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Note on Transliteration from Byzantine Greek and Oher Languages into English

In Byzantine Studies, there is no establishedogaiton how to write Byzantine

Greek names or words into English. In the pasplses usually Latinized or Anglicized
the original Greek. For exampleyavvng was Anglicized into “John; ®e6dwpog

became Latinized into “Theodore.” Recently, inadiempt to be more culturally
sensitive, scholars have started to transcrib&tieek. Thus, instead of the Latinized
“Constantine” or the Anglicized “John,” for instamave now see in the modern literature
“Konstantinos” or “loannes.” Generally, the newmdency to transcribe is a positive
change as it gets us closer to the original langwaengl additionally simplifies linguistic
matters, especially when we deal with less famiBigzantine subjects. However, it
could easily confuse the general reader accusteotx old Latinized or Anglicized
names. As a result, | have decided to take thellmigiround, so | have Anglicized or
Latinized those Byzantine names, which | have assutm be familiar to the general
reader (i.e., Constantine, Paul, or Eusebiushvetiranscribed the ones, which | have
considered to be less known (i.e., Abochorabosnalandaros, or Kaisos).

Besides relying on sources in classical and Bymar@Greek, this study deals with
Latin, Bulgarian, Russian, French, and German. eGaly, | have provided the original
language and then translated it. In addition, wiecessary, | have provided key
explanations. For Bulgarian and other Slavic laugps, | have written in the original

Cyrillic.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

At some time around A.D. 340, a Roman immigrarRéosia stood on a trial
before theshahShapur Il himself (r. 309-379).The defendant Pusicius had moved from
Rome years before, managed to integrate well iitodéw state, married, worked hard,
and eventually became a supervisor of an artisdd guthe Persian court. “On paper,”
therefore, Pusicius seemed like a good Persiaestibyet, he was now being tried for a
crime so severe that it required no less than itteetdattention of thehahhimself.
Pusicius was a declared Christian, and in the ef/gs Persian authorities, this made
him a criminal of the worst kinfl.He was, therefore, easily convicted for breaking
Persian religious laws, for bringing up his dauglatea Christian, for transmitting his
dangerous ideas, and for urging other religiousredn to public sedition. In the face of
such evidence, Pusicius himself must have cherisbeliusions that the trial before the
shahwas only a legal formality with no chance of at@gpeal. The verdict, which

came as an immediate executive command, was to bregution so brutal and

! SozomenHistoire ecclésiastiquesreek Edition, J. Bidez. Paris: Editions du Ce#f33. Book 2, Chapter
11.

2| am aware that Sozomen’s report fits the genmatftyrological hagiography and as such it aims to
highlight the Christian heroism of its protagonigtt | deliberately reframe the anecdote from asidar
perspective to raise questions about how stateipsland rulers’ perceptions of inter-state retetio
affected Christians and their political and sostakus. When mixed in inter-state, political aBaiRoman
(or later Byzantine) Christians could be perceigsaonduits of threatening “outside” ideology, bieast
this is how most modern historiography tends tonfrahe issue. We will examine below whether this wa
indeed the case, and we will also investigate #réqular historical conditions, under which Chesity
became embroiled in various inter-state relations.



uncompromising that it intended both to penalizé @nserve as a radical example for
the future. His neck pierced and his tongue drdggs slowly, Pusicius died in
protracted agony while witnessing the parallel exiea of his convicted daughter.

As historical contingency has it, the executioriPasicius did indeed become an
example. In the Persian empire, so long as Zaieastonvictions dominated, his case
was remembered as a strict example of penal lamstganemies of the state. In the
Roman empire, where Christianity was eventuallypsuied by formal imperial laws,
Pusicius’ example symbolized heroism and was aiificinscribed on the calendar as
“his” day, April the 2%, a moment of perpetual commemoration and deegioak
veneration of one of the first “Persian Christiamss.” For a broader modern audience
today, if taken somewhat journalistically, Pusitstery is an example that cuts along
cultural and religious lines that presumably oragenin ancient, political divisions and
confirm a “clash of civilizations” thesis. Finallfor careful historians, the story carries
all too many cultural meanings to provide a strmwvard answer. As a cultural
symbol, it goes deep at the heart of ancient imjpem and its relationship to religion
“in” and “outside” frontier lines.

In the specific context of Byzantium and Christignsome of these frontier lines
have been recognized, though they have beenditfiored. A field of study that drew
some of its energies from an age of nationalisnyzditine Studies” have often been
appropriated for modern ideologies and have besrejpad into certain key themes often
framed tendentiously. One has been the relatipristtween Church and State in the

empire®

® Traditionally, Byzantium has been depicted asaeéaropapist” state where the institutional figafrehe
emperor supposedly combined “secular” and “religiquowers. Such characterizations simplify the



Another theme, central to the study of foreigtesliconversions to Byzantine
Christianity, has revolved around characterizatiwingligion as a mere extension of
imperial politics and thus as a technique for imgdetomination. According to the
imperialist framework, the Byzantine authoritiesiagly sought to convert the foreign
elites because Christianity supposedly assuredgfoplitical allegiance to the
Byzantine emperor. Alternatively, another dominsettolarly theme has emphasized the
active role of the foreign elites who allegedly wehto become Christians in order to
assert their own political independence from thedyine empire itself. Paradoxically,
scholars have rarely perceived the tension betweetwo views: the first, usually
advocated by scholars of the empire, that presbatireign elites’ conversions as
politically beneficial to the empire, and the setomsually supported by regional
historians, that depicts the conversions as adgantss to the local state. On occasion,

we could even find both points asserted in the sstondy with equal conviction without

historical reality, not least because they postuaproblematic dichotomy, stemming from Enlightenin
ideas on “religion” as a sheer system of belief tuald be extracted from general social and caltur
practices. In this way for their own purposes,Emightenment thinkers ultimately pushed asideigieh”
as a juxtaposition to “reason” and “rational philphy.” By the nineteenth century, the idea of ‘g&n”
intertwined with “ideology.” Catholic theologiansspecially, have found the connection between
“religion” and “ideology” offensive and have contially resisted it. In either case, Byzantinists and
modern western medieval historians ended up fogusinthe political relationship between “Churchdan
“State,” contrasting in effect “religion” and “sdadsm” on a presumptive basis, doing very litbeshow
that such a distinction did in fact exist in theswf the Byzantines themselves. In effect, a stidy
“secularism” in Byzantium (if by “secularism” we e a certain material, non-supernatural understgndi
of the world) does not exist. In introducing loas@®naras in his recent translation, for examplarias
Banchich writes, “Zonaras’ duty would have beef€twrch and State, a unity subsumed under the
umbrella of Orthodoxy.The History of Zonaras: From Alexander SeveruhitoReath of Theodosius the
Great Tr. Thomas M. Banchich and Eugene N. Lane. NewkYRoutledge, 2009. p. 2. But, Banchich
simply imposes here the entrenched caesaropagisbsgpe of Byzantium. He does not illustrate hbis t
was in fact the case for Zonaras. For a conventioag of studying “caesaropapism” in Byzantium, see
J.M. HusseyThe Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Emp@®&ford: Clarendon Press, 1986. For Hussey's
conclusion, see specifically pp. 299-300 whereasigeies that the Church was not a department &, stat
but functioned as its own independent institution.



explicitly finding out how the Byzantines or theclds themselves actually conceived of
the conversion to Christianify.

In addition to the problematic interpretationglod foreign elites’ conversions,
scholars of Byzantium have traditionally groundee power of the Byzantine emperor
on the sacred aura of Christianityn such frameworks, the Byzantine emperor was
supposedly God’s direct representative on earthhemtombined with the ideology of
caesaropapism that presumably concentrated botictiesiastical and secular powers in

the hands of the emperor, this allegedly meantttieadvances of Byzantine Christianity

* Dimitri Obolensky.The Byzantine Commonwealth: Eastern Eur&®®-1453 New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1971. p. 98: “Yet, like Boris of Bulgartheir rulers [i.e., of ninth-century Serbralist have
come to realize thdttalics are mine], in the international Balkannabof the time, their paganism was an
obstacle to political and cultural progress. It washe beginning of Basil I's reign that the Sedbsided to
seek admittance into the civilized world of Christem.” Note Obolensky’s “national/international”
framework for analyzing medieval politics. He mayvh not believed (and probably did not) that “the
nation” in the Middle Ages was equivalent to modday “nation-states” with their ethos of exclusive
ethnicity and cultural ideology. But, like many etthistorians, Obolensky postulates inherent caiores
and continuities between the cultural and politfcameworks of his past actors and himself. Observe
moreover, Obolensky’s unqualified equating of Ciraisity with “civilization” and of “paganism” with
backwardness. Problems of historical deterministhgongressivism aside, this point also highlights
Obolensky’s narrow equating of a ruler's acceptifi@hristianity with the state’s presumed gainirig o
political membership into a larger (and somehoweravilized) consortium of states. But, royal
conversions were generally accompanied with palitand cultural turmoil, and they did not necedgari
guarantee more stable foreign relations. Chrigifam other words, has never managed to estahlish
complete “political and cultural equality” amondedlowship of theocentric states. And anyway, ttheai

of “Christendom” as a global community of believgmerned by “Christian” principles (understood in
terms of monarchical political hierarchy) was apigm ideal that came to flourish among Westernkiis
in the High Middle Ages. In Byzantium, as my stwiyl show, “Christendom,” as described above, was
an ideal only among a few theologians and ambitfatgarchs, but their views deviated from the gahe
elitist tendency of the Byzantines to see themsehgesuperior to the rest of the peoples bothringef
political organization and cultural achievementsud, Obolensky’s argument is highly problematic and
not well thought out. Observe also how he conttaditimself in a different context by claiming thiag
effects of the Slavic conversions in the southeaitk®ns did not result in “independence” and acaega
into an “international” community, but brought upite converted Slavs Byzantine domination to thatpo
of the Slavs’ complete cultural and political obigtion. See pp. 80-81, “First subdued, then cdesleand
finally civilized by Byzantium, the Slavs of therteal and southern areas of the Balkan peninswudarhe
Greeks.” The referent “Greeks” is confusing heoe tfie Byzantine elites did generally imagine
themselves as culturally “Hellenes,” but not (oteast not until the later empire according to@en
study) as ethnically so. As is well known, the Bytraes thought of themselves as Romans. Obolensky’s
sentence, as it stands, could be taken to impértaia form of Greek “proto-nationalism” or an
anachronistic ethnic relationship between Greelakipg Byzantines and modern Greeks. Much more
could be said about Obolensky’s highly problemhtiok. | will develop my objections in greater deiai
the various chapters of my study.

®> Michael Angold. “Autobiography and Identity: the& of the Later Byzantine Empir&yzantine
Studies60, pp. 36-59. See specifically p. 37 where Angdddms that the emperor’s Christianity assured
his political sovereignty over his subjects.



were automatic advances for the Byzantine emptyor, As we will see in this study,
however, the emperor’s actual relationship withi§tfanmity was much more
complicated, and Byzantine Christian groups at homabroad regularly confronted the
authority of the emperor and created difficultiesiim that he could not always
overcome.

In this study, we will encounter a number of caseslving Christians, like
Pusicius above, who lived in polities foreign te BByzantine empire. In particular, we
will examine the degree to which the Byzantine imgdexuthorities were involved in the
process of Christian proselytization and develograérnoad. Certainly, to look at the
emperor and his relationship to Christianity owgsid the boundaries of the empire is to
fill a substantial gap in scholarship on Byzantiulnis also to put the empire where it
belongs, not in “Eastern” isolation and exile, iithin a larger and more integrated
historical context on “religion” and “empire,” “Cistianity” and “conversion®

Besides its obvious importance for understandiuegdievelopment of Byzantine
Christianity in foreign polities, the imperial miss abroad could also serve as a
testimony to the general strength of the emperetigious convictions. It would have
been a secondary preoccupation of state authotatipsoselytize abroad as opposed to
the primary responsibility of defending the faitthame. If interested in his political
survival, the emperor first needed to ensure theidance of his own empowering

ideology at home. Only then, he could turn to 8tva Christian missions abroad.

® Indeed, Byzantium does offer a marvelous examjile rglevance to modern definitions, scholarly and
political, on “East” and “West,” “European” and “NeEuropean.” The empire contained in itself all the
distinctive features of familiar contemporary desadver Christian/Non-Christian divides, “classical
literature” as the symbol of the West, Roman lavamsmportant factor of historically framing “Euregn”
mores and social categories. For explicit examles,Anthony KaldelligHellenism in Byzantium: The
Transformations of Greek Identity and the Receptibtine Classical TraditionCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007. Especially relevant arelpp.of the Introduction.



Finally, the Byzantine Christian imperial missi@nforeign lands and their rulers
is an important topic (perhaps even the most ingooiin dispelling long-held
assumptions) of the ways in which “the ChristiathOdox mission” operated in its most
expansive stage to date. The Byzantine missigresent religious and cultural
achievements, quite extraordinary and complex., tetly have been studied casually or
on a case-by-case basis with little to no compagaffort.

This dissertation then, as it tries to be thoroagt to connect various fields and
approaches, is a hopeful invitation to scholaré nelevant interests to participate, debate
and where necessary to correct. Its questionsasie: “How did the Byzantine authors
depict the role of the Byzantine emperor in Chaistmissions to foreign rulers? If the
emperor was involved in proselytization, under wtietumstances did he participate?
Were the conversions of foreign royal elites toi§tianity really an extension of
imperial subject-making and thus of imperial expam®”

This dissertation targets the issue of conversodrfigreign royalty in particular,
for this is where the most exploitable power totomrand dominate was presumably
concentrated: to convert the foreign ruler, sonilsas tell us, is to convert the people.
Where other studies on Byzantium and beyond sémgacal” and necessary connection
between “religion and empire,” “conversion and exgan,” this dissertation challenges
such assumptions and offers a much more nuancedqmtive on Byzantine Christianity
outside of the boundaries of the Byzantine state.

As this study would argue, scholars still have mwork to do in order to remove

many ungrounded assumptions about the ways, innvthee Byzantines interacted with



Christianity, especially when they were dealinghiidreign states and peoplesAnd, if
compelled to state it in the extreme terms of tlee@ding scholarship, this dissertation
ultimately advances a new thesis that the Byzamimperors in the early period (at least
according to the Byzantine writers on whose evideme rely) remained generally
uninterested in converting foreign rulers and slitdhus, while in modern scholarly
literature the conversion events hold a positiomohumental importance, the
Byzantines seemed to have been attracted to thgncasually.

Broadly speaking, the conversion episodes examm#uds dissertation
functioned as literary tropes in the historical neeynof the Byzantines. Later, post-
Byzantine historians and writers, who went bacthtoconversion episodes, recast them
according to their own objectives and for their couttural and political purposes. Of
course, the relationship between “ancient/medieaalatives” and their “modern
interpretations” is always complicated, and my gtaffers no exception. However, by
purposefully selecting foreign polities in the gaBlyzantine period (ca. A.D. 300-900)
whose “royal conversions” their native modern idgpies have cast as monolithic and
major events, | have tried to establish an exptiEtogue between “the Byzantine past”
and “the modern present.” In every chapter, | hagerved a section that summarizes
the influential modern interpretative trajectoradsng which the original Byzantine

narratives have been reframed and imbued with melgvant” meanings.

" On the positive side, there has been a recentinngedern scholarship to rethink the operatiors an
repercussions of Byzantine missionary work. Seg&eA. Ivanov.BuzaHTHICKOe MHCCHOHEPCTBO:
Mosxro i crenats u3 “gappapa’ Xpucruannsa? [Byzantine Missions: Is It Possible to Make a “Ghian”
out of a “Barbarian"?]Mocksa: S3biku CnassiHckoit kynsTypsl, 2003.Also, Jonathan Shepard, ethe
Expansion of Orthodox EuropBlew Hampshire: Ashgate Variorum, 2007. And, Aladgterk. “Mission
from Below: Captive Women and Conversion on thet Rasnan Frontiers.Church History79:1 (March,
2010), pp. 1-39. Also, see Andrea Sterk. “RepréaghMission from Below: Historians as Interpreger
and Agents of ChristianizationChurch History79:2 (June, 2010), pp. 271-305. None of these esidi
however, examine explicitly the relationship betwéeonversion” and “empire” in Byzantium.



Despite the multiple important implications of ttiesertation’s findings, the
main protagonists of my historical study are diyidByzantium in general and “the
Byzantine narrative of conversion” in particularhe focus on Byzantium will best allow
us to see what “the foreign conversions to Chrgya meant to the Byzantines in the
changing contexts of their long-lasting empire.u3hwve will travel from Armenia, to
Georgia, to the Nilotic polities of Africa, into Abia, and finally to the Balkans. Six
hundred years and three contintents make for ajmmgey. Anchoring the story back in
Byzantium gives it coherence and keeps it trué¢ostudy’s promised objective to trace
the Byzantine depictions of foreign elite convensido Christianity.

Before we turn to the Byzantines, however, we reegstablish clearly our
analytical categories and to define explicitly tenminology. Right at the outset, we
need to note that the study ultimately revolvesiadotwo historical axes: one is the
foreign elite’s conversion to Christianity, and tht@er is the Byzantine state. Thus,
“conversion” and “empire” are brought together ane recurrently interconnected in
various contexts, but always with the larger corapee picture in mind that aims to put
together the Byzantines’ own notions on conversaimead, including the Byzantines’
perceptions on the relevance of Christian missioresnpire-building. Given the intense
scholarly debates and recent preoccupations wethrites on “conversion” and “empire,”
we should provide some explanations and basic acallglefinitions relevant to our

specific case of Byzantium here.



The Byzantine Emperor and the Christian Narrative

Christianity and emperorship have been two majordinates of Byzantine
history ever since fourth-century writers startedrteasure time, evaluate historical
movement, or appraise execution of power in Clamsterms. Incorporated into the
genre of the Christian chronicle in particular, @mperor was inserted into a sacred
history, in which he behaved as a divine agentastheand was measured on a scale of
personal piety and spiritual commitment. For exkmipere is how the chronicler
Theophanes in the ninth century was still writilgat the emperor Constantine of the
fourth, “Becoming by God'’s providence the first eangr of the Christians, he gained
power over many barbarians from Britain to Persi @ver tyrants from his own people,
destroying his enemies by the sign of the lifeqgivCross.? Such associations of
Christianity with divine empowerment of the empédbecame widespread in Byzantine
literature and, as we have pointed out above, haargaged to seduce even modern
scholars who have consistently depicted the Bymargmperor as an absolute ruler, a
religious leader, or as “God’s direct representatin earth? We need to be more

critical of “the Christian narrative,” and, in thssudy, we will place the emperor in the

8 Theophanes Confess@hronographiaEd. C. de Boor. Vol. 1. Leipzig: Teubner, 1883 (rep
Hildesheim: Olms, 1963): pp. 3-503. p. 33, linesZB6mpwtog BactAets Xpolotiavwv Beob mpovoia
Xonpatioag MoAA@V PagPaowv ékpatnoev amnod Boettaviag éwg ITegoiknc kat TV OHOPVAwWY
TUEAVVWYV, TQ OMNElw TOL Cwomolod otavod tovg €xOpovg oAéokwv. | keep the literal translation
of “Tvpavvwv” as “tyrants.” But, most modern translators, whealdwith Byzantine sources, tend to
prefer “usurpers.” Explicit reasons for such cheiaee rarely provided, but my understanding is that
translators prefer “usurpers” so as to highliglet divine association of the Byzantine emperor, ghoas
we have already pointed out above, modern schbéars largely simplified and exaggerated the notibn
caesaropapism in Byzantium.

° For one extreme example among many, see Deno &&zlna. Byzantium Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1984. p. 17. See also George OsskygdThe Byzantine Emperor and the Hierarchical
World Order.”The Slavonic and East European Revigal. 35, No. 84 (Dec., 1956), pp. 1-14. See
especially p. 2. Art historians have adopted amdifprated the same facile claims. See for one gtam
Robin CormackWriting in Gold: Byzantine Society and Its Icohgw York: Oxford University Press,
1985. p. 252: “The emperor inherited or usurpeditiesand claimed a unique position in the poétic
organization as the representative on earth ofiaelorder in Heaven—a divine order which itself
mirrored the scheme on earth.”



historical context of his everyday activities arichis practical concerns with
government. Then, we will evaluate the Byzantiagatives of the emperor’'s
Christianity and his dealings with it.

In Byzantine Christian literature, conversions,tbave been framed along the
lines of specific narrative tropes that revolvedusnd divine miracles, providential
change of heart, or personal crises healed by @@&ny’s salvific force. Primarily, it
was the story of Apostle Paul that inspired andnpted future writers to imitate it when
dealing with issues and effects of conversion. Jimden and powerful change of mind
and heart that presumably shook Paul from his eld™ways was repeated in numerous
subsequent hagiographies that sought to impresattmagdt future disciples. Quite
interestingly, the later, Byzantine narrative dat ohoose to draw its plot from the
discipleships of Peter or Andrew on the Sea ofl€aliboth of whom were supposedly in
direct contact with Jesus and thus were closethi® Source,” God Himself as the
Council of Nicaea in 325 would have it. Insteaalratives, like the one quoted above
about Constantine, borrowed motifs from Luke andcedved of conversion in particular
as a sudden and dramatic change of a profoundnéerhal disposition. The unique
feature of Luke’s story, which attracted its futimetators, was that Paul was not
converted by Jesus’ teachings, but was ratherfraned by an experience past-

mortemrevelation of Christ® In following Luke and his protagonist Paul, tHere,

19 For a study that examines Paul’s conversion, $ae A SegalPaul the Convert: The Apostolate and
Apostasy of Saul the Phariséd¢ew Haven: Yale University Press, 1990. Segahgeg with social
anthropology and thus emphasizes the specificénfie that the Pharisaic and other Jewish commanitie
exercised upon Paul both before and after his teggroint of conversion to Christianity. Segal sd
conversion as a socio-cultural phenomenon whoseemoflexpression are shaped and dictated by the
idioms of specific communities. Generally, Segé#iadres psychological models as they tend to
universalize “conversion” and thus tend to negtletcultural specificity of the ways “subjects” igiae

and narrate their experiences. For the expliciectbjes of Segal’s study, see p. xiv of the Inteidn. For
Segal’s definition of “conversion,” see p. 6: “Bging the terntonversion wish to stress the wrenching
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future generations shifted attention away from ‘tinstorical Jesus” to preoccupations
with divine revelations and miracles through whighd supposedly participated in His
creation and worked directly in people’s lives.islthematic line eventually found
numerous and quite complex theological justificagi@and intricate argumentations.

Especially in terms of conversion, the early Stain narratives have powerfully
affected even modern scholars. Focusing on Pleeilelkperiences in the existing
evidence, A.D. Nock provided a now famous defimtad conversion. “By conversion,”
Nock wrote, “we mean the reorientation of the safudn individual, his deliberate
turning from indifference or from an earlier forrhpety to another, a turning which
implies a consciousness that a great change isviediothat the old was wrong and the
new is right.** Defined so narrowly, “conversion” is strictly e¥sed for a limited
number of cases. According to Nock, the majorftpeople only “adhere” to a new
religion. In cases of “adhesion,” people merelgdpt’ and “assimilate” a few basic
beliefs without changing their general lifestyleslaeligious practices.

Criticizing Nock for his limited definition of carersion, largely focused on a
radical change of belief, recent cultural anthrogats and social historians have
emphasized the complexity of factors that lead fgetqpmove to a new religious system.

Continuous hesitations, personal and communalegdis after the reported conversion

and decisive change of Paul’s entrance to Chrisiathereby linking Paul with many modern accourits
conversion. Despite considerable difference of iopitn modern scholarship about the definition of a
convert, conversion does involve a radical changeperson’s experience. In modern usage and social
science the wordonversiorcan denote moving from one sect or denominaticantither within the same
religion, if the change is radical.”

™ A.D. Nock.Conversion: The Old and the New in Religion frorxahder the Great to Augustine of
Hippo. Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press,& @@printed, first edition: 1933), p. 7. For a
recent example, employing Nock’s definition, seadfaw Buckser and Stephen D. Glazine
Anthropology of Religious Conversioixford: Rownan and Littlefield Publishers, In2003.
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haunt and frame the “neveklfof the neophyté? In light of this, recent scholars have
depicted conversion as a process, not as a sidglgjfiable moment that marks a point
of no return as Luke and many other Byzantine wsiteould have us belieVé.

In this study, we are interested in determinmgvhat degree (if at all) the
Byzantine emperor made any attempts (successhotpto affect the religious beliefs
and/or practices of foreign royal families and/lites. In Nock’s framework, therefore,
we are technically dealing with examples of “cosvan” and “adhesion.” However, it is
important to remember that we are limiting ourselgaly to the Byzantine depictions of
the events. Thus, we will keep a critical perspecinformed by modern anthropology
and ethnography that highlight the complexitiesafversion, but will not attempt to
uncover the long social and cultural processesapatated in the foreign lands to bring
about Christianity there. Obviously impossibleatswer questions about the convert’s
sincerity and issues of individual or social psyiolay will not be explored either.

Since our specific context is the foreign impenmasgsion, it is important to point
out that the problematic understanding of “empas’entailed both in Byzantine

historiography and in the broader scholarship pesésus analytical challenges. Thus,

2 For a comparative and methodological example sééaElie Rothman. “Becoming Venetian:
Conversion and Transformation in the Seventeenthti@¢ Mediterranean.KMediterranean Historical
Review, Vol. 21, No.,2006. pp. 39-40. For an anthropological criticemmodern definitions of
conversion, see Webb Kearihristian Moderns: Freedom and Fetish in the MiasiEncounter Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2007. For an anflmiogist’s tracing of the production of “religioms a
separate historical category, ultimately rootetMiestern conceptions of “the sacred” and an
Enlightenment emphasis on “belief,” see Talal Asaenealogies of Religion: Discipline and Reasons for
Power in Christianity and IslanBaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Pres93.9

3 For a study of religion as a set of complex arittisg social practices, see Paul Christopher Johns
Secrets, Gossip, and Gods: The Transformation aziBan CandombléOxford: Oxford University Press,
2002. Johnson argues that by focusing on religigoractice and studying it as a historical categezycan
better understand “how beliefs may remain in plaithout the practice that ideally accompanies tloeem
in the inverse case, how ritual practice may baatetd from cognitive beliefs that once buttrestednt
how different religions may favor actions over béliand vice versa; and how the symbols of angicaii
may break free from a community of practice andbgropriated elsewhere...” See particularly, pp. 14-
17.
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for Byzantinists who have continuously seen thedhafrthe emperor everywhere, it is
easy to see practically all missions as “imperiagds pointed out above, Byzantinists
have become accustomed to understand Byzantinsti@hity abroad as a mode of
diplomacy, in fact a particularly “byzantine” teghue to establish control without the
expense of war and the disruption of conflict. #ase reasons, | have provided large
sections that establish the political and geogiagitontext in the given region. | have
also highlighted the Byzantines’ own cultural andial priorities in constructing their
narratives.

“Kingdoms,” too, present a problem of terminologgenerally, scholars have
used the political term without having made impotigualifications. By reading through
the modern literature, one could easily get theefanpression that the foreign polities,
with which early Byzantium interacted, were moratcalized and more stable than they
were in reality. The foreign “kings” of Armeniag@rgia, Ethiopia, or Bulgaria whom
we will meet in the subsequent chapters, were abgicominal figures of authority in
largely decentralized polities. Certainly, theyuggled to strengthen and entrench their
power, but they had no tangible means to publicizenforce their policies. Even the
rulers themselves and the local noblemen were tidsically illiterate as, of course,
were most of the people in their polities.

Emerging out of tribal societies where kinship &ndte force were determining
factors of power, the “kings” were essentially losi@ongmen. Generally, they relied on
their own physical strength and ability to inspared lead, usually in person, their
“soldiers.” Standing, professional armies weredauty, so “the soldiers” were usually

gathered from the local population. Thus, whercarme upon the words “kingdom” and
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“king” in this study, we should remember the saamastitutional, and logistical
limitations that prevented the local political eltb enforce any policy in the wider
society.

In a political context where “the king” could tahly exercise his power in a very
limited way, the royal Christian converts usualffected first their close family
members, then their relatives, and finally the eai#n who felt obliged to follow “the
king” in order to avoid his possible attacks or @érs. But, even then, “the king” and
his family were concerned with practical, this-vdbylaffairs. Eternal salvation through
Christ or worrying about the nuances of theology ‘@rthodoxy” were rarely issues that
preoccupied them. Instead, “the king” sought Ge#ssonal favor and material benefits
for his kingdom. We need to remember the lessbethmography and realize that, with
few exceptions, most people simply “adhered” toi§tlanity, adopting certain basics of
the new religion and vaguely assimilating them thiir traditional practices.

Even the building of local churches could charagal peasant customs in a
limited way. The functions of magical spells, agtal miraculous trees, rocks, village
women with special gifts, fortune-tellers, etc. eaot supplanted by the coming of a
priest in the local community. They all continuedoe practiced and were believed to
“work.” Thus, they were thought to deliver curgmimst disease, to provide
conversations with dead ancestors, to reveal sefmehidden treasures, or to make
promises for future successes, etahis world not the one to come. As we are about to
witness numerous hagiographical examples of dramayal conversions and miraculous
divine interventions, we need to remember the $igdustorical context, in which the

Christian stories were written as well as the aucks for whom they were composed.
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The repetitive insistence on Christ’s miracles,gbeer of God’s healing, or Christ’s
deliverance of a royal victory aimed to establiad assure, time and again, everyone,
from powerful rulers to most despondent slaveg, @mistianity “worked,” and, of

course, in the best possible way, too.

Note on Sources and Methodological Approach

In its most basic sense, my dissertation reliesesaarch that primarily consists
of reading through a variety of sources in Byzant@reek and examining closely the
ways, in which their authors describe the foreilije€ conversions to Christianity.
Thus, | have studied conversion narratives as aipggar in saints’ lives, chronicles,
histories, letters, poems, or ancient and medigsaél literature. In addition to later
Byzantine writings, | have engaged with ancienssieal Greek or Latin authors. The
Byzantines loved their “Classics” and productivielieracted with the ancients. Key
philosophical and literary ideas travelled fromiquity into Byzantium and continued to
ring true and relevant to the Byzantines duringphtises of their historical development.
Especially in ethnographic depictions and cultesadluations, both of which have been
important for this study, the Byzantines largehapplied classical norms and terms. |
have tried to establish and explain these and atfygortant intellectual and cultural
relationships between the ancients and the ByzasitisSimilarly, | have drawn from
biblical texts or motifs and have interacted agténwith famous stories from the Jewish
or early Christian past that also powerfully frantled Byzantine ways of thinking about

the world.
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Where | have thought it important and it has beessible for the purposes of
establishing historical context or to deepen tkellef analysis, | have included
significant native authors’ perspectives. In sahthese cases, | have had to rely on
other scholars’ translations. | have used thevaaources only to clarify and to deepen
the historical context around the Byzantine perspes. Right at the outset, | have
admitted that | have not set out to examine thepdex) long processes of
Christianization in any of the regions includedny dissertation. Thus, | have used only
these select local perspectives that have most higthlighted (by contrast or
comparison) the views of the Byzantines.

Each chapter, with the exception of the first g&ts out to establish the larger
imperial context, is a variation on a theme. Firgirovide the geographical, political,
and cultural context of the Byzantine empire vigisathe given polity that the particular
chapter explores. Then, | organize in a chronclagirder the different narratives of
regional Christianity in general and of the natiée’s conversion in particular. Finally,
| examine some of the modern dominant interpretatand their political and cultural
implications.

Since all of the conversions in this study havenately been appropriated by
nationalist ideologies, | have accentuated theceffef the use of Christianity in modern
nationalism and have traced in broad scopes tfextoaies along which national
Churches and their presumed traditions develofstdctly speaking, the modern
sections to my chapters are tangential to the pyireeope of the dissertation. Yet, |
consider them important. Even today, the natishatterpretations of the Byzantine

stories are repeated and taught in these counsgbgols. Thus, it is important to make
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explicit the interpretative problems that derivenfrthe tendentious parcelling of the
empire and Christianity. In addition, when reaceéally with all of their implications,

the modern sections open new critical possibilittesnore productive cultural and social
interactions among separate Christian Churches,dbemmunities, and even between
Christians and non-Christians.

