confirming
Genoese rights in Tyre, added that if ‘they come by land to Tyre
from any Muslim country and sell their merchandise in Tyre they
will render the customary taxes. If indeed they do not sell they are
held to pay no custom.’1391In 1244 Marsiglio Giorgio, the Venetian
bailli, complained : ‘If any of the merchants of Venice wishes to go
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overland to Damascus or to any Muslim city and wishes to take
any merchandise with him out of Acre he is forced to pay one
carat [4% per cent] for each besant of its estimated worth’ and that:
‘If anyone from Venice wishes to go to Damascus or to any
Muslim country and buys merchandise and he wishes to bring
it to Acre by land, he must pay 955%, if he wants to sell it in
Acte’, unless he had come to an agreement beforehand with the
royal officers.140In 1264 the Genoese agreed to pay Philip of Mont-
fort 25% per cent of all goods exported or imported through the
land gates of Tyre. If, however, they took out goods that they
could not sell, they were allowed to bring them back into the city
without the payment of additional tax, 41

The complaints of Marsiglio Giorgio also contained a reference
to the government’s attempts to prevent the Venetians from taking
advantage of their privileges by shipping merchandise they them-
selves had acquired in a2 Muslim centre directly to Europe. If 2
Venetian bought goods in Islamic lands and brought them to
Acre ‘and if he wishes to carry them to Venice, he pays 419,
unless he has previously come to an agreement with the royal
officer’. 142 Already in 1243, in a charter from Bohemond v which
otherwise reduced the dues payable by merchants from Mont-
pellier, there was to be no reduction for those goods brought into
Tripoli by land and then exported.43

Linked to these restrictions seems to have been one by which
the rulers discouraged the merchants from landing merchandise at
one Christian port and bringing it overland to another. In 1244
Marsiglio Giorgio grumbled that : “If any ship comes from Venice
and applies at Tyre or any other city and the merchants wish
to bring some of their merchandise overland to Acre they
ate charged 93%,. 14 In 1264 Philip of Montfort allowed the
Genoese to pay nothing if they had to bring their goods overland
to Tyte because their ships had been wrecked or attacked by pirates
off his lordship or that of Sidon, provided that they let him ot his
lieutenant know : a clause that suggests that, as in Acre, a tax
would otherwise have been paid.!5 These may have been attempts
to prevent the Italians using the ports as free markets : certainly
thisis what Henry of Champagne seems to have been doing in 1192
when he bound the Genoese in Tyre to pay dues on any goods sold
in the markets of Tyre that had been brought in by sea, if the ship
in which they were imported had come from Batbary, Egypt or
Constantinople by way of some other Islamic country.6In 1257
merchants from Ancona had to pay full dues of entry to the bai/lis
of the chaine in Acre if they imported for sale in the city taxable
goods they had bought in Islamic lands. If these were not sold but
re-exported, they would, moreover, have to pay the full export
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tax.147 And in 1277 the Venetians were allowed to establish a
market in Tripoli on condition that this right was limited only to
Venetians and not to representatives appointed by them and that
if a Venetian sold to one of his compatriots or established a retail
shop or bought corn, vegetables and probably oil in order to resell
them he would pay the full market dues, 148

Finally, the rulers of Latin Syria seem to have tried to discourage
their own subjects from buying goods in the exempt markets.
They appear to have had no objection to foreign merchants from
Damascus and elsewhere, once they had sold their merchandise in
the royal markets, going down to the European fundugs to acquire
commodities to load their camels for their return home ~ the gate
officials would of course tax what they took out of the city.19But
in Tripoliin 1277 the Venetians were allowed to establish a market
provided that if they sold to ‘humble people’ anything that owed
‘two rights’ to the officials of the fonde or the fishmarket they
would register the sale in the Cosr de /a Fonde and pay the tax owed
by the buyer.150If the fonde en amont and the fonde en aval in Acre
referred to above were the royal and Italian markets respectively,
then the significance of the statute inserted into the list of dues to
be taken in the city becomes clear. This commanded that all the
indigenous inhabitants of Acre, those who were answerable to the
Cour de la Fonde, should live around the fonde en amont and not near
the fonde en aval, ‘because otherwise the lord could not enjoy those
rights it is established he should take from them’. The rights
mentioned were the levying of dues, ranging from 4% per cent to
123 per cent, de passage au canton de la fonde en amont on those pur-
chases made in the fonde en aval by the natives, whether shopkeepers
or others, and by all villagers in the royal domain around Acre.
Clearly if locals went to buy in the Italian markets, government
officers would take a tax on their purchases on their way back to
that part of the city where lay the royal markets.’s! The date of this
statute has been much debated, 152 but there is evidence for similar
royal activity elsewhere. Between 1210 and 1225 King John of
Brienne exempted native Syrians in Tyre from royal chaine dues,
thus encouraging them to live in the royal rather than in the
Venetian part of the city where they wete not exempt.153The
situation in Tyre was not like that in Acre, because the Venetians
held one third of the town in lordship, but the king’s motives may
have been the same as those behind the statute concerning Acre :
to discourage the indigenous population from using the Italian
markets,

The rights of and limitations upon European merchants and the
corresponding advantages for the rulers should now be clear. On
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arrival with a loaded ship in a Latin Syrian pott, a privileged trader
passed, with his merchandise untaxed, to the market of his own
nationals where he sold it without paying dues on the sale to the
town’s lord. Merchants from the Muslim interior would come
down to buy in the Europeans’ markets, but they would be taxed
on what they had bought as they left by the gates of the city. Local
people in Acre who did the same would be taxed on their put-
chases as they returned to the part of the town whete they lived. A
western merchant, however, could not buy goods to fill his ship
for the return home in his national market, but would have to go
up to the royal or lord’s fonde, to which were also directed those
coming into the city from the hinterland with spices and other
commodities. In the town markets a European merchant might
well be absolved from the payment of his contribution to the duty
on a purchase, but the man from whom he bought would not and
the government would generally get at least half the theoretical
sales tax. Should the westerners try to get round the obligation to
buy in the town markets by involving themselves in the trade be-
tween the Muslim cities and the coast, they would find that their
privileges of exemption were of no avail and that they were subject
to tolls. Having bought in the royal or lord’s markets an exempt
trader could of course export his purchases to the West without
the payment of customs dues. There is no doubt that the privileges
he enjoyed were of real benefit to him, but his presence in the Latin
East and the increased commercial business that resulted seem to
have more than compensated, as far as the rulers were concerned,
for the exemptions granted to him.
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d’Outremet)’, R HC, Historiens occidentanx, 11, p.224; Chro-
nique d’Ernoul et de Bernard le Trésorier, ed. L.de Mas Latrie
(Patis 1871) p.311. For an attempt by the crown in the
twelfth centuty to resetve the exploitation of the transit
trade to itself, see ‘Livre au roi’, RHC, Lois, 1, p.617.

See Richatd, Le Royaume latin, pp. 220fL.

See below, pp. 118-21. The only other case seems to have been
a strong attempt to make the Genoese pay customs duties in
the pott of Acre in 1231. Annales Janunenses, MGH, S S,
XVIIL, pp. 176-7.

Docunenti [ sulle relazioni] delle cittd foscane [ coll’ Oriente cristiano
¢ coi Turchi fino all’anno 1531], ed. G.Miiller (Flotence 1879)
10.53.

[R.] Rohricht, ‘Amalrich 1. [Kénig von Jerusalem’],
Mitteilungen des dsterreichischen Instituts fiir Geschichtsforschung,
x11 (Vienna 1891) p. 489.

Urkunden [ gur dlteren Handels- und Staatsgeschichie der Republik ]
Venedig [ mit besonderer Beziehnung auf Byzang und die Levante,

ed. G.L.F.Tafel and G.M. Thomas] (Vienna 1856~7)

no. 250.

‘Liber iurium [ rei publicae lanuensis’], Historiae patriae
monumenta (Turin 1836f) vii/1x, nos 569, 585; Urkunden
Venedig, nos 261—2; Histoire [ analytique et chronologique | des
actes[ et des délibérations du corps et du conseil de la municipalité |
de Marseille [ depuis Je X¢ siécle jusqi’ & nos jours ], ed. L.E. Méty
and F. Guindon (Matseilles 1841-3) 1, pp.287-8.
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Acta imperii inedita [ saeculi X111], ed. E. Winkelmann (Inns-
bruck 1880~5) 1, no. 302; [A.] Germain, Histoire de [ /o
commune ] de Montpellier [ depuis ses origines jusqi’ é som incorpora-
tion définitive & la monarchie frangaise ] (Montpellier 1851) 11,
pp-513-15.

‘Libet jurium’, no. 718.

Cod[ ice] dipl[ omatico del sacro militare ordine ] geras[ olimitano
0ggi di Malia ], ed. S.Pauli (Lucca 1733—7) I, pp. 157-61.

See an eatlier grant made by pope Innocent 1v. Epistolae
Saeculi X111 [ e regestis pontificum Romanorum selectae ], MGH
(Betlin 1893—4) 11, no. 125.

[E.G.] Rey, Recherches [ géographiques et historiques sur la domina-
tion des Latins en Orient ] (Paris 1877) pp.47-50.

Documenti delle citta toscane, no. 6. See also the reduction of
dues for the Siennese in Acte, granted by Conradin. Docx-
menti delle citta toscane, no. 7o.

Urkunden Venedig, nos 46, 55, 61, 68; Documenti delia citta
toscane, n0S 4, 13, 50, §8; Memorie [ storico-diplomatiche del-
Pantica citta e ducato] di Amalfi, ed. M. Camera (Naples 1876
1881) 1, p. 202.

