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Abstract.

This thesis 1s an investigation into the image of the emperor
Heraclius as depicted by the ancient sources who cover his reign
(610-641 A. D.). In order to establish the relevant criteria for the
portrayal of an emperor it was first necessary to provide the reader
with a synopsis of writings on the role of the emperor from the time
of Eusebius onwards. The reign of Heraclius was then treated in
roughly chronological fashion, there follow four chapters concerning
the sources' description of his military exploits, his coup, -and the
warfare with the Avars and the Persians, including the siege of
Constantinople. Here the discussion concerns the personal role of
Heraclius in events and his culpability for their outcome. Heraclius'
triumph in these wars led him to seek a compromise - with the
Monophysite Church that was defeated by opposition from the
Chalcedonian Church in the recently liberated provinces. His failure
to achieve any lasting settlement is then discussd as a reason for the
success of the Arab invasions that followed. Heraclius' reputation as
a reformer, amongst ancient and modern authors alike, 1s then
considered with special reference to the controversy surrounding the
introduction of the themes. The last chapter is a review of the
interrelationship of all the sources that describe Heraclius' reign, in

an attempt to define their various influences.
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Introduction.

The significance of the reign of Heraclius has been variously

interpreted by modern historians. It has been seen as the beginning
of the Byzantine empire, the start of that empire’'s dark age or the
end of the Roman era. A consideration of the reign as a whole
suggests that all of these interpretations have a degree of relevance.
This stems from the multiplicity of attitudes and incidents that the
reign- encompassed. Whilst some of these looked back to Roman
tradition and others were innovations that were to form part of
Byzantine culture, some only lasted as long as their initiator. The
subject of this study is provided by the fact that this myriad of
different topics is bound together by a single theme, a theme that
looks both forwards and back, that of the image of the emperor. We
shall be concerned with how Heraclius was represented and how he
himself wished to be presented. The underlying theme of imperial
ideology will be shown to be as consistent as it was in the day of the
first Christian emperor, Constantine. What was liable to fluctuation
was the personal standing of an individual emperor at significant
junctures throughout the reign, and retrospective comments on the

whole of his reign.

The reign of Heraclius has been subject to investigation by
historians at various times since the turn of this century. However,
there has been a marked tendency to concentrate on specific aspects
of the reign rather than the reign as a whole. These aspects have
ranged from attempts to provide an accurate chronology of the reign,

through discussion of supposed economic reforms, to theories on the



extent of the devastation of the empire by invasion. Heraclius
reigned in momentous times. His reign saw the final defeat of the
Persian empire, the break up of the Avar federation and the
expansion of Islam, and the diversity of this has been reflected in
previous studies. This study aims to provide a more comprehensive
approach to the reign, an approach that takes as its theme the image
of Heraclius the ruler. All of the major controversies will be
discussed, but emphasis will be placed upon those which reflect upon
the role of the emperor. This will not amount to a narrative of
events, rather it will be a series of discussions, in roughly
chronological order, that have as their unifying theme the image of

the emperor.

The last comprehensive survey of Heraclius' reign was
written by Stratos as part of his treatment of the empire in the
seventh century (1968). For this approach Stratos took his lead from
Pernice, whose L’ Imperatore Eraclio, published in 1906, was
basically a narrative of the reign with special reference to the poems
of George of Pisidia. Stratos’ work was also a narrative of events, but
he made use of various contemporary articles to include the
occasional discussion of the major controversies that had excited

modern scholarship.

Stratos’ account needs to be replaced, partly for
methodological reasons, partly because scholarship has progressed in
the past two decades. Stratos’ approach to the sources of Heraclius'
reign, which are admittedly diverse and very problematic, was not