Strictly in terms of the Byzantine narrativesalvi tried to situate them within the
general context of the author’'s work and also withie larger political and cultural
framework of the Byzantine empire. In this wahale tried to show how even
seemingly formulaic narratives of Christian conwansrighten up with new meanings
and wonderful surprises when set in different cxtste Clearly, this is an approach
designed to be sensitive to the specific Byzamioigons of conversion and their
iterations over time. But more than that, my apploexamines equally thoroughly all
the variations in a given story. Thus, | have pggdully avoided from dismissing some
stories as “legendary” while embracing others ast4.” Instead, | have thought it
sufficient that they all made sense in one waynatlzer to the Byzantines. My challenge
has been to explain why the Byzantines wrote tteiies the way they did and what
cultural and political contexts underpinned thevasion narratives to make them
plausible to various Byzantine audiences.

In most of the instances, the conversion narrativere written several centuries
after the presumed original events. Thus, evehdadyzantines, the narratives stood as
cultural retrospections that had their own sepaagendas independent from the original
events. It has been my conscious goal to unvegidragendas in order to elucidate the

complex process of historical remembering in Byzant To create a vivid cultural
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memory asked for more than the personal intellécasmurces of a given author. To be
successful, the conversion narrative had to bestetjuo the tastes and expectations of a
given audience. Thus, as we will see, the Byzastieadily reframed the conversion
narratives and turned them into their own cultsgahbols whose meanings changed over
time.

Through the age-old themes of the conversion hees the Byzantines tended to
convey sharp social and political commentariesipant to their own times. When
understood as cultural retrospections, in othelda/athe conversion narratives blur
conceptual historical divisions between “fact” dfidtion.” Often “fictional” from the
perspective of the original events, they becomettfa” from the perspective of the
contemporaneity for which they were designed.alt heen one my biggest challenges to
navigate between the two. By providing deep pmditand cultural context around each
case, | have tried to make clear to the criticatlex the significant nuances in every

Byzantine story.

Chronological Scope and Historical Parameters @&tudy

The dissertation opens with a chapter that focaseabe foreign policies of the
emperor Constantine (r. 324-337) after his repo@kdstian conversion. In light of
scholarly insistence that Constantine used hiss@ianity as a tool of foreign policy, |
explore the political tensions between the Romaaistiae Persians. | focus on
Constantine’s famous letter to the PershahShapur Il (r. 309-379), in which the
Roman emperor inserted issues of Christianity.aliinl examine the personal turmoils

of Shapur’s elder brother Hormisdas, the righttil o the Persian throne, and focus on
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his life in exile in Constantine’s Christian empirBrimarily, the chapter is concerned
with the particular ways, in which Constantine’dde envisioned the emperor’s role in
Christian communities outside of the Roman emp®ealy then, does it move to explore
Constantine’s treatment of the non-Christian Parskle Hormisdas in the officially
Christian Roman state.

The first chapter is designed to set the tonetanquiovide the context for the rest
of the dissertation. All subsequent chapters cavagrecific polity and examine the
various ways, in which the Byzantines understoatidapicted local Christianity. We
will also explore to what degree the empire heligefiirther local Christianity. In
particular,Chapters Zhrough5 focus on local elites and their conversions to
Christianity, though the reader will encounter valat ancient and medieval authors who
supply the pre-Christian cultural connections. WWéalso look at “the forward” (post-
Christian conversion) cultural relationships betwé®ge Byzantine empire and the local
polity. In order to make it easier for the readed to accommodate different scholarly
interests, | have divided each chapter into sestidn each section, | study an important
historical variable: political geography, impersadd foreign polity’s cultural and social
relationships, the foreign elite’s conversion nwes primarily written by Byzantine
authors, and finally dominant modern interpretation

Although each chapter offers its separate conmhssithe dissertation is linked by
the overarching theme of the study: the naturé@Byzantine narratives of foreign
conversions. Since this dissertation covers amuwees of Byzantine history, | have
added broad introductory overviews of importantedlegments to these chapters that

mark major transitions in Byzantium. Thus, ther@® general summary of Byzantine
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events between the chapter on Armenia and the @haptGeorgia. However, there are
detailed transitional sections in the chapters bica and Bulgaria respectively. To
certain impatient readers, familiar with basic Bytnae history, these general summaries
might appear superfluous as they do postpone teetdixamination of the local
conversions. However, after some hesitation, ehdecided to include them as | have
come to believe that they help with the settingistorical context and show some of the
inner imperial tensions that have influenced thed@yine foreign relations with the local
polities.

In the long chronology of the study, there areugwhose reported conversions
| have not covered. In the West, for example dlveere the Goths, the Franks, the
Lombards, and others. In the East, there weréahg the Huns, the Chinese of the
Tang Dynasty, the people on the Malabar coastdifijrand others. In addition to the
fact that such an exhaustive treatment would hagaired a multi-volume work, | have
focused only on those eastern polities that haveldped independent and still-dominant
national ecclesiastical traditions. Early on in ragearch, | decided to exclude the West
first because the national traditions are bettemknto general medievalists and also
because the Byzantines themselves, due to the wlionof their imperial territory,
commented mostly on the eastern polities.

For the ninth century, | have constrained myselydo Bulgaria due to the great
importance that scholars have placed on this examphus, | have treated Bulgaria in
some detail, first presenting “the traditional delnky narrative” and then | have
presented the Byzantine perspectives on the canwegsents. Usually conflated into a

single narrative, the multiple Byzantine perspesgifind themselves either silenced or
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subordinated to scholarly interpretations that haeel to discover in the Byzantine
sources the voice of the Bulgarians. The chaptenportant because it indicates the
ways, in which scholars tend to amplify this case # label it as representative for all
Byzantine proselytizing operations.

Aside from the brief chapters’ overview here, dgld make a note of my
chronological boundary. Given the objectives @& diissertation to trace the Byzantine
narratives, which have been swept into tendentioodern interpretations that stand as
supporting platforms for national Churches, it wbhave been fitting to include the
conversion of medieval Rus’. However, my treatnedfriRus’ at this point would have
added very little. In addition, the famous stofylee Russian elite inviting the Byzantine
proselytizers already supports one of the geneiak® of my study. The story nicely

highlights the passivity of the Byzantine admirasisn in the conversion scenario.

Basic Terminology

Before we turn to the Byzantines in the subseqadeapters, two final
terminological and conceptual remarks are necgssdre first one goes back to the
roots of “Byzantine Studies” as a modern acadensicigline. The second remark nicely
takes us to a key episode at the turn of the twmtentury with Adolf von Harnack, one
of the most important pioneering scholars of Clarsty and Christian missions.

The first issue reminds us of the well-known féeit the historical people whom
scholars today identify as “Byzantines” actuallYlethemselves “Romans.” Affected
by visions of Western Europe as the epitome obhisdl progress, scholars and

intellectuals appropriated “Rome” for their notiasfspolitical and cultural identity.
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Thus, while “Rome” stood for “Western” glory, “Byaaum” signified “Eastern”
decadence and corruption. For example, here istheywhilosopher Georg Friedrich
Hegel, who famously understood “History” as an iteMe progress culminating into
Western/Germanic supremacy, thought about “Byzamtiu

The history of the highly civilized Eastern Empirevhere, as we might suppose,

the Spirit of Christianity could be taken up is ituth and purity—exhibits to us a

millennial series of uninterrupted crimes, wealsess basenesses and want of

principles**

Such basic generalizations have been prevalem@saholars and intellectuals
for much longer than they should have, though trmdgews is that today we have
moved beyond them. Thus, instead of ideologioakitins, the term “Byzantium” now
basically marks the beginning of the post-Constéauti empire in the fourth century
A.D., though some scholars have pushed the Byzaptigin as late as the reign of the
emperor Heraclius in the seventh century. TheddriByzantium” is almost universally
agreed upon and is thus set with the fall of Caristaple under the Ottomans in 1453.
This chronology is fine, so long as we recognizg thany of the divisions are artificial
and that they should serve to clarify major higt@@rtransitions, not to support
tendentious ideological claims.

In light of the above concerns, | have been tethfegefer to the “Byzantines”
consistently as “Romans,” but this would have tedstoo many scholarly habits at the
same time. Thus, | have used the two culturareets interchangeably, especially in the

earlier Constantinian period. From the emperotidias in the sixth century onwards, |

have used “Byzantium,” but even then “Rome” andrfiRo empire” do appear in my

14 Philosophy of History. Tr. J. Shibree. New YorR4#. p. 338.
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text. Allin all, I have moved beyond the strietndarcations of the field and thus freely
employ both referents.

With the above stipulations in mind, let us nowntto the second point of
terminology highlighted with an anecdote involviAdolf von Harnack in the year 1900.
A historian and a theologian, Harnack’s greatesbaplishment was his multi-volume
work on the development of Christian dogmaThe scholarly recognition for his
intellectual accomplishments came. As a way ofonioig him, Harnack in 1900 was
asked to give a series of lectures at the UniweddiBerlin. In response to the cultural
shifts at the turn of the century, Harnack publéhes lectures under the title, “The
Essence of Christianity"® From the perspective of intellectual history, fkuk’s
lectures came at a very opportune time. In 19@@dFch Nietzsche died, and Sigmund
Freud was in the process of publishinglhigrpretation of DreamsHarnack had to
confront some basic presuppositions:

The question may even be asked whether thereyiswanin generic conception as

“religion” at all. Is the common element in ityghing more than a vague

disposition? Is it only an empty place in our irmest being that the word

denotes, which everyone fills up in a differerghfeon and many do not perceive
at all?’

Harnack’s essential response to his own diffiquiéstion was that “at bottom we
have to do here with something which is commoniliaad which in the course of

history has struggled up out of torpor and disdntd unity and light.*® Today, scholars

continue to grapple with Harnack’s question abalie ‘essence of religion,” and some of

15 Adolf von HarnackHistory of DogmaTr. Neil Buchanan (from"8German edition). 1976.

18 The lectures were published in English under ittes What Is Christianity?'r. Thomas Bailey
Saunders. Philadelphia: Fortress Texts in Modéreology, 1986.

" What Is Christianity?p. 9.

18 What Is Christianity?p. 9.
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their theoretical conclusions get quite labyringhinTwo are the basic points of
theoretical criticism relevant to my study here.

One criticism cautions against defining “Christightoo narrowly by prioritizing
“religious belief” over “religious practice,” thuexcluding the majority of theologically-
uneducated people who prioritize “practice” oveeltef.” Especially in the context of
illiterate societies, as was largely the case tigaity and in the Middle Ages, most
people’s “Christianity” boiled down to certain bagiractices into which they could
assimilate a saint or Jesus Christ without sigaiftachanges in their ritual habits. We
have already outlined some of these patterns abdkas, so long as the new adaptations
were thought functional and beneficial to the indinal or the community, even obvious
theological inconsistencies were found unproblectatiin other words, from a modern
analytical perspective, we are describing a cultdrsyncretism,” but to the people
living in such a context, this was simply their wafybeing, “their actual reality?® In
these cases, even basic theological knowledgeksig and thus “conversion” in the
strict Pauline belief-based sense is not possiloistead, we could write about
“adhesion,” “acculturation,” “assimilation,” or “sealization.” Given my focus on the
Byzantine narratives and their ways of framingftiveign elites’ conversion, this caveat
is important to the degree to which some scholegjaick to believe the medieval
depictions of sudden mass conversions.

The second criticism questions the analytical adey of terms like “paganism,”

“heresy,” or “orthodoxy.” The argument is that Shianity is a complex social system

¥ For a clear discussion on some of these issueslad®n V.A. Fine, JiThe Bosnian Church: Its Place in
State and Society from the Thirteenth to the Ritfe€entury A New InterpretationLondon, 2007
(second edition). See especially Chapter 1: “Refigh Bosnia’'s Peasant Society.”

%0 For some interesting examples, see Joseph L. ofBalgarian Magic Charms: Ritual, Form, and
Content."The Slavic and East European Journdbl. 31, No. 4 (Winter, 1987), pp. 548-562.
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and if studied historically, these terms blur tlagtigular social contingencies and box the
historical subjects into categories that they thewes would not have recognized or
accepted. In addition, the terminology carriessese of predetermined teleology as
“Orthodoxy” supposedly travelled without interrugtior changes through the ages. This
is a valid concern, particularly for the termingjafat | employ in my study. Several
points of clarification are, therefore, necessary.

| have decided to deal with the above conceptialpms in a relatively
straightforward way. Since | follow the Byzantinetions, | have kept their own
terminology with one major exception. The excepttomes with the referent
“Christianity.” | write “Christianity” when | meato include all possible beliefs and
practices that derive their authority, however puédy, from claims about Jesus Christ.
Most Byzantine theologians would have reserved i&Gilanity” only for those people
who shared their own particular views and wouldehs@ught to discredit their opponents
as “non-Christians” or “heretics.”

Obviously, the notions of legitimate Christiandtyanged over time. Thus, | have
brought in “orthodoxy.” | use lower-case “orthogdxo denote the official traditional
stance of all Churches and their communities tbeg¢pted the primary seven ecumenical
councils (from Nicaea in 325 to Second Nicaea in)78 have reserved upper-case
“Orthodoxy” for the institutional Church that rejed the papal claims for ultimate
supremacy in Catholicism. | have kept the ternaggnism” and “heresy.” The
Byzantines used all of the above terms even if teeurrently debated and fought over
what stood behind the actual categories. By kegairihe Byzantine terms, | not only

stay true to my particular historical subjects #malr preferred terminology, but also
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show how their specific categories historically eleyed and what was excluded or
included from them at a given time or place.

A final comment, even if self-evident, is necegsavly study would not have
been possible without the findings and hard workafany other scholars. My deep
admiration for their efforts have inspired me amagdiguided my own scholarly
investigations. Here at the end of tm&roduction | would like to reset some of
Harnack’s words above for a different context.

“Torpor and discord,” it appears to me, often Bistorians, but it is “unity and
light” that guide the best of their intentions. dbvin these cases, in which | have
disagreed with other scholars, | have done so pitfound respect and openness for
their different interpretations and conclusion$iug, with this important
acknowledgement in mind and remembering the stijouis and definitions from above,
we are now ready to turn to the Byzantines and thepictions of Christian conversions

abroad.
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Chapter 2

Bishop over “Those Outside”:
Imperial Diplomacy and the Boundaries of
Constantine’s Christianity

The unprecedented decision of Constantine to prnagh&hristianity throughout
the Roman empire and the long-lasting historicalseguences of that decision have
justifiably generated a vast number of analysesagigions: ancient, medieval, and
modern. In retrospect and as a broad generaliz#tiet wraps together many events and
centuries, it was Constantine’s insertion of Roragye institutional mechanisms into
Christianity that outlined and sustained the besiets of “Orthodoxy,” steered its
particular kind of “belief” and “practice,” and &l to minimize the effects of local
cultural differences right from the beginning. Fra strictly historical perspective (for
theology and metaphysics have their own set ofraggp@aremises), Constantine did for
“Orthodoxy” just as much as Paul had done for “Gtnatnity.” For, in effect,
Constantine’s intervention codified the “Authordf/the Church” as divinely inspired
and built into the future Orthodox Church a pernmamener connectivity with a specific
“Apostolic and Patristic Tradition.”

Conventionally, scholars have dated Constantipefsonal conversion to 312
with his famous vision at the Battle of the MilviBnidge. As important as this date
might be in the private life of the emperor, iticates little about the ways, in which he
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explicitly imagined his own role in Christianitylhus, it is another seemingly more
minor event that should draw our attention heré sd@me point, around the Council of
Nicaea in 325, Constantine invited some close @iseaind bishops over for dinner. It was
in the comfort of good food and a private circlatt@onstantine slipped his own musings
on what a Christian emperor should actually beou™are bishops of those within the
Church, but | am perhaps a bishop appointed by &edthose outside,” these were
Constantine’s words as recorded by Eusebius ofd&faasvho insisted that he had
overheard them in persoaifiwv Ofjuacty éd’ Nuetéoals dioaic).”t

Eusebius inserted the short anecdote after meng@onstantine’s prohibitions

against non-Christian practices for those under &orle foic V70 ) Pwpaiwv

&oxn dMuotc)*” and an order for strict enforcement of a new adef? Both of these

decrees aimed no less than to eliminate old hahisto reorganize time by centering it

2L EusebiusVita Constantini Ed. F. WinkelmanrEusebius Werke, Band 1.1: Uber das Leben des Kaiser
Konstantin[Die griechischen christlichen Schriftstell@erlin: Akademie Verlag, 1975]: 3-151. Book IV:
24: "EvOev elkdtwe avTog €V €0TIA0EL TOTE DeELOVLLEVOS ETTLOKOTIOUS AGYOV APTIKEV, WG doa

Kal avTog ein EMiokomog, WdE T avTolg elmMwV ENUACLY €’ 1JHETEQALS koAl “AAA” Duelg

HEV TV elow TG EKKANOiag, Eyw d¢ TV €KTog UTO BeoL kabeotapévog émiokomog av einv.”
AroAovBa d¢ T AdYw dLAVOOULLEVOS TOUS AOXOMEVOUG ATAVTAG ETIEOKOTIEL, TIQOVTQETE TE
donmep av 1) dvvaulg Tov evoefPn petaduwokety Blov. See Averil Cameron and Stuart Hall,
translators. Eusebius of Caesaldgé of ConstantineOxford: Clarendon Press, 1999. p. 161. Alsosee
320 in the Commentary for important bibliography@onstantine’s phrase, “bishop of those outsidég T
scholarly dispute on the authenticity of Constagitirspeeches as inserted by Eusebius is wide-rgunigor
a careful study of Eusebius’ sources in writing ltife, see A.H.M. Jones and T.C. Skeat. “Notes on the
genuineness of the Constantinian documents in Husebife of Constantine.””Journal of Ecclesiastical
History 5 (1954), pp. 194-200. The authors support indeedtithenticity of some Eusebian materials
used in his writing.

% The precise meaning obfjuoc” in the plural dative is unclear here, for it cowhean “the people” in
general, or “peoples,” thus implying all politicattities whose allegiance lies with Rome.

% For a study that traces the long development atabishment of the Christian calendar as normative
throughout the Roman empire, see Angelo Di Berardidn temps pour la priere et un temps pour le
divertissement (CTh XV, 5).” Eds. Jean-Noé&l Guiaotl Frangois Richar@&mpire Chrétien et Eglise aux
IVe et Ve siécles: integration ou “concordat”?,tlkmoignage du Code Théodosi€aris: Institut des
Sources Chrétiennes, 2008. pp. 319-340. See ptlR&English translation is mine), “From the second
century, Christians developed in their turn a cdéenwhich was appropriate to them—different and
distinct from the pagan calendar—centered on EatePentecost, the Sundays and different
commemorations of the martyrs.” The author drawsehidence from TertulliaiGor. 13, 4and again for
the claim that Christians should not participatpagan feasts, Tertulliatdol. 14, 7
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on the importance of Sunday and on the days obuarsaint$® Thus, local,
spontaneous cults and practices were convertediate-decreed holidays. Functioning
now as mandatory public events, they sought tdtead to inspire their audiences by
sermons, or speeches, elaborate processionsi®psrade$> A long chain of laws
enforcing the new calendar and the ban againstpaigetices extends throughout the

laws of the Theodosian Co8&.It reaffirms Eusebius’ report here in thiée of

4 For a study that examines the history of “Sundyring the first three centuries after Christ ségui
Martin Girardet. “L’invention du dimanche: du jodu soleil au dimanche: ies Solisglans la [égislation
et la politique de Constantin le Grand.” Eds. Jsait Guinot and Francois Richaf@mpire Chrétien et
Eglise aux IVe et Ve siécles: integration ou “cortad”?, le témoignage du Code ThéodosiParis:
Institut des Sources Chrétiennes, 2008. pp. 341-3&6 p. 341where Girardet points out that in artijgui
the Romans already conceived of Sunday as a spkgiassociated with the g&abl Invictug(the
Unconquerable Sun). Already in the first centuitylel after the death of Jesus, Sunday for the Tins
became the day of the divine service. Howeverheeitpagan” nor Christian thinkers at the time
associated Sunday as a day of rest. Before théhfoantury, there had never been an official darest
that was to reoccur each week in the entire anevenid with the sole exception of the Jewish Sabbat
(modern Saturday in the Christian calendar thahowe follow). But, after Constantine’s legislative
reforms (the two laws of 321 in particular), ties SoligSunday, the day of the Sum@came a mandatory
day of celebration and rest. This Constantinianr@velutionized completely the Roman system of
measuring public time, and as a result it dradjicdianged the entire rhythm of life, which we have
adopted and follow. Western thinkers in the latéddie Ages further developed the specifics of the
Christian calendar when they tried to find presisg/s of calculating Easter (i.e., the Gregorianeiad of
the Julian calendar. Today, the Gregorian calehdardargely prevailed, though certain Orthodox
communities still follow the Julian one). For a quemative study on “time” that highlights its cuiliand
social dimensions as it also evaluates the wayshinh different cultural conceptualizations ofrfig”
affect the very production of historical or anthotgmical narratives, see Diane Owen Hughes and &som
R. Trautmann, edJ.ime: Histories and EthnologieAnn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1995.rko
more theoretical framing of the problem within fiedds of “history” and “anthropology,” see speciily
the Introduction, pp. 1-18.

% EusebiusVita Constantini Ed. F. Winkelmann. Book IV, 23: 1-5.

% For laws enforcing Sunday as a day of special ngiom, se€Code Théodosien I-X\Code Justinien,
Constitutions Sirmondiennegolume II, Book II: 8.1 (Sunday as a day of veat&m); Book II: 8.18
(Sunday as a day of rest); Book II: 8.20 (gamesspattacles prohibited on Sunday); Book II: 8.2&8¢s,
spectacles, theatrical plays prohibited on Sundggecially in the regions of the East); Book IR; 2
(obligatory day of rest on Sunday); Book VIII: &thx collecting prohibited on Sunday); Book IX: 3.7
(humane treatment of prisoners on Sunday). For so@mples of imperial laws against the so-called
paganism, se€ode Théodosien XMles Lois Religieuses des Empereurs Romains de &uimsh
Théodose IIVolume I. Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 2005. 1@hibition against sacrificial practices and
worship of imperial statues); 10.7 (prohibition Bxga seers and diviners of the future); 10.9 (dvituin
against trying to divine the future); 10.10 (gehémterdiction against paganism); 10.11 (general
interdiction against paganism); 10.12 (prohibitagrainst pagan usage of incense, wine, perfumefoilyf
gods, suspended garlands, or lighting up lampdibitton also against the worship of trees); 10.13
(general prohibition against paganism in the E4€1)14 (paganism and its leaders banished); 10.19
(statues must be removed from their base; pagaplésihpensions to go to the military); 10.21 (pagan
excluded from administrative and state offices)22((law that opens with a remark of surprise thate
were still pagan practices and reiterates a gepeoaibition again).
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Constantineand illustrates also Constantine’s determinatiah @mmitment to implant
a Christian “common sense” by rooting it into tlevel conception of time and the
practices of a new “everyday.”

Yet, these laws could be enforced effectively anljRoman lands. After all,
even within the empire, such policies faced massbatacles. Distance and bureaucracy
bogged down the communication between the centrhttze local governments. Local
police forces, too, had a hard time putting lavie practice if we are to take seriously
the loud outcries of many victims against thie\es)dits, pirates, or even what wele
factomafia bosses with their own networks of power. iAsow well-known, village
communities emerged out of the shards of brokeasadib the later empire and were (as
they still are) skeptical of novelties and quitedat dodging the administrative hand of
the central government. The very inadequaciesaitigally illiterate local priests or
monks, who were often themselves attracted by ¢heejpved power of local
superstitions, magical objects, or practices btliCenstantine’s laws and diminished
their actual effectiveness, t6b.Perhaps the best attestation to the entrenchehsh of
these obstacles of legal enforcement and the stobbss of “the local” is the long-

lasting survival of “pagan,” non-Constantinian firees in certain regions of the former

" Even in formal imperial decrees, certain pagametats persisted. For example, Constantine prokibite
privateharuspicesbut allowed the public ones. If lightning werestoike the imperial palace, Constantine
decreed in 319, professiort@ruspiceshad to be consulted. SE€ade Théodosien XMLles Lois
Religieuses des Empereurs Romains de Constantigéadbse LlVolume I. Paris: Les Editions du Cerf,
2005. 10.1. Publibaruspicegemained legal until 410, see ff. 2. For primavidence, theCodeé s
commentators rely on Sozomen IX, 6 and Zosimosly 243. The occupation of the Romiaaruspices
was to divine the future, which they did by a methioat involved cutting animals open and discerning
their insides.
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Roman empire to this very day, particularly inagles where a Christian veneer is
attached to basically “pagan” rituals and practf@es

What did then Constantine (or Eusebius) mean shtip over those outside®
Abundant evidence suggests that emperors sincestugjtecognized the Roman state as
a cohesive geographical entity contained by theetigreat rivers, the Rhine, the Danube,
and the Euphrate. Moreover, surveyors since the time of the Priatgrhad

painstakingly mapped local landscapes and hadezhatit their boundaries in great

2 For example, venerating an old tree and havingnancunal meal, usually consisting of a roasted ram o
ram soup Kourbancorba: note here the word borrowing from Turkish), ardwuch a sacred tree is still a
common practice in some modern Bulgarian villagdiefs in the healing powers of brook water, sgrin
water, mountain rocks, or special places (usuatliidat distant and thick forests) continue, too, and
interestingly enough seem to be resurging in regeats even among urban populations and educated
people. Magic practices also persist throughoug8h and are usually (but not always) seen as the
special gifts of Gypsiesnmams or Pomaks (i.e., a group of people, who live moastly in southern
Bulgaria, and are seen as descendants of ChrBtieyarians who had converted to Islam during the
Ottoman rule in Bulgaria). Magic could be both ggpel., white) and bad (i.e., black) in terms afeffect
upon a given person. It could also be used to éareme’s future. Magic could also be employed tb ca
upon the dead, to have conversations with theiitsgind to receive from them advice or protectiBarly
imperial Christian laws, especially, fought agaités$ practice of calling upon the dead becausésGéun
thinkers saw the Romans’ evocatiomudines dead spirits perceived as gods, to be partigutatrilegious
and demonic. See, for instan€@nde Théodosien I-X\Code Justinien, Constitutions Sirmondiennes
Volume II, Book IX: 16.5. All modern Bulgarian exates, which | have provided here, | have personally
observed and have also participated in some afdh@munal rituals. | lived for two months (June-July
2007) in the small village of Laga, near the toviietropole, in the Stara Planina mountains (i.ecient
Hemus). The experience was particularly revealingné as | observed no social or communal tensions
between the local Christians and Muslims. The Ipeaiple, including thpop (the village priest), did not
have a nuanced understanding of Christianity im$eof its liturgical practices and much less imtgiof

its theology. What trained Christian theologiansdhmolars would see as “superstitions” to the conitypu
of Laga were Haii-sascnomo,” “the most important ways” (as they would putaf)celebrating God and
asking for health and prosperity (these two belmgrhost common invocations, spoken out loud by the
popor whispered by each individual during the ritualebration).

%9 The nature of Eusebiukife of Constantinés largely hagiographical and as such Eusebiusctepi
Constantine as a great Christian hero. Howeversdhee could be said about most Christian sources on
Constantine. Additionally, whether Constantine @lidlid not make this statement is less importaau tine
way he was seen and framed by the writers on whasatives we are destined to rely, often exclugive
In any case, it is important to point out that Ltiife of Constantinés a particularly difficult source, for
Eusebius offers a number of speeches, many of wiaatlaims to have heard himself, but which we doul
not correlate with any other text. We do know tihat Lifewas Eusebius’ last and unfinished work, which
Eusebius, who tended to obsess over revision, catlédit himself before its publication. We should
remember that the piece was eventually publisheldidfriend Acacius. For a commentary on tlife, see
T.D. BarnesConstantine and EusebiuSambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981. pj8-259.

30 Fergus Millar. “Emperors, Frontiers, and Foreiggid®ions, 31 B.C. to A.D. 378Britannia, Vol. 13
(1982), pp. 1-23. p. 19: “A conflict thus aroseviie¢n that conception and the long tradition andligy

of continuing conquest.” See also Gilbert Dagftwoecumenicité politique: Droit sur I'espace, draur

le temps."To Vyzantio hos oikumen&thena: Ethniko Hidryma Ereunon Institure, 200p.47-57. p. 47,
for a point that there was a territorial boundedra&she Byzantine empire.
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detail®!

Those maps had their obvious utility in naviggtand directing movement
throughout the empire, but also, especially whamglpefore the eyes of emperors or
their generals, they served to re-affirm a fixexdsseof imperial sovereignty. In other
words, on a practical level, neither the Romanstiheidater Byzantines conceived of
their “empire” as a state without set frontié&fsTherefore, recent studies are quite right
to qualify and to put into context the oratoricalleellishments of certain Byzantines so

as to call into question long-established rendgioh“Bacilela” as an “empire” whose

leaders supposedly had infinite ambitions for uregedomination and lacked a sense for
geographical or political constraints of their resfive sovereignty®

Thus, by “bishop over those outside,” did Consteais line reveal proselytizing
ambitions or protection of Christians beyond imakborders? Or, was it a reference to
non-Christians “within” the empire who, as a reswre not under the ecclesiastical

authority of a local bishop? Eusebius, an estabtidishop himself at the time of his

3L C. Nicolet.Space Geographyand Politics in the Early Roman Empitgnn Arbor, 1991, pp. 149-169.
On the other hand, Fergus Millar argues that thezeno clear instances in the sources of “the fistaps

in strategic or tactical planning as opposed tsseghent representations of the terrain of campdigns

18. “Emperors, Frontiers, and Foreign RelationsB32. to A.D. 378."Britannia, Vol. 13 (1982), pp. 1-23.
The point that campaigns produced maps is plautitdecept, but the claim that maps were not used f
strategic planning is hard to imagine for obviogasons of utility. Preserved maps may be missimg fr
the historical record in the period that Millar eps simply because they were later improved anidcegd.
Millar himself points out how Pliny the Elder cdized Corbulo’s map of the Caucasus. According to
Pliny, Corbulo’s cartographers had misrepresertedCtaucasian Gates (the Pass of Dariel) as thei&tas
Gates.” In Millar's “Emperors, Frontiers, and FgeiRelations,” p. 18, ff. 113. In PlinyNatural History
VI, 40. Even in the early stages of Roman impeaiglansion, Arnaldo Momigliano points out how the
Romans sought and employed Greek geographic andgrtiphic expertise. “What they [the Greeks] had
not done when the Celts were plundering GreecefaraMinor, they did later for the benefit of the
Romans. Greek technicians probably helped in théme work of mapping conquered countrieslian
Wisdom The Limits of HellenizatianCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991 (in€pip. 66.
Momigliano’s comment specifically refers to “congee territories,” of course, but it does also swggge
that Romans cared to invest in maps, seeking dissiéin this case Greeks), and “routinely” doswuth
work.

%2 For Rome, see David S. Pott&he Roman Empire at Bgy. 227: Potter argues that the overall military
posture of the Roman state was passive and thadebigy of world domination that was an important
feature of Rome’s makeup was accommodated by themiiat all the world that was worth ruling was
already under Roman control.

3 Anthony Kaldellis Hellenism in Byzantium: The Transformations of Grikentity and the Reception of
the Classical TraditionCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007.speeifically Chapter 2.
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first drafting of Constantine’s biography, made kter interpretation: “It follows by

this saying that having in mind those over whomuied, he was a bishop over them all”

(AdxdAoLOa d¢ T AOYW dDLAVOOUEVOG TOUG AQXOUEVOUS ATIAVTAG
¢meokdmel).>* But, did Constantine’s actions and their ramtfimas confirm Eusebius’

interpretation here?

According to the fifth-century lawyer and ecclesieal historian Sozomen, the
PersiarshahShapur 11 (309-379), whom we briefly met in timroduction turned
against the Christians after Constantine’s conwarsirhe high-profile trial of Symeon,
the leading Christian bishop in Persia at the twees only the beginning of a series of
anti-Christian policies. As Sozomen had it, theetHoroastrian priests and the leading
Jewish rabbis joined efforts to witness against &mi° Symeon was charged with
being a traitor to Persia. In addition, Shapurasga high taxes on all Christians in his
state and put to death various priests and missemaChurches were destroyed, and
their properties confiscated. In short, at leasbading to Christian sources, great and
painful was Shapur’s “terror,” and many lives, litk@se of Symeon and Pusicius, were
swept away by this anti-Christian wind of chan@Hearly, Shapur perceived
Constantine’s domestic agenda to instill Christiaimi Rome as a threat to Persia, but we
need to ask whether Constantine’s foreign poliay &ray actual bearing on Shapur’'s
bloody response.