Urkunden Venedig, no. 68.

Histoire des actes de Marseille, 1, p.195.

Documenti delle citta toscane, no. 53.

‘Liber jurium’, no. 584. See no. 569.

Rey, Recherches, pp. 47-50.

Histoire des actes de Marseille, 1, p.195.

Urkunden Venedig, no. 300 (p.398); Documenti delle citta
toscane, no. 66.

Urkunden Venedig, nos 94, 307, 361 ; Rohricht, ‘Amalrich 1.°,
p-489.

‘Liber iutium’, no. 11; Urkunden Venedig, nos 401, 300 (p.
397); Documenti delle citté toscane, no. 5. See below, pp. 113-14.
See below pp. 119-21.

Germain, Histoire de Montpellier, 11, pp.513-15.

Cod. dipl. geros., 1, p.157.

Abmnnales monasterii Burtonensis, ed. H.R.Luard, Annales
monastici, RS, xxxVv1 (1864) 1, p. 494.

Rey, Recherches, pp. 49—50.

At Acte, for instance, it is clear that there was another main
landing place, known as the Mer de Ja Riviére. “Livte des
Assises [de la Cout] des Bourgeois’, RHC, Lois, 11, p. 174,
§12; Histoire des actes de Marseille, 1, p. 195 ; Memorie di Amalfi,
1, p. 201 ; Documenti delle citta toscane, no. jo. See also Cod.
dipl. geros., 1, p.159. For various reasons I am inclined to
think that this second pott lay to the east of the Por# de Ja
Chaine in the outer harbour and was ‘devant la bouchetie’.
See ‘[Les] Gestes des Chiprois’, R HC, Documents arméniens,
11, pp.683—4, 813.

The stteet and squate of the Chaine ate mentioned in several
documents and appeat on the map of Matthew Paris (‘Itiné-
raire de Londres’, p.136), although some way to the west of
its actual position.

The present Khan al-Oumdan in Acte, almost certainly on
the site of the Cour de Ja Chaine, is built on the Frankish
foundations of a similat building.
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R.B.Patterson (“The Early Existence of the Funda and
Catena in the Twelfth-Century Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem’,
Speculum, xxxX1% (1964) pp. 474—7) has argued that the Cours
de la Chaine and de Ja Fonde existed befotre the reign of
Amalric. But maritime jurisdiction was only one —and in a
sense the least important — of the functions of the chaine. It
is clear that some office existed from the first and was prob-
ably inherited from the Arabs. By creating a coutrt, the Latins
wete metely turning a financial office into a tribunal. They
always tended to do this, for in the West taxation and juris-
diction wete linked in a way that they were not in the East.
See ‘Quatre titres [des propriétés] des Génois {4 Acre et 4
Tyt]’, ed. C.C.Desimoni, Archives de I'Orient latin, 11 (1884)
no. 4 (p.226); also ‘Liber iurium’, nos 374, 405. In this con-
nection thete sutvives an interesting grant of an indulgence
in 1253 to those in Syria who would help tepait the port of
Jaffa. Le Registre d’Innocent 117, ed. E.Berger (Paris 1884~
1921) no. 6463.

Tab. ord. Theut., nos 5, 17, 63—4; ‘Fragment d’un cart[ulaire
de Potrdre de] St. Lazare [en Terte Sainte]’, ed. A.de Matsy,
Avrchives de I’Orient latin, 11 (1884) no. 28; Documenti delle
citte toscane, no. 27; ‘Quatre piéces rel. teutonique’, no. 3;
Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 1031—2, 2280; Hist. dipl. Fred., 11, pp.
533—5, §37; I1L, pp. 117-18, 122—3, 125, 130; John of Ibelin,
[‘Livte’], RHC, Lois, 1, p. 274.

Doctimenti delle citta toscane, no. 65; Cod. dipl. geros., 1, p.158;
‘L’Estoite d’Eracles’, 11, p. 475.

Cart[ ulaire de I’église du] St.-§ epultre [ de Jérusalem ], ed. E.de
Roziére (Paris 1849) no. 46. The following seem to have
been officers of the Chaine : Menardus in the twelfth centuty,
and Bernard, Thomas and Simon, the last two father and
son, in the thitteenth, Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 180, 1276, 2166,
2483.

‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, p. 220,

I have telied on [C.] Cahen, “Douanes et commetce [dans
les potts méditerranéens de’ I’Egypte médiévale d’apres le
Minhadj d’al-Makhzami)’, Journal of the Economic and Social
History of the Orient, Vi1 (1964) pp.218-314, and [S.D.]
Goitein, [A] Mediterranean Society (Berkeley 1967) 1, passin.
See ‘L’Estoite d’Eracles’, 11, pp. 75, 76.

See the description of the pott and also that of Tyte by
Theoderic, Libellus de locis sanctis, ed. 'T. Tobler (St. Gallen
1865 ) pp.9o-1, 111 : also ‘L’Estoire d’Eracles’, 11, p.395.
See Histoire des actes de Marseille, 1, p. 195 ; Memorie di Amalfi,
1, p. 201, While it is clear that at this time Jignum was a tetm
used to describe a particular kind of ship, not merely boats
in general, I have been unable to establish exactly what type
it was,

Documenti delle citta toscane, nos 5o, 58; ‘Liber iutium’, nos
569, 585 ; Urkunden Venedig, nos 261—2; Histoire des actes de
Marseille, 1, p. 195 ; Memorie di Amalfi, 1, p.201 (note diffet-
ence between anchoragia and ancorandum); Rey, Recherches, p.
47. See also Documenti delle citté toscane, nos 1 B, §; Chartes [ de
la Terre Sainte provenant de I’abbaye de Notre-Dame ] de Josaphat,
ed. H.F.Delaborde (Paris 1880) nos 18, 28~9, 49; Analecta

125
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novissima, ed. J.B.Pitra (Paris 1885-8) 1, p.556. See

Regesta regni Hierosolymitani, comp. R.Rohricht (Innsbruck
1893—1904) no. 606, in which the charge was 1 silver mark.
See also Cart. gen. Hosp., no. 372. The list of duties in Hisz.
dipl. Fred., 11, p. 535 is to be found in a charter issued in
Sicily and so may not accurately reflect conditions in the
port of Acre.

48 Cart. St.-Sépulere, no. 46.

49 See [H.] Antoniadis-Bibicou, Recherches sur les donanes [ &
Byzance ] (Paris 1963 ) pp. 107-22.

50 The clearest evidence is to be found in Cod. dipl. geros., 1,
p.158; and suppott is to be found in Documenti delle citta
toscane, 0O. 70; Acta imperii inedita, 1, no. 302; Cart. gen.
Hosp., no. 1372; ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, p. 174
(§15). See ‘Annales Januenses’, pp. 176—7. On the other
hand, for slight evidence that the combined entry and sales
taxes were taken together in the markets, see ‘Livre des
Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 173 (rubric), 174 (§12); Cars.
S2.-Sépulere, no. 46.

51 ‘Annales Januenses’, pp.176—7; ‘Livte des Assises des
Bourgeois’, p.174 (§12); Francesco Balducci Pegolotti, [ La
pratica della mercatura], ed. A.Evans (Cambridge, Mass.,
1936) p.69.

s2 See ‘Liber iutium’, nos 401, 410; Rey, Recherches, p. 47.

53 Carried presumably by potrters, but also by camels. ‘L’Estoire
d’Eracles’, 11, pp. 151-2; ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’,

.73,

54 For Latin Jetusalem, see ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’,
pp. 48-9.

55 ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, p.220; Cart. S2.-Sépulcre,
no. 155 ; Cod. dipl. geros., 1, p. 158 ; Epistolae saeculi X111, 11,
no. 125. In Egypt the difference between the value of a
merchant’s imports and exports was also taxed where the
export was greater than the import. This may be what is
referred to in the charter of 1257 from the High Court of the
kingdom of Jerusalem to Ancona. ‘et tout le seurplus que il
solent paier a la chaéne seit quite et absolu petrpetuelment’.
Cod. dipl. geros., loc. cit.

56 ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, p.174 (§12); ‘Quatre
titres des Génois’, no. 4 (p.226). See ‘Liber iurium’, no.
569 ; Urkunden Venedig, no. 262 ; Germain, Histoire de Monz-
pellier, 11, p. 513. But see the charter of Guy of Lusignan in
which he promised that the Marseillais would not be forced
against their will to sell what they had brought in, Hiszoire
des actes de Marseille, 1, p.195.

57 See Francesco Balducci Pegolotti, pp. 63—4; Documents
inédits sur le commerce de Marseille an moyen dge, ed. L. Blancard
(Marseilles 188485 ) passim; Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 77, 2298
‘Sankt Samuel auf dem Freudenberge [und sein Besitz nach
einem unbekannten Diplom Kénig Balduins V’], ed. H.E.
Mayet, Quellen und Forschungen aus Iialienischen Archiven und
Bibliotheken, xL1v ( Tubingen 1964) p.68.

58 See[C.] Cahen, ‘A propos des coutumes [ du marché d’Acre’],
Revue bistorique de droit frangais et étranger, sét. 4, xL1 (Paris
1963) pp. 287—90; [ J.] Prawer, ‘L’Etablissement des cou-



59

6o

61

62

69

Jonathan Riley-Smith 127

tumes [du marché & St.-Jean d’Acte et la date de la composi-
tion du Livre des Assises des Boutgeois]’, Revue historigue de
droit frangais et étranger, sét. 4, xX1x (1951) pp.329—51;[].]
Richard, ‘Colonies marchandes [ privilégiées et marché sei-
gneurial. La Fonde d’Acre et ses “droitures™]’, Le moyen dge,
L1x (Paris 1953) pp.325—40.

‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 173-81. Exit dues are
listed for the following commodities : hazel nuts, carobs,
salted fish, onions, onion bulbs, leather tack and saddles,
metchandise, chickens, glass, wine. There is one transit
chatge mentioned — on flax passing through Acte on its way
from Egypt to Damascus. One reference in the ‘Assises des
Bourgeois’ (p.220) suggests that some dues wete paid in
kind; and at Port St.-Simeon one fief in kind was paid out by
the chaine; Tab. ord. Theut., no. 9.

For pilgtims and passengers : Urkunden Venedig, nos 40-1,
300 (p.397). For sailors : Rey, Recherches, p.47. See ‘Liber
iurium’, nos 569, §85; Urkunden Venedig, nos 261—2; Get-
main, Histoire de Montpellier, 11, p.513. See also Documenti
delle citta toscane, nos 23—5, 31-2, 50, 58 (n0o. 39 is not a refet-
ence for this tax); Histoire des actes de Marseille, 1, p. 190;
Memorie di Amalfi, 1, p.201.

’Libet iutium’, nos 8, 11, 20, 256, 276, 363, 374-5, 379, 392,
401, 410, 477, 569, 585, 718; Documenti delle citta toscane,

nos 1, §, 22~5, 31~2, 37; Urkunden Venedig, nos 40-1, 68,
261-2, 369 ; Histoire des actes de Marseille, 1, pp.190-1, 195,
287-8; Memorie di Amalfi, 1, p.201; Rey, Recherches, p.47;
‘Quatre titres des Génois’, no. 4 (pp.225-6); ‘Chartae’,
Historiae patriae monumenta, 1, cols 857-8.

Urkunden Venedig, nos 46, 61; ‘Liber turium’, nos 405, 516,
although the second of these may contain a reference to the
gates; Documenti delle citta toscane, nos 4, 6, 13, 50, 53, 58, 66,
70; Memorie di Amalfi, 1, p.202; Acta imperii inedita, 1, no.
302; Cod. dipl. geros. 1, p. 158 ; Germain, Histoire de Mons-
peliier, 11, p. 513 ; Epistolae saecnli X111, 11, no. 125 ; Rohricht,
‘Amalrich 1.°, p. 489.

Documenti delle citté toscane, nos 23—5, 31—2.

Following his dispute with the Pisans, Henry of Champagne
issued a charter for them in 1193 which merely confirmed
the rights they had held in 1185, Documenii delle cittd toscane,
no. 37.

Documenti delle citia toscane, no. 65, See also no. 66.

Breve of 1286 from the Statuti pisani, printed in Documenti
delle citta toscane, pp.380-1.

Cart. gen. Hosp., no. 99o.

Tab. ord. Theut., no. 8; Urkunden Venedig, nos 63, 299 (p.385);
Cart, gen. Hosp., nos 79, 82; Cod. dipl. geros., 1, p.63; ‘Fragment
d’un Cart. St.-Lazare’, nos 27, 33; ‘Un diplome inédit
d’Amaury 1, roi de Jérusalem, en faveur de I’abbaye du
Temple-Notre-Seigneur (1166)’, ed. F. Chalandon, Revue de
P’Orient latin, vit1 (Paris 19co—1) p. 312;[].] Delaville Le
Roulx, [‘L’Ozrdre de] Montjoye’, Revue de I’Orient Jatin 1 (1893)
p-52.

Exit taxes are included in the list of market charges of the
mid thirteenth centuty, but chaine dues are to be found in it
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too. ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 173—81. Note that
in 1191, befote Acte was retaken, the Hospitallers and the
Templars had promised to take into custody, redditus fori, ez
rerum venalium, et redditus portus Acrae, There was here no
mention of the gates. Gesta regis Henrici secundi, ed. W. Stubbs,
RS, xL1x (1867) 11, p. 170.

70 Ibn Jubair, [ Travels), extt. ed. and tr. RHC. Historiens
orientanx, 111, P.449.

71 Tab. ord. Theut., no. 19. See op. cit., nos 5, 7, 13~14; Docu-
menti delle citta toscane, no. 27; ‘Quatre pieces rel. teutonique’,
no. 3; ‘Fragment d’un catt. St.-Lazare’, no. 29.

72 ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 171~3; ‘L’Estoire
d’Eracles’, 11, p.475.

73 See also the farming of the Chaine of Limassol in Cyptus by
King Aimery in 1199 for two years for 28,500 white besants.
‘Inventaire des piéces de Terre Sainte de Pordre de ’Hépi-
tal’, ed. J.Delaville Le Roulx, Revue de I’Orient latin, 111
(1895), no. 187. On the other hand Marsiglio Giotgio’s
description of the tolls imposed on the Venetians in 1244
(Urkunden Venedig, no. 300, p.398) suggests that perhaps the
gates of Acre were not being farmed then.

74 ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 175 (§23 — see note 9),
179 (§12) and perhaps also pp. 177 (§§ 56, 60), 179 (§15);
Cart. St.-Sépulere, nos 45, 184 ; Urkunden Venedig, no. 63;
‘Quatre titres des Génois’, no. 4 (pp.225-6).

75 ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, p.179 (§12).

76 ‘Livte des Assises des Boutgeois’, pp.177 (§50), 179 (§6),
180 (§22); Urkunden Venedig, no. 300 (p.398); Tab. ord.
Thent., nos 18, 22.

77 ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 179 (§§5, 13), 180 (§30).

78  Urkunden Venedig, no. 300 (p.398) ; ‘Livre des Assises des
Boutrgeois’, pp. 176 (§46), 177 (§549, 51), 179 (§14), 180
(§§25, 26). See also p.177 (§53).

79 See below, pp.119-21.

80 See Cahen, ‘Douanes et commerce’, p.238.

81 See S.Y.Labib, Handelsgeschichte Agypiens im Spatmittelalter
(rr7r1—1517) (Wiesbaden 1965) pp. 2114,

82 See N.Elisséeff, N7r ad-Din (Damascus 1967) 111, pp. 858-9.

83 See the use of the terms ius plateatici and plateaticum in Cart.
gen. Hosp., no. 1372; Hist, dipl. Fred., 11, p. 535. Also Docy-
menti delle citta toscane, no. 6: ‘Dono . . . Pisanis plateam
unam in Ioppe, ut in ea componant sibi domos et faciant
ibidem forum sibi’.

84 See below, pp.118~19. A matket could be endowed with rights
itself. See the exchange of one at Tyte cum libertatibus portuum
et portarum. Le Registre d’Urban IV, ed. J.Guiraud et al. (Patis
1901—58) nos 1019—20.

85 For instance in Acte a platea in which onions were sold,
interesting because onions are included in the surviving list
of chatges. Cart, gen. Hosp., no. 2919; in Antioch a funde del
vin. Cart. gen. Hosp., no. 2001 ; in Laodicea a fondum fructus.
Cart. gen. Hosp., no. 437; in Jabala a platea telavum. Les
Archives, [ la bibliothégue et Je trésor de Pordre de St.~Jean de Jéru-
salem & Malte], ed. J.Delaville Le Roulx (Patis 1883 ) no. 52;
Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 1684, 2143 ; in the lordship of Matrgat a
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platea tincturia. Cart. gen. Hosp., no. 941; in Tyre, “item ex
alio fontico . . . cum tubis et zallamellis vocinis et tanburis et
aliis instrumentis ad ludendum . . . cum uno fontico . .. in
quo vendentut mercimonia’. Urkunden Venedig, no. 299 (p.
385).

‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp.173-81. See also
Francesco Balducci Pegolotti, pp.63—9.

‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp.178—9. See Prawer,
‘L’Etablissement des coutumes’, pp. 331-44. Richard, ‘Colonies
marchandes’, pp. 335—40, and Cahen, ‘A propos des cou-
tumes’, pp. 288-9, argue that the phrases should mean
‘above’ and ‘below’ the fonde. But this is based upon the
assumption that there was only one fonde in Acre — and one
has only to point to teferences to the Venetian fonde to show
that this was not the case.

See Tab. ord. Theut., nos 73—4; ‘Continuation de Guillaume
de Tyt de 1229 4 1261, dite du manusctit de Rothelin’,

R HC. Historiens occidentaux, 11, p.635.

See ‘Livre des Assises des Boutgeois’, p.178.

Documenti delle citté toscane, no. 27. See also the reference by
Frederick 11 to the platea publica civitatis in the same area.
Hist. dipl. Fred., 111, p.128.

See above, p.125, 1n.37.

I have considered thisin another article on the lesser officers
in the Latin Kingdom which is to be published in the
English Historical Review, 87 (1972) pp.6—9.

‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois®, p.172.

The mensurator of Beirut was mentioned in a chatter of 1223.
‘Liber iurium’, no. 58s.

‘Livte des Assises des Boutgeois’, p.2zo.

See below, p.117.

Tab. ord. Theut., nos 5—6, 14, 19, 63—4; Urkunden Venedig, no.
299 (p.367); Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 1215, 2001—2, 2280; Hist.
dipl. Fred., 111, pp.117-18, 122~3, 125, 130; ‘Fragment d’un
cart, St.-Lazare’, nos 29—30; ‘Sankt Samuel auf dem Freuden-
betge’, pp.69—70; Delaville Le Roulx, “Montjoye’, p.52.

See Richard, ‘Colonies marchandes’, p. 330.

Cart, gen. Hosp., no. 2001.

Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 311, 437.

Les Archives, no. 52; Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 1684, 2143.