sufficiently critical: he did not resolve the interdependence of



sources within the Greek and Syrlac traditions, nor did he establish a
hierarchy of reliability that would facilitate the resolutlon of some of
the numerous contradictions, but instead tended to accept at face
value what the sources reported without considering the effect of
possible distorting factors. Furthermore, in a study much of which
was necessarily devoted to military events, he did not base his
discussions of strategy upon a detailed knowledge of the relevant
campaign theatres. Scholarship, too, has naturally progressed since
the composition of his multivolume study. Since the early 1970's
there has been a steady increase in writing on the second half of the
sixth century. This has led to a reawakening of interest in the
seventh century to which the reign of Heraclius is seminal, since
Heraclius' reign cannot be divorced from that of his predecessors.
Earlier emperors had fought wars with Persia, suffered barbarian
incursions, excited ecclesiastical confroversy, and been short of
money. Heraclius may have been ruling over a changing empire but
it was one that was evolving rather than assuming an identity
completely separate from that which had gone before. This is
exemplified, for example, by Averil Cameron whose writings on the
Theotokos investigate the development of Marian devotion through
the sixth centurSr and into the reign of Heraclius, and indeed it was
the work of Cameron that initiated and directed interest in the late-
sixth century. Her approach, in for example her article 'Images of
Authority: Elites and Icons in Late Sixth-Century Byzantium', is a
therr;atic one which draws upon a variety of sources, both eastern
and western, to examine the workings of the imperial court. It is this
style that the present piece of work seeks to *imitate and develop.
The theme is the image of an emperor, but the subject is restricted to

one emperor, making the discussion more detailed but less extensive.



I hope that such a study can make a limited contribution to the need
to construct a replacement for Stratos' narrative, a highly desirable

project that is, however, too large for a single thesis.

Other thematic treatments of the period% have been
published in recent years. John Haldon, in addition to specialist
investigations of military recruitment and organisations, has
examined the economic and administative measures of Heraclius in
his survey of the seventh century. Though Haldon's work
concentrates on different subject areas from that of Cameron his
conclusion does provide a link between the two. ‘He alludes to a
break-down in the "traditional, stable framework through which the
world could be made to make sense",! a framework which Cameron
argues was consistently being developed during the sixth century.
Both the work of Haldon and that of Cameron delve much more
deeply in terms of analysis than the studies of Pernice or Stratos, for
which the main concern was the attempt to establish what happened
during this period. This type of examination, whilst it provides an
important starting point for other research, does not go as far as to
explain the events that it describes in terms of previous historical
development: for Pernice and Stratos events were significant only ir;
their contemporary contexts. Because of their limited approach one
1s far more likely to see in the writings of modern historians wide
ranging references to treatments of aspects of the reign of Heraclius
than to the overall narratives of Pernice and Stratos. These may not
necessarily be contemporary, since Baynes' work on Heraclius' first

Persian campaign, and Brooks' article on the sources of Theophanes

1 Haldon, Byzantium% p. 440.



have continued to influence scholars' research for most of this

century.?

Baynes was attempting to solve a problem of chronology,
whilst Brooks was concerned with establishing the methods of an
important source for the reign. The present piece of work seeks to
combine and add to both these interests. Problems of chronology
must be examined if they have a direct bearing upon the way in
which Heraclius was presented at a certain stage in his career, and
the source(s) that are used to conduct this inquiry must be evaluated
in order that any inherited bias may be detected. An examination of
previous trends in the writing of imperial history provides an
introduction to the late Roman concept of political theory, and hence
establishes the necessary criteria for a judgement to be made on the
reign of Heraclius. However, then the investigation continues with an
examination, broadly arranged in chronological order, of Heraclius'
image during his reign; his usurpation, diplomacy with the Avars,
war with the Persians, the siege of Constantinople, ecclesiastical
disputes, and finally the loss of the eastern provinces to the Arabs.
Each contributed separately to the overall reputation of Heraclius,
some positively, others negatively while for some the standpoint of
the particular source is crucial. This is not a jumbled version of the
Stratos’ approach as events are arranged chronologically only for the
reader's convenience. These "chronological” chapters are followed by
a chapter on Heraclius' economic reforms, the penultimate discussion,
but one which both draws upon and has a direct bearing upon all the

chapters that it follows. The final chapter is a review of all the major

2 Baynes, 'Military Operations’, p. 526-533, and Brooks, 'Sources', p.
582-587.



sources for the reign, conducted in the light of the particularj studies
of individual sequences of events in the earlier chapters. This
produces an overview of the complex issues of source bias and
derivation, as well as providing an opportunity to comment on

specific source's overall presentation of the reign.

Heraclius' actions have been assessed and judged by ancient
and modern historians alike. This investigation concerns the ways in
which Heraclius' actions were presented by ancient writers and the
relationship of these with modern scholarly thinking. The symbiotic
nature of the ancient and modern schools of thought should not
surprise us as the image of an individual emperor is c‘onstantly
changing. For example, Heraclius is treated differently by
Theophanes and The Chronicle of 1234 and by Shahid and Haldon:
sources and scholars have their individual perspectives and
prejudices which may influence the way they approach and analyse
events, and the ancient and modern may interact. Thus part of
Theophanes' account formed the cornerstone for the work of
Ostrogorsky and Oikonomides on the "themes"”, namely the
hypothesis that Heraclius was responsible for introducing these
major administrative changes, a view which Shahid has developed,
whilst Haldon has sought to undermine the significance of thé
passage, and hence Heraclius' role in the innovation to which it
alludes.  This particular discussion exemplifies the importance of
combining ancient and modern scholarship when investigating
Heraclius' image. Theophanes did not give Heraclius the credit for
instituting the themes, but merely mentioned them in passing.