As an heir to a father whose political base wataBr, Constantine’s first official
communication with Shapur in the distant East caattieer late. To be sure, however,

Constantine was not new to “the Eastern Questiéte”had spent some of his younger

34 Eusebius of Caesarédita Constantini Book 1V: 24: 4-1.
% SozomenHistoire ecclésiastiqueChapter IX.
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days with the troops of Diocletian’s protégé, Gaigron the Persian front and together
they advanced into Ctesiphon and even made timghdsee around the ruins of ancient
Babylon®® Thus, when Constantine eliminated his brothdrim-Licinius in 324, he
came to a now united empire well-prepared. Spegabath Latin and Greek, a westerner
who grew up in the East, a son of a military mandelf successful in army campaigns,
an ambitious personality ready to eliminate anyiort@s way, even his own family
members and closest relatives, Constantine aged&swhan ruler triggered a justified
Persian concern. In the 310s, moreover, the &atditary charges of Shapur’s father
Hormisdas Il (r. 302-309) against certain Romangson the border had failed
miserably. Hormisdas’ raid experiments createatlel tension between Rome and
Persia. They did not blow up only because themalepolitical mess in a divided Roman
empire prohibited even the most remote possildiditya common agreement on a
cohesive and adequate foreign policy.

From a Persian perspective, Constantine’s viatoB824 over Licinius ended
Rome’s civil wars and after a long pause openeidlales possibility for an already active
and “hawkish” Roman military to create a unitedifragainst Persia. Shapur decided to
play it safe and to step back on the clauses &ty of Nisibis from 298’ The treaty
was already advantageous to Rome, but Shapur adlyisanted to make sure that

Constantine would not break the peace, so in 324¢ht a delegation, heavy with

% ConstantineOratio 16, 4.
3" R.C. Blockley.East Roman Foreign Policy: Formation and ConduohirDiocletian to Anastasiugp.
6-7.
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compliments for Constantine’s recent triumph anthwlentiful gifts® In late October--
early November of the same year, Constantine sk his “thank-you” lettet®

According to Eusebius of Caesarea, Constantinéewthe letter to Shapur in
Latin and “in his own words,” abandoning on thigsjl occasion the formal protocol.
Constantine must have liked his own free stylehicirculated the letter throughout the
empire, which was how Eusebius supposedly gotdtteanslated it into Greek for the
convenience of his targeted audiefitdf authentic in fact, as many scholars seem to
agree, Constantine’s letter stands as the empaiegsest Christian manifesto, in which
he declared the new religion’s luminary effect upaownselfand onto the empire at
large** As such, it is important to call it to attentiand to analyze here several

extensive portions of it:

¥ EusebiusVita Constantini Ed. F. Winkelmann. Book IV, 8.

39 For a commentary on this letter, see Timothy DrnBa.Constantine and Eusebiu8ambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1981. pp. 258-259. Barnes bealiéveéhe authenticity of the letter, “The lettersagolite
and personal, not dictated (as was normal), butesrin Constantine’s own hand, its gentle phrasing
designed to allow the two monarchs to reach aneageat without either appearing to lose face.” 8.25
For another proponent of the letter's authenticgBg Fergus Millar. “Emperors, Frontiers, and Fprei
Relations, 31 B.C. to A.D. 378Britannia, Vol. 13 (1982), pp. 1-22. p. 22. For the lettefating, see
Timothy D. Barnes. “Constantine and the ChristiahBersia."The Journal of Roman Studjdol. 75
(1985). pp. 126-136. p. 132.

40 EusebiusVita Constantini Ed. F. Winkelmann. Book 1V, 8: 5-1dike{aic & o0v adTtog kal ToUTo
naQaoToel Pawvaic dU wv mog Tov ITepodv BaciAéa deméUPato YOAUUATWY, OUV EUpLEAELR
T Aot Kat émoteedeia Tovg avdoas avte magatifépevos. dpépetat pev ovv Pouaia

YADOTT) M’ aUTOIS ULV kKal ToUTO TO PaciAéwe WdLyoadov yoapuua, LetaBAnBev O émt tv
EAAN VOV GwVIV YVWOLUOTEQOV YEVOLT AV TOLG EVIVYXAVOLOLY, WOE TN TIEQLEXOV.

[Therefore, he will put this in his own words thrbufe letter which he dispatched to the Persianeeomnp
commending these people (i.e., Christians in Pevgih all the tact and concern. Thus, this docunien

also brought to us in the Roman language (i.ein)and is written by the emperor personally, whichy
be more easily understood by those who happeratbitelt goes like this].

*! EusebiusVita Constantini Ed. F. Winkelmann. Book 1V, 9: 1-14 and 10: 1F2v Oeiav mtiotiv
dvAaoOTWV TOL TS AANBelac PwToS petadayXavw. T@ TS aAndelag Gwrtt 6dNyovevog TV
Belav MOTV €MLY IV@OOK@. TOLYAQTOL TOVTOLS, WG TX TTOAYUATA BEPALOL, TIV AYLWTATV
Bonokeiav Yvwoilw. dOATKAAOV TNG ETILYVWOIEWS TOL AYLWTATOL Be0D TavTNV TNV Aatoelay
€xev OOAOY®. TOUTOL TOL B€0D TV dVVaULY EXwV OURUAXOV, €K TOV TEQATWV TOoL QKeavoD
ap&aupevoc maoav épeENg TNV olkovpévny Pepalolc owtneiag EATioL duyea, we anavia
6o O TOTOVTOLS TUEAVVOLS dEDOVAWHEVA TAlS kKaBnuepvals oupdogails Evddvta eEltnAa
Eyeyovel, tavta TIEOCAABAVTO TV TV KOV EKOLKIoy oTeQ €Kk Tivog Begamelag
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Guarding the divine faith, | participate in thght of truth. Led by the light of
truth, | recognize the divine faith. Certainly, these things, as deeds
confirm, | acknowledge the most hollgien.*? | confess that | hold this
religious service to be the teacher of the knoggedf the most holy Gotf.
Having the power of this God as ally, beginningnirthe shores of the Ocean |
have raised up the whole community (“ecumenicaldip** step by step with

avalwmuenOnvat tovtov Tov Beov MEeoPevw, 0 TO oneiov 6 1@ Oe@ dvakelpevog pHov
0TEATOC UTEQ TV DWWV PEQEL Kal €D’ dmteQ av O TOL dukalov AGYog TtapakaAT)

katevOLvetar €€ avtav O éxelvwv meoupavéot TooTaiolg avTia TV XAV avTAapPavo.
TOoUTOV TOV B0V ABavVATQ VU TIHAY OHOAOY®, TODTOV AkQodvel Kol kabapa diavolia v
TOLG AVWTATW TVYXAvely Dmegavyalopatl | disagree on a number of issues with the traiosiatf
Averil Cameron and Stuart G. Halllife of ConstantineOxford: Clarendon Press, 1999. p. 156. My
clarifications (discussed explicitly in the footaetbelow) try to bring out more clearly the senmanti
nuances in Eusebius’ Greek rendition from CongtardiLatin original. Again, it is important to keép
mind that the text (whether or not authenticallyn€@ntinian) is in any case Eusebius’ refractedaet If
Eusebius’ claims are to be taken seriously, thettesn becomes a Greek translation from an origmal
Latin. Presumably, in addition, the purpose of bus& own translation was for a wide consumptiam,. t
The intended audience and the several stagesaxdtdaent from the presumed original source should be
kept in mind when imposing a modern interpretasitaey on this text, which in the final analysis was
presumably Constantine’s Latin text sent out thhaug the empire, then translated by Eusebius into
Greek, and distributed throughout Eusebius’ owresiastical networks in the Greek-speaking East.
Clearly, a straightforward interpretation of thadkiwe often find in modern historiography is to Ipaside
a number of serious problems here. For argumentseauthenticity of Constantine’s letter to Shapur
nevertheless, see Timothy D. Barn@enstantine and EusebiuSambridge: Harvard University Press,
1981. pp. 258-259.

*2vita ConstantiniBook 1V, 9: 3:tijv &ywwtdtnv Ognoxeiav: Note the emphasis on religion as
“practice” and “observance” rather than “beliefrae“Deeds” and not merely “faith” are evoked agiat
withesses to Constantine’s religious commitmenbrirader studies on religion, such lines are uguall
highlighted to illustrate how Enlightenment thinkesupposedly inserted a “belief/practice” divide in
definitions of “religion” and thus created a spa&c#nalytical category with an inherent bias toveard
“belief” and a reciprocal de-emphasis of “practida.the pre-Enlightenment period, for the chrorgptal
divisions in such theoretical studies are broad@nteptual, “religion” supposedly was deeply enaeed
in social practice and was not perceived or imadjamea separate entity of individual or group bérav
3 Vita ConstantiniBook IV, 9: 4:tavtnv v Aatpelorv: an emphasis on “practice” again with a
particular focus on “religious worship” or what weuld call today “liturgy.” | do not use the word
“liturgy” in my translation here because the nataf¢he symbolically charged ritual motions, thegise
sequence of scenes in the communal worship, ardteehetical specifics of the complex celebratory
presentation of the Eucharist were still not fbveloped at this moment. Broadly speaking, thédix
liturgy as it stands today consists of the rituadibs introduced by John Chrysostom (though earlier
liturgies existed) who lived at the end of the thurentury. Yet, for example, the important ingeriof
the Cherubic Hymn, which now follows the Augmentéiéiny, happened as late as the sixth century, and
tradition credits it directly to the emperor Jugtmhimself who probably did not create it but soped its
incorporation. For a later Byzantine explanatiothaf Divine Liturgy, see Nicolas Cabasil&sxplication
de la Divine Liturgie Sources Chrétiennes. Paris, 1967. For a modedy sin the liturgical development
and its theological symbolism, see Hugh Wybr&he Orthodox Liturgy: The Development of the
Eucharistic Liturgy in the Byzantine Ritdew York: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 2003r Bayeneral
introduction to the everyday worship in Orthodoayli{urgical catechesis), see Stanley Samuel Haraka
Living the Liturgy: A Practical Guide for Participiamg in the Divine Liturgy of the Eastern Orthodox
Church Light and Life Publishing Co., 1974. See alsodlassic study of M.M. Soloveiyhe Byzantine
Divine Liturgy: History and Commentaryr. D.R. Wysochansky. Washington, 1970.

* Vita Constantini Book IV, 9: 6:maoav épeEng v oikovpévnv: “oikoumene” (an ecumenical
community) is a charged word in the Christian vagaty and especially so in Byzantine writing.
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sure hopes of salvation, so that all those thimipsch under the slavery of such
great tyrants yielded to daily misfortunes and baihe near to vanishing, have
enjoyed the general restoration of right, and r@rae back to life as if by some
treatment. The God | profess is the one whosersigarmy, dedicated to God,
carries on its shoulders, and to whatever taskMbed of Justice summons it goes
directly*® and from those men | receive thanks immediatetiénillustrated
ways?° This is the God | confess to honor with undyingeenbrance, and |

make it shiningly clear that | hold Him with ansuflied and pure mind to the
highest. %’

This is how Constantine’s letter operi€dThe main feature of Constantine’s

introduction was the obvious extolling of God, betyond that, there was also the ancient
motif of restoration, which was for centuries nogegly embedded in Roman political
thought and employed with particularly brilliantlsky the propagandist machinery of
Augustus in the first century A.D.. But, there vedso Constantine’s peculiar innuendo

to a presumed imperial participation in God’s dadyplan. This was a very skillful line

Numerous modern commentaries have dealt with theeq. The word choice, which Cameron and Stuart
make in their translation, is “world,” but thisagready to assume Eusebius’/Constantine’s worldly
ambitions, which might or might not have been pnésgéven in later Byzantine texts, moreover,
“oikoumene” is predominantly reserved for Christa@dherents and does not signify “the world at large
nor empire itself. For Cameron/Stuart’s word chpgeThe Life of Constanting. 156. For a study that
analyzes the relationship between “imperialism” &axlmenism” in Byzantium, see Gilbert Dagron.
“L’'oecuménicité politique: droit sur I'espace, dreur le temps.To Vyzantio hos oikoumen&thens,

2005. pp. 47-57.

> Vita Constantini Book 1V, 9: 10:mpeoPevw: the verb, especially in a political context, casrike
denotation of “to be an ambassador” as it alsoccouply a position of superiority on the part oéth
declarative subject. It is a classical Attic wabodf is kept in later Byzantine Greek with all af itich
semantic nuances.

*®vita ConstantiniBook 1V, 9: 10:trv ydpiwv avtidaupdve: a skillful rhetorical expression that opens a

wide range of meanings and allusions. In Chridtiemlogy, *%dots,” which isusually translated as
“grace,” has provoked heated and fundamental dslfateient and modern) about God’s operations on
earth and His relation to humanity particularlyétation to evil in humanity and God'’s salvific pld give
here a conservative translation, assuming Congtatmore narrow theological sophistication and
Eusebius’ close translation, of course.

*" Vita Constantini, Book 1V, 10: 1:0megavydlopat: the wordis entailed in the semantics of “light,” a
favorite Christian metonymy. Another possible ardhaps even stricter translation here could be, “to
enlighten profoundly.”

8 There is a dissertation entirely focused on Cansta’s letter to Shapur. See Miriam Raub Vivian.
Letter to Shapur: The Effect of Constantine’s Cosie® on Roman-Persian Relatiorigniversity of
California, Santa Barbara. July 1987. Vivian's argunts are 1) that the letter is best understoodneotly
as evidence for Constantine’s Christianity, bua @$plomatic correspondence with Persia, 2)
“Constantine’s conversion changed the relationbeipveen a Roman emperor and Christians abroad by
adding a concern for their welfare to his respaiisés as a Christian king,” 3) as a result, “Giians in
Persia became politically as well as religiouslgpmct,” and 4) “international alliances often caméurn
on the question of religious faith&bstract | disagree with some of Vivian's conclusions. $etow.

38



that has managed to trick even keen modern comtoesiiato some hasty
oversimplifications’? The magic of its success lay in the subtle, difsitc weaving of
an entirely novel idea into the standard Romaroriez! panoply on liberation from
tyranny.

In fact, the rhetorical agility was truly remarkabnot least in its wide
ramifications. For example, it managed to coaxmoéern historian to attribute the
addressee of this entire letter to one Constamticdareligionist: the Christian king of
Armenia®® The novelty of the idea was that it presented amate importantly, was
determined and bold enough to export an imageeoRibman emperor as a quasi-
religious leader entailed in a monotheistic “Graatakening.” Moreover, to a presumed
follower of Ahura Mazda as Shapur supposedly wasas a way to appeal to a common
affinity towards one Supreme God, an UncreatedtGred&inally, the inherent
ambiguity of Constantine’s opening aimed to impi®@sapur while simultaneously
sending positive messages to the reading audienCenstantine’s own empire at home.
Even if Eusebius actually invented the entire tettege skill with which he revealed the
opening assertions of Constantine’s manifestotatietie bishop’s sensitivity to foreign

relations and a perceived audience at home ané@abro

“9David S. PotterThe Roman Empire at Bay. 446: “The letter opens with an interestingatwn on the
then standard Constantinian line that he had d€t@m the shores of the western ocean to freegrire
groaning under the oppression of tyrants.” Note #iat Eusebius/Constantine never specified thnmat “t
Ocean” was necessarily “the western” one. The esgiwa could in fact be taken in a metaphoric sense:
“from the ends of the Ocean,” i.e. “everywhere.pBimatic subtlety, of course, invites a wide arohy
possibilities and semantic ambiguities. And in opynion, the multiple ways in which this line could
taken is “the magic” of its success. For the liriaterpretation as a referent to “the entire wdrieke T. D.
Barnes. “Constantine and the Christians of Per3iae’ Journal of Roman Studjé#ol. 75 (1985), pp. 126-
136. p. 131: “Constantine begins by affirming hévation to God—the God whose sign Constantine’s
army, dedicated to God, bears on its shouldersGttewho protects Constantine, who sent Constantine
from the far shores of the Ocean to rescue theddosm oppression and misery.”

0 D. de Decker. “Sur le destinataire de la lettreciules Perses (Eusébe de Césafé#eConst, IV, 9-13)
et la conversion de ’Arménie a la religion chrétie.” PersiaVIIl (1979), pp. 99-116. Qtd. also in T.D.
Barnes. “Constantine and the Christians of Per§iadtnote 36, p. 131.
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But, this is only the beginning, for the plot tkens. Constantine rejected
officially the policies of his predecessors andmpoted even further his commitment to
God here:

| believe | am not mistaken, my brother, in cosfeg this one God the Creator

and Father of all, whom many of those who havgneil here, seduced by insane

errors, have attempted to reject. But such pungstifinally engulfed them that

all mankind since has regarded their fate as seperg all other examples to

warn those who strive for the same eids.
In the entire exposition of Constantine’s lettarspassage served both as a
condemnation of the anti-Christian Roman past andstigation for an antithetical
future within the Roman empire and in Shapur’s Rert addition, the referent
“brother” has drawn a lot of attention among Byzaascholars who have tried to

discern the extent to which Byzantines claimed &gk titular rights and pretensions for

a single universal empiré. Traditionally, “brother” has been read as anéation for

®1vita Constantini Book 1V, 11: 1-6:00 pot dokw mAavaoat, adeAdé pov, tovtov Eva Beov
OHOAOY@V TTAVTWV AQXN YOV Kol TatéQa, OV MOAAOL TV THde PATIAEVOAVTWV HAVIIETL
nAdvag vraxBévtec émeyxelgnoav dovijoacBal AAA” Ekelvoug HEV ATIAVTAG TOLOVTOV

TIHWQEOV TEA0G KATAVAAWOEV, WS TAV TO HET €KelVOUS AVOQWTWY YEVOS TAG ékelvwV

ovudPoEAs AVt AAAOL TARADELYHATOG TOIG TAQA TOVTOLS Ta Opow (nAovot TiBecBal.

%2 See, for example, Evangelos K. Chrysos. “The BttetAevc in Early Byzantine International
Relations.”"Dumbarton Oaks Paper¥/ol. 32 (1978), pp. 29-75. For the section onsRersee p. 33. Such
studies have preoccupied Byzantinists for genaratibor an argument that favors the supposed Byeant
acceptance of Persia as an empire, too, see ansehdlarly example drawn from the roots of thipylar
Byzantinist debate, A. Gasquet. “L’empire d’Orient’empire d’Occident. De I'emploie du mot
BaoiAelg dans les actes de la Chancellerie byzantiRéyue Historique26 (1887), pp. 281-302. A major
downside of such studies is that they obsess oliether or not faoilevc” was a self-descriptor reserved
only for Byzantium and spend almost no effortstirdging the broader social, political, and cultural
context within which each author operated and feeific influences that steered the given authoemwh
employing ‘Paocideve.” A better approach would be to follow the complexiations through which the
title passed in its almost millennium-long histduy correlating its changing (if so) conceptual atpsvith
the actual operations of the Byzantine state atehand abroad. In other words, we should not simply
assume, as already discussed above, that the Byzsiithagined their state as empire with no liraitd
then proceed from that assumption to concludethiegt reserved the title only for themselves and thu
tried to keep the image of “the empire’s univetgélintact. This deeply entrenched historiographica
conviction becomes especially hard to sustainéndter stages of Byzantium when the state was
progressively reduced to its capital, Constantieopll sorts of suppositions for Byzantine “arrogah
could be read in numerous scholarly writings, ahdra based on bizarre assumptions revolving atoun
Byzantine “denial,” classicizing tendencies, or giming a fake empire that lacked actual geograploica
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Byzantine acceptance of Persia as an empire withlegvereign rights. And though

this is a debate, which we will skip at this paastits specifics call for a separate studyj, it
is significant to mention here that the word coloddinterpreted from a Christian
perspective with little bearing on “empire,” bugsaling an appeal to humanity centered
on a common Creator.

In any case, it is in the conclusion that Constemthade the nature of his position
explicit and advocated to the Perssrah(an audacious move displayed for the first time
ever in such foreign relations) the same type aisfihn confessional commitment:

With this class of persons—I mean of course thastans, my whole concern

being for them—how pleasing it is for me to hdwttthe most important parts of

Persia too are richly adorned! May the very beste to you therefore, and at the

same time the best for them, since they also @uesy For so you will keep the

sovereign Lord of the Universe kind, merciful, drehevolent. These therefore,
since you are so great, | entrust to you, puttiivegy very persons in your hands,
because you too are renowned for piety. Love timeatcordance with your own
humanity. For you will give enormous satisfacttmoth to yourself and to us by

keeping faitt?>

Unfortunately, Shapur’s take on this letter issmg, for we have no sources that

contain the Persian response. We do have, orthlee lband, Eusebius’ personal

interpretation, which followed right after the eoitthe letter:

Thus finally, since all peoples from everywheréha ecumenical worldcov

political substance, but wanted to advertise itaelf hence used this as a diplomatic tool to siklBat,
among other things, this is to brush aside thécanty of Byzantine writers, their sense of ofteagsing
realism, and mostly to reduce the rich complexittheir political thought.

%3 Vita ConstantiniBook 1V, 13:Tovtov 100 kataAdyou T@v avOmwy, Aéyw d) TV
Xowotiavaov (0TeQ TovTwVv O TG Hot AGYog), s olet e 1jdecbat dkovovta OtL kal Thg
ITepodog T kpAToTA ETL TAEIOTOV, (DOTIEQ €07TL POt BOVAOHEVE, KEKOTUNTAL 00l T 00V (G
0L K&AAALOTa €kelvolg B woaVTwe DTTAQXOL Tt KAAALOTA, OTL 00l KAKEIVOL. OUTW YaQ EEEIS TOV
TV 6AwV deomoTNV [toaov] iAew kat evpevh. TovToug Toryagovv, émeldr ToooUTog &L, ool
napatiBepat, ToLg avTovg ToUTOVG, OTL Kal evoefela Emionuog i, £yxeilwv: ToVTOUG AYATIOL
aQuodiwe TG oeavtoL PAavOQWTIAG: CAVTQ Te YAQ KAl ULV ATEQLYQATTOV DWOELS Dk TG
nioTewg TV X4AQLv.
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amavtaxov the oikovuévng é0vav),> just as if being steered by a single
governor and embracing the political order untlergervant of Godr{jv OO

@ BepdmovTL ToD Oe0D oAtteiay),”® with no one any longer troubling the
rule of the Romans, all led their lives in welligand undisturbed livelihod.

Precisely what Eusebius meant by this highly cbdiand ambiguous summary is
hard to discern, for theoretically he could have@y meant that Constantine had
secured peace for his Christian Roman empire ohihédrought peace upon all
Christians everywhere, including Persia. But,ng ease, it is peace and tranquility that
Eusebius actually emphasized, so it is quite acktt® conclude here that “Eusebius

believed that Constantine wanted to place the @&mis of Persia under his own care and

**| have already discussed the charged meaning@bbpévn” when found in a Christian literary
context. In fact, it could be taken as “the wdrldhich is how Cameron and Hall translate it. Hoegv
this would be a translation more justifiable aatef stage of the empire and if inserted in a cetept
different literary setting (a funerary speech @esemonial oration, for example), but under thgneif
Constantine and in the given context and assumeieree, the semantic meaning has to be restrioted t
the specifically Christian peoples, and not theltvat large. For Cameron and Hall’'s translatiomr Bee
Life of Constantingp. 158.

% Both “roAteia” and “Oegdmawv o Oeov” have a rich set of connotationdIdAiteia” in classical
Attic Greek is usually translated either as “a ficdl order,” or as “a political constitution,” even as a
“republic” (the last being the established transtabf Plato’smagnum opusof course). But, in later
Christian writers the word could indicate a congéwate of complicated identities. See, for example,
Nathanael J. Andrade. “The Syriac Life of John efld and the FrontidPoliteia.” Hugoye: Journal of
Syriac Studies, Vol. 12.2 (2009). pp. 199-23@¢cpamwv tob Oeov” is a favorite Christiaiopos Note

here, however, that Eusebius did not use the marem®n ‘dovAog Tov Oeov” (slave of God). Eusebius
wanted to allow more free agency on the part ofStamtine to whom the expression refers. For another
example of Oepamwv tov Oeov” in Patristic literature, see Ignatiuspistulae Eds. F. Diekamp and F.X.
Funk,Patres apostoligivol. 2, 3rd edn. Tubingen: Laupp, 1913: 83-268sHe 9: 2: 1: in this case, the
expression refers to Moses, the law-receiver, wistructed the people out of sincere devotion to.God
the more prevalent and biblicaldvAog Tov Oeo0,” see Isaiah 48: 20 and 49: 57he Septuagint with
Apocrypha: Greek and Englishlendrickson Publishers, 2007. In the Old Testaméritwhere God is
often an angry, rigid, and severe protagonistAog,” which evokes the semantics of “obedience,”
clearly makes more sense, even when inserted inigihdy ambiguous, mystical narrative of Isaiah.

*® Vita ConstantiniBook 1V, 14:00tw 81 AOLTOV T@V ATAvTaxol ThS olkovpévng 0V OomeQ
OO’ Evi kuPepvriTr dLevBLVOHEVWY Kal TV VTIO T BepdmovtL ToL Beob ToALTelory
domalopévwy, undevog unkétt magevoxAovvtog v Pwpaiov agxrv, év evotabel kai
atapdxw Piw v Cwnv duyov ot mavtes. Note here also the usage éh“evotadet,” which could
literally mean “good standing” or “good health.” tdeat the very conclusion, the word is a skillfidyato
remind again of the restorative work of Constantareidea with which the letter began. Constantine
supposedly cured the empire as a doctor would gatients. This is an idea inspired from the New
Testament, and the “healing” imagery became wigelyular especially in the effective genre of later
Byzantine hagiography. Broad audiences must hawedfgoothing consolation against the pains and
diseases of everyday life upon hearing (if not gvaeading) about the healing miracles of Christiaimts
and heroes.
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regarded this as one expression of Constantingised® take thought for all men” as
one scholar has recently doeAnd, given the political context, in which thetér was
prepared and finally sent, the insistence on paaEeisebius’ summary is quite plausible
indeed. However, modern scholars, eager to d€unostantine as a fanatical
expansionist, have read the emperor’s last words deea veiled Roman declaration of
war against Persi&. Yet, this interpretation would be a two-fold nais¢. First, it would
be to project backwards Constantine’s preparatom imilitary campaign against Persia
(a disputed affair in any cas®). For, Constantine’s campaign supposedly beg&an
only a year before his actual death in 337. Y first diplomatic encounter happened

in 324, twelve years earlier.

>’ Clifford Ando.Imperial Ideology and Provincial Loyalty in the RamEmpire Berkeley: University of
California Press, 2000. p. 345. Note also that eMaaio is implicitly uneasy with his interpretatiand
weakens it by adding, “But Constantine did not ¢joesthe legitimacy of Sapor’s governance over Rers
nor even his rulership over his Christian subjecisHeng as Sapor’s piety toward them remained
unquestioned.”

8 T.D. Barnes. “Constantine and the Christians a$ia¢ The Journal of Roman Studiesl. 75 (1985),
pp. 126-136. p. 132: “And did Constantine not adlueven in his letter to Shapur, to a career ofjuest
which began in the far west and proceeded eastwd/tire would Constantine cease his conquests?
Shapur had good reason to suspect that the Romaerenwas planning to make war against him.” Also,
David S. PotterThe Roman Empire at Bagp. 446-447: “In the last section of the lettesywever,
Constantine says something that could be regarsldeeply troubling, for there he reveals that the g
about whom he is speaking is the Christian God,thatihe expects the Persian king to look afteigfian
communities in his realm. The veiled threat implinithis statement is softened by the assertiah th
Constantine’s religiosity is not dissimilar to ttwdtthe Persian king himself.” But, “Shapur may édad
reason to be deeply suspicious of what Constamtagesaying.” In a final analysis, Potter concluttes
Constantine’s letter effectively meant war. We wilicuss Potter's comments in some detail below. Se
also R.C. BlockleyEast Roman Foreign Policy: Formation and ConduotvrDiocletian to Anastasiup.
9: here Blockley develops the odd concept of “aggjke defence.” Thus, “Constantine’s dealings wWith
Goths and with the Persians in the period afte@bthic settlement strongly suggest that for himas an
instrument of a policy that was militarily and gwlally aggressive, even expansionist.” Yet, “in
324/5...Shapur Il, now in his fifteenth or sixteegtrar, began to assert control over affairs and move
Persia towards more overt and coordinated aggressioOn page 11, Blockley explicitly calls
Constantine’s letter a military threat.

%9 Neither Rufinus (d. 410Historia Ecclesiastica. Patrologia Latin&/ol. 21 Book X, 12, nor
Philostorgius (d. ca. 439Ghurch History.Tr. Philip R. Amidon. Atlanta: Society of Biblicéiterature,
2007. BooMl. 16, nor Socrates (d. after 43®)istoire ecclésiastique.ivre I. Tr. Pierre Périchon and
Pierre MaravalSources Chrétiennes, No. 4 Praris, 2004. Book 39, nor Sozomen (d. ca. 456)istoire
ecclésiastiqueGreek Edition, J. Bidez. Paris: Editions du Ce#83.Book Il. 34. I, nor Theodoret (d. c.
466),Historia EcclesiasticaEds. L. Parmentier and F. ScheidweilBneodoret. Kirchengeschichtend
edition. Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 195Bo0ok I. 32 mention any reference to Constantinedsibn
campaign. For details, see Garth Fowden. “The Dags of Constantine: Oppositional Versions and i hei
Influence.”The Journal of Roman Studjésol. 84 (1994), pp. 146-160. p. 152.
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The second problem with a militaristic interpregatof the letter is to connect it
prematurely to the purges of the 340s (a fast-falvmaistake) when Shapur went against
the Christians as we have already seen. Suchmppese framings of the letter obscure
its own unique features. For, the real histongdle of the letter is that it carried an
unprecedented correspondence that illustrates élys,vin which the first Christian
emperor communicated his religion abroad for th&t fime (or at the very least the ways
in which Eusebius presented the imperial Christaage when exported abroad). First,
the letter cast the emperor as a Christian actwdtas a defender of the faith, at least
within the realm of the empire if not beyond ithéh, the letter extended an
unprecedented invitation to Shapur to do the saniersia. But, these were diplomatic
words and as such were carefully crafted, ambigaodscharged with complex nuances
and meanings. As we have indicated, more exanapieistorical context is needed
before we may claim that Constantine’s Christiamifiesto was “a veiled threat,” which
one historian has so comfortably declat®dQuite to the contrary, Constantine’s letter
may very well have been an advice on how to ma&s &n emperor in difficult timé&s.

If we are to politicize Constantine’s religiosigs a way of engaging with the

conclusions that other scholars have reached, weaairm that there are grounds to

€0 See the following footnote.

®1 For an interpretation of the last words of Conster's letter (quoted above), see David S. Pofte
Roman Empire at BayA.D. 180-395p. 447. Potter argues that Constantine implitithgatened Shapur
while at the same time “softened [the threat] gydsertion that Constantine’s religiosity is nesiilar
to that of the Persian king himself, and that Camishe is willing to back away from the style opldimacy
known from his predecessors. Constantine therepgesis that a new relationship is possible so &g
the Persians respect the freedom of the Christan®rship as they wish in the land of the Per&iag.”
“A veiled threat” or an invitation for “a new relahship” based on religious similarity? Potter veatt
combine the two, but while “the new relationship’ciear, given the context and the nature of ttierlghe
“veiled threat,” which Potter detects, needs moqgamnation. Potter briefly introduces us to Hornaisdthe
Persian refugee and exiled heir to the Persiaméhehom we will discuss below), and asks us tiebel
that Hormisdas’ presence in Rome factored in thsléd threat.” Potter also inserts the Christiatian of
Armenia as evidence, but he himself tells us thatRersian-Roman status quo lasted until 330,esixsy
after Constantine’s letter. | find Potter’'s explao@a unconvincing.
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believe that Constantine sent the letter to Shaptlre hopes that a Christian Persian
shahwould assure better foreign relations betweerttloestates. But, nothing in the
letter suggests that Constantine wanted to re[@ae@ur with someone else at the time
of the exchange (the 320s). In addition, the lettees not support scholarly claims that
Constantine believed that a potential conversiath@shahcould also convert Persia
into Roman vassalage. In fact, as we will se&énfollowing section, even within the
borders of the Roman empire, Constantine did resirthat Persian dignitaries convert

in exchange for safe Roman refuge and politicahq@ion in the Roman state.