Cart. gen. Hosp., no. 941.

Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 620, 2002, 2280; Rey, Recherches, pp. 47—
48, 51. There were also two sources of revenue in Tripoli
called drina and paudico which may in fact have been the
duana and the fundico, i.e. the chaine and the fonds.

Tab. ord. Theut., nos 4—5. See ‘Gestes des Chiprois’, pp.683—4,
684, 813.

Cart. gen. Hosp., nos 3514~15. See John of Ibelin, p.274.
Urknnden Venedig, no. 299 (p. 385 ). See also no. 63 ; Charies
de Josaphat, no. 46; ‘Quatte titres des Génois’, no. 4 (p.228).
But see the reference to the fonde of Tyre in Cart. gen. Hosp.,
nos 3346, 3408; Tab. ord. Theut., no. 14.

Urkunden Venedig, no. 299 (pp. 359-60). For Damascus, see
N. A.Ziadeh, Damascus under the Mamliiks (Norman 1964)

pp.88-91.
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John of Joinville, Histoire de saint Louis, ed. N.de Wailly
(Paris 1874) p.go.

For Acte, see Francesco Balducci Pegolotti, p.64. For Tyte,
Urkunden Venedig, no. 299 (p.385) : ‘cum uno fontico . . .;
et est in (ibi) statera’. For Beirut, ‘Liber iutrium’, no. 585.
See also Rey, Recherches, p.48; ‘Sankt Samuel auf dem Freu-
denberge’, p.68.

‘Liber iurium’, no. 585.

‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 173-81; Urkunden
Venedig, no. 300. That the same system was used in other
markets is clear from the privileges to the merchants listed
below, pp.123-6.

An obviously corrupt vatiant gives the charge on wax (115%
pet cent) at 23% per cent.

Of the various commodities taxed at this rate, cinnamon is
listed twice, once obviously as a transit good, while Mar-
siglio Giorgio, the Venetian bailli, reveals that 4% per cent
was charged on Venetian goods passing through Acte from
Islamic countries to the West. It was an easy tax to take,
being one carouble in the besant. See also Ibn Jubair, p.447.
‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, pp. 176 (§§39-41, 47), 177
(§57), 178 (§71).

Apples, asparagus, capets, olives, peats, quinces, sttaw,
tetebinth. Also salt fish from Egypt.

Cahen, ‘Douanes et commetce’, pp. 243ff.
Antoniadis-Bibicow, Recherches sur les donanes, passin.

Cahen, ‘Douanes et commerce’, pp. 240-1, 251-2; Goitein,
Mediterranean Society, pp.192—3, 218—19.

Cahen, ‘Douanes et commerce’, pp. 2403, 254; Goitein,
Mediterranean Society, p.193.

See ‘Livre des Assises des Boutgeois’, pp. 345, 191-2.
Cahen, ‘Douanes et commerce’, p.254; Antoniadis-Bibicou,
Recherches sur les donanes, p.112.

‘nichil plus accipiemus ab illis gentibus, que vobiscum negoci-
antur, nisi quantum soliti sunt dare, et quanta accipimus ab
illis, qui cum aliis negociantur gentibus’, Urkanden Venedig,
no. 4o. (‘This does not appear in the confirmation, no. 41.)
It was to the payment by both parties that Bohemond viI
of Tripoli seems to have been referring in 1277 when his
charter mentioned goods owing ‘I1. dreitures’. Rey, Re-
cherches, pp. 47-8. See also Germain, Histoire de Montpellier,
II, P.513.

The only general exemptions were for the Genoese in
Antioch, Laodicea, Jabala, Tripoli, Jubail, Tyre, Acte,
Haifa, Jerusalem, Jaffa and Ascalon : ‘Liber iutium’, nos
256, 374, 379, 401, 410, 477, 516, 718; ‘Quatre titres des
Génois’, no. 4 (p.225); ‘Chartae’, 1, cols. 857-8; and for the
Amalfitans in Acre : Memorie di Amalfi, 1, p.2o01. It is of
interest that a contempotaty chatter to the Marseillais did
not give them this right. Histoire des actes de Marseille, p.195.
‘Liber iurium’, nos 405, 585; Rey, Reckerches, pp.47-8. See
Urkunden Venedig, no. 300 (pp.397-8).

Documenti delle citta toscane, nos 4, 6, 13, 50; Urkunden Venedig,
nos 61, 250; Memorie di Amalfi, 1, p. 202 ; Getmain, Histoire
de Montpellier, 11, p.513; Rohricht, ‘Amalrich 1.°, p. 489.
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Freedom from all tax only on selling : Histoire des actes de
Marseille, 1, pp. 287-8. Freedom from tax only on buying :
‘Libet iurium’, no. 569 ; Urkunden Venedig, nos 68, 261.

See Francesco Balducci Pegolotti, p.64 and below.

Also Cart. gen. Hosp., no. 77; ‘Sankt Samuel auf dem Fren-
denberge’, p.68; J.Richard, ‘La Fondation d’une église latine
en Orient par S.Louis : Damiette’, Bibliothéque de ! ’gmle des
Chartes, cxx (Patis 1962) p. 54.

M. Benvenisti, The Crusaders in the Holy Land ( Jerusalem
1970) pp- 98-104.

See Cod. dipl. geros., 1, p.159.

Urkunden Venedig, no. 40.

Urkunden Venedig, no. 41.

Documenti delle citta toscane, nos 23—5, 31—2; Histoire des actes de
Marseille, 1, p.191. The privilege to the Provencals was
extended to cover all cities in future taken by the Christians.
Rey, Recherches, pp.47-50. See below, p.121.

‘Libet jutium’, no. 374. Confirmed by Henty of Champagne :
N0. 405.

Urkunden Venedig, no. 63, although the profits from men-
suragium wete being withheld from them in 1243, see no.

299 (p-385).

Francesco Balducci Pegolotti, p.64.

‘Quatre titres des Génois’, no. 4 (pp.227-8). The Genoese
had to pay for measurement — though without holding the
mensuragium in farm — in Beirut and Cyprus, but they wete
absolved from it in Haifa, ‘Libet jurium’, nos 585, 693, 718.
The Venetians had to pay for measurement in Tripoli. Rey,
Recherches, p. 48.

See the emphasis on the payment of tolls by visiting Muslim
metchants in ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, p.174

(§12).

‘Libet furium’, no. 405.

Urkunden Venedig, no. 300 (pp.397-8). The Latin hete is vety
corrupt.

‘Quatte titres des Génois’, no. 4 (p.226).

Urkunden Venedig, no. 300 (p.398).

Germain, Histoire de Montpellier, 11, pp. §13—15. See also the
terms of a charter for Provengals from Henry of Cyprus in
1236. Histoire des actes de Marseille, 1, pp. 419—20.

Urkunden Venedig, loc. cit.

‘Quatre titres des Génois’, no. 4 (p.225).

‘Liber furium’, no. 405. If there was no sale, the Genoese
need pay no customs. In 1243, however, Bohemond v of
Ttipoli reduced by two-thirds the ‘passage usé’ paid by those
Provengals who brought goods from Paynim into Tripoli

by sea and loaded their boats with them. Germain, Histoire de
Montpellier, 11, p.513.

Cod. dipl. geros., 1, p. 158, although it seems that the cost of
entry would be subtracted from it.

Rey, Recherches, pp. 47-8.

See ‘Livre des Assises des Bourgeois’, p.174 (§12).

Rey, Recherches, pp. 47-8.

‘Livte des Assises des Boutgeois’, pp. 178~9. Native esaso-
niers probably sold spices, see p. 175 (§22); Urkunden Venedig,
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no. 299 (p.359). See also Richard, ‘Colonies marchandes’,
Pp- 337-40.

152 Prawer, ‘L’Etablissement des coutumes’, pp. 338—41; Richard,
‘Colonies matchandes’, p. 333, note 15; Cahen, ‘A propos
des coutumes’, p. 289.

153 Urkunden Venedig, no. 299 (pp. 384-5).



Dante and Islam.

R.W.SOUTHERN

The discovery of the influence of Islam on the intellectual develop-
ment of Europe in the Middle Ages is one which has only slowly
made its full impact in the course of the last hundred years. Yet in
a sense, important though this influence is now seen to have been,
it is only a fragment of a much vaguer and more widespread
penetration of European thought by eastern influences which
earlier scholars had imagined to be possible. It is now well over a
hundred years since Renan showed that philosophy and science
were important areas of Islamic influence.!But this was no sooner
shown than the further questions were raised whether western art,
literature and religious life were not affected at least in some degree
by Islam, whether the introduction of the rosary might not have
some connection with Buddhism, and whether the friars might not
represent some strain of oriental influence in western life. It was
also asked whether the troubadours might not have learnt some of
their art from Islam, whether the churches on the pilgrim routes of
southern France might not have been influenced by the archi-
tecture of Islamic Spain, and whether the mystics of the later
Middle Ages might not owe something to Muslim mysticism.
Once the hunt was up it was difficult to know where to stop. There
seemed no reason why the surprise of discovering the wide ramifi-
cations of Latin Avicennism and Latin Averroism should not be
followed by similar discoveries in many other areas of activity.
Where cultural influences are concerned it is difficult to know
what symptoms are to be taken seriously and what are to bedis-
missed as unimportant. Until an instinctive sense of plausibility
has been developed by many trials and much error it is hard to tell
where the line is to be drawn between a possible hypothesis and an
impossible one. The only way to get the experience necessary for
making this distinction is to examine hypothetical contacts and see
what happens. If the hypotheses are right they will gradually
elucidate a widening area of evidence; if they are wrong the area
of elucidation will gradually contract until it has reached vanishing
point.