However, this mention was seized upon by modern historians to date



a crucial seventh century development in the organisation and
functioning of the Byzantine Empire. Therefore, Heraclius' image was
enhanced by some modern historians who used an ancient text

whose author did not intend such an interpretation.

So, when one i1nvestigates Heraclius' image there are equally
as many problems iﬁ the secondary literature as there are in the
primary. There are two different types of problem. The (first
involves solely the primary sources and concerns the availability of
information. Although the sources for Heraclius' reign come from all
parts of his empire, none is consistently well informed. Thus whilst
we may know details of what was happening in Egypt in the summer
of 610, we are relatively unaware of events in the capital during
those same months immediately before the appearance of Heraclius'
fleet outside the walls. Not only are the sources incomplete, but they
are also biased. Religious affiliations condition the reporting of the
reign, and this distortion can take a variety of forms. Heraclius is
criticised by Theophanes for his attempt to introduce a compromise
creed for his subjects, in the Monergist and Monothelete disputes of
the 630's, whereas Nicephorus is also openly critical of Heraclius’
marriage to his niece, which contravened the church's code on
degrees of kinship for marital purposes. On the other hand the
Chronicon Paschale prefers to register its disapproval by not
describing the wedding, alone of all major imperial events in the
capital in the 610's, only mentioning Martina herself once, in the
context of Martina's departure to the East in 624, and concludes its
narrative before the Christological disputes sullied the triumph of the
Persian victory. On a more general Christian theme, the Chronicle of

1234 lambasts Heraclius for his Chalcedonian stance whilst telling



us nothing of his argument with leading personalities of that Church.
Thus, rather than one variously reported account, a preliminary
examination of the emperor's image provides us with a variety, and
a study of one aspect of his reign may not take in all the sources that
make up this patchwork of accounts. This i1s the importance of the
present work. It is a investigation 1nto how the conglomerations of
accounts build up into the variety of different pictures that different

authors have painted for us of Heraclius' reign.

The second problem concerns modern historians' use of
these sources. The incomplete nature of the sources can lead to a
concentration on the well documented aspects of Heraclius' reign,
which in turn can affect his modern image. We have plenty of
information about Heraclius' Persian campaigns, even 1f this 1is
bedevilled by problems of geography and strategy, but to rely upon
the fuller sources would be to accept misrepresentations of the
events. The sources that wrote about these campaigns intended to
show Heraclius himself to be the hero and, because he was
successful, they were able to indulge this inclination: George of
Pisidia exploited to the full Heraclius' eastern successes, and his
interpretation was followed by Theophanes who used George as an
important source. But for the modern historian to place as much
emphasis on these campaigns as an ancient historian would be to
continue George's propaganda triumph, because Heraclius fought an
equally long series of campaigns against the Arabs which do not
receive as much attention in the sources as the Persian camaigns, but
which were of much greater long-term significance: imperial defeat

did not attract contemporary attention, and so our understanding of



these important campaigns depends largely on material transmitted
by or through Syriac sources.3 The' sources only detail the
emperor's victories for a reason and the modern historian needs to
be aware of that before a judgement can be made on the sources
merit, let alone that of Heraclius. Similarly if there 1s only the
sparsest amount of information it is tempting to incorporate it into
the investigations on the strength of its rarity value. However,
uniqueness is no guarantee of quality: thus Baladhuri has a list of
towns that surrendered to the Arabs upon their advance in the 630's
that suggests a wholescale capitulation of Roman provinces, until one
remembers that Baladhuri was writing well after this invasion and
the information that he preserves suited rather well the legal
position of the cities that were now permanently under Arab rule.
Conversely the sources’ meagre and ambiguous information can be
used by modern historians for their own ends: an example of this
concerns developments in the Balkans, and the arguments of
Fallermayer and Kyriakiades about the proportion of Slavs in the
overall population of Greece, but these are less related .to the
achievement of Heraclius in the Balkans than about the 1issue of

Greek nationalism.