Immigration and Refuge in the Christian Roman Egiplihe Case of Hormisdas

According to the fifth-century historian Zosim@spund the time when
Constantine was supposedly preparing his lett&htapur (ca. 324), Hormisdas, Shapur’s
elder brother and rightful heir to the Persian tlercescaped from prish.Zosimos’
story contained some sensationalist features arahdiow little we know about Zosimos
himself, it is hard to determine his credibilitipigh modern historians have taken this
specific account at face valf&.In any case, it is just as much Zosimos’ own auigh
focus that is interesting here as it is the agiwatise historical reconstruction of
events’

In Zosimos’ account, Hormisdas’ plot of escape elaborate and successful.

Putting his prison guards to task with lavish f@odl drink, prepared by his conniving

2 Ed. and Tr. Francois Paschod@dsime. Histoire nouvelleol. 2. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1979. Book 2:
27.

% David S. PotterThe Roman Empire at Bay. 447. R.C. BlockleyEast Roman Foreign Policy:
Formation and Conduct from Diocletian to Anastasiys. 8-12. Prosopography of the Later Roman
Empire Hormisdas 2, p. 443.

% For Zosimos' historical objective and an analysisis methodology, see Walter Goffart. “Zosimure t
First Historian of Rome’s Fall.The American Historical Reviewol. 76, No. 2 (Apr. 1971). pp. 412-441.
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wife, Hormisdas drank them into oblivion. He kneook in the belly of the fish
served to him for dinner that day where his wifd baeaded a file. Cutting with it the
chains that bound his feet, Hormisdas was readkiforun to freedom. He put on the

clothes of a eunuch and under their cover crossfedlysinto Armenia where he resided

for a while as a friend and guest of the Armeniag kimself Gpucvettar mEog Tov
Aoueviov Baoiéa, dirov dvta kal Eévov avtd).® Then, he moved to

Constantine’s court where he was completely safie when given all honor and respect,
felt content to settle there for liféixowOeic T Kwvotavtivw moooédoape kat
taong NEWON TGS te kat GEQomsiag).GG

Evaluated from the perspective of a convict dootogdil forever, Hormisdas’
story brought him to the happy end of successitaes to freedom. And even though
flight across the borders by threatened elitesagasmon throughout the history of the
Byzantine empire, we should not be too quick teshraside this anecdote as
commonplace. Byzantine authors were drawn tod,they added nuances and asserted
new points of view, which are important to consisteour attempt to understand
Christianity’s movement across imperial frontiensl dés effect (real or imagined) on
foreign relations. What was the price of Consteeifi risky hospitality towards
Hormisdas? Were Rome and Armenia around 324 dliegsstood against Persia? Did
Hormisdas, now a refugee in Constantine’s new Rdraeg to become a Christian in

order to enjoy Constantine’s generous accommodatifas Hormisdas already a

8 Zosimos Histoire nouvelleBook 2: 27: 6-7.
56 Zosimos Histoire nouvelleBook 2: 27: 8-9.
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Christian before he went to Armenia and Rome, aeonient possibility which could
explain to us why he chose to go there in the filate?

If the story as presented by Zosimos is takemets e may guess that
Hormisdas never converted, for Zosimos would haeeymably mentioned the high-
powered conversion of such an important Persianitdigy. But, on the other hand,
Zosimos was a pagan, so he may have preferredg@g&r an episode that could be
used to buttress a Christian triumphalist narrativevhen read from the perspective of
foreign affairs and when taken in its current vamsin any case, Zosimos’ story relates
two important points that we should keep in mingstf that Hormisdas’ run to freedom
led him to Armenia and Rome and thus it drew argimary line of opposition between
these two political entities against Persia, ambisd, that Christianity so far as one can
determine from this anecdote alone had nothingtwith Hormisdas’ choice of final
destination and place of refuge.

Zosimos lived in the later part of the fifth centuvhen Roman and Persian
relations were strained over the contested bonoslaf Armenid® The peace treaty,
which the two states had signed in 422, fell aptier about twenty years, so at the time

of Zosimos’ writing, Roman armies were lined uprajdhe eastern frontier yet agai.

%" For a short presentation of Zosimos’ career amsquel life along with an evaluation of his workes
Warren TreadgoldThe Early Byzantine Historiandlew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007. pp. 107-114.
% Warren TreadgoldThe Early Byzantine Historiang. 108 where he posits that Zosimos was borhén t
430s and died around 501.

% For a short overview of fifth-century Roman-Pensialations in the context of Armenia, see George
OstrogorskyThe History of the Byzantine Stale. Joan Hussey. New Jersey: Rutgers Universigg$?
1969. pp. 56-57. Military conflicts between Romel &ersia were intense and tended to be quite daaini
for both states regardless of which one happenbé @victor on a particular occasion during theglo
history of intermittent clashes between these tomgrs. Both Rome and Persia had disciplined ant wel
equipped armies, and significant contingents otitbeps were often used to patrol the Roman-Persian
frontier. From a Roman perspective, the fact thaperors chose to lead campaigns against Persia in
person was indicative of the importance that thenRorulers placed on dealing carefully with Perdia.
have already pointed out how Caracalla died orettstern frontier. We may here add also the exaofple
Julian who was killed in 363 on a campaign agdfessia. One version on Julian’s death held that a
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Looked at from the perspective of Zosimos’ own {icdi times and evaluated in the
context of mounting military pressure, Hormisdastape route that drew a symbolic
alliance between Armenia and Rome against Perssi hatve made sense to him. It
must have continued to make sense even in the thegentury during the times of
emperor Heraclius (r. 610-641) and his Persian e@gng when John, a certain monk
from Antioch, presented another description of Hstas’ story’°

Extant now only in fragmentary form, John’s higta interspersed with passages
that could leap midway from telling about Moses #melExodus, for example, to various
famous Greek myths, like Heracles capturing thedtior’* When trying to reconstruct

Hormisdas’ story, scholars, presumably suspicidisioh discomforting gaps that blot

Christian guide betrayed the emperor. The Christianted to put an end to Julian’s repressive i@ligi
policies. For a description of Julian’s final dagee Sozomenistoire ecclésiastiquesreek Edition, J.
Bidez. Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1983. Book 6. Als®ozomenEcclesiastical HistorfHistory of the
Church, from A.D. 324 to A.D. 440). Tr. Edward Wall. London, 1855. Book 6, p. 248he account of
Sozomen may be legendary, and we will examine sathmer accounts on Julian’s death below. Here we
should keep in mind that in general later Chrigtifabricated many stories to blemish the reputaifon
Julian and to dismiss his reign as oppressive antbdic. The scholarship on Julian is extensiveetent
years, attention on this emperor has additionaltydased as “Late Antique” historians have sperttmu
effort to examine the complex interactions betwédassical culture” and “Christianity.” In the hisly of
Byzantium, Julian represents the last large-secaperial attempt to reverse Christianity’s expansiad to
institutionalize “classical literature and cultui@’Christianity’s place.

0 Chronological HistoryEd. K. Miiller.Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum. Paris: Didot, 1841-1870:
538-622. Fragment 178. For details, see Warrendfid. The Early Byzantine Historiang. 311. We
know little about John’s life and even his actantity is much disputed in scholarship. Treadgold
contends that John was a monk from Antioch whadlipast the year 610. p. 312.

" Chronological HistoryEd. K. Miiller.Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum. Paris: Didot, 1841-1870:
538-622. Fragment 1, but there are many other 4aaping” occurrences as is quite normal in a
fragmentary account, of course. | have used themmocessible Muller edition. The ongoing debate on
John of Antioch and the details of the new editidaes not pose problems for my particular analltica
context and subsequent interpretation. Here are sdrthe details of the debate. S. Mariev in his&0
edition and English translation rejects the pog-Bagments attributed to John. Mariev also dabém o
the early sixth century instead of the seventtM&iev, ed. and tloannes Antiochenus: Fragmenta quae
supersunt omniaBerlin and New York, 2008Jorpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae)4®n the other
hand, Umberto Roberto ascribes these post-518 &atgnthe so-called Salmasian fragments of Jolak, ba
to John and not to a different author as Marievemecently has argued. See loiannis Antiocheni
Fragmenta ex Historia chronica. Introduzione, edi# critica e traduzione. Texte und Untersuchungen
zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 18erlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2005. For an excellentiew

of Roberto’s edition and a quick introduction te throblems that preoccupy modern scholarship on Joh
of Antioch, see Alan CameroBryn Mawr Classical Reviev2006.07.37 (available also online at
http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/bmcr/2006/2006-07-37)html
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the current fragmented text, have bypassed Jokn&uat altogethe? They have relied
exclusively on Zosimos, curiously neglecting eviea fourth-century Roman historian
Ammianus Marcellinus who has otherwise securedjh reputation for credible insight
and is also our earliest source on the matter ofrttsmlas’® Therefore, we will examine
here Ammianus’ account and will also investigateteer by the fourth-century
rhetorician Libanios. We will see the differentysain which these earlier authors
presented Hormisdas and his Roman sojourn, suggedbtt already by the fifth century
Zosimos had options to choose from. After we dddriecessary nuances to Zosimos’
story, we will move to John.

To Byzantinists and late-antique historians, AmmgMarcellinus needs little
introduction, for his incisive history is a stand@ource on the first four centuries of the
empire. However, it is important to recall sevdrialgraphical aspects and cultural
influences here in order to understand the pers@eftbm which Ammianus was
looking at the case of Hormisdas. We should nagdbthat a sophisticated historian like

Ammianus selected his examples carefully and useh to develop and promote a

"2 For some scholars who have used John’s fragmeritssaurce, but have not considered this integstin
yet problematic sentence, see David S. Pofitee. Roman Empire at Bay. 447. A.D. Leelnformation

and Frontiers: Roman Foreign Relations in Late 4aily. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993.
p. 65. R.C. BlockleyEast Roman Foreign Policy: Formation and ConduotrirDiocletian to Anastasius
Leeds: Francis Cairns, 1992. p. 10.

3 Scholars have avoided John, with the exceptich@to-called Salmasian excerpts, which standen th
center of scholarly debate on John, and which we haiefly introduced above. The Salmasian excerpts
are so called because they were first publishe@layde de Saumaise (1588-1653) who found some of
John’s fragments in a separate manuscript extdptio@ single copy. As we already pointed out, the
debate is whether to ascribe the Salmasian exdergtthn or not. We mentioned Mariev and Robertio, b
see also Panagiotis Sotiroudimtersuchungen zum Geschichtswerk des Johanne&nimtheia
Emotuovikn Eretnpioo tne Prrocopixne Zyolns 67. Thessalonicadpiorotelero Havemornuio
Ocooatovikng, 1989. Sotiroudis argues against the connectibmdsn the two source groups. On the
Excerpta Salmasianaeeloannis Antiocheni Fragmenta ex Historia Chronidaxte und Untersuchungen
zur Geschichte der altchristichen Literatl4. Warren Treadgold@he Early Byzantine Historians
Palgrave 2007. Especially pp. 314, 317. Also seerstalreadgold. “The Byzantine World Histories of
John Malalas and Eustathius of Epiphaniéhg International History Review/ 22007). pp. 709-745 for
how Ammianus Marcellinus becomes relevant to tli&sek source problems.
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particular philosophical and cultural progrdfAs we will show below, a traditional
understanding of classicphideid” and a personal antagonism against Christianity
steered Ammianus’ account. Thus, we will find Hmdas implicated in Ammianus’
disgruntled ponderings on what it meant to be “aB0’ in a new empire so different
from its past that the emperor Constantius wasingsthe city of Rome for the first time
at the age of 40. In this bizarre context, Ammg&iiiormisdas reminisced side by side
with Constantius on the unsurpassed and unsurgaggiaby of Rome despite the fact
that emperors no longer resided there. Most inaodlst in our context, we will see that
Constantius’ unforgiving paranoia, which otherwhisel swept away his own family
members, officials, or anti-Arian Christians, haadsed Hormisdas without pressuring
him into Christianity. Thus, with these broad @ans in mind, let us now turn to the
important specifics of Ammianus’ biography and pesspectives on Hormisdas’ story.
Born in 330 in Antioch, Ammianus grew up in onetledé major centers of
Christianity, but he never converted and descrhiatself as a committed “Hellene”
instead’® “Hellenism” for Ammianus was a loaded label wigddagainst Christian
intellectuals who were in the fourth century dravatk to the classical texts and were
trying to assimilate them into Christianity. Thésyrth-century “Hellenists,” like
Ammianus, programmatically insisted paideia defined it conservatively, and tried to

exclude Christians from taking part irf ft.Paideiafor Ammianus meant a rigorous study

" Libanios.Letter 233.4 Tr. Timothy BarnesAmmianus Marcellinus and the Representation ofdfiisal
Reality. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998. pp. 61-62

'S Strictly translated as “education,” but note beltn important clarifications.

® Ammianus Histoires Paris: Belles Lettres, 2002. XXXI1.16.9 with TirhgtBarnesAmmianus and the
Representation of Historical Realitithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998. pp. 65ail Warren
Treadgold.The Early Byzantine Historiandlew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007. pp. 51-78.

" The secondary literature paideiais vast. Scholars (among whom the most promineimigoperhaps
Peter Brown in Englisand Henri-Irénée Marrou in French) have arguedphateiawas the basic social
mechanism, which sustained and dispersed a commporaR culture and identity. Apart from monks who
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of classical, “pagan” texts and hence was the basichanism to instantiate a culture
based on a sense of aristocratic elitism.

In pursuit of knowledge and refinement, priviledeays like Ammianus were to
travel around the empire to find the best teachrdslearn from them the lessons of the
ancient philosophers, rhetoricians, historiansooentists. True to his convictions,
therefore, Ammianus wrote his histories in theitrad of the classical historians (most
notably Tacitus), keeping away from recent Chmstianre developments. In this period,
Christian authors preferred and formed a distityde f history-writing and biography,
ascribing historical progression to the operatioidivine providence and focusing on
presenting moral character as a withess to God&esce and ways of involvement in
the world’® Instead, Ammianus made sure to keep the supeahand the mystical
entirely away from his history. For philosophieald political reasons, Ammianus

admired and befriended the emperor Julian who wiaatéuild up “Hellenism” as a

rejectedpaideia(or most women who were not allowed to participatit), prominent Christian leaders
were steeped in classical education, which theyi@yep to integrate Christianity into the social and
cultural structures of the empire. Therefore, asatgument goes, the Christianization of the Roman
empire was not a process of obliterating Romantityjeas such, but it was a process of its modiftoat
through Christianity’s interaction with classicailtural idioms and norms. For a case study thadlires
these issues, see Peter Browilgjustine of HippoA Biography(a new edition with an epilogue).
Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000 wdh&rown is interested in making explicit how
Augustine’s “Romanness” extended as it were ingoCiristianity without the one fully displacing the
other. For Brown'’s broader positions on “late anitig,” seeThe World of Late AntiquifyA.D. 150-750
New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1989. For a shawsnograph that brings forth Marrou’s
perspectives on Christianity’s affect on Roman fiferiquite original especially for its time), se&Eqglise
de I'Antiquité tardive303-604 Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1985. For educatiothiancient world, see the
still standard Henri-Irénée MarroHdistoire de I'éducation dans I'antiquitéaris: Editions du Seuil, 1965
(second edition). The classic monograph on posisialpaideiais Werner JaegerBarly Christianity
and Greek PaideiaOxford: Oxford University Press, 1969.

"8 For a critical overview on seminal contributionsthe genre of biography in pre-Christian antiqustye
Arnaldo Momigliano.The Development of Greek Biograflexpanded edition). Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1993. For the Christian periodnynstudies have used and have been based on
“hagiography.” For a study on “hagiography” as pasate literary genre, see R. AigrdirHagiographie:
ses sourceses méthodeson histoire Paris, 1953. For Byzantium, see Paul Alexandgectilar
Biography in Byzantium.Speculuni3 (1940). pp. 194-209.
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religious system to counter Christianity and whib&® ambitious campaign against
Persia.

Ammianus wrote with some detail on Hormisdas, Wt survives today is only
an excerpt before he redirects us to a book, whighave now lost In this surviving
piece, Ammianus placed Hormisdas at the court afs@mtius and not at Constantine’s
as Zosimos had it. It was in 357, according to Aamas, when Constantius at the age of
40, visited the city of Rome for the first timeodring the city, Constantius was stunned
by the overwhelming beauty of the various siglRarticularly impressed by the Forum
of Trajan, Constantius supposedly realized thatchad not compete with the
architectural achievements of his predecessorsallifj he ventured “to copy Trajan’s
steed alone, which stands in the center of thebgst carrying the emperor himseff”
But, still in need of some confirmation and assuearConstantius turned to Hormisdas
for advice. The Persian supposedly replied, “Foktemperor, command a like stable to
be built if you can. Let the steed, which you me@to create, range as widely as this,
which we see®

Hormisdas’ enigmatic message, when read from ¢éngpective of Ammianus’
larger cultural objective, serves to challenge @amsus. It meant to juxtapose the

glorious past and the decrepit present, in whichmAamus thought that he had the

¥ For Ammianus Marcellinus’ perspective, d¢istoires Paris: Belles Lettres, 2002. Book XV1.10.16.
Here is Ammianus’ sentence: “And the royal prinagidisdas, whose departure from Persia we have
already mentioned, standing by answered (the em@mostantius) with the refinement of his nature...”
This translation comes from Michael H. Dodgeon 8adhuel N.C. Lieu, ed$he Roman Eastern Frontier
and the Persian Wars (A.D. 226-368pndon: Routledge, 1991. p. 147.

8 Ammianus Marcellinus. Tr. John C. Rolfe. The L@@hssical Library. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1956. Vol. 1. XVI.10.15: Omni itaque spauBunodi quicquam conandi depulsa, Traiani equum
solum, locatum in atrii medio, qui ipsum principeghit, imitari se velle dicebat et posse.

8 Ammianus Marcellinus. Tr. John C. Rolfe. The L@@hssical Library. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1956. Vol. 1. XVI.10.16: “Ante” inquit “impetor, stabulum tale condi iubeto, si vales; eqquem
fabricare disponis, ita late succedat, ut iste quielemus.”
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misfortune to live, making the remark presumablyenabjective by ascribing it to a
Persian immigrant who had a broader frame of rafsxe If taken as a metaphor, and in
fact classical authors often meant such anecdotee symbolic, Ammianus in a Socratic
twist urged Constantius to replicate Trajan’s paditfeats and to assure the glory of the
former empire before he could present himself asgogiumphant. In any case, at the
end of Constantius’ tour, Hormisdas was asked tansarize explicitly what he thought
of Rome. “He said that he took comfort in thistfalone, that he had learned that even
there men were mortaf? Hormisdas’ line was praising and criticizing la¢ same time.
Hormisdas found Rome certainly grandiose and ingivesbut he also associated the
city with the transient mortality of men. Built lmyen, Rome could die along with men.
Hormisdas’ summary was then Ammianus’ programneltfor a cultural and political
return to the old Rome before it was too late.

The differences between the accounts of ZosimdsAammianus are clear.
Broadly speaking, Zosimos’ story highlights Constagis hospitality towards
Hormisdas, but lacks the pungent criticism that Aenmas injected into the anecdote.
Given how little we know about Zosimos, it is hamddetermine with certainty whether
he was aware of Ammianus’ writing. Certainly, Zues preferred historians who wrote
in Greek. He borrowed and at times directly cogredch Dexippus, Eunapius,
Olympiodorus, and Malchd$. Just as Tacitus was Ammianus’ intellectual ireon,

Polybius was Zosimos’ hero.

8 Ammianus Marcellinus. Tr. John C. Rolfe. The L@@hssical Library. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1956. Vol. 1. XVI.10.16: Is ipse interrogaguid de Roma sentiret, id tantum sibi placuissba,
qguod didicisset ibi quoque hominess mori.

8 For an introductory overview on the sources thaiZios used, see Francois Pasch@odime: Histoire
Nouvelle Tome I, Livres | et Il (deuxiéme tirage). Paliss Belles Lettres, 2003. Introduction, pp.
XXXVI—LXXI.
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Despite Zosimos’ preference for Greek, we know kigereceived a formal
education and grew up in a scholarly family. Thus likely that he picked up Latin,
too. Olympiodorus, from whom Zosimos borrowedHa own work, liked to insert
Latin in his text or to use difficult Latinisms, veh were especially hard to understand
unless one already had a good familiarity withftirenal language. One philologist has
even drawn a connection between the fourth-centatiyn historian Aurelius Victor and
Zosimos®* In addition, some scholars maintain that Zosimmste hisBook 3based
almost exclusively on AmmianuBooks 23-2%nd LibaniosOration 18§ 204-280%
Thus, we have multiple reasons to believe thatrdosiknew Latin. If in fact Zosimos
did follow Ammianus, which is more likely, Zosimbad consciously simplified and
shortened Ammianus’ presentation of HormistfagZosimos focused on Hormisdas’
escape and did not follow the Persian’s later sojauthe Roman state. Always prone
to simpler reportage and avoiding interpretatiod altusion, Zosimos might have missed
the importance of Hormisdas’ dialogue with Constemnt

Apart from establishing the possible familiarifyZnsimos with Ammianus, we
also need to make sure that both referred to tme $éormisdas. Chronologically, it is
possible that Hormisdas could have lived after @Gotge’s death in 337, for only a
single generation separated Constantine, the fdtioen Constantius, the son. Thus,

Ammianus and Zosimos could be referring to the spemson who found refuge in the

8 Francois Paschou@osime: Histoire NouvelleTome |, Livres | et Il (deuxiéme tirage). Patiss Belles
Lettres, 2003. Introduction, p. XLVI.

8 Frangois Paschoud@osime: Histoire NouvelléTome |, Livres | et Il (deuxiéme tirage). Patiss Belles
Lettres, 2003. Introduction, p. XLIX.

% Philologists divide strongly on the issue. We halready pointed out one side of the debate, agfhiat
Zosimos used Ammianus, which would explain the majeerlap in ZosimosBook 3and Ammianus’
Books 23-25 On the other hand, opponents to this thesisa@xphe overlap with a common source that
both Ammianus and Zosimos have independently WAddo not need to get into the complex details of
this debate that has a rather long intellectuakgkryy. For, even if Zosimos did not use Ammiarous,
some other source, the fact still remains that@osiomitted the episode with Constantius.
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court of Constantine and remained there even Gibastantine’s death. But, we need to
remember that this would not have been an eastigabliransition for Hormisdas as the
regime change was nothing short of being nastybanil. In the context of Christianity,
Constantius reversed his father’'s Nicaean poliaressupported Arianism. Quickly after
his coming to power, Constantius ordered a sefipsi@es directed at relatives, family
members, or impeached officials whom he perceigedossible threats to his rule.

If we are to combine Zosimos’ and Ammianus’ acdepuHormisdas’ survival in
this drastic regime change would have meant thastatius considered Hormisdas an
exceptionally valuable political asset. One pdsséxplanation for Hormisdas’ stay at
Constantius’ court is that the emperor relied dormants and spies. Constantius openly
encouraged a culture of suspicion and slander arhsngplitical entourage and
rewarded informants with confiscated lands fromuéey people against whom they had
testified. In times when Hormisdas’ brother Shapwras still active, Constantius may
have kept Hormisdas in the top levels of his goremnt as an informant about his
brother the Persiashahwho had deprived him of his legitimate power.

Unfortunately, Ammianus’ remark does not give xglieit information on
Hormisdas’ relation to Christianity. However,stmore likely to assume that Hormisdas
did not convert, for the pagan Ammianus gave hiewbice of reason, sending through
the Persian Hormisdas didactic messages to alkttimparvenusemperors who had
forgotten the inimitable glory and beauty of RonWith a touch of Socratic irony, the
Roman emperors now had to hear these messages fianeigner who had made it in

the Roman state, but had remained a Persian ndesthso he prophetically alluded to
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the gloom that awaited Rome because the emperdrabdendoned the city and had left it
to fade away.

Ammianus’ narrative hands us a hefty stack ofu#fdd historical possibilities,
which scholars, who have relied only on Zosimosgehaissed. If we trust Ammianus’
account, we see that Hormisdas integrated wellRttman society and served as a close
advisor to Constantius despite the tormented regjiamsition. We cannot establish for
certain Hormisdas’ relation to Christianity, buvemn the narrative agenda of Ammianus,
which we suggested, it is more reasonable to belileat Hormisdas did not convert.
Thus, Constantius threatened and pressed Romansointersion, but presumably
trusted in Hormisdas’ loyalty without pushing ther§tan to commit to Christianity. In
the context of our investigation, these are thevaht points from Ammianus. Now, let
us turn to the famous professor of rhetoric Libamdnose subtle reference to Hormisdas
needs to receive some consideration, too.

Libanios had much in common with Ammianus. Batthars grew up in
Antioch. Both of them loved Hellenic culture, aespectively both of them lauded the
emperor Julian’s anti-Christian policies. As afpssor, Libanios ended up teaching
prominent Christians like John Chrysostom and Tbemdf Mopsuestia. After the death
of Julian, however, Libanios’ personal oppositiorChristianity got him in trouble.
Although Libanios had trained in rhetoric someld key Christian figures of the time,
the Christian emperors looked at him with suspi@ad exiled him from Constantinople
where he had comfortably taught. After a showy steNicomedia, Libanios finally

settled back in his native Antioch and was kefttagt there for the rest of his life. During
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his eventful career, Libanios wrote many lettersrge number of which still survive.
We will look here atetter 1402for more information on Hormisdas.

In 363, Libanios sent a letter to one of his fdgnin which he praised the
campaign successes of the emperor Julian. Libavoes Julian into a Herodotean
narrative, in which fourth-century Hellenes foughthe spirit of their classical
predecessors who had managed to push back thesashilee Persians Darius and
Xerxes. During Julian’s campaigning against thiesiaas, Libanios wrote, “he [Julian]
killed six thousand who came to spy and also tdéfiechnically “business” from

£oyov, but | use the semantics of “trouble” to rendeattle”] if the occasion

permitted.®” Libanios had gotten the news from prompt messsngko rode their

camels from the front. Supposedly, Julian’s ultenatentions were to replace the
current ruler of Persia with the “fugitive” resigimow in the Roman state¢oadovta
d¢ @ Ppevyovtt TV doxv).®

We know that Julian’s dream to win over the P@risidid not come to fruition, for
the emperor was killed on the military front unecgeelly. Ancient sources divide on the
issue of Christian involvement in the murder ofaul The fifth-century ecclesiastical

historian Sozomen, whom we have already encounterédde matter of Pusicius and on

the Persian anti-Christian massacres of the 34@glynsummarizes for us all the

8 Libanius.Libanii Opera Vols. 10-11. Ed. R. Foerster. Leipzig: Teubnep(r Hildesheim: Olms, 1997).
Volume 11. Letter 1402, line Zméxktetve d¢ kal é£akioyAlovg fjkovTag wg ég KATATKOTIV KAt

aua €1 €gyov, el oupPain. Translated also by Michael H. Dodgeoriline Roman Eastern Frontier and
the Persian Wars (A.D. 226-363): A Documentary étfistLondon: Routledge, 1991. p. 258. However, |
have not accepted Dodgeon'’s translation.

8 Libanius.Libanii Opera Vols. 10-11. Ed. R. Foerster. Leipzig: Teubnep(r Hildesheim: Olms, 1997).

Volume 11. Letter 1402, line 3ai tabta dyyéAAovowv ot €T TV TTVOV dXLTWUEVOL KA AWV
TeTUNoBw YaQ avToig TO TAX0G TG OVOHATL TOV MTEQWV--EATIC Te T)EELV TOV PaTAén TOV LEV
VOV AQXOVTO AYOVTX, TAQADOVTA D€ TQ PeVYOVTL TNV AQXV.
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circulating theories on Julian’s dedth According to Sozomen, Libanios himself blamed

a Christian for the secret “murder” of JuliagXp{otiavov yevéoOar OtodnAot

TovAavod tov opayéa).*® And Sozomen deemed this version plausible, fibr “a

Hellenes until now praise themselves as being nmard®f the tyrants of old. Thus, the
Hellenes have been appointed to kill for the comineedom of all.* “Hellenes,”

whom Sozomen now equated with Christians, killdéadun order to preserve “the
family of citizens and friends"{oAitaug 1) ovyyevéov 1) ptAoig meoOv WS
énapl')vavtag).gz

We can see how Sozomen was re-appropriating tHertteidentity here at the
end of Julian’s life and was linking it up to Chiasity while peculiarly alluding to an
ethos of democracy. This is Julian, Ammianus, ibahios reversed. With the death of
Julian, “pagan” Hellenism as an official doctrimRome had lost. And Ammianus and
Libanios were sensing aspects of the future tregt #ready in the fourth century
bemoaned. But, apart from Julian’s failed attetoptonvert Rome to pagan Hellenism
and to colonize Persia, we need to ask who thatiWag was that would have been

appointed to power in Persia as a Roman protégéssadtne frontier.

89 SozomenHistoria EcclesiasticaEds. J. Bidez and G.C. Hans&irchengeschichteBerlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1960. Book 6, Chapter 2, especially sestibi. See also for commentary, Edward Walford, tr.
Sozomen'$cclesiastical HistoryLondon, 1855. p. 244.

% SozomenHistoria EcclesiasticaEds. J. Bidez and G.C. Hans#lirchengeschichteBerlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1960. Book 6, Chapter 2, section 1.

1 SozomenHistoria EcclesiasticaEds. J. Bidez and G.C. Hans#irchengeschichteBerlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1960. Book 6, Chapter 2, sections b2yxQ ametkdg Tiva TV TOTE OTQATEVOEVWV ELG
vouv Aafetv, wg kal ‘EAANvec kait mavteg avOowmot HéxoL VOV Tovg TAAL TUQAVVOKTOVOUS
YEVOUEVOLS ETALVODOLY, WG DTEQ TNGS MAVTWY EAgvOeging éAopévoug amobavely kat ToAltalg

N ovyYyevéowy 1] PlAoig mEOBVvHWS émapdvavTac.

92 SozomenHistoria EcclesiasticaEds. J. Bidez and G.C. Hans&irchengeschichteBerlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1960. Book 6, Chapter 2, section 2, line 1.
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Libanios left the person unnamed. He may havedadospecifics in order to
protect the identity of “the fugitive” in case tlegter fell in the wrong hands. When
analyzing epistolary correspondence in late artgcand Byzantium, scholars often
forget that the cryptic nature of the letters wasdue to a frivolous change in fashion
and in taste of writing alone. Frustrated with Bytine epistolography, one scholar has
gone to the point of claiming, “To us a letter imassage accompanied by an expression
of personal regard; a Byzantine letter is an impeasrhetorical flourish which either
contains no message at all, or if it does, the agss couched in so obscure and allusive
a fashion as to be nearly unintelligibfé."This is to miss the context of the Byzantine
letter and to overlook the subtle messages thaamyzes planted in their
correspondence. Many of the surviving letters likbanios’, were sent from exile, and
their authors had all the reasons to fear interoe@nd to heed against the dangers of
imperial scrutiny that aimed to control and suppréissidence. Thus, Libanios’ silence
may not be coincidental or due to mere rhetoritayfplness.

Although left unnamed, Libanios’ fugitive has bedentified as our Hormisdas.
Thus, the Persian survived the drastic changdseipolitical regimes of Constantine,
Constantius, and finally Julian. We should rementhat when we combine the
accounts of Ammianus, Libanios, and Zosimos, wenkesHormisdas, who moved from
one political regime to the next with seeming eas®ays remaining at court. In this
historical scenario, therefore, we see that Clangty did not operate as a necessary

precondition for immigration, refuge, and promotiddormisdas built up imperial trust

93 Romilly Jenkins. “The Hellenistic Origins of Byziame Literature."Dumbarton Oaks Papetks? (1963),
p. 45.

** Michael H. Dodgeon and Samuel N.C. Lieu, &t®e Roman Eastern Frontier and the Persian Wars
(A.D. 226-363)London: Routledge, 1991. p. 258.
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on personal loyalty and was not required to relptate-demanded religious affiliation.
This is the basic message from the pagan accotlue, let us examine the Christian
side and thus turn to the seventh-century fragmafitse Christian monk John, which we
briefly introduced above.