In the search for cultural contacts between Islam and the West
the name of Miguel Asin Palacios holds a place of special impoz-
tance. This notable Spanish scholat was born in 1871 and died in
1944. He spent his life examining the literary and religious contacts
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between the two races, languages, and religions which have shared
the soil of Spain during the greater part of its history, sometimes
in fruitful collaboration, more often in bitter hostility and blood-
shed. Asin was interested in peaceful penetration, and historians
who know what they want to find will generally not look in vain.
Asin is no exception to this rule. Everywhere he discovered Is-
lamic influences in the writers of the West — in St John of the
Cross, Pascal, and above all in Dante. He expounded these discov-
eries in a series of books and articles; but of all his publications
there can be no question that his Escatologia musulmana en la Divina
Commedia, which appeared in 1919, was the most influential and
the most valuable.

The contacts between Islam and the West which Asin claimed
to have discovered had both a general and a particular reference.In
general, he claimed that Islam exercised much the same kind of
influence on the western religious tradition as on its philosophical
and scientific tradition. In particular, he claimed that Dante’s
vision of Heaven and Hell owed a great deal of its structure and
many of its details to Muslim sources. And he argued that Dante’s
receptivity to Muslim influences was conditioned by an unusually
knowledgeable and sympathetic attitude to Islamic culture. Asin’s
work therefore raises three distinct though related issues : Dante’s
knowledge and attitude to Islam; the influence of Islamic eschato-
logy on the Divine Comedy; and the influence of Islam on western
culture generally. It will be convenient to deal with them in this
order.

With regard to Dante’s knowledge of Islam and attitude towards
it, this part of the enquiry may seem at first sight a case of making
bricks without straw. Whatever Dante may have known or
thought on this subject, he is not very expansive about it. In the
whole course of the Dsvine Comedy he mentions only five Muslims,
mostly very briefly : Avicenna shares a line with Hippocrates and
Galen; Averroes and Saladin each have a line to themselves;
Mahomet has thirty-eight lines, and his nephew and son-in-law
Ali has two. In addition there are some references to the crusade
and one or two chance remarks about Muslims and their religion.
A study of these details is the first thing that is called for in examin-
ing Asin’s thesis.

Of the five Muslims mentioned in the Comedy, three of them
(Averroes, Avicenna and Saladin) are in Limbo among the sages
and heroes of Antiquity, and two of them (Mahomet and Ali) are
in Hell among the schismatics and sowers of discord.2 With regard
to Averroes and Avicenna very little need be said : they represent
branches of learning quite apart from their Islamic background.
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These men are not (in this context) Muslims, but simply scholars.
They figure among the ancients because, though Averroes died as
recently as 1198 and Avicenna less than two centuries earlier, Dante
thought of them quite timelessly. It is uncertain whether Dante
knew anything about theirlives, and if he knew he did not care.

The case of Saladin is much more interesting. All the other
inhabitants of Limbo may be regarded as people excluded from
baptism by the date or circumstances of their lives : they were
pagans by necessity. Saladin however was an active enemy of
Christendom, a precursor of Antichrist. He could certainly have
become a Christian, but he chose to be 2 Muslim. In western
histories he appeared as the main hammer of the Christians in the
Holy Land, the warrior who captured Jetusalem, murdered the
Christian hero Reginald of Chétillon, and began the destruction of
the Latin kingdom of Jerusalem.3Dante must have known at least
some of these facts. How then does Saladin come to be among the
heroes of Antiquity? Itis true he stands apart from the test — solo in
Jparte—but this does not alter the fact that he is among the blameless
heroes of the days before Christ. Asin therefore had some excuse
for thinking that a notable softness and even sympathy for Islam
was necessary to explain Dante’s action in condemning Saladin to
so mild a fate in so noble a company.

Nevertheless it would be a great mistake to believe Asin’s
explanation. It is an example of an error into which scholars have
often fallen of thinking that the allotted place of minor characters
in the Divine Comedy represents Dante’s judgement on their total
character or achievement. There are complications in the placing
of major characters which we need not go into here, but it is quite
clear that those who achieve no more than a simple mention in the
company of others are selected to represent some special character-
istic which may be quite remote from the main activities for which
they are known to historians. We must ask of these minor charac-
ters not “what light does their place in the Comedy throw on Dante’s
attitude to their character or achievement as a whole?’ but only :
‘what characteristic, however unimportant or illusory, justifies
their being placed where they are?’ In Saladin’s case there is only
one characteristic which would justify his place in Limbo, and it
is found not in history but in romance. Gaston Paris long ago
investigated the romantic western legends of Saladin, in which he
appeared not as the ambitious and treacherous murderer depicted
by Latin historians, but as a chivalric hero who toured the camps
and courts of the West and would have become a Christian if he
had not been deterred by the vices of the clergy.4Dante of course
never tells us why he places his characters where he does, but it is
clear that the legendary Saladin was (as the historical Saladin was
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not) sufficiently blameless in his paganism to take his place in
Limbo among those who through no fault of their own lacked
baptism and therefore blessedness. Saladin’s place among these
heroes is a striking example of Dante’s concentration on a single
point to the exclusion of all others. It is also an illustration of the
popular sources from which much of his information came.

The placing of Saladin in Limbo tells us nothing at all about
Dante’s attitude to Islam, except in one particular. If the vices of
the western clergy were the great obstacle to Saladin’s conversion
to Christianity, there must be something very wrong with the
clergy. The responsibility of a vicious Christian clergy for the rise
of Islam was a favourite theme of western critics of the chutch in
the fourteenth century. That Dante shared this point of view is
made quite clear in Paradiso xv, 142—4, where Cacciaguida speaks
of Islam as

quellaleggeil cui popolo usurpa
per colpa dei pastor vostra giustizia.

These two lines are an extraordinarily concise and accurate
summary of a view of Islam very common in the West after the
collapse of the effective crusading movements : the existence of
Islam was certainly an injustice to Christendom; but the fault lay
within Christendom, and could be corrected only by the reform of
the Church. Islam would not have existed if the Christian clergy
had been what they ought to be. It was their fault that prevented
Saladin’s conversion, and made him as blameless as the ancient
heroes and sages.

This concentration on Christian vices in viewing the evils of the
world explains another small detail which at first sight seems to
show that Dante possessed a certain amount of knowledge and
appreciation of Islam. In Paurgatorio xx111, 103, Forese Donati says
that Muslim women are more modest than those of Florence. This
remark has been thought to indicate that Dante appreciated the
modesty of Muslim women. Certainly this was not an impossible
view in the eartly fourteenth century. More than one western
traveller had discovered that the licentiousness of Islam had been
greatly overdone in western polemics, and that Muslim women
wete positively nun-like in their public behaviour. But a very little
thought suffices to destroy the illusion that Dante knew or cared
anything at all about this. His aim was to show that Florence was
wotse even than the worst that could be found elsewhere. The
drift of Forese’s argument is that even barbarians and Saracens are
more modest than the women of Flotence. The words barbare and
saracine are simply vaguely abusive terms, the readiest Dante can
lay hands on to describe degraded creatures. They are examples of
those ‘outsiders’, whom mote than once Dante used to chastise the
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vices of Christians. Far from showing either knowledge or
appreciation, therefore, this passage discloses a very common
state of prejudice and ignorance about Islam, and a passionate
hatred of the vices of Florence.

This leaves us only with Mahomet and Ali. Mahomet is placed
in theninth Bolgia of the eighth Circle of Hell among the sowers of
discord. This is in keeping with the usual medieval interpretation
of Islam as a Christian schism. The role of Mahomet as an agent of
schism in the Christian church is emphasised by his punishment :
since he had torn apart the body of the Church, his own body
from chin to bowels is perpetually cleft in two. So far there is
nothing unusual. But a closer scrutiny reveals something very
unusual in the sceneasa whole.

In the first place, the company in which Mahomet appears is
unexpected. We should expect to find him with the other great
sowers of discord in the Church, perhaps Nestorius, Pelagius,
Manes and some representative patriarch of Constantinople like
Photius. But not at all. The company consists of three contempo-
rary sowers of civil war in Italy (Piero della Medicina, Mosca di
Lamberti and — prospectively — Fra Dolcino), one ancient Italian
trouble-maker (Curio who advised Caesar to cross the Rubicon),
and the troubadour Bertram de Born, who caused strife between
the English king Henry 11 and his sons. They are all secular, and
most are local enemies of society. Four of the company belong to
Ttalian politics, ancient and modern, and one to the legends of the
troubadours. This is a very fair summary of the scope and balance
of Dante’s political interests. T'o say the least it indicates a lack of
interest in the strictly ecclesiastical nature of Mahomet’s offence,
and this separates Dante sharply from the anti-Islamic polemical
writers of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Hehad no sympathy
with Islam, but he already shows the strong drift of the fourteenth
century towards secular and anti-ecclesiastical attitudes. Towards
Islam he was hostile, indifferent, ignorant; his appearance of
sympathy comes from his disillusionment with Christendom.

But we have not yet dealt with the closest of Mahomet’s
companions. If the companions of Mahomet so far mentioned
throw more light on Dante’s secular outlook than on his interest
in Islam, this companion certainly seems to suggest some degree
of special knowledge. Mahomet is preceded in Dante’s vision by
his son-in-law and third successor, Ali, and their punishments are
balanced to show the close relationship between the two men :
whereas Mahomet is cleft from chin to bowels, Ali is cleft from
forehead to chin. Why? Why, too, does Ali the s#ccessor of Mahomet
precede him in Dante’s account ? Not, we may be sure, by accident.