Perhaps it has been these problems that have precluded any
recent study of Heraclius' reign. Indeed, at the 26D Spring
Symposium of Byzantine Studies, ‘New Constantines: The Rhythm of
Imperial Renewal in Byzantine History', not one speaker dealt with
the emperor directly. Since the periods before and after his reign
were covered in varying degrees of detail it may be fair to assume

that the reign occupies a pivotal position in the course of

3 See Conrad, 'Theophanes', p. 1-45, and 'Arwid’, p. 317-401.



Roman/Byzantine history, but that its attendant problems make any

kind of concise appraisal appear superficial.

That the 1mage of Heraclius was susceptible to manipulation
by both contemporary and later writers makes its study both
complicated and interesting. However, there is one constant
yardstick against which it can be measured, namely the writings of
ancient authors on the hypothetical and practical behaviour of
emperors. It is to these that we must turn first, for in order to
understand the representation of early seventh century Christian

imperialism we must first investigate its conception.

10



Theory and Image.

The image of Heraclius is a central aspect of the emperor's
place in society. In order to establish criteria for judging how his
actions were variously interpreted, it will be useful to set the scene
by surveying earlier literature on the role of the Emperor. This
survey does not claim to be comprehensive. The writers that have
been included have been chosen in order to give a general vyet
concise account which does not flounder in search of subtleties that
could provide the inspiration for books. Furthermore this survey is
concerned with two specific themes, Byzantine political theory and
the portrayal of an Emperor. This chapter sets out to show that the
tenets of Byzantine political theory remained constant, although
within the genre of historiography certain development takes place.
This is a change in terms of style rather than of values which

remained faithful to their earliest exposition by Eusebius.

The discussion will begin with Menander Rhetor who produced
a definitive treatise on panegyric writing which will serve as a
convenient model for us to discuss the objectives of the genre and its

metamorphosis  during the following three centuries. It was the

individual prowess of an Emperor that concerned the panegyricists.
These writers were intending to expound the virtues of an emperor,
but the virtues that they could include were affected by the
individual nature of their sovereign's rule. It was the task of the
panegyricist to discover as many of the virtues as possible and
present them in a favourable light. These limitations that the writers

were placed under led Sabine MacCormack to write:

11



"Panegyrics are not a good basis upon which to
generalise. It is a mistake to extract from them
an amalgam of qualities attributable to the Late

Antique ideal emperor".l

However, these virtues were used not only by panegyricists but also
by historians. By studying panegyrics we will be able to see how
Emperors wanted to be depicted. This may vary from one instance
to another depending on the political context of the reading, and not

all the defined virtues will appear every time. Nevertheless a study
of an amalgam of panegyrics should give us an insight into the
mixture of qualities that went to make up the ideal Emperor in the
eyes of the ruler and of his subjects, for the panegyricist was as

much the mouthpiece of the Emperor as he was of the people.
The basic rule is that a panegyric allows for no debate.

"It will thus embrace a generally agreed
amplification of the good things attaching to the
Emperor, but allows no ambivalent or disputed
features, because of the extreme splendour of

the person concerned”.?

as Menander writes, the writer must "elaborate it on the assumption

that it relates to things universally acknowledged to be good".3

I MacCormack, 'Panegyrics’, p.159.
2 Men. Rh. p. 368 3-8.
3 Men. Rh. p. 368 8-9.

12



The value of Menander's work is that he clearly lays out what is to

be acknowledged and how. He believes that:

"the two greatest things in life are piety towards

the divine and honour to the Emperors".?

Whether he was pagan or not he has isolated a theme for later
culogies of the Emperor, the relationship of the Erhperor to God and
its importance for the well-being of the Empire. Menander then
proceeds to order the procession of attributes that a writer must
dwell'on. Firstly, the Emperor's origins, either his city or failing that
his nation. Thus, the Thessalians were brave but only the son of
Peleus was thought worthy of the leadership of the tribe.> Next
come family and birth which like city and nation can be omitted if
they lack prestige, and one should then move on to birth as Callinicus
did in his Great Oration.® For birth one should look for divine
signs, and Menander gives the examples of Romulus and of Cyrus of
Persia. This stress on the Emperor's birth is in keeping with the
classical tradition that a monarch's ancestry should be greater than
those of his fellow men. Nature and nurture are considered next. An
Emperor 1is either raised for the throne from birth, "Swaddling
clothes robes of purple”,” or reaches it by "felicitous chance".? In