The general outline of John’s story overlappedhwhiat of Zosimos, but instead
of seeking the protection of Constantine, Hormisda®hn’s version went to the
emperor Licinius (r. 308-3245. John differed also from Ammianus who (we should
recall) had placed Hormisdas in the court of Camata. The variations in the versions
of John and Ammianus are particularly interestingthere are reasons to believe that
John may have actually read Ammianus’ histotien any case, John had Hormisdas
fleeing to Licinius who in the early fourth centumas in fact situated in the East and was
occupied with the Persian frontier. Thus, so laadHormisdas’ escape happened before
324 when Licinius was still alive, John’s accouwnplausible. Disguised as a slave,
Hormisdas rode across the frontier successfullyraetwith the emperor. John’s
fragmentary account does not relate what happefteavards, but the important point in

considering Christianity’s movement across impdriahtiers is that somehow the

% Chronological History Fragment 178: 15-18) d¢ kaugov e0owV ETitidetov T deopd ONEag
EPuYe, Kal (MM XONOALEVOS KATA DAOTHUATA €V OXTHATL DOVALKG Ttarpo AtKLvviov
drotipws Dredéx O [Finding the opportune momerte cut his chains and fled, and at due time

mounting a horse and being dressed as a slaveashi@elcomed honorably by LiciniusJote here also

the description of Hormisdas’ undercover as theengameral “slave” instead of “eunuch.” Convershly,
was more specific to point out that Hormisdas tieddoy horse, a piece of information, which Zosirdas
not provide.

% The debate on this issue is still ongoing, buthdiel DiMaio’s arguments that John had read Ammianus
have gained more adherents in recent years. Séartischene Connection: Zonaras, Ammianus
Marcellinus, and John of Antioch on the Reignshef Emperors Constantius Il and JuliaByzantion50
(1980), pp. 158-185 and “Infaustis Ductoribus Piigefhe Antiochene Connection, Part IByzantion51
(1981), pp. 502-510.

60



Persian runaway Hormisdas from Zosimos’ story becandohn’s a memorialized hero,
possibly even a Christian saiit.

As we have already indicated above, modern hatsrhave generally neglected
John’s account, but the relevant section on Horasisths actually been translat@dt is
important to consider here John’s last sentencdlanday it was rendered: “He
[Hormisdas] was such a good javelin-thrower, howgetret he alone was reported to

have possessed a spear which was unstained wieictatter he was depicted as holding

‘¢v elicove. % For reasons that have not been provided, whiahfisrtunate given the

importance of this one word, the translator toakahiginal Greek £¢ixcwv” in a limited

classical sense and rendered it to mean “a staflieeiefore, at least according to this
translation, Hormisdas supposedly ended up beingreamorated as a “good” spear-

thrower who presumably never really hit his enepfi@sJohn made it a point to

emphasize that Hormisdas’ spear remained unstaiitedlood gvaipaktov).'®

Undoubtedly, ¢ixwv” translated as a statue is lexically possible,ibdbes beg

the question why the Romans would choose to commeama Persian refugee who was
somehow “good” at throwing a spear without evech@ag his enemies. And it is

unlikely that Hormisdas ended up becoming an actish®al professional athlete or a

9" We will discuss the possibility that John depickéatmisdas as a saint in detail below. AlthougHidlift
to prove, | believe that there are strong reasorisink that John's Hormisdas ended up as a saint.

% Michael H. Dodgeon and Samuel N.C. Lieu, &t®e Roman Eastern Frontier and the Persian Wars
(A.D. 226-363)London: Routledge, 1991. p. 148 where Lieu trabesl John's fragment.

9| provide here Lieu’s translation from p. 148Tihe Roman Eastern Frontier and the Persian WarB (A.
226-363) But, | have a number of objections to his tratisitg which | will point out and develop step by
step below.

1% Chronological History Fragment 178: 18-21"Hv d¢ AKOVTLOTIG TOLOVTOC, (OTE EKELVOV HOVOV
avalpaktov Aéyetat Eéoxnrévat to dogv...[It is said that he was such a spearman that har spe

remained bloodless...K. Miiller, ed.Fragmenta historicorum Graecorum (FH@) Paris: Didot, 1841-
1870: pp. 538-622.
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star entertainer. As is well known, many earlyotbgians saw acting as a form of
prostitution, and they thought that competitive garwere vulgar, aggressive, and
corrupting. Even though the Olympic competitioashinically continued until 394 when
Theodosius | (r. 379-395) formally prohibited thesigns of such legislative antagonism
against Greco-Roman sports and performative attisldme found under Constantine as
well.'®* Therefore, even if technically possible, it isteetch to imagine that Hormisdas
threw javelins as a professional athlete and becng®od at it that he was immortalized
in a statue despite these shifting legal attituddsus, we should consider another
possibility.

Technically, even in classical Greek, sensitivihars used ¢ikwv” to refer to an

image or to a dignifying portrait of some notabgife. In a strict sense, for it is hard to
determine to what degree such technical specifer®wctually observed outside of
lexicographic or encyclopedic works;ikwv” did not carry any religious connotation. It
simply referred to an honorary image to be admibedi never to be worshipped.
“AyaApa,” on the other hand, meant a real cult-statue,empecially one representing a
Roman empera®? Before the advent of Christianity (and long afterds), people in the
Roman empire sought the solace and protection ohparial statue when feeling
threatened or abused. As it may be concluded thenuneasy language in relevant
legislature, Christian Roman emperors, too, likeslitlea of using the imperial statue as

a way of multiplying and making their authority mammediate throughout the empire.

191 Gladiatorial games are irrelevant here since thexe too gory for the supposed “statue” of Hormisda
But, in any case, Constantine was the first toegstricting gladiatorial shows, thus giving arte the
famous Byzantine chariot races. Little is knowrtlogater and playwriting in Byzantum.

102 oy “GyaApa” and “eikcwv”, see Arnaldo MomiglianoOn PagansJews andChristians Connecticut:
Wesleyan University Press, 1987. p. 101.
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But, under the influence of Christian convictiomsl goressures, they recognized the need
to insist that statues should not be worshippeti@shad been in the pagan past. In the
late fourth century, for example, John Chrysost@aichted an entire series of fiery
sermons teaching his audiences how to relate dyojpethe Roman statue in a new
Christian context®?

By the seventh century when John of Antioch memibHormisdas and his
“etkawv,” specifically Christian artistic forms and symbdiad already emerged, having

assimilated pagan motives and techniques. Staandshe more widespread cheaper
statuettes, continued their existence in the GandRoman empire. But, the subsequent
production was discouraged as early theologiarnscaged statues with paganism. Thus,
many statues were either destroyed or marred (ydmahaving their noses cut off)

because rigorous Christians believed that bad demene chased away in this manner.

Instead of the statue, therefore, “the icon,” fribia Greek £wcwv,” became the most

popular and characteristically Christian artistijemt%*

We should not get too sidetracked with the histrihe Byzantine icon here, but
it is important for the purposes of figuring outatldohn meant byetikwv” to highlight

several additional points. Eventually, theologidefined the icon as a religious object

193 Homilies on the StatueBatrologia Graecad9, cols. 15-222. See also F. van de Pav&trdlohn
Chrysostom: The Homilies on the Statu@sentalia Christiana Analect239. Rome: Pont. Institutum
Studiorum Orientalum, 1991.

194 perhaps, we should point out that Christianseastl theoretically, did not celebrate individuaissic
genius (thoughopoiof humility or cryptograms may also be read asatigres that sought recognition and
conveyed a sense of proud accomplishment and dhility). The debate on what constituted “art” and
“artistic individuality” in Byzantine society is tolarge to summarize here, but it does seem tdhatestven
though artistic self-awareness was not expressttiterms of Renaissance or Romantic obsessidhs wi
“genius,” the Byzantine sense of tradition shoudd Iolind us from noticing originality and innovation

the rich artistic legacy of the empire (which wesld remember was even richer than what historical
contingency has permitted us to witness today)in€thand inspired by the Greco-Roman “classicg” th
Byzantines, who kept this “classical” tradition aray, had a very refined sense of aesthetics amsfiart
accomplishment (personal or communal).
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that was not to be worshipped, thus trying to iasagainst idolatry. Theologians
mandated that the icon had to be respected; sjaalom disregarding it was a sacrilege
and, under Christian law, constituted a seriouseri Thus, the icon’s eighth-century
definition drew a thin line between “respect” awdotship.” Christian intellectuals

assimilated £iccov” and not GryaApa.” As is often the case, actual practice deviated

from formal definitions, and people did steal, dlalise, did prato saints (instead of
praythroughsaints), and did blur miraculous interventionsahts with the presumed
powers of the icon as an object of worship its@&8tit, the important point is that the word
“elkwVv” was integrated into the Christian vocabulary #mngk its specific Christian
meaning at a high theological level was eventuatisd.

When we place John's fragment and hisctov” in the context of later

Christianity (we should recall that John was a marid after we recognize that by the
seventh century (when John wrote) specifically &tran artistic forms had fully matured,
it becomes clear that he meant “an icon,” and aatatue” as John’s modern translator
has it. Thus, in this fragment, John reported H@imisdas eventually became a saint
who never Killed with his spear. Hormisdas wasthepposedly depicted in an icon,
holding such a “bloodless” spear to symbolize peshas readiness to protect “good”
against “evil” or to illustrate the peaceful pasgivwf a Christian who preferred to endure
suffering instead of imposing it on othéf3. Many Byzantine iconographic protagonists
(saints, angels, or archangels) were portrayed suthh unstained spears, sometimes held

up in guarding posture, other times, stabbingdrgon or an evil spirit.

195 Chronological HistoryFragment 178: 18-21"Hv d¢ AKOVTLOTIG TOLOVTOC, (OTE EKELVOV HOVOV
avalpaktov Aéyetat Eoxnkéval o d00QU, O HeTa TaLTA €V elkoOVL KaTéxwVv £yoadn [It is said that
he was such a spearman that his spear remainedlddsoAnd after these events, he was depicted as
holding such spear in an icon]
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Before we evaluate what Hormisdas’ icon at leasheé Christian tradition means
for our discussion of Christianity across the frentwe should address two points that
could be raised as objections to his reported gamation in John’s account. One
objection against Hormisdas’ sainthood might bé¢ dloaan conflated the fourth-century
Persian refugee with a different fifth-century Pamsaristocrat also named Hormisdas
who was murdered under the PersthahVahram®® In this fifth-century hagiography,
Vahram stripped Hormisdas publicly naked and omlérs to attend to the camels of
the army. The humiliating insults and mockerieshef soldiers directed at the flashing
nakedness of the camel-tender were meant to pushisttas away from Christianity.
But, this was to no avail. Infuriated by Hormisdstsibborn resistance, Vahram put
Hormisdas to unspeakable torture. This Hormisded @ Christian and was later
canonized. Certainly, it is quite possible thatJoonfused the brother of Shapur (the
prince in exile) with this later martyr and saifut, for the purposes of our analysis, this
confusion is not significant because we are predantly interested in understanding the
ways (real or imagined) in which the Byzantine aushconceived Hormisdas'’
Christianity in the context of foreign imperial aébns.

Another objection to Hormisdas’ sainthood mighth& John may have had
more details on Hormisdas, which the current coatipih of the extant fragments has not
included. Doubtlessly, the willful discretion odnous scribes over time and the
complex itineraries that manuscripts travel betbey arrive into our hands could have
conflated or blurred some or all of the detaild tha original author might have included

on Hormisdas’ sojourn in Licinius’ realm. Thisadertainly possible, but the last

1% Theodoret. Book V, chapter 38cta SanctorumAugust, Volume Il. See also AssemaBibliotheca
Orientalis Volume llI, pt. 2. p. 384. For another possiblention of the same Hormisdas, see also the
martyrology of Rabban Slib&nalecta BollandianaVolume XXVII (1908), p. 193.
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sentence, which we have analyzed in detail salfsgs not seem out of place and though
it has labyrinthine syntax, we know that Byzantieepyed such a mode of expression.
To John, a monk from Antioch, Christianity presuigabattered in a positive sense
(certainly more than it did to the pagan authofeteehim), so he sought ways to make it
relevant and important. Thus, based on the tewteasurrently have it, we should
conclude that John considered Hormisdas a saint.

If we accept that Shapur’s brother Hormisdas ¢@agin whether John conflated
him with the later saint is only a secondary isweour purposes) as a Christian martyr
in Roman territory and was later depicted in amjclohn’s story illustrates the internal
Roman imperial politics towards Christianity. dtimportant to note the possible
Christianization of the earlier narrative of Hordas through the explicit appropriation
of Hormisdas into Roman imperial internal politics.saint framed in an icon to direct
believers towards God, Hormisdas, according to Jassimilated into Roman society,
but only when pushed retrospectively into the galttnemory of a Christian Roman
empire several centuries after the fact. In th@s3Christianity would not help
Hormisdas to integrate into Rome or to be promatetie ranks of the imperial
bureaucracy.

Before examining the next version of Hormisdashgtwhich loannes Zonaras
produced in the twelfth century, we need to makdieix the important differences
between the separate accounts that we have stidiedar. We began with the narrative
of the pagan Zosimos, on which most scholars hagsedtheir interpretations. Zosimos
traced Hormisdas’ run from Persia to Armenia andlfy into Roman territory. We saw

how Zosimos drew a symbolic line of alliance betw&»dme and Armenia against Persia
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and how he sent Hormisdas from Shapur to Cons&an#tcording to Zosimos, it was
Persian hereditary politics at home that causedrttalas’ imprisonment and then
necessitated his subsequent flight away from Persia

Ammianus and Libanios placed Hormisdas in the tofithe fourth-century
politics of Hellenism and classicphideig which the pagan authors saw as being
threatened by a Christian cultural and politicaiision. If we combine these accounts,
we see that Hormisdas transitioned from one palitiegime to the next without
pressures to convert to Christianity. The onlysgton on the Christian affiliation of
Hormisdas is the seventh-century account of thekidohn. According to John,
Hormisdas became a Christian saint whose lateog@phy depicted him as carrying a
spear. But, even in John’s account, Christianitlyrabt function as a necessary
precondition for Hormisdas’ immigration and refuge.

After the seventh-century account of John, the cd$dormisdas dropped from
Byzantine sources. We find it resurrected in thmultuous twelfth century when the
canonist and historian loannes Zonaras picked #gain in hisEpitome of Histories®”

In the meantime, so much has changed in Byzanticiety (and beyond) that we are
dealing practically with a completely different foiscal reality from the one that earlier
Byzantine historians, who had dealt with Hormisdlalsabited. The Persian empire was
long gone and was by then replaced by the stateedbeljuk Turks. Crusaders were
traversing Byzantine lands in trying to recaptwridalem, inspired by a religious
rhetoric of divine mandates, personal duties, ahdpurse, by various individual

ambitions, desires, and commitments. The Byzamjowernment and economy were in

197 Epitomae historiarumEd. L. Dindorf,loannis Zonarae epitome historiary vols. Leipzig: Teubner,
1868-1870.
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crisis, the state having lost most of its Westarmdbk as well as crucial sectors in the East.
And Ammianus’ and Libanios’ cultural, programmatieoccupations with Hellenism
andpaideiahad taken completely different forms. In all osthwe should keep in mind
that roughly eight centuries had passed from Amosand Libanios to loannes Zonaras.
loannes Zonaras came from an aristocratic fanmtyesed his personal
connections to secure a cushy job in the Constgmirtan bureaucracy. At first, things
went well for him, for the ruling Komneni governbdsed on familial, mafia-like
personal contacts. But, Zonaras could not manegewn finances, so poverty forced
him to withdraw to the monastery of St. Glykeria fwesent-day Ineir Adasi in the Bay
of Tuzla), where he wrote higpitome'®®
The intellectual and chronological scope of Bptomewas ambitious, for
Zonaras set out to cover the major historical e&oim the universe’s creation to the
death of the emperor Alexius Komnenos in 1118.wA&dnay imagine, given the vast
chronology (6,619 years by Byzantine reckoninghatas relied less on his own primary
research than on the works of past historiandiidRrologue Zonaras explained that he
would avoid speeches and learned excurses, butivetililkeep a high historical and
critical style that would be different from the lareportage typical to the chronicl®.
For our objective to trace Hormisdas’ story, ilngortant to note here that modern

scholarship has been polarized on the issue ofheher not Zonaras used John of

198 For a short overview of Zonaras’ political lifeesK. Ziegler. “Zonaras.” Vol. XA.IRaulys
Realencyclopédie der classischen Altertumswisseafiséfiunich: Alfred Druckenmdiller, 1972. cols. 718-
732. For a quick contextualization, see also Haaer@ BeckKirche und Theologische Literatur im
Byzantinischen ReiciMinchen, 1959. p. 143, p. 265, and p. 652.

19 The History of Zonaras: From Alexander Severuh@Death of Theodosius the Great. Thomas M.
Banchich and Eugene N. Lane. New York: Routled§692p. 1.
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Antioch’s earlier history° In recent years, however, scholars have revéotéie
original nineteenth-century opinion and have ag@pigain that Zonaras employed the
seventh-century text of John of AntiotH. If this was in fact the case, we will see the
interesting ways, in which Zonaras re-interpretedriisdas’ story and redefined its
cultural symbolism in contrast to John’s narratiwéjch we explored above.

Like the earlier Zosimos, Zonaras placed Hormisddke center of Persian
dynastic intrigued™® Eager to secure his power, Hormisdas’ brothepGhaheshahto
whom Constantine had sent his famous diplomatierieblinded one of their brothers
and put Hormisdas in prison. But, his mother aiféd same to Hormisdas’ aid. They
bribed the prison guards to secure a visit withrhiledas and managed to sneak in a file,
with which Hormisdas later cut through the pristiaios. After his wife tricked the
guards with lavish food and soporific intoxicatidttgrmisdas ran away to the Romans
and was kindly welcomed to reside in their stafeUp to this point, as we can see,

Zonaras’ story (with minor variations) is practigghe same as Zosimos’ account.

HOE. Patzig. “Uber einige Quellen des Zonar&zantinische Zeitschrif (1896). pp. 24-53. Patzig
argues for Zonaras’ usage of John of Antioch. Rerdpposite view, see P. Sotiroudiitersuchungen

zum Geschichtswerk des Johannes von AntiocEEIEZTHMONIKH EITETHPIAA THX
OIAOXOPIKHY XXOAHZX 67. ThessalonicAPIZXTOTEAEIO ITANEIIIXTHMIO

OEXXAAONIKHE, 1989.

1 5ee the commentary to the recent edition of UrobRdberto Texte und Untersuchungen zur
Geschichte der altchristichen Literattb4, Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 20B®berto’s
work has major explanations for John of Antiochiaginents, too. We have already discussed some of
them above.

12 Epitomae historiarumEd. T. Biittner-Wobstoannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.
Corpus scriptorum historiae Byzantinagonn: Weber, 1897. pp. 29-30. The relevant pasgaglso
translated by Michael H. Dodgeon and Samuel N.€ulLedsThe Roman Eastern Frontier and the
Persian Wars (A.D. 226-363)ondon: Routledge, 1991. p. 149. A full tranglatof Zonaras’ Book XllII is
found inThe History of Zonaras: From Alexander Severusito@eath of Theodosius the Great.
Thomas M. Banchich and Eugene N. Lane. New YorlutiRdge, 2009. For our passage on Hormisdas,
see specifically pp.159-160.

3 10annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biittner-Wolbsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae Byzantina8onn: Weber, 1897. p. 36tta toic $povQoig 1) €ékelvov oVUVELVOG
detmvov maéBeto daPAéc: ol O Kal PRWHATWVY EUPOoENOEVTES KAl TOV AKQATOV OTIACAVTESG
arpatéotegov EANPONoav VTvew Paet. 0 0 Oouiodag KoLUwHEVOLY EKElvwV kal T deoua TN
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In the later progression of the story, howevenatas gave an unprecedented and
original perspective. According to Zonaras, Shapas glad that Hormisdas had fled to
the Roman state. Apparently, Shapur was so exattdte good news that he dispatched

Hormisdas’ wife back to her husband in Roman tnyitwith honor” ¢vtipwc). Thus,

Shapur had no fear that Hormisdas and his recoaviamaily could organize a plot
against him from across the foreign frontier in slaene effective way that they had
already contrived when they got Hormisdas out &fqur in the first placé** In the
Roman state, the foreign Hormisdas felt at homefaradi very well.

We would have appreciated more detail here, bubZas apparently did not find
anything important to add on Hormisdas’ integraiiohis new place of residence and
moved beyond that. Zonaras either did not haueaaetvidence in front of him or simply
found the matter too trivial, for he did promisehiis Prologuethat he would mention
everything that he deemed important in his ambétepitome In any case, after Zonaras
followed Hormisdas across the frontier, his nexdaek was that “Hormisdas was very
strong and expert with the spear so much so tha¢aiming at someone, he could
predict where it would strike the enemy™ If Zonaras was indeed familiar with John of
Antioch, as recent scholarship attests, we can ey see how Zonaras refashioned

the earlier story that we examined above. The adean icon with Hormisdas carrying a

otvn diékoe kat g Pooveag EEeABwV xeto kai mMEog Pwpatovg amédoa kat UTtedéx O
dAopdtata.

14 |oannes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biitther-Wollsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae ByzantinaBonn: Weber, 1897. pp. 30-3d2 Lanwong €pkeL i)

duyn €ketvov EPrdecDat, ola TOV €€ €xelvov dmookevaoAPEVOS GOPOV: 0D HOVOV YAQ
gidofnval ol Tov puydda ovk E£elnTnoeV, AAAX Kol TNV Yuvalka avT@ EVTiws EEmeupev.

5 10annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biittner-Wolbsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae ByzantinaBonn: Weber, 1897. p. 3i):0¢ Oguiodac kat moAvg v loxLVv Kol
AKOVTLOTIG TEQWEELOC, WG €V TQ TAAAELY KATA TLVOG TO AKOVTIOV TTEOAEYELV, OTIOV BaAel TOV
TIOAEHLLOV.
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“bloodless spear” did not make sense to Zonaradeaet because he probably never saw
it. The icon either never existed or the iconogragharacter, known to John in the
seventh century, had by the twelfth collapsed ageneric motif that blurred
authenticity and virtually turned Hormisdas intowarknown figure. As Byzantine art
historians indicate, the nature of Byzantine icaapdy is such that it is very difficult
even for experts to distinguish specific iconogiammaracters unless their identity was
inscribed in an actual colophon or the icon coddéndily related to an original teXf.
Instead of depicting Hormisdas as a saint, theeeféonaras presented Hormisdas
as a master of the spear. This actually could baea a trendy motif to signify heroism
at the time. In the earlier Roman and later Byim@gociety, those kinds of fashions
(literary, but also, more broadly, culturally, desyed in hairstyles, popular names, attire,
organization of private space, etc.) were directignected to (and sometimes
deliberately orchestrated in) the imperial cddftThus, we find Hormisdas as a
spearman, and we discover as a neat paralleldhah'¥ grave epitaph in the suburb of

the city of Tarsus commemorated the dead empertnodls a good ruler and a strong

18 For a general study on art in Byzantium as welmsntroduction to some of the problems and
methodologies of the field, see Robin Cormdggzantine ArtClarendon: Oxford University Press, 2000.
See especially the section “What is Byzantine Apf’ 2-6.

17We have abundant examples of this Roman/Byzaatittaral phenomenon. With the change of a given
emperor, a proliferation of this new emperor’s naneurred throughout the empire. We also may oleserv
Constantine’s peculiar haircut (his hair curled ppssibly to mask advancing baldness), becominglpop
after Constantine secured his power. His son Catistahad his own version of it even, so far axaeld

tell from his surviving busts, before he was digjylg any signs of his father’s baldness. The mignadr
Byzantine fashion and taste was not only restritdgqueople within the state. Many regional studies
(especially popular among Balkan scholars) havenined the ways, in which local rulers affected a
Byzantine persona with all the perceived mannerigesuliar attire, or even posture and style ofkingj.

For the most recent study that deals with sombexé issues in medieval Bulgaria, see Boris Toderov
dissertationBulgaria between the Two Romes: The Discourse aePm Medieval BulgariaUniversity

of California, Los Angeles, 2007. See also in BtilyaPetur Angelovbsirapust u 6birapure B

npezacraBute Ha Busantuiinure [Bulgaria and the Bulgarians according to Byzantierspectives Sofia,
1999.
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spearman” ¢iyuntnc with the caveat that the word could also mean theergeneral

“warrior,” of coursg.*®

In any case, before Zonaras got to discuss Hoaristhys in the presence of
Julian, the historian reported that the Persianfinsidserved the emperor Constantius.
Impressed by Hormisdas’ abilities, Constantius apd him to command a large
cavalry regiment and commissioned him to campaggirnst his own people in his native

Persia tatd t@v opodvAwv).t® Supposedly, Hormisdas was quite good, for he led

several campaigns. Thus, we witness how perstreaigth and ability to fight at those
opportune times, when the Romans had set agam$tdtsians, promoted Hormisdas
across the frontier and made him a trusted militamymander in the Roman army. As
the pagan authors before him, Zonaras made no omeottiChristianity and of the ways it
affected Hormisdas’ status in the Roman state.

In ZonarasEpitome Hormisdas resurfaces one more time. On thissi@cathe
Persian was at Julian’s court, accompanying thed&oamperor on a campaign that

started off well for the Romans and eventually lgiduihem in front of the walls of the

18 0annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biittner-Wolbsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae ByzantinaBonn: Weber, 1897. p. 68udotegov Baoirevs T ayabog

koateQos T aixuntrc. Here is the full epitapiKvdve én’” dgyvooevtt an’ Evdontao goawv
ITepoidog éx yaing dteAevtrtw €Ml €0yw kvrjoag oteati)v t0d” TovAwavog Adyxe onua,
audotegov PaciAete T dyaboc kpatepog T alyunc. For “aixuntrg,” translated as “spearman”
without a comment or explanation for the decistuowever, se@he History of Zonaras: From Alexander
Severus to the Death of Theodosius the GiEafThomas M. Banchich and Eugene N. Lane. NevkYo
Routledge, 2009. p. 176 where they also trandhetetire epigraph, of course. Banchich and Lare ha
simply taken the more popular (primary dictionargaming) of the word. But, this need not be the case
in an epitaph, it would make actually more sens¢ dalian be described more generally as a suedessf
“warrior.” Above, | have only pointed out the pdssi connection, but | do not insist on it and arh no
committed to the “spearman” meaning.

1910annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biittner-Wolbsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae Byzantina8onn: Weber, 1897. p. 3&0tog toivuv 1@ Kwvotavtio kata twv

OHOPVAWY OLVEOTOATEVETO, AQXELV TaxOels imméwv (ANG MOAARC.
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Persian capital Ctesiphdf® But once at Ctesiphon, the Romans could not brése
defense or figure out ways to take the city. m@ment of stalemate, two Persians,
pretending to be deserters from their side, appr@ddulian and convinced him to
abandon and burn his own fleet. The rationaletwgsevent the Persians from capturing
the abandoned ships while the Romans were beimy @k a secret path to Ctesiphon.
Julian fell for the conniving guidance of the Parsinformants. According to the story,
which Zonaras was here retelling, our Hormisdas tivase at that crucial moment to
warn the emperor against the planted Persian d@cgibv efvar 1o moayua).'*! But,
Julian did not listen to Hormisdas’ advice. Naisting the expertise of the Persian
refugee cost the Roman emperor his life. Thusstbey put Hormisdas in the limelight
and gave to him a central role in the Roman thezdtdramatic military affairs.

It is hard to tell with certainty whether Zonaramself believed his own account.
But, judging from Zonaras’ eagerness to move gyiokl what “others have saiddi(
HEv... ol 0€), he might have been skeptical of the stéfyThus, he proceeded to show

how Julian’s military demise and personal deathlted from depletion of supplies,

which forced the unruly withdrawal of Julian’s serihg armies. The withdrawal was

120 |0annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biitther-Wolksannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xyiol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae ByzantinaBonn: Weber, 1897. p. 6Rrpatevoag d¢ kata Ilepowv mpdtegov
HEV eVTUXNOE Kal TOAELS EAE Tivag Kal TTOAAOUG avelde kat Aelag TOAANG kol alX HAADTWV
gxpatnoe kat Ktowpavta émoAdoket.

121 |0annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biitther-Wolksannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xyiol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae ByzantinaBonn: Weber, 1897. p. 66o0tolc poevoBAapig 6 aAttriolog
gxetvog meloBelg, kal TadTa MOAAWY AeyYOvTwv avt® Kat avtod tov Oguicdov ddAov eival to
TIEAYHQ, TTUE EVEPaAe TAlS Vavol Kal Toag kKaTékavoe ATV dvokaldera.

122 19annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biittner-Wolbsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae ByzantinaBonn: Weber, 1897. p. 66l pév ovv oUtwg dnatnOnvat paot tov
TovAlavov, ot d¢ anetnapevov Aéyovot v meoc Ktnowpavta moAtogkiav d' oxvedtnta kat
OTL KAl TQ OTEATEVHATL T Avaykala ETEALTOV, Emavddov puvnoBnvat [Thus, some state that
Julian was deceived in this manner while otherstisaly after he had abandoned the siege against
Ctesiphon due to its strength and also becausdissifppr the army failed, he thought of withdrawal]
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additionally complicated by the confused and cltamibvement through the unfamiliar
geography of the foreign lat&® We have already discussed some of the issues
surrounding Julian’s death in the fourth-centurgteat of Hormisdas’ story. Given that
our primary concern is to get at the conditionsarnwthich Hormisdas was allowed to
reside in the Roman state, we will not get intoegessary details in Zonaras’ account of
Julian’s death. But, it is worthwhile to point dbit Zonaras’ depiction of Julian’s last
days spent in an ugly campaign quagmire is unigueng Roman and Byzantine authors
who dealt with the issu€”

To us what matters most in Zonaras’ account ishbalid not mention
Christianity as a factor for Hormisdas’ Roman refud his is particularly interesting if
Zonaras was familiar indeed with the work of JohiAwtioch. The fact that Zonaras did

not comment on theetk@v” (icon) of Hormisdas does not necessarily nedate t

meaning that we ascribed to it above when we arthegdlohn depicted Hormisdas as a
saint in an icon. Given the distance of time (fnendred years) between John of
Antioch and Zonaras, the icon might have beendoss specifity might have shattered
and dispersed into an unrecognizable, general mistiaddition, Hormisdas as a
Christian could not have made sense to Zonarasibedhe historian thought of
Hormisdas as a close counsellor to Julian who wattlg opposed to Christianity. In
Zonaras’ account, the Roman emperors (first Cotisgaand then Julian) clearly did not

make Christianity an issue for the Persian refugeenisdas.

123 |0annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biittner-Wolbsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae Byzantina8onn: Weber, 1897. pp. 66-67.

124 10annes Zonaras. Ed. T. Biittner-Wolbsannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xy#iol. 3.Corpus
scriptorum historiae Byzantina8onn: Weber, 1897. pp. 66-67. See dlke History of Zonaras: From
Alexander Severus to the Death of Theodosius teat@rr. Thomas M. Banchich and Eugene N. Lane.
New York: Routledge, 2009. pp. 175-177 and p. 2B4.12).
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As we pointed out in the beginning of this sectieeveral Byzantine authors were
drawn to the case of Hormisdas. We have engagddalviof them in a chronological
order, trying to grasp the variation in the Romad Byzantine views on Christianity as a
necessary prerequisite for immigration and refugda@ Roman and Byzantine state. In
scrutinizing Hormisdas, we have spanned from thetifioto the twelfth century, and we
have reviewed Hormisdas’ actions within the spedifstorical context of his writers,
keeping in mind their backgrounds, political, amitural agendas. We have critically
looked for Christiniaty below the surface of theéhaws’ explicit words and have found
out that, in neither of the cases, Christian cosieerwas expected or required for
Hormisdas’ integration and promotion in the Romiates

Having covered the relevant works of various, petelent authors, we will now
turn to the synthetic account of the late tenthyesleventh-century Byzantine
encyclopedia, th&ouda(written ca. 1000¥?°> Chronologically, of course, we will be
moving back from Zonaras’ twelfth century to tBeudas late tenth/early eleventh
century, but the nature of the previous sourcesbagelled this leap backwards. For,
the encyclopedic (most likely multi-author) natafehe Soudawould have otherwise
disrupted the neat, single-author, comparative g that we developed above.