The mere mention of Ali raises a presumption that Dante knew
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more about Islam than most of his contemporaries. Those who
have seized on this point have generally gone on to explain that
Ali’s mutilation — less extensive but complementaty to that of
Mahomet — symbolises his role as the creator of a schism within
Islam. Ali was the founder of the Shi‘ite schism in the Muslim
wotld, and if this is what Dante intended to symbolise in Ali’s
punishment then he must indeed have known and cared a great
deal about Islamic history. But if this is what he means, why does
Ali precede Mahomet?

'This is an awkward fact that defies explanation until we turn
to Benvenuto da Imola, who wrote a Commentary on the Divine
Comedy about 1375.5 Here we find it explained that Ali was param
divisus sed in parte corporis honestiori et principaliori quia Macomethnm
instruxit et iwvit ad tantum errorem. Nothing could be simpler. Ali
was the mind behind Mahomet, therefore the thinking part of
him, his head, is punished ; he goes before Mahomet in the hideous
procession because thought goes before action, the master before
the pupil. But if this is the explanation - and it is the only one I
know that fits the facts — Dante has made a very gross blunder.
All medieval western accounts of Mahomet’s life mention that
Mahomet (who was an unlearned man) had a teacher who led him
astray, but this teacher is generally given the name of Sergius, a
Nestorian monk. It would seem that Dante has simply confused
Ali with Sergius. If so, we have another example of his ignorance
and indifference to the facts of Islamic history.

A final word must be said about Dante’s attitude to the crusade
against Islam before we turn to the wider issue of the influence on
his imaginative world. Until the last quarter of the thirteenth
century most western Europeans believed that the Islamic problem
could be solved —that is to say that Islam could be destroyed—by a
mixture of force, argument and diplomacy, and the possibility of
mounting an effective crusade was the essential element in this
threefold policy. After 1291 it became increasingly difficult to
believe any longer in this combination. As the difficulties began
to grow into impossibilities two distinct points of view began to
emerge : the first required an ever greater exertion and dedication
to the task; the second recognised the folly of further effort and
turned to more domestic issues. There can be no doubt that Dante,
despite his outward parade of the values of an earlier age, ex-
emplified the second and more modern of these two attitudes. The
great systematic power and universal scope of the Divine Comedy
must not blind us to the rapid falling off in detailed clarity as soon
as we leave Italy. Even in contemporary affairs there is very little
clarity of detail outside Italy; and outside the narrowest limits of
western Europe all is dark. It is not that Dante is specially hostile
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to the rest of the world ; he just does not seeitatall.

But how can this indifference to the outside world be reconciled
with the honourable place which the crusade holds in the Divine
Comedy? There is an easy answer to this question. Dante had two
reasons for mentioning the crusade : first, his great ancestor
Cacciaguida had died on crusade while following the emperor who
knighted him; secondly, his great enemy Boniface viir had no#
promoted a crusade but had preferred to make war at home. Dante
never mentions the crusade except to praise the one or abuse the
other, and the way in which he mentions it shows that he had given
it no deep thought. Boniface vi11, he tells us, had waged war on
his Christian enemies at home instead of attacking Saracens and
Jews, the conquerors of Acre and merchants in the sultan’s lands.6
Wortds such as these show the extent to which the ideal of the
crusade had become confused and debased by the first quarter of
the fourteenth century. Jews, Saracens, and merchants in the
sultan’s lands were all lumped together as the enemies of a
Christendom which was beginning to experience the first bitter
taste of recession. No sane view of the crusade had ever included
Jews among the legitimate objects of the Holy War. But Dante,
who is generally so precise, has here moved beyond the range of
his sharp perceptions. His words about the crusade reflect only his
hatred of the enemies of Christendom, and his ignorance of the
large indefinite mass of the gente turpa who were outside the fold.

I have so far argued that Dante’s references to Islam show no
special knowledge or sympathy with the Muslim world. They also
show little trace of the traditional attitude towards Islam in which
Christian polemic and crusading ideals had a prominent place. But
we must remember that Dante was a very hospitable, we might
almost say haphazard, borrower of impressions,ideas and informa-
tion from many sources. Thete was room in the carefully con-
structed framework of the Divine Comedy for many strange
associations of facts and fantasies which could only be held
together by the force of an imagination as powerful as that of
Dante. With this in mind we must now turn to Asin’s main
contention, that Dante borrowed many details and some main
features of his journey through Hell and Heaven from Muslim
eschatology. When Asin first made this suggestion in 1919 the
initial response was one of outrage; but many things have hap-
pened since then to change the climate of opinion. No-one would
now be hotrified to discover that Dante had borrowed eschato-
logical details from Islam, as he borrowed so many other things
in his science and philosophy. Nevertheless,if he did so, we should
have to extend quite considerably our idea of western receptivity to
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Islamic influences. It is one thing to borrow scientific or philo-
sophical ideas, which were thought to be the products of natural
reason; it is quite another thing to borrow images and incidents
which belong to the arcana of Islam.

I donot think that anyone can read Asin’s statement of the argu-
ments in favour of Dante’s widespread borrowing from Muslim
eschatology without being half-convinced. Asin produced so many
parallels between the Divine Comedy and the eschatological litera-
ture of Islam that the reader is bludgeoned into submission. There
was only one weakness in his original argument : he could not
produce any source from which Dante could have learnt about
Islamic eschatology. That such a source must have existed was
simply an article of faith, and it looked as if the faith would slowly
perish for lack of any material evidence. When Asin died in 1944,
it seemed likely that his faith would die with him,

By a strange irony what happened was precisely the opposite.
In the year of Asin’s death the long-sought connection between
western Christendom and Islamic eschatology came to light. In
Paris, Rome and Oxford, there were discovered two thirteenth
century translations into Latin and French of an Arabic work
giving a detailed account of Mahomet’s journey through Heaven
and Hell.7 This work, which is known as the Liber de Scala Macho-
meti, appeared to satisfy all the requirements of Asin’s thesis and
to provide a brilliant vindication of his imaginative insight. The
subject-matter was just right. The date and provenance could
scarcely have been more apposite. The translation had been made
in 1264 by an Italian, Bonaventura of Siena, at the court of Alfonso
x of Castile; and, as if this were not enough, Dante’s friend
Brunetto Latini had been an ambassador at this court in 1260.
Moteover the manuscript tradition showed that the translations
had had a wide circulation in Italy, France and Spain. Even if they
had few readers, they were certainly accessible to a man of Dante’s
avid curiosity.

In one sense however the discovery of any evidence was bound
to weaken Asin’s case. So long as there was no known docu-
mentary source, Asin could build his case on the whole body of
Muslim literatute. He could pick here and there whatever he
wanted, and he could postulate a source containing all the neces-
sary details. In the absence of any precise link, all links were
possible. But now that a single definite link had been discovered,
all hypothetical ones must — unless the discussion was to float for
ever in the air — be abandoned. Inevitably therefore the basis of the
compatrison between Dante and Muslim literature was now drasti-
cally narrowed. Some of the best parallels had to be forgotten;
many others did not look so good when there was no longer a
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choice between several versions. What remains when all these
deductions have been made?

So far as I can judge, only this. Even on the narrow basis of a
single text there are still 2 number of details which must make a
reader pause. In the Liber de Scala the role of the angel Gabriel as
guide to Mahomet is somewhat similar to the role of Virgil as
guide to Dante ; the three voices which attempt to deflect Mahomet
in his ascent are reminiscent of the three beasts which frighten
Dante ; the pitiless dry wind of Mahomet’s first Hell is not unlike
the fierce winds of Dante’s second circle ; the Great Hell with its
walls and seven gates, which Mahomet saw, might be 2 model for
the City of Dis in Dante’s sixth circle. These details and a good
many others have been analysed by several scholars, but not one
of them has yielded any decisive turn of phrase or image which
would put the fact of Dante’s knowledge beyond reasonable doubt.
T'his is important, because even if Dante did know the text we can
say quite certainly that it did not have the kind of influence on his
imagination that — for example ~ some texts of Lucan or Statius (to
look no further) can be shown to have had. In other words, even
if Dante borrowed some details from Mahomet’s journey, none of
them excited his poetic imagination to create original images. At
the best, the upholders of Asin’s thesis are now left with borrow-
ings thatare featureless.

Among a handful of possible borrowings, not a single phrase ot
incident in the Divine Comedy cties aloud that it came from the
Scala Mahometi. It is very significant that most of the suggested
parallels consist of tortures, for where tortures ate concerned —
especially when there are a great many — the human imagination
has very distinct limits. Intense heat or cold, frightful mutilations,
atrocious contortions, defilements — the list can be prolonged, but
in the end there must be a point of exhaustion. Two writers who
make a list of tortures cannot fail to have several in common. In
this field, general similarities prove nothing at all. Further, it has
now been shown that several of the details which Asin referred to
Muslim soutces, could (if we must have a soutce) come equally
well from Christian visionary literature.8 This reminder of the
common stock of ancient images on which both Christians and
Muslims drew is the final blow to Asin’s thesis. The discovery of
the source which his theory required has turned into a boomerang
and administered the coup de grace to his argument in the end.

And yet, we must not be too sure. If the Lsber de Scala came into
Dante’s hands he would no doubt have thought it a very poor
thing. Yet in its general plan of Heaven and Hell it is a good deal
nearer to the plan of the Divine Comedy that any existing Christian
vision. It has more order, more discussion, more geographical
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exactitude ; and though highly inartistic, it is ‘literary’ in the sense
that no Christian reader would be inclined to take the journey as a
genuine revelation. Dante co#/d have seen in it some of the emerg-
ing order to which he was to give an immensely fuller development
in his own poem. Whether he actually 74 see it however has not
been, and probably never can be, established. All that we can be
sure of is that it was not important in any of the ways in which Asin
imagined it to be important.