either case the man in power is the one best suited to the task, and

thus the legitimate ruler. Having introduced his subject Menander

now considers his actions. These he divides into peacetime and

4  Men. Rh. p. 368 17-20.
> Men. Rh. p. 370 6-8.
6 Men. Rh. p. 370 14.
7 Men. Rh. p. 371 19.
8 Men. Rh. p. 371 21-22.

13



wartime, placing wartime first. Courage is the first of the requisite
virtues. "Courage reveals in an Emperor more than do other
virtues".? Menander does not say why this is the case, perhaps it
is because as a general the Emperor is able to reveal the other three
virtues of justice, temperance and wisdom while he is in the field.!©0
The description of the Emperor's successful prosecution of warfare
may include the other virtues in context. Wisdom 1s needed to
command armies, "Through your wisdom, you discovered their traps
and ambushes but they understood nothing of what you were
doing".!! Justice can be brought in, in the form of humanity, "for
when victorious, the Emperor did not repay the aggressors in Kkind,
but divided his actions in just proportion between punishment and

humanity".!12

The Emperor's role in peace is to be discussed under the
three cardinal virtues of justice, temperance and wisdom. Justice 1s
needed "to commend mildness towards subjects, humanity towards
petitioners and accessibilty”.!3 This is the role of a paternal figure.

Justice is concerned with legislation:

"You should say that his laws are just and that

he strikes out unjust laws and himself

promulgates new ones".14

? Men. Rh. p. 372 30-31.
10 Men. Rh. p. 373 7-8.
11 Men. Rh. p. 373 23-25.
12 Men. Rh. p. 374 29-31.
13 Men. Rh. p. 375 8-10.
14 Men. Rh. p. 375 24-25.

14



Temperance continues the image of the father of the Empire and the
paradigm for his people. "People choose a style of life like that which
they observe in the Emperor".!> Wisdom is’ necessary for all the
Emperor's actions and he is blessed with more than normal men so
that all his "other virtues come to successful fruition".1® The last
virtue that Menander mentions 1s fortune. This "accompanies our
mighty Emperor in all things both actions and words".!7 The
epilogue merely exhorts the benefits that a ruler with those
qualities gives to his Empire. "Prosperity and good fortune of the
cities”", "the earth is filled with peace, the seas are sailed without

danger, piety towards God is 1increased” and "we fear neither

barbarians nor enemies”. 18

A perfect Emperor has created a perfect world. It is for this reason

that the Pseudo-Dionysius, who wrote a treatise on the form of praise

for a festival, can state:

"let the climax of your whole speech be in praise

of the Emperor because he who presides over
peace is really the organiser of all festivals since

it is peace that enables them to be held".1”

15 Men. Rh. p. 376 8-9.

16  Men. Rh. p. 376 18-20.
17 Men Rh. p. 376 26-27.
18 Men. Rh. p. 377 10-16.

19 In Russell and Wilson, who place it as contemporary to Menander
Rhetor, p. 362.
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The discussion can now proceed to the writings of Eusebius
on Constantine, which provided the basis for development in
subsequent centuries in treatments of political theory and the
imperial imagery. Constantine was the first Christian Emperor and
Eusebius began a theory and a theme which were to continue beyond
the reign of Heraclius. Eusebius brought Christianity to classical
political theory and the portrayal of an Emperor. However great a
debt later writers and thinkers owed to Eusebius he too had looked
to the past for the basis of his theory, when he married the classical

conceptions of monarchy to Christian belief.

To develop this assimilation of the Christian religion and
Roman imperial rule a writer needed to be aware of classical political
concepts as well as being a Christian scholar, and Eusebius of
Caesarea possessed both these attributes.20  He took on board
Origen's argument that the Pax Augusta had served to propagate the
Gospel: the monarchy of Augustus was the beginning of Monotheism,
and the collapse of nation states was the end of polytheism (Dem.
Evag. IIl. 7,30-35 and Dem. Evag. VIIIL intro.). In his Life of
Constantine Eusebius continues to use Origen's argument as he links
Augustus with Constantine, the founder of the Empire with the man

who raised it to a divine monarchy.

Eusebius did not only borrow from Origen. He looked back

further to the classical writers on monarchy., He was to give

Christian expression to the pagan idea that a ruler should imitate

God's perfection.