Already in the twelfth century, the scholar andr@dhmen Eustathios of

Thessalonike had difficulties identifying the autstap of theSouda Relying on

125| have not been able to find any studies that lexeéusively focused on ttgouda | have found some
articles (though not many) that deal on detailgzbats on the encyclopedia. Besides those listatidy
Oxford Dictionary of Byzantiup\V/olume 3, p. 1931, | have retrieved Thomas M.&gech. “Eunapius,
Eustathius, and the Soudd ke American Journal of Philologyol. 109, No. 2 (Summer, 1988). pp. 223-
225. Thomas M. Banchich. “An Identification in tSeuda: Eunapius on the Hun€&lassical Philology
Vol. 83, No. 1 (January, 1988). p. Barry Baldwin. “Book Titles in the SoudaThe Journal of Hellenic
StudiesVol. 103 (1983). pp. 136-137. Robert J. Penéha. Unidentified Quotation from Philostratus in
the Suda.”The American Journal of Philologyol. 98, No. 2 (Summer, 1977). p. 126. ValentiosB.
“Suidas Lateinisch (Liber Suda)fermes Vol. 5, No. 1 (1871). pp. 155-158. As is obviothgse articles
are rather short and devoted to narrow textualtifiestions within theSouda
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similarities in name, Eustathios thought that daiemperson Suidas had produced the
work. Modern scholarship, tobas moved little beyond the basics on this verymem
Byzantine source, facing such fundamental problantsuncertainties as precise dating,
identification of specific accounts on which itiegl, or figuring out the methods used
and the people involved in the encyclopedia’s cdatipn. Thus, there are few certain
facts about th&oudatoday.

We could comfortably say that the encyclopedia armambitious project planned
and executed on a grand scale. In an alphabetidat, itfeatured entries on grammatr,
etymological explanations of rare words, provenhstitutions, short biographical entries
on important persons, definitions with brief comnagies on abstract concepts, etc.. Not
surprisingly then, given thBoudas convenient structure and the quick fix thatauld
provide on any given subject, it became a very fgpaork with longevity beyond the
end ofByzantium propem 1453. Late authors like Constantine Laskanis llaximos
the Greek, who lived into the sixteenth centurgdis, too.

TheSoudamentioned our Hormisdas in an entry on “Marsuaayidus
apparently for designing high-quality flutes andli@aving a river named after him. The
river adopted Marsuas’ name because in a mometdsgfair during a serious bout of
depression, he plunged in and let himself dré%#nThe context, in which th8ouda
inserted Hormisdas, was pseudo-mythological. Hsdas was implicitly compared to

the famous story of Jason and the Argonauts toldgmtlonius of Rhodes in the early

128 Ed. A. Adler.Suidae lexicopé vols. Leipzig: Teubner, 1931. II. Entry 2387 toic xodvolg T@v
Tovdailwv Kortwv kai Magovag éyéveto codpog. 00T EPeDEE dlx LOVOLKNG AVAOVS ATIO
KAAGUwV kol XaAkoU* ¢ agadpooviioag €0oupev eig TOTAHOV EQVTOV Kl ATIWAETO" kal
wvoudodn 0 motapog Mapovag. For a reference and a translation, see Micha&lddgeon and

Samuel N.C. Lieu, ed¥he Roman Eastern Frontier and the Persian WarB (226-363) London:
Routledge, 1991. p. 148-149. Lieu is the actualdliator of the passage.
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third century B.C*?" Despite the context in which the two stories warmbined,

however, it is important to note that tSeudamade a distinction between Jason’s

“uvBoc” (myth) and Hormisdas’' Aéyoc” (story).*

According to the story then, after a day of hugiim Persia, Hormisdas treated his
guests to a formal dinner. Not greeted appropyidte them, however, Hormisdas lost
his temper and threatened to kill Marsuas. AtwerRersian nobles found out what had
happened, they immediately proclaimed the younger(Shapur) as shahatfter their
father died. According to thfeoudathe Persian dignitaries put Hormisdas in prisbas
shifting the responsibility away from Shapur updmom all the other accounts bestowed
it. Being fortunate for having a loving and creatwife, however, Hormisdas did not
stay in prison for long, for she sneaked in theainide, with which he cut his prison

chains and ran away. He went to Constantine acanbe his {kétnc” (suppliant or

fugitive). “The story” [though technically “histgy’ for note the different word here:

iotopia], the Soudaconcluded, “is well known™{ iotopia djAn).

TheSoudaclearly did not mention anything about Christigniit the context of
Hormisdas. However, given the nature of the soanzkthe specific entry here, it would
be unrealistic to expect an in-depth discussiom évidormisdas did become a Christian.

This was a description of “Marsuas,” not of Hornaisdand Hormisdas was included on

127Ed. A. Adler.Suidae lexicopd vols. Leipzig: Teubner, 1931. Il. Entry 23@tti d¢ ToUC avtovg
X00voug éyéveto kal tax kata Tdoova kat tovg Agyovavtag, wg AmoAAdviog 6 Podlog dpnot.
Aéyetat pobog, 0Tt €£eddon VO ATtdAAwVOG. kat pépetat Adyog rtept Oppicdov tov ITégoov,

0¢ NUTopHoAnoe mEog Kwvotavtivov tov péyav.

128 Obviously, a lot could be said on the wordyoc” alone, but in this case the contrast between frhyt
as a more fantastical narrative and “story” as sengpounded, “rational,” or “logical” (from another
meaning ofAdyoc) is in operation.

129Ed. A. Adler.Suidae lexicon4 vols. Leipzig: Teubner, 1931. II. Entry 230.€Tprimary meaning of
“orjAn,” feminine for ‘d1Aog, omAn, dnAov” is “visible, clear, manifest, plain.” | use “wethown” by
deduction, for the story/history would be “clear™“plain” if well-known.
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the principle of relevance alone. It is hard tecérn why th&Soudaexonerated Shapur,
though we should not exclude the possibility obatual mistake. The compilation and
sorting out of data that went into the encyclopedis quite laborious. Given the lack of
scholarly consensus on the basic aspects @dlielaas a source, however, we will
refrain from further speculation.

TheSoudawas the last source on Hormisdas, which we wiltwaks here, for
other accounts do not seem to be available. #sction, therefore, we have examined
the extent to which Christianity was (or was peredito be) a factor in the various
renditions of this popular Byzantine story. We éaetermined that Christianity affected
the story’s authors, but neither of them saw i &&cessary political and social
prerequisite for the Persian immigrant and refugeemisdas. Only one author possibly
suggested it.

We have relied only on the case of Hormisdas nyogeneralization would be
quite problematic. All along, we have played aeplayed Hormisdas’ various scenarios,
aware that they should not necessarily be releiaany other (much less to all) frontier-
crossings and refugees in the Byzantine state.h&Ve followed this methodology,
however, because broader, demographic studieszariiym are notoriously difficult to
do. Earlier generations of historians readilytedshe bold numbers that ancient authors
tossed around, and they ran all sorts of analysgé€anclusions on such “numerical”
basis.

Recent scholarship has been (rightly) skepticdlranre critical, and, especially
for the earlier Roman empire, scholars have emplegeious statistical methodologies to

extrapolate data and conduct more reliable quaingtatudies. Nonetheless, issues of
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migration and refuge are among the hardest tovesolen in the modern world, for
people travel (and hide) across political bordersyays that censuses and legal
authorities cannot always detect. And even whetetted,” migrants frame their
“personas” in expedient ways and obey the natutheotircumstances that justify
detailed social and cultural approaches of the kiadl we have undertaken with our
Hormisdas.

In the specific context of Christianity as a pogrsite for obtaining Roman
citizenship or legal residency within the empire, lnave shown that Hormisdas moved in
the high circles of the Roman state (at least agined by his narrators), transitioning
from one emperor to the next, without having towash It is important to point out that
theTheodosian Coddoes not include any laws on Christianity as a s condition
for proper immigration and refuge into the Romad Byzantine state. Constantine (or
the writers that presented Hormisdas’ affair) da compel the Persian refugee to

become a Christian.

The Emperor Constantine in the Context of ChrigtyafAbroad: Conclusions

In this chapter, we have tried to establish theega picture of imperial
Christianity after Constantine’s personal conversapposedly in 312. Given the
specific objectives of the study, we have emphalsilze role in Christianity that
Constantine and his propagandists delineated &Rttman emperor outside of the
boundaries of the Roman state. We have focuseldrea major episodes. First, we
joined Constantine’s dinner party at which he siggpity declared himself “a bishop over

those outside.” Then, we read through his letehé PersiashahShapur. We have
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seen that Constantine ultimately embraced and adedcChristianity as a supreme
religion, but was diplomatic and careful not toywke the Persiashah As we have
argued, contrary to prevailing scholarly opiniotng letter did not threaten Shapur with a
Roman invasion at all. Instead, Constantine reathpurposefully vague and, at best,
supported only nominally the Christian communitié$ersia during the time of the
shahis persecution policy.

To advance further our understanding of the wisyshich early Byzantine
emperors dealt with non-Christian foreign digngariwe have finally turned to the life of
Hormisdas (Shapur’s elder brother and rightful beithe Persian throne) as a refugee in
the Roman empire. We have read through all oattaglable Byzantine authors, who
were drawn to the case of Hormisdas, and have sggtethe multiple contexts, in which
the exiled Persian was drawn. The changing paliaad cultural climate of the
Byzantine empire as well as the particular agewnd#se Byzantine authors themselves
affected Hormisdas’ story, but, with one possiblesption in a confused source, he was
not depicted as a Christian.

Instead of emphasizing Christianity, the Byzamtthors depicted the Persian
dignitary as an important figure present at key raots of Byzantine imperial history.
Through Hormisdas, the Byzantines commented omtkenal affairs of their state and
expediently used him to magnify their own persoaathorial views and notions of
politics and culture. As Constantine and his imiatedheirs worked hard to secure
Christianity’s powerful position inside the Byzawdistate, they were uninterested in
imposing it upon the Persian dignitary at homeisThstinction in treatment vis-a-vis

Christianity between Hormisdas as a foreigner &ed¢st of the Romans at the imperial
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court is important to remember as we are abounter¢he foreign lands of Armenia in
the next chapter. There, as in the other regioaisthe study covers, we will seek to
evaluate the precise nature of imperial involvenisnteading through the relevant
Byzantine narratives and by revisiting the impar&rents surrounding the reported

conversion of king Trdat (r. 298-330).
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Chapter 3

The Royal Conversion of Armenia:
Byzantine Christianity at the Eastern Frontier

The ancient kingdom of Armenia was surrounded hyraber of minor polities
whose own territories and rulers were bound to Viagious times and to various degrees.
In the period between the late third and the ariyth centuries when the Armenian
king Trdat (r. 298-330) supposedly converted toi€tanity, the smaller kingdoms of
Iberia and Albania, whose territories are now lar¢eeld by modern Georgia, lay to the
north of Armenia. Those two kingdoms played a kag in the region because they held
the Caucasus passes, leading to the steppes odlogsin™*° To the southwest,
Armenia’s borderline ran along Aruastan and theated Armenian Mesopotamia after
the southern part of the principality (at the tinéGreater Soping (ArmenianMec
Co'pk’) passed to the kingdom of Ad&ig (ArmenianAsorestani.e.,Assyrig. In A.D.
299, the Romans annexed most of the (by then) kimgof Sopkng, thus significantly

shrinking Armenia’s western bord&t

130 The historical tradition of East Georgia as we ri@we it is largely contained in two ancient docaotee
The first is the eight-centumytistory of the Kings of Armeniay Leontius, bishop of Ruisi. The second
document ighe Conversion of Iberjea seventh-century compilation. See for detailsldpumanoff's
article “Caucasia and Byzantine StudieBraditio, 12 (1956).

1311n ca. 371, the Romans took the rest of the forkirgdom. See Robert H. Hewsékrmenia: A
Historical Atlas Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2004 | have largely relied on Hewsen's
atlas, though | have tried to verify his maps bgnparing them against other scholarly findings ariemt
sources. Hewsen’s atlas commemorates “the "l @@@iversary of the conversion of Armenia to
Christianity in 301.” But, the actual date of Arngs conversion is largely disputed. Armenian histios
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The eastern Armenian borders, too, were put upigsssure by equally
complicated state dynamit¥ The peace of Nisibis, signed in 299 by the Ronzams
the Persians, set the border between Armenia @anHdlsian empire at the otherwise
unknown fortress of Zinth&® A major road connected the important cities ahAvir,
Eruandasat, and ArtaSat in Armenia to the formpitabEkbatana of the ancient Persian
state. Thus, the Persians had a notable advaot@gehe Romans because they could
expediently reach the very heartland of Armeniathi& important road. Of course, it is
true that the Romans controlled instead the nantbgstem of roads that passed through
Armenia, but the access to key centers within geattand of Armenia if coming from
the north was harder. All in all, the southeastsrderland between Persia and Armenia
fluctuated around lake Urmia while the northeaspeart of Armenia reached the Caspian
Sea, thus driving a wedge between the kingdom at&san Albania to the north and

the Persian empire to the south.

usually prefer to date it to 301 since this makeménia the first state whose king formally accepted
Christianity (before the traditional date, 312,agivfor the emperor Constantine). We will explore igsue
of dating Trdat's conversion in greater detail belbut it is important to make clear here that &lthe
alternative date, which Nina Gatan, among other such serious scholars, has sudpdite principalities
of the kingdom of Sopme were Lesser Sophg, Ingileng, Anziteng, and Greater Sophe (Sophang).
See Cyril Toumanoff. “Introduction to Christian Casian History: The Formative Centuries (IVth-
VIlith).” Traditio 15 1959. pp. 1-106. Specifically pp. 105-106 for thaps. Toumanoff’s article is quite
detailed, but his analysis is superficial as heritssa “feudal structure” in Armenia and organikis
information accordingly without really showing hale operations of a presumed “fief system” affected
“the lord-vassal” relationships. In any case, eivewestern medieval history, this “classic” outlomk
“feudalism” has been widely re-thought in more rdggears. Some scholars have come to reject
completely its existence. To date, the most corapi@nograph on the issue is Susan Reynéidés and
Vassals: The Medieval Evidence Reinterpre@xford: Clarendon Press, 2001.

132 For a brief geographical overview, see Robert Biwbsen Armenia: A Historical AtlasChicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 2001. pp. 36-46.

133 Robert H. HewserArmenia: A Historical AtlasChicago: The University of Chicago Press, 200560
For a Byzantine account, see Peter the Patrigiagirfent 14Aoueviav d¢ ZivOa t0 KAOTQOV €V
peBopiw e Mndukic keipevov opiletv [The Armenian castle Zintha stood as a borderebtiundary

line with Media]
134 Robert H. HewserArmenia: A Historical AtlasChicago: The University of Chicago Press, 20058
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Between the late third and the early fourth ceagithe Romans, the Persians,
and the Armenians signed several mutual treatiesder to fix territorial possessions
and to keep the major roads from west to east ople.road system passing through
Armenia and through the surrounding regions was@alty important since it extended
all the way to China and to subcontinental Indigheveast and to North Africa through
Syria to the west®> Generally, the state authorities had vestedésterin keeping the
regular flow of traffic and thus the stability aflations on the bordéf® The picture of
seemingly constant violence, conflict, surreptiiounilitary strategizing, and disruption in
the border zones that many modern historiogragioesay is misleading and largely due
to scholars’ affinity for exceptional cases, higtal shifts, and cataclysmic conditions.

In fact, life on the frontier, as everywhere elsas mundane, and major military
debacles were sporadic.

Of course, at various moments, major political emlitary conflicts did occur,
and quite naturally they often erupted from thedeorzones. Under the administrations
of Diocletian and Constantine, the borders weregetby settling troops at key

locations and then dispatching them quickly to mfloct zone'*” To patrol the Armenian

135 Barrington Atlas of the Greek and Roman WoHd. Richard J.A. Talbert. New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 2000. Maps 64 and 89.

138 To date, scholars have discussed border issues naguely, and their approaches are driven by a
general sense of a fluid frontier. Such lines aflgsis are typical in the overall scholarly litana on
“empire.” There are few serious studies on bordewsever, with a modern comparative nation-state
framework in mind. Yet, it is important to understishow the Romans set, protected, and generally
imagined their borders and to evaluate whether sagythem as lines of exclusive sovereignty that
demarcated legally bounded citizenship. A seridudyson issues of being Roman with all legal nagiom
Byzantium is altogether lacking.

137 7osimos. Ed. Frangois Paschoddsime: Histoire Nouvell&/olume 1. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1971.
Book II, Chapter 34. For sources reporting on sgiiesh Roman and Persian) and how they were funded,
organized, and commanded by the state, see thelsters Procopiu®e bellis Ed. G. Wirth.Procopii
Caesariensis opera omnigols. 1-2. Leipzig: Teubner, 1962. Volume 1. BdpKhapter 21.11 and
Maurice.Das Strategikon des MaurikioBinfiihrung, Edition und Indices von George T. Bisn
Ubersetzung von Ernst Gamillscheg. Wien : Verlag@sterreichischen Akademie der

Wissenschaften, 1981. Book Il, Chapter 11, Bookhapter 3, and Book 9, Chapter 5.
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border, for example, the Romans strategically glabe 18' Legion at the fortress of
Satala to the nortH® From there, it was easy for them to control bibthArmenian
frontier and the crucial northern road passingugloAsia Minor and leading on to
China. This was quite an efficient solution, espiycfor an immense empire with an
overextended military, trying to allay the potehfa clash that could surge from
anywhere around the Mediterranean and beyond. haleldé note particularly that the
Romans did not encamp troops beyond the bordeused careful diplomacy with the
Persians, for the Romans were primarily interestdaeping the regular flow of traffic
through northern Armenia. There is no indicatibattthe Romans were trying to
provoke the Persians in order to expand “the fewritiIn fact, scholarly approaches on
“frontier studies” have mostly repeated generalwet based on selective passages and
an inherited assumption that “empire” inherentlyada “conquest” (or at least desire for
conquest).

Certainly, around the early fourth century, thedeslands around Armenia were
relatively secure. Given the considerable impataof Armenia both for the Romans
and the Persians, many treaties between the twoesnpere signed in relation to the
kingdom. Two of those treaties were particulargngicant for our period. Signed in
A.D. 63, the Treaty of Rhandeia established thraeaber from the Arsacids, the Persian
ruling dynasty at the time, was to rule in Armehifa.To counterbalance the direct
Persian connection, the Arsacid king of Armenia twalse instructed and supervised by

the Romans. It is difficult to understand pregidebw that arrangement actually worked,

138 For Roman legions in Armenia, see C. S. Lightfbéatmenia and the Eastern Marches,” Chapter 15.
Cambridge Histories Online. Cambridge Universitg$3r 2008. p. 485. See also A.H.M. Joiés Later
Roman Empirg284-602 A Social, Economic, and Administrative Surv@gltimore: The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1986. p. 57.

139 pliny. Natural History Book XXX, Chapter VI, 16-17. Cambridge, Mass.639
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for the Persian-Roman treaty did not stipulatertjeanough the nature of control and
intervention that each empire was supposed to eseerc

Whatever the case, Trajan’s expansion in the eadpnd century temporarily
revoked the Treaty of Rhandeia, but by 217 itsqyplles had been restored. The
Arsacids effectively continued to rule Armenia UAD. 428 when the new Sassanid
dynasty officially annexed the kingdom to Perdiain fact, the bond between the royal
houses of Armenia and Persia was “indissolubléthe Armenians’ own eyes,” the
political annexation would not have been sociatiyhfematic'*® And, scholars, who
have depicted Armenia’s royal conversion as agitéorward political alliance between
Constantine and Trdat in preparation against Pdraige a lot to explain. Certainly, the
“native” perspective suggests (or so regional sasbip indicates) a much stronger
Armenian allegiance to the Persians. But, sincevilleexamine these issues in further
detail below, let us continue for now with buildiog the actual historical context.

Thus, the first important treaty was Rhandeia séeond was that of Nisibis in
299! We have already discussed some of its stipulsti@pecifically in terms of

interstate division-lines, the treaty of Nisibisrgasubstantial territories to the Romans,

bringing them close to the Tigris river due to #mnexation of the entire kingdom of

140 Nina Garstan. “Prolegomena to a Study of the Iranian Aspiecfssacid Armenia.’Armenia between
Byzantium and the Sasaniah®ndon: Variorum Reprints, 1985. pp. 1-46. pA.19-

141 Basic Armenian chronology is largely disputed. 8muholars have adopted 299, others 298 as the
proper date. R.C. Blockleftast Roman Foreign Policy: Formation and ConduonirDiocletian to
Anastasiuspp. 6-7 and T. D. Barnes. “Constantine and thesians of Persia.The Journal of Roman
Studies Vol. 75 (1985). pp. 126-136. p. 131 go for 2B8njamin Isaac. “The Eastern Frontieflie Late
Empire, A.D. 337-42%Averil Cameron and Peter Garnsey, eds. Cambtitigeersity Press, 1998. p. 437
and Nina Gargan. “Armenia in the Fourth Century. An Attempt te-Refine the Concepts of ‘Armenia’
and ‘Loyalty.” Armenia between Byzantium and the Sasaniamsdon: Variorum Reprints, 1985. pp.
341-352. p. 343 go for 298.
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Soptene.**? It was the treaty of Nisibis in fact that the $fanshahShapur in the fourth
century breached in a campaign to restore thoseotegs. We will examine these
activities in greater detail later in this chapt&or now, it is sufficient to point out that
around the time of king Trdat’s conversion, thatyeof Nisibis was in effect, giving a
substantial territorial advantage to the Romans theePersians.

All'in all, as it can already be seen even from general outline, the
geographical location of Armenia and the politidghamics in the late third and the early
fourth centuries placed it within a complex histatigrid. The presence of regional
polities, actual state borders, imperial operatitoyisng to control and fix those borders
with their own interests in mind, interactions o4l rulers with one another as well as
with the Romans and the Persians, migration, saadlcultural mixing, multilingualism,
all those interconnected processes were taking ptaas making Christianity just one of
the many phenomena at the time.

If we are to understand the conversion of kingaf tdstorically, therefore, we
need to keep these factors in mind and to contileweloping them and making their
operations and mutual influences clear. At thimpave have placed Armenia within its
historical geography and have overviewed the m&tjpulations between the Romans
and the Persians that affected it. Let us now tinithe internal organization, social, and

cultural conditions of Armenia in the late thirdda@arly fourth centuries.

142 For more details on specific regions, see Cyriliffianoff. “Introduction to Christian Caucasian Higto
The Formative Centuries, (IVth-VIlith) Traditio 15 1959. pp. 1-106. ff. 162.

88



Political Structure and the Social Realities ofdRul

In the early fourth century, the kingdom of Armemas a highly decentralized
state that consisted of political units called agies** Paralleling the Persian state
organization, each Armenian satrapy was governegtbputary ruler who by hereditary

right presided over the peopigefitesin Latin or#0vr) in Greek)'** In addition to

exercising full administrative control, each satadgo had his own independent army.
During war, this heavy concentration of militarydagivil power in the hands of the local
satrap posed particular problems for the overse&isgcid dynasty. As we may easily
see, the high level of local independence madfitwalt to gage common allegiance,
and we may legitimately wonder whether the Arsa@misany other dynasty) would have

survived without outside Roman or Persian support.

143|n the context of “satraps” and “satrapies,” itriportant to make clear what scholars have meaenw
they have interchangeably used “kings” and “kingdbmstead. Modern scholars, especially regional
ones, have usually applied the term “kingdom” kotlkeach separate satrapy and to the entire realm of
Armenia without a number of necessary qualificagidn nationalist narratives, the term is usuafy |
undefined, but the operative framework simplisticghplies a contrast between “kingdom” and “nation
state.” Thus, in the past, Armenia (when indepat)deas presumably an ancient and then medieval
“kingdom” and eventually it became a modern nastate. Even in other less nationalist and teleokdgi
studies, the unqualified term “kingdom” has impleednhuch stronger degree of Arsacid suzerainty asd h
bestowed a higher level of monarchical ethos orptreof the general populace. We should proviaeeso
necessary qualifications then. By “rex” a@tdxwv,” official state documents referred to an indeperid
local ruler, exempt from imperial taxation and atfeemal responsibilities. Technically, the Arsacider
was, therefore, a “king.” But, many of Armenia&rapies were still “civitates foederatae.” Thisame

that they were exempt from imperial taxation and fl rights to organize and control their own
administration, but were obliged to provide miljtassistance to the Romans upon need. This arrarmem
additionally weakened the power of the “Arsaciddsir-or, in terms of our frontier dynamics, therasv
not much difference for the local satraps who wdagdhe nominal administrator of the larger polithe
Romans, the Persians, or the Arsacid kings of Aranpractically offered the same political bartelative
local autonomy in exchange for foreign policy coimpte and military aid when needed. Even though |
have kept the traditional terminology, those canaiy qualifications are important to keep in mikdr, a
de-centralized state such as Armenia, whose oviegsadministrator was an outside appointee and @hos
real power generally seems to have rather been weskit not for the Romans and the Persians, could
hardly be compared with the independent, hereditargt internally institutionalized “kingdoms” that
would eventually emerge in the West. For a moraitiet overview of Armenia’s political development,
see N. AdontzArmenia in the Period of Justiniaiir. N. Garstan. Louvain-Lisbon, 1970. pp. 7-74. See
also, Cyril ToumanoffStudies in Christian Caucasian Histoigeorgetown, 1963. p. 133. See also Nina
Garsdan. “Armenia in the Fourth Century&rmenia between Byzantium and the Sasaniamsdon;
Variorum Reprints, 1985. pp. 341-352. pp. 344--345.

%4 Translating “gentes” anck®vn” is particularly difficult today, for the two wosdare wrapped into a
complex scholarly discussion on ethnicity and idgribrmation in the ancient and medieval world.
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Since there were no institutional channels todsgpand to disseminate the royal
court’s decisions, it was only up to the discretidnhe local satrap to implement them in
his realm. Even the later (for the purposes o $iidy) processes of Christianity’s
formal institutionalization in Armenia did not netduce episcopal sees that coincided
with great urban centers, as it was the case iRtinean empire. In Armenia, the
episcopal sees were patterned after the satragpi@syand thus coincided with all the
important local politied®

Even when certain satrapies were affiliated \Rtme, they continued to function
as autonomous politiesiyitates foedaratge**® This meant that they were exempt from
taxation and had control of their own administmatid he only obligation of those satraps
was to provide military assistance to the Romamsupeed. All of this meant that there
was not much difference for the satraps who theinahadministrator of the larger
polity would be. The Romans, the Persians, oAlsacid kings of Armenia practically
offered the same political barter: relative localcemomy in exchange for foreign policy
compliance and military aid when needed. In théydaurth century, the Armenian king

was exempt by an official imperial decree fromutéry obligations to the Romaf¥.

145 Cyril Toumanoff. “Introduction to Christian Caudas History: The Formative Centuries, (IVth-
VIlith).” Traditio 15 1959. pp. 1-106. p. 86.

146 The primary difference between federates and po@& in the Roman empire was the degree of their
integration in the empire. See for Armenia Ninag&&@n. “Armenia in the Fourth Century&rmenia
between Byzantium and the Sasanidmsmdon: Variorum Reprints, 1985. pp. 341-352344. Garstan
stresses the autonomy of tigitates foederatae liberae et immuragdeast until the end of the fifth
century.

147 C.Th. XI.1.1:http://ancientrome.ru/ius/library/codex/theod/lib&htm#1 See for more, my discussion
with the relevant footnotes above.
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The urban population of Armenia was small and aioveid a large proportion of
foreign traders and craftsmé&fi. A central administration even in Armenia’s cabitas
lacking almost completely. For example, no evigesarvives for bureaucracy in the
Armenian kingdom. Until the fifth century when tAemenian alphabet was invented,
Greek and Aramaic were the principle languages urseditten transactions, presumably
reflecting the cultural affiliations of the intetiial elite.

Within the period of consideration here (up to #hB. fourth century), the
geographer Strabo provides the best short overgfahe cultural situation in the region
from a Roman perspective. We should read throughget some sense of the social
reality that confronted the rule of the Arsacids$ha period:

For the people of the Armenias and that of theaSyaind Arabias display close
affiliation in terms of their dialect, lifestyléheir physical features, and this

Is particularly so wherever they are bordering anether. Mesopotamia, which is
inhabited by these three peoples, gives prodiisf tor in the case of these
peoples the similarity is particularly noticeabdad if, comparing the differences
of latitude, there does exist a greater differdmetgveen the northern and the
southern people of Mesopotamia than between thespeoples and the Syrians
in the center, still the common characteristies/pil. The Assyrians and

the Arians [the referent should not be confuseti wie early Christian heresy],
too, display a certain likeness both to thosenusttioned and to each

other. Indeed, he (PosidonitfS)conjectures that the names of these peoples also
are akin; for, he explains that the people whontaleSyrians are by the Syrians
themselves called Aramaeans; and there is a réseogbbetween this name and
those of the Armenians, the Arabians and the Er@mstsince perhaps the ancient
Greeks gave the name of Erembians to the Arabstssince the very

etymology of the word “Erembian” contributes tasthesult. Most scholars,
indeed, derive the name “Erembian” frofp&v éupaivewy” (i.e., to go into the
earth) a name which later peoples changed to 1ddytes” for the sake of

greater clearness (i.e., cave-dwellers). Now ti@eglodytes are that tribe of
Arabians who live on the side of the Arabian Gugkt to Egypt and Ethiopia’

18 The main trade in Armenia seemed to have beenpeitiple in the Aramaic/Syriac speaking regions in
the Middle East. See C. S. Lightfoot. “Armenia dhd Eastern Marches,” Chapter 15. Cambridge
Histories Online. Cambridge University Press, 2q08188.

149 strabo attributes a lot of his knowledge on geplayao the ancient scholar Poseidonius (ca. 135 B.C
51B.C.).
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Clearly, Strabo postulated a high level of intdaetedness, but we should also note its
composite complexity. From Strabo’s first centtoyhe early fourth, the constant
passage of people through the region added towaedgreat cultural and linguistic
intricacy there. In addition, the mountainous latyof Armenia, on which many ancient
authors commented, aided the development of nuradooal dialects>*

Even in modern times, linguists have counted niweie 50 languages in the
Caucasian regiotr> We can hear, for example, ArmeniaiGreek, Ossetic, Kurdish,
Tat, Talysh, the Turkic languages Azeri, Turkom&arachay-Balkar, the Mongolic

Kalmyk, and the Semitic Aisor among many otherkisTs not to suggest any cultural

150 strabo GeographicaEd. A. MeinekeStrabonis geographica vols. Volume 1. Leipzig: Teubner,
1877 (repr. 1969). Book 1, Chapter 2, Section®4yao twv Agueviwv €0vog kal to v Zvowv
Kkat AgaPwv TOAATV dpoduAiav Epdaivel kata te v didAekToVv Kal Tovg Blovg Kal ToLg TV
OWHATWV XAQAKTNEAGS, Kal HdAlota kaBo mANooxweol eiot. dnAol O’ 1) Meoomotapia éx twv
TOLOV CLVECTOO TOVTWV EOVAV: HAALOTA YAXQ €V TOUTOLS 1] OHOLOTNG dtadatvetal. el O€ Tig
QA T KApata yivetoat dadpoga Toig mEooPOQoLs Emi TAE0V TTEOS TOUG HeCT|PELVOUG Kal
TOVTOLS TTROG HETOVE TOVG 6OVG, AAA” émikQaTel Ve TO KOvov. kal ot Aoovglot d¢ kat ol
Aoplavol magamAnoiwg mwe €xovot Kal mEOS TOUTOLS Kal TEOS AAAT|A0OLG. eikalel ye o) kail
TG TV €0vAV ToVTWV Katovopaoiag EUdeQeic AAANAaLS etvat. Ttovg Yo VP’ MUV Lvovg
KAAOVPEVOULS DT aDTV TV VoWV Agappaiovg kaAeloBar toUtw O éotkévat Tovg
Agpeviovg kat tovg ApaBag kat Egepupovis, taxa twv naAat EAANvov o0tw kaAovviwy tovg
Aoafoag, &poa kal oL ETOHOL CLVEQYOVVTOG TOOG TOVTO. ATIO YOO TOU €iC TNV €0av euPalvery
tovg 'Epepfolg étupoAoyovoty obtwg ot moAAol, obg petadapovtec ol botegov €Tl TO
cadéotepov TowyAodvtag ékaAeoav: ovtoL dé elotv ApdfBwv ol émiL O&teQov UéQOg TOD
Agafilov kOATOUL KekALUEVOL, TO TEOS AlyUTte kat AlBomia.