Nevertheless, even when they are wrong, all hypotheses which
have the power to stimulate controversy leave something positive
behind them, and this is no exception. It has forced us to think
mote about the visionary soutces, both Christian and Muslim, of
Dante’s other-world. It has helped forward the task of drawing the
limits of Islamic influence in the West in the Middle Ages. And
lastly it has given a new turn to some questions about the limita-
tions of Dante’s own knowledge and imagination. Let me con-
clude by saying a few words on each of these subjects.

If we look for the ancestry of the Divine Comedy only in Christian
sources, we can see that in its general form it is a combination of
two main types of literature : on the one hand, visions of the future
life which go back in existing texts to the fourth century; on
the other, philosophical poems describing allegorical journeys
through the heavens in which Reason and Nature hold converse
with Grammar, Astronomy, Noys and so on.% There can be no
doubt that Dante knew more than one example of both these
types, and I suppose there can be little doubt that he saw himself as
the creator of a new kind of poem which combined the visionary
and philosophical qualities of both these well-known literary types.
The earlier Christian visions were not works of art but descrip-
tions claiming the authority of first-hand, personal, objective,
records of a supernatural experience. Their realism made a power-
ful appeal to the whole western wotld, but they presented a chaotic
jumble of experiences. They lacked both doctrine and literary form.
By contrast, the medieval philosophical poems, with all their
doctrine and literary form, were impersonal and remote from
human experience. In the Divine Comedy, Dante remedied all these
contrasting deficiencies in a2 poem that was intensely personal and
visionary, and at the same time orderly, rational, and full of
doctrine.

The conflation of these two literary genres was entirely within
Dante’s powers working on western sources alone. He did not
need any Muslim source for hisact of creation.

A more important aspect of the discussion is the help it can give
in determining the extent of Islamic influence in medieval thought
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and experience. The idea that western Christendom was wide open
to outside influences of all kinds now appears even less plausible
than it did in 1919. The accumulating evidence of the reception
of Muslim science and philosophy setves only to underline the
absence of receptivity in other fields. Medieval Europe was ex-
tremely resistant to cultural influences except in the single area in
which Islam acted as a link with ancient Greek thought. Nothing
that has a specifically Islamicinspirationtook rootin the West.

The reason for this is not difficult to find. Western Europe
received Greek science at the hands of Islam because the schools
of the West were ready to receive it. They needed it so badly that
men were prepared to make great efforts to find and translate this
material. By about 1150 the schools and emergent universities were
powetrful and necessary organisations within the western ecclesi-
astical structure, but they wete beginning to run out of intellectual
capital. The existing texts had given all that they could, yet it was
not enough. The demand for an organised philosophical and
scientific description of the world was growing stronger every
year. It might be thought that the proper response to this demand
would be to take a new look at the world, to make original
observations and measurements, to start from expetience. But the
West was obsessed by the idea that all learning was to be found in
books. Scholats were therefore driven to look for new books — or
rather for old books which had long been lost to the West. This
seatch took western scholars to the newly reconquered areas of
Spain, as one might now rummage about in an abandoned
country-house or second-hand bookshop. The searchers were not
interested in the previous occupier or owner, but simply in
material for their own reseatches. They hoped to provide material
for the schools, or exceptionally for religious polemic : they were
not opening their hearts and minds to analien civilisation.

Philosophy and science were the only areas of thought in
western BEurope in which the demand for facts outran the native
supply of material. In all other areas the West had, or thought it had,
enough material to meet all its needs. The stories of the Muslim
world did indeed make a slight penetration in the twelfth century
becausea converted Spanish Jew, Peter Alfonsi, gave them a homi-
letic slant; but his work did not start a rush to discover and trans-
late the vast stores of similar stories that Islam possessed. The
theology of Islam became known in the West through the transla-
tion of the Koran made for Peter the Venerable, but it had almost
no effect in altering the way men thought about the teachings of
Mahomet. The architecture of Muslim Spain made a marginal
impact on the development of Christian architecture, but it did
not affect the main stream of the transition from romanesque to



144 Dante and Islam

gothic. Among these marginal influences whete does the Liber de
Stala stand ? Why was it translated at all, and who used it, and how
was it used ?

The answer to the first of these questions seems to be that the
translation was, like Peter Alfonsi’s translations of Islamic stories
ot Peter the Venerable’s translations of the Koran, an individual
enterprise. It was not made in response to a widely-felt need, like
the translations of scientific and philosophic texts. It filled no major
gap in western literature. There was already a massive and growing
literature of visions and journeys to the other-world which needed
no external stimulus. So the journey of Mahomet could never be
more than a curiosity, and it stimulated no appetite for more. This
lack of interest was not due to anti-Islamic sentiment but simply to
satiety. The West had enough of its own. That was all.

It almost always happens in a historical controversy that both
sides are wrong, at least to begin with, because no one knows how
the question should be handled till it has been much discussed.
Asin was wrong to suppose that western Christendom was indis-
criminately open to new influences from Islam; he was wrong to
think that Dante’s mind especially was filled with images drawn
from Islamic sources. His critics were wrong in thinking that
Dante would reject these images and influences merely because
they were Islamic. They were rejected because in the context of
western thought they were supetfluous. Far from being more
knowledgeable or sympathetic to Islam than his contemporaries,
Dante’s imagination scatrcely extended beyond the narrow limits
of western Europe. A few western travellers of Dante’s day knew
Islam at first-hand and brought back a sympathetic understanding
of the Muslim way of life, but Dante was not one of them. He was
a wholly western man.
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Mahomet, 72, 134-8, 140-1

see also Liber de Scala

Machometi

Mahomet (Mehmed) 11, the
Conquerot, 1071.27



Manegold, count, 33

Manes, 137

maniera greca, 778

Manuel 1 Comnenus, emperot,
5, 69, 80, 82, 84, 85, 87, 88

Manuel 1 Sarantenus, pattiarch
of Constantinople, 108n.33

Manuel 11, patriarch of
Constantinople, 105

Manuel Chrysolotas, 8

Manzikert, battle of, 4

Marcian, emperot, 14, 21

Margat, 116

Maria Argyrou, 6

Maronia, Innocentius of, see
Innocentius of Maronia

Marozia, 37, 38

Matseilles, Marseillais, 110

Mazssiglio Giotgio 110, 119, 120

Martorana, chutrch in Palermo,
85

Martyrius, patriarch of
Jerusalem, 17

Mary of Antioch, second wife
of Manuel 1 Comnenus, §,
o0n.7

Matry Comnenus, daughter of
Manuel 1 Comnenus, 5, 84

Master of the markets, 117

Mas’ud 1, seljuk sultan of Rum,
84

Matthew Patis, monk of St
Albans, 71

Maximus, patriarch of Antioch, 11

Maximus the Confessor
(Homologetes), 83

Megale syntaxis, 8o

megas rex, 35, §40.40

Melito of Sardis, 15

Menas, patriarch of
Constantinople, 24

Mensuraginm, 119

merchants, westetn, 86, see
Genoa, Pisa, Venice etc.

Merseburg, Thietmar of, see
Thietmar of Metseburg

Mesarites, Nicholas, see Nicholas
Mesarites

Metochites, Theodore, see
Theodotre Metochites

Michael 1 Rangabe, emperor,
34, 491.3

Michael vir Ducas, emperor, 82

Michael 1 Cetrularius, patriarch
of Constantinople, 11
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Michael 111 of Anchialus,
patriarch of Constantinople,
8o

Michael the Syrian, pattiarch of
Antioch, 16

Michael, prince of the Zachlumi,
32, §21.20

Michael Psellus, 79, 81

Military Ozdets, 109

Mohammed, see Mahomet

monastic reform, 45

Mongols, 109

Monophysite, Monophysitism,
12-25 passim

Monteale, cathedral near
Palermo, 85

Montfertat, Rainiet of, se¢ Renier
of Montferrat

Mont Gisatd, battle of, 72

Montpelliet, 110, 111, 120

Mopsuestia, Theodore of, see
Theodore of Mopsuestia

Moravia, 29

missions to, 29

Mosca di Lamberti, 137

Mount Athos, 99

Mount Sinai, 82, 83

Mubhtasib, 1168

Muttzuphlus, see Alexius v

Muslims, 4, 7, 34, 36, 37, 48,
64-76 passim, 80, 109-32
passim, 133-45 passim

navy, b}’zantiﬂes 33, 38’ 39,
561.58, 69
Neilos Doxopattes, 8o
Nestorius, patriatch of
Constantinople, 13, 17, 20,
21, 25, 137
Nicaea, 99, 104
emperot, 10§
patriarch, 104, 105
see also Creed of Nicaea
Nicephorus Phocas, emperor,
7> 30, 31, 36, 37, 47, 48,
SIN.13
Nicephotrus Blemmydes, 105
Nicephorus Gregoras, 8
Nicetas Choniates, 81, 85, 87, 88
Nicholas Mesatites, 99
Nicholas of Otranto, abbot,
101
Nicosia, cathedral, 86
Nika revolt, 22
Nikephotos, se¢ Nicephorus
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Nilus of Rossano, St, 45
Nonantula, abbey, 38
Normans, 4, 81, 88, 101
Notker of St Gallen, 48
Nubia, 16