20 For writers from Eusebius to Justinian I am indebted to Dvornik,
Political Philosophy p. 614-724,

16



"the all pervasive Logos of God from whom and
through whom, bearing the image of the higher
kingdom, the sovereign dear to God, in imitation
of a Higher Power, directs the helm and sets

straight all things on earth".21

But not only is tﬁe Emperor an imitation of God (without being an
incarnate God), his reign is to be a replica of that of God's in Heaven,
and his function on Earth to be that of Soter and Logos. He is the
one who "Brings those whom he governs on Earth to the only
begotten Word and Saviour and renders them fit subjects of His
kingdom".22 And who "has modelled the kingdom on Earth into a
likeness of the kingdom of Heaven".?3 Constantine is shown to have
the classical virtues required of a monarch but now these derive
from God (In Praise V). Wisdom, courage, justice and prudence are
listed in Christian form as his guides. This is in keeping with the
writings of Diotogenes and Pseudo-Ecphantes. For Eusebius there
was a real connection between the Emperor and God:

"the numerous apperances of our Saviour and

the many visions in dreams when He showed

you this divinity".24

Constantine believed that this connection had a political context. To

him the prosperity of the Empire depended upon the unity of the

21 Eusebius, In Praise of Constantine 1.

22 Eusebius, In Praise of Constantine 11.

23 Eusebius, In Praise of Constantine 1V.

24 Eusebius, In Praise of Constantine XVIII.

17



Christian Church, and for this reason he assumed a leading role in the

settlement of the Donatist and Arian disputes.23

However, Eusebius did not go as far as to apply the
definition of animate law to the Emperor. This had been claimed for
Emperors by Philo whom Eusebius followed for other classical
conceptions such as the paternal nature of imperial rule, "knowing
only how to save, saved even the godless to teach them how to live
piously”.?% This was because the notion of Living Law was reserved
for Christ and Eusebius only applied it to the Logos. "There is only
one sovereign and His word and royal law are one".2” The Emperor
was “appointed by, and the representative of the Almighty

Sovereign".28

This was done, however, by the pagan orator and near
contemporary Themistius. In his Oration to Constantius he stated
that the Emperor was superior to all laws because he was the law.
He developed this theory in an oration praising Theodosius, lauding
the humanity of Theodosius for pardoning Antioch after an

insurrection there. Here judge and Emperor do not have the same

function:

"1t befits the one to obey, the other to amend the
laws and to mitigate what in them is cruel and

hard. For he is the animate law, not merely a

25 Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius p. 224-244,
26 Eusebius, In Praise of Constantine VII.
27 Eusebius, In Praise of Constantine III.
28 Eusebius, In Praise of Constantine VII.
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law laid down in permanent and unchangeable

terms" .29

This 1s our first example of an orator claiming for the emperor
powers that he wishes to be implemented. Themistius wants
Theodosius to change the law, this explains his emphasis on the law
animate. Yet, Themistius is extending Eusebius' Christian approach to
divine monarchy (whether or not he himself was familiar with his
writings), showing that by the end of the century the classical
conception of kingship was still the foundation for Byzantine political

thought.

Classical ideas continued to be the source for political discourse
in the writings of John Chrysostom. He made use of the classical
distinction between tyranny and kingship to portray his ideal ruler.

The true king possessed self-control:

"masters his passions of anger, envy and lust and

subordinates everything to the laws of God".

(Homily XXI).

The tyrant on the other hand is not fit to govern the Empire because
he cannot govern himself. Chrysostom like Eusebius sees all earthly
power as deriving from God (Homily XXIII), and he does not question
the idea of one man rule. He does not criticise the form of

government only its application. He wants a ruler with the personal

attributes to "deal with his subject§ like a father and govern the

29 Themistius, Dv. Oration XI1X.
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cities with restraint”.

There is attributed to John Chrysostom a comparison, of
dubious authenticity, betwen the priesthood and monarchy.30 The
monk is superior because whilst the king rules over external things,
armies and cities, the monk's rule is internal, over his own passions.
Thus the monk is a true king whilst the king 1s in fact a tyrant. In
his Fifteenth Homily this distinction is employed again. Ecclesiastical
rule is superior because it is exercised over willing men using gentle
persuasion whilst secular rule is over unwilling subjects. The
comparison that Chrysostom is now making is between the tyranny
of the state and the kingdom of the Church. These writings are
included to show another way of looking at the role of the Emperor
in society. However, it should be remembered that they are heavily
dependent upon Chrysostom's feelings at a given moment in time -
monastic withdrawal or priestly involvement - and they never
question the political theory of kingship, as Chrysostom’'s arguments

are continually couched in classical terminology.