151 Modern linguists have not established clear dater distinguish between “dialect” and “languagde.

keep the popular conception, therefore, that unaleds “dialects” as more closely related one tdtzero
linguistic structures than “languages,” which aseially imagined as distinct and separate systems of
expression. For the mountainous nature of Armes@a,Plutarch. “Life of Crassus.” Chapter XEtte10¢
0¢ Kodooov Eupadetv O Agueviag eig v I1agBiov- o0 yag povov év apOovols v otoatioy
OLdEety aTOL TaRéxoVTOoG, AAAN kKl togevoecBat dU dodaeiag, 6on MOAAX Kat Adpoug
oLVEXELS Kal xwola dvomna Eog TV oy, 1) povn IaeBwv dAkr), mpofaAAdpevov [And he
(Artabazes, king of Armenia) tried to persuade uago invade Parthia by way of Armenia, for thes h
would not only lead his forces along in the midsplenty, which the king himself would provide, but
would also proceed with safety, confronting theadgrof the Parthians, in which lay their sole sg#h,
with many mountains, and continuous crests, anidmsgvhere the horse could not well serve]

152 3.C. Catford. “Mountain of Tongues: The Languagiethe CaucasusAnnual Review of Anthropology
Vol. 6 (1977), pp. 283-314. p. 283.

153 For an overview of the complex development ofsilzsd Armenia, see Roger D. Woodward, Eke
Ancient Languages of Asia MindCambridge University Press, 2008. pp. 124-144.
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conflation of “the modern” and “the ancient,” btitlbes give us some sense of what
Pliny might have meant when he said that the Romaunkl do business in the city of
Dioscurias only by hiring 130 interpretéré. Later, in the Middle Ages, too, many Arab
travelers marveled at the polyglossia of Armenmnal #ne tenth-century geographer al-
Mas‘udi labeled the Caucasjabal al-alsun “the mountain of tongues®

With this overview of Armenia’s political struceiand social realities on the
ground, we have gleaned some of the local fact@iswere at play when Trdat
reportedly converted. Trdat lacked basic admiaiste and institutional mechanisms to
exercise power and to induce coercion upon a hidivigrse society. His own political
position was unstable in a decentralized satrafsaés, too. Thus, we need to wonder
about the degree to which Trdat’s reported conwaraifected the larger Armenian
population or even the local elite.

Looking from Constantine’s perspective, scholagehargued that the emperor
converted the king in preparation for a campaiggiresy Persid®® Thus, Constantine
supposedly converted in 312, Trdat in 314, andcc#mepaign was planned for the 330s.
But, given the context that we have delineated aptiis straightforward tactical
interpretation of the conversion bestows upon Goriste both too much foresight and
too much naiveté. It is too much foresight becaupeesumes that Constantine would
have made plans for a campaign about 15 yearsvemad. And, it is too much naiveté
because it presumes that Constantine would haweushr believed that converting a

local king would be a quick and smooth processe@sfly given the intricate social and

154 3.C. Catford. “Mountain of Tongues: The Languagiethe Caucasus.” p. 283.

135 3.C. Catford. “Mountain of Tongues: The Languagiethe Caucasus.” p. 283.

%6 For some examples, see David S. Poftee Roman Empire at Ba@xford: Routledge, 2004. p. 446. T.
D. Barnes. “Constantine and the Christians of Ber$he Journal of Roman Studjésol. 75 (1985), pp.
126-136.
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political dynamics in Armenia, which Constantineslinvery well from his boyhood days
on the Eastern frontier.

In fact, in 312, Constantine’s own position in fReman empire was precarious,
and his basic preoccupation was to secure his @hticpl stability there. The Eastern
frontier, Persia, or Armenia were quite literalgtleast of his concerns. Constantine
himself did not have the East until 324. Moreo¥&wnstantine’s own conversion was
not a simple strategic act to mobilize a socialangj against his political rivals. In 312,
there were only about six million Christians inempire of about sixty milliod>” Thus,
Constantine was not aligning with a dominant m&jori

In the early 300s, serious Christian controversa¢itded the empire, thus hardly
signaling to Constantine that Christianity couldomuatically bring peace and unity even
within the Roman state. And, of course, we showldforget that Constantine’s personal
sense of Christianity was undefined in 312, focbetinued to invoké&ol Invictus
(Unconquerable Sun), conquered the East and onlyoé@d the Council of Nicaea in
325. Yet, scholars of the Christian royal convanrgjand not only those who have
studied Constantine) have continually relied onftmmulaic assumption that ancient and
medieval Christianity automatically generated sudaensformative powers. According
to some scholars, conversion supposedly moldedrroajtural and political divisions
into a social consensus that inevitably enhancedtter’'s authority>® But, the

formation of this social consensus (if it ever kglppened anyway) is precisely what

157 Keith Hopkins. “Christian Number and Its Impliaati.” Journal of Early Christian Studie (1998),

pp. 185-226. p. 193. For estimated major populatitanges in the Roman and Byzantine empire, see als
John HaldonThe Palgrave Atlas of Byzantine HistoNew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005. p. 7. Thus,
in the late second century, the population (ineigdBritain and the Balkan provinces) was approxatyat
67-70 million, decreasing to around 27-30 millignthe early eighth century.

%8 For one more recent example among many, see NeaspyanArmenian Church Historical Studies:
Matters of Doctrine and AdministratioNew York: St. Vartan Press, 1996.
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scholars should try to explain instead of takinfpitgranted. In fact, in the post-
conversion period in Armenia, there was much tenbetween the ecclesiastical centers
and the Arsacid rulers. And, local royal powermWom the perspective of the church,
never became absolute. The Romans, too, haddittierity over the Armenian church,
and concerning various dogmatic assemblies, thechlsimply had a high degree of
autonomy right from the beginnirtg’

Having put in proper perspective the political aodial conditions of Armenia
and the Eastern Roman frontier in the late thirdl thve early fourth centuries, we move
in this next section to investigate the local rieligs groups and narratives (real or
imagined) prior to Trdat’s conversion. The reasleuld keep in mind the fact that many
of the relevant texts were written later than tbeial events that they purport to describe.
But, by carefully placing them in proper contexe will attempt to determine as much as
possible the degree to which Christianity playedla in Armenia before Trdat and his

entourage are said to have formally embraced it.

Local Christianity, Christian Heroes, and Their idéives on the Frontier

For Greek and Roman intellectuals, accustomedegasure distance from
Athens or Rome, ancient Armenia stood as a remaoie dn the brink of the world. In

thePhaedg Plato’s Socrates basically conjured up Armenithasunderworld where the

159 See for the later ecclesiastical development Kiaesdan. “Secular Jurisdiction over the Armenian
Church (Fourth-Seventh Centurieshfmenia between Byzantium and the Sasaniamsdon: Variorum
Reprints, 1985. pp. 220-250. pp. 228-229. Seeml285: “The king’s choice, or even sanction, of
ecclesiastical candidates was severely restrittéchtever he might achieve wds factoby a show of
force, the jealously guarded traditional privilegieat united secular and spiritual nobles set defimmits
on his lawful jurisdiction.”
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soul went after it abandoned its bddy.Plutarch, too, marveling at the splendid military
careers of Lucullus and Cimon, pointed out how th@oGreek nor Roman, besides such
mythological heroes as Heracles, Dionysus, PerseuksJason, had ever before dared to
march through those remote lartfs.Certainly, the distance and exoticism of Armenia
were favorite tropes for ancient Greek and Romahaas, and they planted them within
different genres to enhance their narratives. theise very reiterations of Armenia’s
remoteness brought the place closer on the cularéon of the Greeks and the
Romans. And when ambitious generals like Luculisjon, or Pompey actually found
themselves in Armenia, they were inspired by asd amployed those stories to build
support and to frame their own reputations withie& tontext of mythological heroes and

grand deeds.

180 phaedo Ed. J. BurnetPlatonis operaVolume 1. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1900 (rep6.7)9For the
famous setting of the Greek world between the Risasis to the East and the pillars of Heraclesgttait
of Gibraltar) to the West where “we live around #ea...like ants or frogs around a swamp,” see p. 109

(Stephanus’s systemEtt totvuv, €dr), TARUEYA TL ElVaL aVTO, Kol UAS OLKELV TOUG HEXOL
‘HoakAelwv o)A@V ano PAoDOC €V TLLKQE TVL HOQLW, OTIEQ TEQL TEAUA LUQUNKAG T
Batoaxovg mepl v OdAattav oikobvtag...For Socrates’ mystical, yet detailed depictiontf t
transformative nature of the underworld as weitafcation, see pp. 112-113 (Stephanus’s systém):
HLEV 0OV O1 AAAQ TTOAAG Te Kal peyaAa kat iavTodama Qevpatd ot Ty XAvel d doa Ovta
€V TOVTOLG TOLG TMOAAOLG TETTAQ” ATTA QEVHATA, WV TO UEV PEYLOTOV Kol EEwTatw Q€ov Tepl
KUKA@ 0 kaAoUpevog Diceavog €0y, TOUTOL D€ KATAVTIKQL Kal Evavtiong 0éwv Axéowv, O¢ ol
E0NHWV TE TOTWV Qel AAAWV Kt d1) kal UTIO YNV QéwV €ig TNV Alpvnv ddcveitat v
Axegovotada, ob al TV TeTeAevTNKOTWYV PuXal TV MOAAGV dpikvodvTat Kal Tvag
elpaQUEéVOUS XoOVoUg Helvaoal, at eV HaKQoTEQOUG, al O& BoayuTéQous, MAALY EKTTéLmovTal
elg tac tov Cowv yevéoels [Certainly, there are many other large rivers okaltls, and among these
there are four of note; the biggest which flowgloa outside in a circle is called Oceanus; oppafite
and flowing in the opposite direction is the Acherit flows through many other deserted regions and

further underground makes its way to the Acherukika to which the souls of the majority come after
death and, after remaining there for a certain eypd time, longer for some, shorter for othersythre

sent back to birth as living creatures]

161 Cimon. Ed. K. ZieglerPlutarchi vitae parallelagVol. 1.1, 4th edition. Leipzig: Teubner, 1969.apker

3, section 2o0te Yoo EAANvwv Kipwvog ovte Pwpaiwv AevkdAAov medTegog ovdels oUTw

pHakQav moAepav meonABev, é£w Adyov tfepévwv T@v ka®” HoaxkAéa kat Atdvvoov, el Té Tt
ITepoéwg mEog AiBioTag 1) <meoc> Mndoug kat Agpeviovg [1)] Tdoovog égyov aéldmiotov €k

TV TOTE XOOVWV UV Gpepopevoy eic tovg vov aditat [No Hellene before Cimon and no Roman
before Lucullus carried his wars into such rematelk, if we leave out of our account the expldits o
Heracles and Dionysus, and whatever credible deeEerseus against the Aethiopians or Medes and
Armenians, or of Jason, have been brought dowhenmtemory of man from those early times to our own]
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For Plato, Armenia symbolized the final destinatod one’s life-journey. In the
Old Testament, however, Armenia was the placeasifibeginning. Shortly into
Genesiswe discover that Armenia was where wrecked hutyavas washed ashore for
its second chance. After the serpentine disgréelam and Eve, after Cain’s maniacal
murder of his brother Abel, after the abysmal cptian of generation upon generation,
God sent His angry downpour to drown every livinopg on the face of the earth. He
made a single exception for Noah and his familfze Tlood lasted 150 days before
God’s mercy finally brought the ark of Noah to theuntains of Ararat®? The waters
receded, and Noah set a redeemed humanity orgooigential future.

Later writers (including modern ones) would hearkeck to this early Old
Testament story to highlight the unique positioahenia within biblical history. By
the late fourth and the early fifth centuries, #rean historian Philostorgius, born in
Cappadocia from where Gregory (the future lllumommnpbrought Christianity to Trdat,
grasped this Old Testament opportunity to highlighmhenia’s primordial Christian
legitimacy. We should look here at Philostorgiestended account both for its
presentation of Noah’s ark and for the geographpoasltioning of Armenia at his time:

The Euphrates, however, to all appearance, tékeseé among the Armenians; in

this region stands the Mountain of Ararat so caéeen to the present day by the

Armenians: it is the same mountain on which Sargsays that the ark rested.

Many fragments of the wood and nails, of whichdhewas composed, are said

to be preserved until today in those localitigsisTs the place where the

Euphrates takes its rise. At first, it is but aafiratream, but gradually increases in

size and absorbing into itself many other tribytavers which flow into it, it

passes through Upper and Lower Armenia in its edwaurse. First of all, it cuts
through Syria Euphratensis so called after therrifterwards, however, it cuts

its way through the rest of Syria, winding alonighwnany varied folds in every
region which it passes through until it reacheabfa where it takes a circular

%2 The Septuagint with Apocryph@reek and EnglishHendrickson Publishers, 2007 {igrinting).
Genesis 8.4 for AraraKi éxaBioev 1) kiBwTog €v unvi T €BO0W, EROOUTN Kal elkAdL TOD
unvog, €mti o 8 T Apapdt), but see also chapters 6 through 8.
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course when nearly opposite to the Red Sea; ahdaemg in its windings a large
tract of land, finally turns its course towards thind called Caecias, or Northeast
and rushes into the Tigris. Here its waters doemtitely mingle with those of the
Tigris; but though partly absorbed in it, it flowarallel to the Tigris with the
largest portion of its waters and finally mixegiwthe Tigris near about Susa; and
thenceforward, the Euphrates having lost its iedeent name, the two rivers
flow conjointly into the Persian Gulf. The distrighich lies between these two
rivers, the Euphrates, namely, and the Tigrislled Mesopotami&®

In this section on Christianity, we need not digresth discussions of geography, but it
was worth making clear Philostorgius’ placing oh#ania in a Mesopotamian context
away from Roman control.

The eighth-century Armenian historian Moses of dmowent so far as to put

Noah's ark in the center of the Armenian kingdfhLocal New Testament traditions

developed, too. Already in the first century, Ttaeus, one of the 70 apostles,

183 Historia ecclesiastica (fragmenta ap. Photiu}. F. Winkelmann (post J. BideBerlin: Akademie
Verlag, 1981 Epitome of Book llIFragment 8:0 8¢ Evpodtng motapog € Agpeviov kata to
EOPavES dvatéAAet, EvBa O 60¢ E0Tiv TO AQOAT, €Tt Kal TEOG AQpeviwy obTw
KaAoUpevov, €’ ol katl TV KIPwToV deuodnval pnotv 1] yoadr): N dxot kol vov eival paoty
oL pka Aeipava t@v te EVAWV kKal twv fAwv ékeloe owlopeva. évtevBev kai 6 Evdpoatne
0Alyoc T mp@Ta QUElS, mEoBatvwy del yivetal pellwv, mMAeiotouvg EppaAlovtag avt®
TIOTAHOVG €1G TIV £€ALTOL TIROCTYoRIAV oUVEPEAKOLLEVOC. TV Agueviay 0& TV Te HeyYAANV
Kal TV pkoav dteABwv, Emetta mEOELOL, TEPVWV HEV TEdTEQOV TV Lvolav TV idlwg
Evpoatnoilav kadovpévny, Emerta HévTot kal v AAANV: Kal tadtnv d¢ Kol v aAANv
dlapenpapevog, kat EAka dlaomv @V dtetot Mokl wtatny kAaoOeilg, omnvika ) Agafia
neAdoe, évtavBa O kukAotepws kat” avtikoL ¢ EguBpac BaAdoong mapevexOeig katl
XWEOV 0UK OALYTV YKOATIWOAEVOG, ETIELTA TIQOG KalKloy &dveHoV €mOTEEPEL TO QelOQOV,
6omeg oLV Popéov Te Kal dnnAwdtov péoog éotnke. kol mEog tov Tiyonta motapov épuroac.
ATALOTOL Héoog €otnke. kait mEog tov TiyenTa MoTapov 0gUroag ov)X 0log Té £0TLV AVTQ
OAwe CLHUTEAL AAAX HOLQAS TIOLV €V TG DX HECOL MAQAVAAOVUEVOG, TI) UTTOAELTTOHEVT),
peylotn te ovom Kal vavg avaoxéoBat duvatwtd, @ Tiyontt kata Lovoag paAlota
OLUTITITEL Kal ON) TNG EAVTOV TOOT]YORIAS ATIOTAVOAUEVOG, OUV €Kelve oG ToVv [legoikov
KATAoUEETAL KOATIOV. KAl TO Hetall Twv dV0 mMotapwv TovTwV, ToL Te TiyenTog kat Tov

Evdodtov, Mecomotapio tuyxavet mgooayogevopuevov. We do not know much about
Philostorgius, for his affinity for Arianism caus#te suppression of his writings. The ninth-century
patriarch Photius abbreviated Philostorgius’ higtand commented on his style and presentation. As |
indicated above, Philostorgius was born in Cappiada@ter in his life, Philostorgius moved to
Constantinople.

184 History of Armenia. Il. Chapter 6, p. 90. For madlecholars who have tried to identify the precise
place where the ark supposedly landed accordiagddable Armenian sources, see Peetaadegende de
saint Jacquesp. 318-336 and V. Inglisia\rmenien in der BibgVienna, 1935), p. 21 and p. 454.

98



supposedly brought Jesus’ teachings to Armeniayfach he was martyred there. It was
also said that the apostle Bartholomew, one obtiggnal 12 and a personal witness of
Jesus’ Ascension, traveled widely in Armenia, spirgthe Christian messad&.
According to one tradition, Bartholomew was behéadeArmenia. Another account,
the more popular one, has it that Bartholomew cdedehe king of Armenia himself,
Polymius. Appalled at what he presumably saw lasteayal of local customs, Polymius’
brother seized Bartholomew, vengefully flayed a@mehtcrucified the Christian

apostle’®® Keeping to this tradition that centered on thetesque flaying of
Bartholomew, Michelangelo in theast Judgmentfamously portrayed him as holding in
hand his own skin.

All'in all, both Old and New Testament traditiansArmenia were taken to
collaborate in confirming that various great Chaistheroes had traversed the lands of
Armenia from the very beginning. Thus, the mod€@ne Holy Universal Apostolic
Orthodox Armenian Church” considers the apostleadtiaeus and Bartholomew as its
founders. And, modern Christians and touristsuisting in the Armenian tradition, could
visit and commemorate the tombs of Thaddeus anth&amew, said to be located at
the sites of Ardaze (Magou) and Albac (Bashkaledhe southeastern part of the
country.

It is important to note here that the modern AriraerChurch regards St. Gregory,

who converted king Trdat (in 301 according to theuch), only as the first official

%5 The Greek New TestameBds. Barbara Aland, Kurt Aland, Johannes Kargwinldos, Carlo M.
Martini, and Bruce M. Metzger. Stuttgart: Deuts@&ikelgesellschaft, 2005 ({Qrinting). Acts 1: 4, 12,
13.

186 3.F. Fenlon. “St. Bartholomew.” [Fhe Catholic Encyclopedi&New York: Robert Appleton Company.
Retrieved July 10, 2010 froMew Adventhttp://www.newadvent.org/cathen/02313c.hirhe chronology
generally accepted computes the mission of St. dénaglas eight years (A.D. 35-43) and that of St.
Bartholomew as sixteen years (A.D. 44-60).
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bishop of Armenia. Even Trdat himself (despite phe-Constantinian conversion from
the Church’s perspective) is not technically seetha first Armenian royal convert. The
Church has appropriated the story of the healirgcamversion of king Abgar V in
Osrh@ng in the first century. Given the centrality ofglaccount in the teachings of the
modern Armenian Church and our objective to traaéyeChristianity in Armenia, it is
important to consider briefly Abgar’s interestirtgry.

King Abgar fell ill.**”" Hearing about Jesus’ miracles, Abgar sent a fbletter to
Jesus, asking Him to come to the city of Edessaeasd his pain. Jesus actually replied,
apologizing that He was too busy to visit at themeat. But, He promised that after His
earthly mission was completed and He had reacha&gehe He would send one of His
disciples to visit Abgar and to cure him from Hisess. From heaven, Jesus did not
forget Abgar and sent his disciple Thaddeus. Thasldame, saw, and healed,
converting and baptizing Abgar in the process. clyithereafter, the temples of the
false gods were closed, and the statues of ths,igl@iced on columns and altars, were
dismantled. Yet, or so the story continues, Alidmot directly force anyone to follow
him. Nonetheless, the number of Christians irkimgdom increased.

Eventually, Abgar wrote to the Roman emperor Tilse(r. 14-37). As a devout
Christian, Abgar wanted Tiberius to punish the Jbasause they had crucified Jesus
after having disregarded completely His great adneents and numerous miracles. At
the time of the Crucifixion, Abgar reported, thensuvent dark, and a colossal earthquake

shook the world. Then came Jesus’ Resurrectiahethird day and His appearance to

167 éroubna d’Edesseélistoire d’Abgar et de la prédication de Thadd@eaduite pour la premiére fois sur
le manuscript unique et inédit de la Bibliothéquatibhale de Paris par Jean-Raphael Emine. Victor
Langlois, ed.Collection des historiens anciens et modernes/Alariénie Paris, 1881. [This and all
subsequent translations from French into Englishnaine]. Chapter XXXIII, p. 328.
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several people. All of this, Abgar pointed outgha be enough to convince anyone
(including the recalcitrant Jews) to believe inugslivinity.'®® Yet, the Jews remained
unforgivably skeptical. Thus, Abgar was urgentiyifooning the emperor for a general

anti-Jewish policy and for an official decree “thghout the world” proclaiming “Christ

as the true God'®°

Tiberius wrote back. In fact, he had already ireambthe news about Jesus from
Pontius Pilate. Tiberius then informed Abgar o déecision:

| have wanted to order this, which you have prepdse., to declare Jesus divine
and to punish the Jews for crucifying Hif}), but it is the custom of the Romans
to accept a god not simply by the order of theeseign but also by a decision
from the senate. Therefore, We had to proposadh@ssion of this god to the
senate. The senate rejected the proposition witkeept...

However, We have allowed all those, who see,itditaccept Jesus

among the gods, and We have threatened with @d#ldtiose who speak

against the Christians. In terms of the Jews, hdee dared to crucify Jesus, who,
so far as We understand, did not deserve eitleecrtbss nor death, but was
worthy of honor and adoration, We will examine ib®ue after We have put
down the revolt of the Spaniards, and We will ttea Jews accordingfy?

Shifting into a short theological excursus, Abgaplied to Tiberius:
| received the letter, which your majesty had tent and | am pleased with the

orders brought about by your wisdom. If you allm&, my opinion is that the
decision of the senate is ridiculous because,rdogpto reason, it is up to the

188 éroubna d’Edesselistoire d’Abgar et de la prédication de Thadd&hapter XXXIII, p. 329. In
Victor Langlois’ Collection

189 éroubna d’Edesselistoire d’Abgar et de la prédication de Thadd&hapter XXXIII, p. 329. In
Victor Langlois’ Collection Ta majesté sait donc ce qu’elle doit ordonnéégalrd du people juif qui a
commit ce forfait; elle sait si elle doit publieanpout I'univers I'ordre d’adore le Christ commeDéu
véritable.

10| do not capitalize here for Jesus because Tibedi not accept Christ as a god. In my own gerteral
and in quotations from Christian sources, | haveveationally capitalized.

11 éroubna d’Edesselistoire d’Abgar et de la prédication de Thadd&hapter XXXIII, p. 329. In
Victor Langlois’ Collection J’ai voulu moi aussi faire ce que tu proposessrmamme il est d’'usage chez
les Romains de ne pas admettre un Dieu [nouveanslator’s addition] sur I'ordre du souverain
seulement, tant que le sénat ne s’est pas réunidignuter I'affaire, j'ai donc da proposer I'admsisn de
ce Dieu au sénat qui I'a rejeté avec mépris... Toigenous avons donné ordre a tous ceux a qui cela
conviendra, de recevoir Jésus parmi les dieuxpes mvons menacé de mort quiconque parlera enesal d
chrétiens. Quant aux Juifs qui ont osé crucifisudéqui, ainsi que je 'ai appris, ne méritaitan€roix, ni

la mort, mais était digne d'étre honoré et addegaminerai I'affaire quand j'aurai apaisé la réealles
Hispaniens, et je traiterai ces Juifs selon leuritmé
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people to confer divinity. Then, if God is notifig to man, He cannot be god
because it is absolutely necessary that God keptext by man. Then, my majesty
should think that it is necessary to send anajbgernor to Jerusalem to replace
Pilate who has to be chased with ignominy fromgbst on which you have
placed him because he had followed the desireeoféws and had crucified
Christ unjustly and without receiving your commaffd
Unfortunately, we do not know much about the autiiAbgar’s story above.
The original text is lost, and Moses of Khorenhe eighth century is simply the only one
from whom we can receive any information at alhu$, we learn from Moses that the
author is a certain Leroubna of Edessa. Supposkéigubna was a contemporary of
Abgar and a historian of his reign in the firsttwey. It is from this history of Abgar that
the epistolary exchange between Abgar and Jesdslaer, between Abgar and Tiberius
is presumably extracted. A son of a local pag&sprLeroubna most likely never
converted, for the Christian priest Moses of Khoneld have probably mentioned' ¢

In the fourth century, the ecclesiastical histoftaisebius of Caesarea was also

drawn to Abgar’s story’* In fact, he found it so important that he clainedave gone

all the way to the archives of Edessa to retriauaip documentsgy eic kal tovt@v

AVAYQATITOV TNV HAQTLOLV €K TV kKata BEdeooav...ypappuatoPvAakeiowv

172 éroubna d’Edesselistoire d’Abgar et de la prédication de Thadd&hapter XXXIII, pp. 329-330. In
Victor Langlois’ Collection J'ai regu la lettre écrite de la part de ta m#&jes$ je me suis réjoui des orders
émanés de ta sagesse. Si tu le permets, mon agseeks conduite du sénat est ridicule; car, sklon
raison, c’est d’aprés le jugement des hommes qaersére la divinité. Ainsi donc, si Dieu ne comtipas
a ’'homme, il ne peut étre Dieu, car il faut dettonécessité que Dieu soit accepté par 'lhommecDon
mon seigneur pensera qu'il est juste d’envoyerutreggouverneur a Jérusalem, en place de Pilatéaifui
étre chassé avec ignominie de I'emploi élevé diatais appelé; car il a fait la volonté des J@fsrucifié
le Christ injustement et sans ton ordre.

13 Victor Langlois, ed.Collection des historiens anciens et modernesAleriénie Paris, 1881. pp. 315-
316.

174 Eusébe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastifite G. Bardy. 3 volsSources chrétienneParis: Editions
du Cerf, 1:1952. Book I, Chapter 13. For a schglattempt to determine the historical veracity behi
Eusebius’ account see Sebastian Brock. “EusebuiSgriac Christianity.’EusebiusChristianity, and
Judaism Harold W. Attridge and Gohei Hata, eds. Detfdfayne State University Press, 1992. pp. 212-
234. Brock’s conclusion is, “In light of the evidenset out above there seems to be no choicedor th
historian but to reject Eusebius’ account on Thadtmission to Edessa as a legend without histbrica
basis.” p. 227. As it will become clear from my raive above, my objective in recalling Eusebius’
account is different, for | try to understand addr@ss critically Eusebius’ own authorial perspexcti
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AndOeioav...év youv toig abtdOL dnpooiog x&otawg).'”® In the records of Edessa,
Eusebius stumbled upon Abgar’s letters and traedldtem in full from the original
Syriac into Greekéfc thg Zvowv dwvic petapAndeiowv).”’® In one of those letters,
Eusebius claimed that Abgar was hailed as “the kuigg the most noteworthy of the
peoples beyond the Euphratefxgilevc APByapog, twv Otep Evdpodtnv é0vav
gruonuotata dvvaotevwv). Immediately, we can see that the direct astiooiaf
Abgar with Armenia, which Leroubna made, is hera-egistent:’” In Eusebius’
account, the nature of Abgar’s sovereignty wasitious, but nebulous® From the
beginning, therefore, we begin to see points dédkhce in our two stories of Abgar.
We should examine them in further detail, keepmgind their authorial perspective.

Eusebius’ quotation of Abgar’s letter to Jesugahderoubna’s major points, but
the theological sophistication of Abgar is hereanded. Abgar supposedly wrote,

“Having heard all these things [miracles and hegljrabout you, | decided that it is one

of the two, either that you are God, who having ealown from heaven, does these

15 Eusébe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastifite G. Bardy. 3 volsSources chrétienneParis: Editions
du Cerf, 1:1952. Book I, Chapter 13.5.

18 Eusébe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastifice G. Bardy. 3 volsSources chrétienneParis: Editions
du Cerf, 1:1952. Book I, Chapter 13.5.

17 éroubna d’Edesselistoire d’Abgar et de la prédication de Thadd&hapter XXXIII. In Victor
Langlois’ Collection p. 329: Abgar introduces himself as “a king & #krmenians” (roi des Arméniens).
Note also Eusebius’ interchangeable usage of “k{fgloiAevc) and “toparches” fortdoxng). Eusébe
de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastiqiel. G. Bardy. 3 volsSources chrétienneParis: Editions du Cerf,
1:1952. Book I, Chapter 13.6 for “toparchesdftdoxnc). In the Hellenistic and early Roman period,

“toparches” fortaoxnc) stood for a medium-ranked official administeragdistrict. At least for Eusebius
in the fourth century, the title apparently becayeonymous with “king.”

18 Eusébe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastifite G. Bardy. 3 volsSources chrétienneParis: Editions
du Cerf, 1:1952. Book I, Chapter 13.2. Note hensép Lake’s confused translation from the Loeb:
“King Abgar, the celebrated monarch of the natibagond the Euphrates.” Lake misses the superlative
referent of émionuotata’ and the participial form ofduvaotevwv.” Presumably, Lake was affected
by Eusebius’ intent to keep Abgar’s political saignty non-specific, thus implying larger breadiid a
illustrious supremacy. Thus, Lake has relied oe ‘$bmantic feel” of the sentence, which | beliesédnas
captured, though ultimately he is grammaticallyoimect. See Lake’s Eusebilhe Ecclesiastical History
Volume I. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1988t reprint). pp. 85-86.
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things or that you are a Son of God for doing thbseys.™"® It is difficult to render the
theological point here without deviating into coelTrinitarian debates, and given our
objectives, there is no need to go in that directi8 But, it is important to point out that
the nature of Abgar’s sentence puts into quesherauthenticity of the entire letter. The
high level of understanding of the Father-Son refeship displayed in this line actually
developed progressively during the three centdrea Abgar’s reign in the first to
Eusebius and the Council of Nicaea in the fourthtuwey. Thus, putting words in the
mouth of Abgar, Eusebius was playing contemporageplogical politics. Eusebius
skipped (assuming that the original included théiexaversion of Leroubna, of course)
Abgar’s subsequent exchange with Tiberius. We Imav&angible evidence to explain
Eusebius’ omission (if Eusebius was even makingraission).