Nut-ed-Din, 67, 68, 69

Ochrida, see Theophylact of
Ochrida

Odalric of Orléans bishop, 42,

, 80

Odllo of Cluny, abbot, 45,
61n.98

Odoacer (Odoaker), 17

oecumenical councils, see Council

Origenist monks, 23-4

Otseolo, family, 32

see John Orseolo, Venice

Ostrogoths, 11

Otloh, Liber Visionum, 45

Otto 1, emperot, 3, 30, 31, 38,
41, 43, 45, 47, 48

Otto 11, empetor, 3, 33, 38, 43,
45, 47

Otto 111, emperot, 31, 42, 44, 45

Ottoman Turks, 7

Outremet, se¢ crusader kingdom

Pactum Warmundum, 86

Palacios, Miguel Asin, 133-45
passim

Escatologia Musnimana en la

Divina Comedia, 134

Pala d’Oro, 77

Palamas, Gregory, see Gregory
Palamas

Palermo, 85

Palestine, 110

pallium, 96

Pandokeia, see Fundug

Pannonhalma, abbey, 82

papacy, Pﬂmacy, 7> 44> 95~ -108
Dpassim

oath of obedience to, 6,

95-108 passim

Patis, schools of, 73, 75n.4

Pascal, 134

Patricins, 32

Pechenegs, 82

Pegolotti, Francesco Balducci,
see Francesco Balducci
Pegolotti

Pelagius, 137

Pelagius of Albano, cardinal,
legate, 99, 101

Pera, palazzo del comune, 86

Peter Mongus, patriarch of
Alexandria, 16

Peter 11 Orseolo, doge of Venice
31, 32

Peter Alfonsi, 143, 144

Peter des Roches, bishop of
Winchester, 71

Peter Lombard, 8o, 81

Peter the Venerable, abbot of
Cluny, 143, 144

Petraliphas, family, 85

Petrus Candidus 11, doge of
Venice, 30

Philatetus Brachamius
(Vahram), 84

Philip Augustus, king, 85

Philip of Montfort, lotrd of
Tyte, 119, 120

Philo, 15

Philotheus, 33

see Kletorologion

Philoxenus of Doliche, 28n.37

Philoxenus of Maboug, 18, 20,
28n.35

Photius, patriarch of
Constantinople, 137

Piacenza, bishopric, 38

Pico della Mirandola, 81

Piero della Medicina, 137

Pisa, Pisans, 86, 109-32 passim

Pius 11, pope, 82

Plato, 79

Plebanus of Bottun, 110

Plotinus, 79

Porphyrogenita, 43

Port de la chaine, see Chaine

Proclus, patriatch of
Constantinople, 22, 79

Procopius of Caesarea, 12, 20

Pro Defensione Trium
Capitulorum, 25

Pronoia, 87

Protospatharios, 31, 39

Protostrator, 84

Provengal merchants, 118, 119

Psellus, Michael, see Michael
Psellus

Ptolemy, Almagest, 8o

see Megale syntaxis
Pulchetria, emptess, 14, 16
Pullani, 64-76 passim

Rainier of Montferrat, see Renier
of Montferrat



Rallis, se¢e Raoul

Rametta, 37

Ramwold of St Emmetan, 45

Raoul, family, 85

Rather of Vetrona, bishop, 41

Ravenna, church of S. Vitale, 11

Raymond, count of Tripoli, 66,
118

Reggio, building of mosque at,

3
Reginald of Chitillon, 135
Reichenau, abbey, 40
relics, 42, 46
Reniet of Montferrat, 5, 87
Rex Baioure, 35
Rex maior, 43
thetotic, 79
Richatd, earl of Cornwall, 109
Robett the Pious, king of
France, 42, 581.76
Robert Guiscatd, duke of
Apulia, 88
Rodulf Glabet, 29, 46, 49n.2
Roger 11, king of Sicily, 8o, 85
Rogero Sclavo, duke of
Dalmatia, 85
Rohatd of Haifa, 110
Roman law, see civil law
Romanus 1 Lecapenus,
empetot, 36, 38, 39
Romanus 11, emperor, 30, 35
Romuald, St, 45
Roussel de Bailleul, 84
Ruodlieh, 43
Ruotger, Life of Brun, 35

sahib, 114

Said ibn Batrick (Eutychius),
patriatch of Alexandria, 71,
76n.13

Saladin, 8, 67, 68, 69, 134-6,
14410.3

Salerno, 36, 39

Saracens, 72, 136, 139

Scodra (Scutari in Dalmatia),
1,2

secrefe, 111

Seljuk Turks, 4, 84, 85, 89

Setbia, 6, 29, 83, 101, 105

byzantine influence in, 83ff

Setgius, teacher of Mahomet,
138

Severus, patriarch of Antioch,
18ff, 22ff

Shi‘a, Shi‘ite, 72, 73, 138-9
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Shirkuh, uncle of Saladin, 68
Sicily, 3, 37, 85, 88, 101
Sidon, 120
Sigebert of Gembloux, 47
Slavs, 2, 12, 29
Sleepless monks, 18
Spiritual counsellors, monks as,
45, 611n.98
Spoleto, cathedral, 77
margrave, 40
St Albans, abbey, 71
psalter, 78
St John of the Cross, se¢ John
of the Cross
St Sabas, wat of, 111
stained glass, 77, 91114
Stephen 1 of Hungatry, king, 29,
3, 82
Stephen Uto§ 1v Dufan of
Serbia, king and emperor,
83
Strategos, of Langobardia, 40
Studenica, monastery chutch of
Stephen Nemanja, 83
Sylvestet 11, pope, 41, 44
Symeon of Bulgatia, tsar, 32, 36
Symeon the New Theologian,
78
Synkellos, 32, 38
Synod, Etfurt, 30
Home, 23
Sytia, 68, 70
western merchants in, 109-32
Dpassim

Tactica of Leo V1, 33, 48

Tegernsee, abbey, 43

Tella, John of, se¢ John of Tella

Tell Beshir, 68

Temple, Master of the, 111

Terciaria, 113

Theodota, emptess, 11, 23, 24,
28n.41

Theodora Comnenus, niece of
Manuel 1 Comnenus, 87

Theodote 1 Lascatis, emperor of
Nicaea, 102, 103

Theodote 11 Lascaris, empetor
of Nicaea, 105

Theodote Ascidas, bishop, 24,
28n.44

Theodote Balsamon, pattiarch
of Antioch, 8o

Theodote Btranas, 85

Theodore Gabras, see Gabtrades
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Theodote Metochites, 8
Theodote of Mopsuestia, 24
Theodote of Negtroponte, 98
Theodore Prodromus, 87
Theodoric the Ostrogoth, king,
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17
Theodosius 1 the Great,
emperot, 15, 21
Theodosius 11, empetot, 15, 21
Theodosius, patriatch of
Alexandtia, 23
Theopaschite formula, 21, 22,
28n.35
Theophanes, 33
Theophano, empress, 3, 33, 43,
44, 45, 60n.86
Theophylact of Ochrida,
archbishop of Bulgatria, 78,
79, 81, 87
Thessalonica, sack of 1185, 81
Thietmar of Metseburg, 30, 44,
45, 5IN.12
Thrakesion, theme, 39
Three Chapters controversy, 23,
24, 25
Timothy 1, patriarch of
Constantinople, 20
Timothy the Cat, patriarch of
Alexandria, 16
Timothy 1v, patriarch of
Alexandria, 23
Titnovo, archbishop of, 96
Tome of Leo, 131, 21ff, 25
Totcello, apse mosaics, 89
tournaments, see jousting
translations, 79ff
travel, ovetland, 29, 32, 33, 46,
48-9, 52n.22, 630,122
sea, 32, 33, 490.3, 52N.22
Trebizond, 84
see also Anthimus of Trebizond,
George of Trebizond
Ttribonian, 12
Tripoli, 111, 114, 116, 119, 120,
121
Turkoman, 84
Turks, 68, 72
see Ottoman, Seljuk
Twelve Anathemas, 17
Typos of Anastasius, 19
Tyte, 86, 109, 114, 116, 118,
119, 120, 121, 125145
Tyte, William of, see William of
Tyte

Ubaydullah (‘Ubayd Allah) el
Mahdi, first Fatimid caliph,
73

Uguccio, 103

Utban 11, pope, 79

Vahtam, see Philaretus
Brachamius
Valla, Lorenzo, 8
Vandals, 11, 16, 22, 25
Vatican council, see Council
Vendonrs de la Vile, 117
Vetrona, march, 35
Venetians, as carriers and agents,
29-31, 40, 46, 491.3, 50n.6
as merchants, 30, 31, 49n.5,
86ff, 88-9, 94n.53, 109-32
Dpassim
Venice, 82, 86
and Constantinople, 32
basilica of St Mark, 89
decretum of 960, 29, 30, 491.5,
sonn.6, 7
treasury of St Mark, 42
see also James of Venice
Vigilius, pope, 20, 24, 25
Vitalian the Goth, comes
Jfoederatorum, 19

Werner of Strassbutg, arch-
bishop, 33, 571.64
White Croats, 35
Widukind of Cotvey, 35, 40, 41,
42, 45
Res Gestae Saxonicae, 40
William of Malmesbutry, 42, 43
Gesta Regum, 42
William of Newburgh, 66
William of Ttripoli, 71
Tractatus de Stain
Sarracenorum, 71
William of Tyte, archbishop,
4, 5, 64-76 passim
see also Historia Orientalium
Principum, Historia Rerum in
Partibus Transmarinis
Gestarum

Zacharias Rhetor, 12

Zengi (Zangi) of Mosul, 67

Zeno, emperot, 11, 16, 17, 20,
21

Ziazo, patricius, 44
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