Homily XXI appeals to the virtues of philanthropy, philosophy
and piety, all of which are well-used classical ideals for rulers. In his
Homily to the Antiochenes (Homily VII) Chrysostom dwells on the
elective character of the Roman monarchy which is at variance with

his statement in Ecloga de Imperio (Homily XXI) where he quotes

Paul (Rom.13:1), saying that all authority derives from God:

30 Schummer, Chrysostom p.126-131. Schummer believes that this
is not Chrysostom's work, but that of a contemporary or near-

contemporary for it has none of his personality, making a neat
summation of Chrysostom's thoughts into a continous text.
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"For by a dispensation of divine wisdom there
must be magistrates and they must give orders,

whilst others must obey”.

Homily VII says "Rule is either natural or created by elections:
natural as that of a lion over the four-legged animals or that of an

eagle over the birds; elected, as our own Emperor".

Because of Chrysostom's huge oeuvre and various impassioned
stances at different moments in his career this contradiction can be
used to argue against a wholesale adoption of classical political
theory, as no systematic thoughts on kingship can be ascribed to him.
However, the contradiction is important as it shows up a problem
that later writers were prepared to deal with, that of the
contradictory origins of divine and elective kingship. The Church's
supremacy over the empire is not initially evident, and rulers can be
pious examples to the people: when the relics of St. Phocas arrive
from Rome, at a time of co-operation between Chrysostom and the

emperor, he says:

“and see, the emperors take part with our
procession. What excuse would a simple man

have, if even the emperors leave the royal halls
behind?"

(De s. hieromartyre Phoca 1.49-50).31

But later the church is a sanctuary when Arcadius is ineffective, and

31 Schummer, Chrysostom p. 220.
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it does not co-operate with the empire:

"In the shipwreck of others I want to make a
safe port for you. When one sees all around the
soldiers and swords, when the city i1s on fire,
when the diadem is not strong, when the purple
is slighted, when madness rules all, where are all

the riches?”

(De Capto Eutropio III. PG 51-52).32

For Chrysostom the church was to take on an ascendency over the
empire. When he returned from his first period of exile Chrysostom
was not in a forgiving or humble mood, and he leaves us in no doubt

as to where he believes the ultimate power in earth resides:

"Yes, take me out of the city, and you will see the
affection of the church for its shepherd,...you will
see the splendour of my diadem, the abundance
of our treasures,...the general is distant, but the
soldiers stand armed...when the bastleus enters
here, he doffs his diadem...and leaves the

symbols of his power at the door".

(Post Reditum ab priore exsilio 1. 2).33

All the sources surveyed so far have been ecclesiastical
writers and it requires a considerable gap of some hundred years

before we come to a series of secular writings on the subject. The

32 Schummer, Chrysostom p. 223.
33  Schummer, Chrysostom p. 224-225.
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treatise on political theory, the anonymous On Political Science
concerns itself with political theory and kingship in the abstract
rather than with actual state politics. Fotiou believes that it was
written sometime between the reign of Anastasius and the Nika Riot
of 532.34 The writer wonders whether it i1s possible to find a
theory for the imitation of God which he sees as the true nature of
kingship (V.1). The writer acknowledges his debt to Socrates, Plato,
Xenophon and Aristole and quotes from them. In Chapter 3 he
incorporates the elective principle into what is essentially classical

thought, with the first of his laws for the conduct of a monarch.

"the first to be enacted by kingship for its own
self hconcerns the legal inauguration so that the
candidate to the title shall be worthy of it and
justly receive it as it is given to him by God and

offered by the citizens”.

(V.5)

From this point in the argument the elective principle gives way to
the 1idea of a divinely appointed monarch, and the Anonymous, (V.7-
8), deals with the qualities of a king that are necessary in order for
him to be able to imitate God's kingship. These virtue§ are the
common classical ones of wisdom, justice and philanthropy. The
importance of his subjects is discussed in relation to the Emperor not
in the context of their elective power but in terms of the paternal
nature of kingship. This is the classical notion of the king as

euergetes and soter (benefactor and saviour). The ruler should

34 Fotiou, 'Dicaearchus', p. 534.
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suitabilty for the throne (Chp. 3-4). From Chapter 7 we hear of
Anastasius’ military exploits including his defeat of the Isaurian
rebels in Chapter 9. The recitation of Anastasius’ peacetime
accomplishments begins in Chapter 13, especially praiseworthy for
Procopius being the abolition of the collatio lustralis. Procopius
continues with a long list of Anastasius' acts of beneficence towards
cities; Caesarea (Chp.19), Alexandria (Chp. 20) and his building of the
Long Wall in Thrace (Chp. 21). Anastasius' reign is favourably
compared with heroes of old; Cyrus (Chp. 25), Agesilaus (Chp. 26) and
even Alexander (Chp. 27). Procopius of Gaza hardly deviates from

the path that Menander has laid down for his genre.3”