We should also note that Eusebius’ account isfsigntly less anti-Jewish than
Leroubna’s. Eusebius’ version goes against the dmly once, more briefly, and more
implicitly, especially when compared to Leroubngrelonged and explicit harangues.
According to Eusebius, Abgar wrote, “For, | alsaftethat the Jews are mocking you

and want to harm you. | have the smallest and [festrious city, which is sufficient

19 Eusébe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastifice G. Bardy. 3 volsSources chrétienneParis: Editions
du Cerf, 1:1952. Book I, Chapter 13.718ti ta0ta mavTa AKOVOAS TEQL 0OV, KATX VOUV €0EUNV TO
€teQov TV OO, 1) OTL OV €l 6 BedC Kal KaTAPAS &ATIO TOD OLEAVOD TOLELS TADTA, T) LIOG €L TOV
Beob mowwv tavta. Note that &mo Tob ovpavov” literally means “from the sky,” though even in
classical literature the word refers to “the plaegond the sky vault where the gods reside.” Tinus,
Christian literature, Sboavog” is rendered as “heaven.”

180 By the middle of the fourth century, Orthodoxy eatted a type of theology that drew no distinction i
substance between the Father and the Son. Itredstad on the lack of subordination between ttbdfa
and the Son, a point which came to the fore imihéh-century debates on the procession of the Holy
Spirit. Thus, the Papacy argued that the Holy Spinceeded from the Fathidaroughthe Son, which from
an Orthodox perspective implied subordination.
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for both of us*®* The last sentence would not make much sensevirié not actually an
allusion to a passage in the Book of Ecclesiastesreva poor man saves his small, yet
important city from the grasp of a powerful kitfj. Abgar compared Jesus and himself
to that pauper whose wisdom and power to save@pibtect were bigger than mere
outward appearances might suggest.

If we collate both accounts of Abgar, we can des@coverlap in the claim that
there was an early Christian conversion of a l&tad. And, we can also see that both
accounts set religious distance from the Jews.shéeld note, in contrast, that Moses of
Khoren later claimed that Abgar’s wikéelenedid charity work inJerusalemgenerously
distributing corn during ravenous famin&s. In fact, Helene, the queen of the kingdom
of Adiabene, was not Abgar’s wife at all, so Mosessrepresentation, if conscious,
might be indicative of later cultural re-alignmemiih the Jews in the regidfi’

Given these references to Jews in the storiestamgar, early Christianity’s
strong interconnection with Judaism, and our atteémpsolate a historical core from

these narratives, we need to examine carefully there@ature of the Jewish presence in

181 Eysébe de Césarée. Histoire ecclésiastifice G. Bardy. 3 volsSources chrétienneParis: Editions
du Cerf, 1:1952. Book I, Chapter 1318t yap fjkovoa Ott kat Tovdaiot kataryoyyvlovot oov kai
BovAovtal kak@woatl oe. TTOALG ¢ [KQOTATH MOl 0Tt Kal oepvr), NTic é£aokel AUPOTEQOLS.

2 The Septuagint with Apocryph@reek and EnglishHendrickson Publishers, 2007 {grinting).
Ecclesiastes 9.1410A1g pucod kol avogeg €v avTh) 0ALyol, kat EABT) € avtv BaoAelg péyag
Kal KUKA@OT) avTny, Kat oikodounon én’ avtnyv xdoakag peyadAovg: kat e01) €v adt) avooa
TiévnTta 0odov, kat daowor) avTog TV OALY €V 1) codia avTov, Kol dvOowTog ovk Epuviiotn
oLV TOL &vdQOG ToL TévnTog Eketvov. Kal eima €y, ayadr) codia vTep dOvauwy: kat codia

o0 TévNTog €£0LdevwéVn, kal ol AdyoL avToD ovk eioakovdpevol [Suppose there were a small
city and a few men in it. Suppose also that theoaikl come against it a great king, and besiegad,
build great mounds against it. Suppose then théinte there a poor, wise man and he should saveith
through his wisdom. Yet, no man would remember ploatr man. And | said wisdom is better than power,
but the wisdom of the poor man is neglected, ardvoirds are not heeded].

183 Jacob Neusner. “The Jews in Pagan Armediaitnal of the American Oriental SocigWol. 84, No. 3
(Jul.-Sept., 1964). pp. 230-240. p. 235.

18 jJacob Neusner. “The Jews in Pagan Armediaitnal of the American Oriental SocigWol. 84, No. 3
(Jul.-Sept., 1964). pp. 230-240. p. 235: Neusngues that Moses of Khoren'’s rendition of Abgartagt
“has no historical value whatever.” See also ffwlh¥ere Neusner points out that Josephus preseldsdie
as “the queen mother of Adiabene” who went andgzhssit free corn in times of famine.
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the region. For, in addition, we know from elsevenim the Roman empire that early
Christianity traveled throughout the Mediterrangagecisely within Jewish communities.
And, scholars to this day have repeated after Aldatlihack that from 7% to 10% of the
Roman population in the first several centuriesrafesus’ birth was Jewish. In the
beginning of the first century when Abgar reignéetre was a total of 4-4.5 million
Jews out of 60 million people in the empifa.Of course, the number is difficult to
establish with certainty, but it gives us a gensegise of proportion.

We have already pointed out that by the fourtitwgmAramaic was one of the
primary languages in Armenia, and, as we have segne ancient authors even drew
etymological connections between “Aramaic” and “Aman,” implying the
predominant Jewishness of the region. In pre-@GansArmenia, there was a Jewish
community around lake Urmia at the Persian bottfeThe community traced its origins
to the northern Israelites. Between the first egnB.C. and the first century A.D., a
large number of Jews lived around the city of Nisitm the border with Armeni&’ For
a few years during the first century A.D., a Jewdghasty even ruled large portions of
Armenia. The Romans supported those rulers franhtuse of Herod as part of their
effort to assure the allegiance of the easterrcipaiities. Thus, Greater Armenia was
ruled for a time by Tigranes, son of Alexander @ddlian) and his wife, a daughter of
Archaelaus, king of Cappadocia. Nero (r. 54-68)ficmed a second Herodian, Tigranes,

in Greater Armenia. In Lesser Armenia, Nero entkrbAristobulus, Herod the Great’s

185 Adolf Harnack.The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in thesEThreeCenturies. Tr. and ed.
James Moffatt. New York: Harper and Brothers, 19§1.7-8.

1% jacob Neusner. “The Jews in Pagan Armediaitnal of the American Oriental SocigWol. 84, No. 3
(Jul.-Sept., 1964). pp. 230-240. p. 231.

187 Jacob Neusner. “The Jews in Pagan ArmediaLitnal of the American Oriental SocieWol. 84, No. 3
(Jul.-Sept., 1964). pp. 230-240. p. 234.
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grandson. These Roman political appointments eradigitied to the Treaty of Rhandeia
in A.D. 63, which we have already overviewed aboks.a brief reminder here, the
Romans gained the privilege formally to appoinbtigh a lavish Roman ceremony the
local Armenian kings and thus “to supervise” thehilevithe Persians gained the dynastic
control.

All those early kings in Armenia were compelleddtiwnplay their Judaism as a
trade-off for Roman and Persian support. Certatibgephus considered them as bad
Jews'™®® Yet, the very need to appoint Jewish kings onAttreenian throne points to a
large Jewish population in the local demographkeré were also two major
resettlement campaigns that brought more JewsAimteenia. One was done by the
Assyrians, and the other by Trdat Il in the thieshtury who deported Jews from
Palestine into Armenia. We also know that thereewdews in Armenia’s major cities
Valarshapat and Artaxata. Later in the 380s, #rsiBnshahShapur Il (r. 309-379),
deported those of them who had converted to Canigyi.

Clearly then, Abgar’s story of his reported corsven in the first century if put in
a specific Armenian context demands that we loakfadbm a Jewish perspective. In
Leroubna’s account, there is reason to believetttgapagan historian attempted to turn
the local Jews against Abgar and the Christiangdingting out the king's
uncompromising aggressiveness. Eusebius’ acconrnhe other hand, is more delicate.
It tries to persuade the Jews of the wisdom of $Tilanity more than it seeks to attack

them. Calling to his aid a passage from the Bddkoalesiastes, Eusebius carefully

188 JosephusDe bello JudaicoEd. B. Niese Flavii losephi operaBerlin: Weidmann, 1895 (repr. 1955).
Book II, Section 222, and Section 252. See alsepluss Antiquitates Judaica€ed. B. NieseFlavii
losephi operavols. 1-4. Volume 4. Berlin: Weidmann, 1890 (rej®55). Book 18, Chapter 5, Section 4.
Also, TacitusAnnals Tr. John Jackson. Cambridge: Harvard Universigs® (Loeb Classical Library).
1998. Book 2, Chapter 3 for the earlier history.
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presented Christianity as “wiser” Judaism. Thedam of Solomon had taught the Jews
not to underestimate the pauper facing the powé&nmg, and Christianity, Eusebius
suggested by a way of simile, was like that poon mavhom actually the truth and the
city’s salvation lay. Thus, by converting a familiOld Testament story that focused on
human and divine wisdom presumably pointing to d&3orist, Eusebius subsequently
hoped to convert his Jewish audience, too.

Having studied Abgar’s story from a specificalgwish perspective, we can see
better some of the local tensions of early Chmmstyain the region. Even when it
affected the local political elite, Christianityijad mostly the Jewish communities and
did not call for imperial intervention. In Leroudss version, a Christian king demanded
the persecutions of Jews from the Roman emperorpebktponed his decision, for he
needed to deal with more pressing and importaatraff In this case, it was the Spanish
revolt.

Even during the early Roman expansion into Armémeé essentially relied on
appointing Jewish kings on the local throne, thenBio protégés actually had to
downplay their Judaism to secure imperial suppdudaism or Christianity were not the
primary concerns of the Roman emperor who hadvbeyday administrative problems
of an entire empire to deal with. Above all, tmeperor’s job was to secure internal
stability and social prosperity. Strange easteittsdike Judaism and Christianity
became a preoccupation only when they jolted thmdogovernance of the provinces.
The political pragmatism of the Roman emperor igontant to keep in mind as we are
about to enter the next section on Armenia’s suggasique status in global

Christianity.
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Armenia: The First Christian State in the World?

In this section, we will not run a strict veriftcan test on the highly disputed
Armenian conversion date. Instead, we will keepupobjectives and will present some
of the most important early accounts on “the Armaargonversion as an entire people”
and will analyze them from the particular perspexgiof their authors and within the
context of “frontier dynamics” if relevant. We widomment on their plausibility for an
early date only marginally. In addition to thewsdtmethodological impasse in all
scholarship set on a quest to find “the exact tatelat’s early conversion (from the
strict perspective of this study) would mean that Roman emperor did not directly
influence it, and my general point would be estdi#d with no further effort. But, let us
stop here with these stipulations and step intovibiéd of the ancient authors and their
views on Armenia and its Christianity.

In the late second century and the early thirdurgnthe North African
theologian Tertullian was the first to refer to #enenians broadly (and vaguely) as an
entire Christian peop®® Interested in converting the Jews, Tertulliantem polemical
piece in which he extolled the greatness of Clanigty*?° In order to substantiate his
arguments in front of a Jewish audience, Tertultelated numerous Old Testament
citations to New Testament examples of “prophedjlifuent.” His theological

technique was allegorical exegesis, which wouldbexthe hallmark of the North

189 For a very good introduction on Tertullian, indiugl a rich bibliography for further studies, see
Hubertus R. DrobneiThe Fathers of the Church: A Comprehensive IntrtidncHendrickson Publishers,
2007. pp. 153-164.

19 Adversus ludaeoslbersetzt und eingeleitet Regina Hauses. Brepo7 .2
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African biblical methodology®* Thus, the Bible was imbued with multifaceted
symbolism for Tertullian, but at its semantic cexerything pointed to Jesus. All
peoples, according to Tertullian, seemed to hawdergtood it, even some Jews in
Jerusalem. Tertullian rhetorically asked:

For whose right hand does God the Father holdChust’s, His Son?--whom all
peoples have heard, that is, in whom all peopde® bhelieved, whose preachers
and the apostles have been pointdaeifPsalms of David: “Into the universe,”
says he, “has travelled out their voice, and tidoends of the world have
reached their words. For, in whom else have tloples around the world
believed, but in Christ who has already come?homw have the peoples
believed: the Parthians, the Medes, the Elamated they who inhabit
Mesopotamia, Armenia, Phrygia, Cappadocia, angie dwell in Pontus, and
Asia, and Pamphylia, the inhabitants of Egypt, gnage who live in the region of
Africa which is beyond Cyrene, Romans and natiyes, and in Jerusalem

the Jewsand all other peoples; as, for instance, by thietithe varied peoples
of the Gaetulians, and the manifold groups ofMlw®rs, all the peoples within
the domains of Spain, and the diverse peoplesaaf,@nd the groups of the
Britons, unconquerable by the Romans, but subgagly Christ, and the
Sarmatians, and the Dacians, and the Germanshar@tythians, and many
remote peoples, and those of provinces and islaraohy of them, to us unknown,
and whom we can scarce enumerste?

Clearly, Tertullian’s passage does not isolateAtmaenians as the first Christian
community. Quite to the contrary, the Armeniares aut in a list that practically
included the entire world. Tertullian’s objectiwesre polemical, and the little historical

observation that we could extract from this quotais about the rich diversity of the

91 As opposed to typological exegesis, which devealdpehe school of Antioch. Thus, instead of taking
biblical anecdotes symbolically, the Antiocheneaalsought anecdotal parallels between the Olctlagd
New Testament, so events and personages of theadtdment were “types” on foreshadowing of events
and personages of the New Testament.

192 Adversus ludaeudlbersetzt und eingeleitet Regina Hauses. Bre@037. Chapter 7.3-4: Cui etenim
tenet dexteram pater deus nisi Christo filio sugm et exaudierunt omnes gentes, id est cui onesg
crediderunt, cuius et praedicatores apostoli innpisaDavid ostenduntur: “In universam,” inquit, ftam
exivit sonus eorum et ad terminos terrae verbara®@tun quem enim alium universae gentes crediderunt
nisi in Christum qui iam venit? Cui etenim credigiergentes, “Parthi et Medi et Elamitae et qui tatii
Mesopotamiam Armeniam Phrygiam Cappadociam, inteteRontum et Asiam Pamphyliam, immorantes
Aegypto et regiones Africae quae est trans Cyrémegibitantes, Romani et incolae,” tunc et in Hialam
ludaei et ceterae gentes, ut iam Gaetulorum vt Maurorum multi fines, Hispaniarum omnes
termini et Galliarum diversae nationes et Britammoiinaccessa Romanis loca Christo vero subdita et
Sarmatarum et Dacorum et Germanorum et Scythar@aidiarum multarum gentium et provinciarum et
insularum multarum nobis ignotarum et quae enurearanus possumus?
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ancient world at which a non-specialist may perhapsvel. But, to the specific problem
of “the Armenian conversion,” Tertullian’s quotatibas quite plainly nothing to add.
And, it is ratheistrange(to put it mildly) that scholars have actuallyabed it to

advance a historical claim about the event atalll.

Eusebius of Caesarea presents another accouct sdholars have regularly
summoned to argue for the early conversion. Farfarusis ecclesiastical history, a
genre that he basically invented, Eusebius stradthrs narrative on the basis of a moral
dichotomy (good Christians vs. bad pagans). TRusgbius evaluates emperors and
kings on a scale of personal piety and the degreeéhich the ruler formally supported
Christianity. In a dark passage that bemoanedettent experiences of such natural
disasters as a drought, followed by a subsequenhé& a plague, and the searing
incursions of “anthrax,” a type of ulcer (Eusebaxplained) that inflamed the body and
usually led to blindness, he lashed out againsetheeror Maximinus Daia (r. 308-
313)

In addition to these things, the tyrant had thénker trouble of the war against the

Armenians, men who from ancient times had beemdis and allies of the

Romans; but as they were Christians and excegdaaghest in their piety

towards the Deity, this hater of God, by attengptim compel them to sacrifice to

idols and demons, made of them foes instead eridid, and enemies instead of

allies!®®

193 Nicholas AdontzArmenia in the Period of Justiniafir. and comm. Nina Gargm. Lisbon, 1970. pp.
270-271.
19 For the explanation of “anthrax,” skkistoire ecclésiastiqueEd. G. Bardy. Vol. 3, 1967 (reprinted).

Book 9.8:éAi0g d¢ v PpepwvULws ToL muewdoug évekev avBoal moooayopevduevov [This was
an ulcer, which on account of its inflammatory syomps was called “anthrax”].

195 Histoire ecclésiastiqueEd. G. Bardy. Vol. 3, 1967 (reprinted®ook 9.8.2:tovtoic
TIQOTEMAVIOTATAL TG TUEAVVQW O TIROS AQpLeVIoug TOAeHOG, Avdoag €€ apxalov Pllovg Te Kal
ovppaxovg Popaiwv, obg kat avtovg XoLotavolg 6vtag kat TV elg to Oelov evoéfetav dx
OTOLONG TOLOVUEVOLS O BeopLoTC eldAOLS BVEV KkKal dalooLy EMavayKaoat TETEQAUEVOG,
€x0pov¢ dvti pidwv kail moAeiovg AVTL CUHHAXWV KATECTHOATO.
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Maximinus spent most of his career in the Eastrevhe was the caesar (junior
emperor) under his uncle Galerius (r. 305-311)ertwally, Galerius adopted
Maximinus, thus giving his nephew a formal prontis¢he senior emperorship. In 303,
Galerius dragged Diocletian (r. 284-305) into denktpa general persecution against the
Christians in the empire. Eight years later, Gategave up and revoked his own policy.
Thus, in 311, he issued his Edict of Toleration pathmitted again the practice of
Christianity in the empire. Shortly thereafterwever, Galerius died, and Maximinus
took his place as a senior emperor of the Eastnoat immediately, Maximinus revoked
Galerius’ promulgation and turned against the Glans again. It is this decision that
Eusebius, in the above quotation, reproached.

If taken at face value, Eusebius’ account ceryasniggests that the Armenians
were Christians before Constantine’s personal a@nwe in 312. But, we should simply
recall the political, social, and geographical esthat we established above, and we
can quickly see how vague and imprecise Eusebéfistent actually is. Suddenly,
Eusebius’ “Armenia” dilutes into an ocean of poggibs. Any of Armenia’s numerous
satrapies could stand behind Eusebius’ referdmtie have to venture a guess, Eusebius
probably had in mind the western Armenian terré@syiwhich the Romans had annexed
in 299. We find a number of Christian communitesund the important theological
schools that developed in the cities of Nisibis Bdéssa. But, beyond such exercises in
historical conjectures, we should reconcile ourselo the fact that Eusebius’ passage
has basically nothing to do with the Armenian casian.

Moreover, Eusebius never mentioned king TrdatlatTdus, looked strictly from

Eusebius’ perspective, the conversion of king Traater actually happenédt is
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modern scholars who have readily (and imaginatjvelgrpolated Trdat's conversion
into the quotation above. Armenia, too, was meaethadowy place on Eusebius’
historical horizon. Besides the quotation above may find only one other lonely
reference to it in the entieécclesiastical History To pay Eusebius’ “Armenia” a visit,
we should go to the city of Alexandria in Egyptlre third century where we get to meet
the Alexandrian bishop and later saint, Dionysius.

Born in a wealthy family, Dionysius grew up in ooiethe richest and most
cosmopolitan cities of the empire. From an eaghy, de read voraciously and sought the
best teachers. Destined for a high bureaucrastipo, Dionysius suddenly converted to
Christianity. The conversion drastically reoriehfonysius’ personal ambitions, and he
abandoned forever any desire for “worldly glofy®” He decided to devote his life to the
Christian cause. Having heard of Origen’s vastligian and impressive theological
mind, Dionysius went to study under him. And, ewdren Origen later in his career fell
from favor in Alexandria, excommunicated by thelesi@astical authorities, Dionysius
stood behind his professor.

Unlike Origen, however, Dionysius was endorsedheyAlexandrian church.
Eventually, he became a bishop of Alexandria and #ssumed responsibility over one
of the most important centers of Christianity ie #mpire. But, those were difficult
times for Christians within the Roman state, fa& government treated them as cultural
and political dissidents. Dionysius, therefore] ehard job to do, building local and
distant ecclesiastical communities and structutesgite formal imperial prohibitions),
finding money, recruiting and instructing priestelaleacons, “defending the faith” from

“heresy” and “paganism,” defining and elaboratimgfpoints of theology and

1% Histoire ecclésiastiqueEd. G. Bardy. Vol. 3, 1967 (reprinted). Book hapter 2.
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doctrine...To be successful, Dionysius had to wriketakeeping in touch with friends
and coaching distant bishops on how to shepherdftbeks. Thus, Dionysius’
correspondence spanned throughout the empire, Rame in the West, to Tarsus on the
eastern Mediterranean coast, to Cappadocia néxntenia, to Palestine, and to various
other towns in his home province of Egypt.

At some point, for Eusebius did not bother to catie exactly when, Dionysius
sent an instructional letter “On Repentance” t@&%hin Armenia whose bishop was
Meruzanes” foic kata Agpeviav woavTws TeQl HETAVOLAS ETUOTEAAEL WV

197 We could deduce from the general context, in tvhic

émeoxomnevev Mepovlavng).
Eusebius insertetthis single linethat the letter was written as a response to the
Novationist controversy. For, after the emperociDg persecutions, Christian
theologians fought over whether to readmit into@eirch those “lapsed Christians”
who, under fear of torture, had renounced thethfaPresumably, Dionysius advocated
forgiveness and extended Christian charity toha|I€hristiar_apsi But, Eusebius
provided no explicit commentary on any of thatlat Meruzanes and his Armenian
flock could have been virtually anywhere in thegkatist of satrapies that we overviewed
above.

Eager to emphasize Armenia’s early conversionelsas the presence of

Christianity there, modern scholars have failethi@® a note of Eusebius’ utter lack of

interest either in Trdat or in Arment& This is striking...especially if we remember that

7 Histoire ecclésiastiqueEd. G. Bardy. Vol. 3, 1967 (reprinted@ook 6.46.2.

198 should point out that when scholars have meetiokeruzanes at all, they have repeated after
Nicholas Adontz that Dionysius’ letter to him “imdites a sizable community” in Armenkmenia in the
Period of JustinianTr. and comm. Nina Gartam. Lisbon, 1970. pp. 270-271. Of course, this @¢tave
been the case, but it did not need to be so to &dighop in a period prior to standardizing thigsicance
of the title “bishop.”
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Eusebius was basically a contemporary to the s@ahbas/al conversion. We need to
pause and think more carefully here. And, we rnieextk whythe firstecclesiastical
historian did not write abouhefirst (presumably) royal conversion at all. Certainlg, h
liked to tell conversion stories, and we have ewvénessed one of them with Abgar.

To get closer to an answer, we need to examinelfus Ecclesiastical History
not merely as a lifeless database, but as anentall project that preoccupied its author
over a significant period of time. Eusebius fimdiisEcclesiastical Historyat some
time in A.D. 324 or 325, but had written draftssoime earlier chapters years before. The
publication of his earlier chapteatsomeant that he had already compiled some of the
basic sources, had established the relative choggpand had outlined the political
narrative against which he later traced the devety of the Church. Writing the
Ecclesiastical Historyin other words, was an immense task, and thodigblars have
regularly commented on its “avant-garde” genrey thave rarely appreciated the
staggering amount of research that it took to pcedti Eusebius used Greek, Syriac,
and Latin sources, visited local archives, didmitavs, and critically collated
overlapping stories. He used such diverse soas@sivate and imperial letters, state
decrees and ecclesiastical proceedings, theologmthphilosophical texts...basically any
relevant material that he could find and was ablead. It is true, of course, that the
Christianity, in which he believed, was his henpiotagonist, but he was honest about it
and still went at pains to situate it in a largentext. Thus, we should be more careful
and less tempered than Edward Gibbon’s angry ‘Aitee gravest of the ecclesiastical

historians, Eusebius himself, indirectly confegbas he has related whatever might
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redound to the glory, and that he has suppress#thalcould tend to the disgrace of
religion.”%°

Generally, Eusebius’ historical focus veered ®Hast. For one, he was born
and spent most of his life in Caesarea Maritimarel@rigen’s school had been and
where Eusebius was ordained as a bishop in 314.itBuas also in the East that the
major Christian centers (with the exception of Rbhmgopened to be, so Eusebius’
historical preoccupation made additional sensds géneral tendency, of course, did not
mean that he skipped over the Christian developimehe Latin West, for he did bring
in such seminal Latin authors as Tertullian andr@ypdespite his admitted struggle with
the language. The important point for us heréas Eusebius tried to trace as much as
he could Christianity’s general development. Aeddllowed it from East to West,
within the domains of the Roman empire and beyddaturally, given the accessibility
of sources and his particular expertise, Euselmagative presents in greater detail
Christianity in the empire. But, he did includeoafolic stories about Christian prophets
and missionaries to Ethiopia, Arabia, Persia, didf™

The fact that Eusebius did not include Trdat,e¢fme, raises the serious
possibility that the conversion, at least as defing early Christian writers who insisted
that it represented a sudden and dramatic reotientaf the self(or “the soul” to use

their authentic expression), did not happen. Asaw with Abgar, Eusebius’ historical

199 Decline and Fall of the Roman Empiféew York: Modern Library (Random House). Chaitér The
passages, to which Edward Gibbon refers, do ngi@tiris conclusionSeeHistoire ecclésiastiqueEd.
G. Bardy. 1967. Volume 3. Book 8: Chapter 2 &wdmartyribus Palaestinaé&d. G. Bardy. 1967
(reprint). Chapter 12.

20 For Ethiopia, sedlistoire ecclésiastiqueEd. G. Bardy. 1952. Volume 1. Book 2: ChapteFdr. Arabia,
see Volume 2 (published 1955). Book 6: Chapterrid@hapter 33. See also Volume 3 (reprint 1967).
Book 8: Chapter 12. For Persia, see VolumBdbk 7: Chapter 31. For India, see Volume 2. Book 5
Chapter 10. We will explore the specifics behiddathese cultural and geographical referentshia@er
5.
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scope did expand towards the Armenian satrapieshemdborderlands. We have
already noted that there are no immediate survilongl sources reflecting on Trdat’s
conversion either, so Eusebius had basically ngttorread from Armenia. And,
specifically for our objectives, Eusebius’ omissamfrilrdat also meant that Constantine
did not subsidize any missions in Armenia to pragrotal Christianity.

By 324-325 when Eusebius completed his historystantine openly promoted
Christianity and tried to make it more concreteetablishing a common creed and by
forging a Roman-style administrative mechanisméiwiit. Thus, Eusebius would have
seized the opportunity to praise his favorite erapewen further if the news of such a
major accomplishment as the conversion of a forkigg had circled around Christian
communities. If Trdat in fact converted in 314 éwen earlier), it was such a minor
affair from a Roman perspective that even Euselmussted in highlighting the
Christian progress, failed to notice it or learoathit.

As we have already remarked, simplistic presuomgtabout the effects of
conversion upon a royal persona and the prevakgrdmal framework, imported from
modern political life into scholarship, have remely twisted the ancient stories of the
Armenian conversion. With the case of Eusebiuss@ethe strongest example of an
imagined (if not completely invented) historicahliey. To see the beginnings of this
process, we should travel back to the eighteemnttucgand the world of late Rome’s
most seminal modern historian, Edward Gibbon.

A man of the Enlightenment, Edward Gibbon did Imde his anti-Christian
views and lashed against the corrupting force lafioen any chance he could get. Thus,

while Eusebius had turned Roman history into a<tilan moral story, Gibbon turned
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Christianity into an example of the very deprawafyRome that supposedly brought
about the great empire’s ultimate collap¥eBad health and a frustrated personal life on
almost all levels affected Gibbon’s worldview arall@borated towards his rather

gloomy vision of later Rome. It must have takdotaf pain to imagine and then set a
period of about 500 years on an aggravating sdatgesline and fall.?%?

Years of research resulted in a vast compilaticsoarces of impressive variety.
Gibbon broke methodological grounds and establishedundaments of late Roman
imperial history. When he first reached the epgssofiArmenia’s conversion, he saw it
strictly from a Roman perspective and represeritad a subsequent event to
Constantine’s acceptance of Christianity. But ti&ibbon found some local Armenian
sources. Those sources made a strong impressioimgiand Gibbon looked at
Eusebius’ passage with eyes that omitted to nditigethe local sources had been written
years after the events. In one of his personas@ibbon confessed his major mistake
as he saw it:

The historian Eusebius considers the pious Arnmsngs a nation of Christians

who bravely defended themselves from the hospifg@ssion of an idolatrous
tyrant. Instead of maintaining that the conversasbArmenia was not obtained

21 For Edward Gibbon’s views on Christianity as aresive factor in Roman society, sBecline and Fall
of the Roman Empirdew York: Modern Library (Random House). Volumepp. 439-440.

22 0f course, Edward GibbonBecline and Fall of the Roman Empiegtended until the end of “the
Byzantine empire” in 1453 (and even beyond intatigal aspects of the Ottoman empire and the Italia
republics), but he thought that “the majesty of Romas faintly represented by the princes of
Constantinople, the feeble and imaginary succesgohsigustus.” New York: Modern Library (Random
House). Volume 2, p. 436. Thus, according to Gihltlbe Roman empire proper ended in the 470s with th
barbarian invasions and the settling of Odoacénéntalian peninsula (Volume 2, pp. 342-343). Fitbiat
point on, Gibbon turned to “the history of tBeeek(italics are his] emperors, [which] may still aftba
long series of instructive lessons and interestavglutions.” Volume 2, p. 436. Note also that Gihtsaw
the Byzantines and the Greeks as one and the staraso progressively juxtaposed
Greeks/Byzantines/Easterners to Latins/Romans/\Weste See, for example, “The Byzantine court
beheld with indifference, perhaps with pleasure,disgrace of Rome, the misfortunes of Italy, dredloss
of the West. Under the succeeding reigns the akiarf the two empires was restored; but the aitief
Oriental Romans was tardy, doubtful, and ineffel¢taiad the national schism of the Greeks and thm&a
was enlarged by the perpetual difference of languagl manners, of interests, and even of religipn.”
438.
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with any degree of success till the scepter wakerhands of an Orthodox

emperor, | ought to have observed that the sefeithe daith were deeply sown

during the season of the last and greatest pdrsecthat many Roman exiles
might assist the labors of Gregory, and that ém@wned Tiridates [Trdat], the
hero of the East, might dispute with Constantireetonor of being the first
sovereign to embrace the Christian religih.

A “nation defending itself from tyranny,” “plantesteds of Christianity growing
into blooming Armenian identity,” “a special relatiship between Orthodoxy and the
ruler,” these are familiar images whose portraitmiodern scholarship, not to mention in
popular or in openly politicized literature, makech gallery. In this historical study, we
have turned our backs on such modern affectatindgiary slogans to notice clearly
these images’ limited grounding on ancient realify put it succinctly, according to the
contemporary Romans (and Armenians), when it canfedat’s royal conversion and its

supposed political implications both for the emg@ral for the kingdom, all was quiet on

the Eastern front.

Armenia’s Royal Conversion: Ancient and MedievatrBspections

Given the prevalent scholarly opinion that the &yme state conducted foreign
royal conversions as conscious and deliberate iadg@olicies, the primary objective of
this study is to evaluate critically the natureroperial involvement abroad and the
ways, in which the Byzantines themselves depidtethi Armenia specifically, we have
argued that Constantine’s government was not iragbla king Trdat’s conversion. And,
we have also claimed that contemporary Christiatevsrdid not even notice Trdat’'s

supposed acceptance of Christianity. Moreoveg; liaae referred to Armenia only

203 Edward GibbonMiscellaneous Works vols.. Volume 3. Dublin, 1796. pp. 349-350.
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marginally and in vague terms. Yet, modern sclsdi@ve repeatedly maintained exactly
the opposite on all three accounts.

In this subsequent section, therefore, we needsibthe favorite sources of
modern scholarship and see why they have been femcdnvincing. But, unlike
previous approaches that have sought to estab#isigbe historical narrative, thus falling
in the trap of indiscriminate temporal, author@l contextual conflations of sources, we
will analyze all the relevant accounts preciselyaat they were: authorial and cultural
retrospections produced years after Constantind edtett had passed away. Thus, we
will look at each one of them separately and waht them as stories coming from
different contexts, offering different authorialrppectives, and having complex histories
of their own. In the process, we will present saleersions of the Armenian royal
conversion, bringing out all the nuances and examgithe cultural and social factors that
affected the authorial presentations of the pashev

The invention of an authentic Armenian scripthe beginning of the fifth
century, more so than Trdat’s supposed conversaantury earlier, should actually be
credited as a monumental e