By the time that Agapetus wrote The Mirror for Princes for
Justinian the contradiction between elective and divine monarchy
had been diluted to advice on how to act towards your subjects when
you hold power from God, so following the Anonymous. Agapetus

leaves us in no doubt as to how he stands on the matter.

"Having a dignity which is set above all other
honours, Sire, you render honour above all to
God, who gave you that dignity, in as much as he
gave you the sceptre of earthly power after the
likeness of the heavenly kingdom, to the end
that you should instruct men to hold fast the
cause of justice, and should punish the howling
of those who rage against that cause; being

yourself under the kingship of the law of justice

39 For the significance of such comparisons see Matthews,
Ammianus, p. 242-245.
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and lawfully king of those who are subject to

you".40

The classical tradition of God-given power for the purpose of ruling
in the image of God is explicit here, as is the duty of the ruler to be a
father-figure to his subjects in order to justify his position. If this is
taken as Agapetus’ basic thesis on the source and working of

kingship then it is easy to see how he could include Chapter 35:

"Consider yourself to be surely and truly a king
when you rule with the consent of your subjects.
For a subject people which 1is unconsenéing
revolts when it finds an opportunity; but when a
people is attached to its sovereign by the bonds
of good will it will keep firm and true in its

obedience to him".

This Chapter shows a monarch how he will benefit when his rule 1s
acceptable, and is similar to the distinction Lydus draws between
kingship and tyranny. It implies that ?lthough kings may rule
without the consent of their subjects they will not be kings in the
truest sense because they are not ruling in imitation of God.
Throughout the exposition classical terms abound. "A man should
know himself (a Delphic inscription, Chp. 3), philanthropy (Chp. 6),
piety (Chp. 15), philosophy (Chp. 17), beneficence (Chp. 19), justice

(Chp. 27), and mercy (Chp. 37). Chapter 37 presses home this need
to imitate God:

40 Agapetus, Chp. 1, tr. Barker, Byzantium, p. 54-61.
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"He who has attained to great authority should

imitate, so far as he can, the Giver of that

authority. If in any way he bears the image of
God best he thinks that nothing is more precious

than mercy”.

Not only are the virtues needed for this ideal rule listed but

Agapetus includes suggestions for good government on the practical
level. The officials that the Emperor uses are to be vetted to

determine their suitability, for they represent his government.

"do not employ wrongdoers in the management
of affairs; for he who has given wrongdoers their
power will owe account to God for what they
have wrongly done. Therefore let the
appointment of officials be made after strict

examination".41

Again the ruler is accountable not to the people but to God. He must
rule for the good of the people not because he is given power by

them but because he 1s given power by God. Whilst Agapetus
continues the main thrust of the argument of the Anonymous he
does develop it further along Christian lines. He corrects the

Hellenistic idea expounded by Menander Rhetor that the ancestry of

the king should outshine all others:

41 Agapetus, Chp. 30.
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"Let no man feel conceit about nobility of birth.
All men alike have clay for their first ancestor-

both those who boast themseleves in purple and
fine linen and those who are affected by poverty

and sickness".42

This equality in the eyes of God is repeated in Chapters 16 and 21,

where the crucial point about God-given power is reiterated:

"In the nature of his body the king is on a level
with all other men, but in the authority attached
to his dignity he is like God who rules over all;

for he has no man on earth who 1s higher than

he”.

Courage is the one virtue included by Menander that Agapetus does
not mention. For courage Agapetus substitutes piety because by the

middle of the sixth-century the Emperor was no longer required to
be a successful general as had been the case in the days of the
Tetrafchy. Moreover not only has the role of his office changed so
has its nature. There is now a Christian significance attached to his

actions which is wont to play down warfare and emphasise piety in

order to fulfill the imperial duty of ruling in God's image.

Having demonstrated the source of a monarch's power and its
relationship to the subject people writers were free to discuss how a
particular ruler measured up to the ideals of political power that had

been defined for him. However, before we examine Procopius,

42 Agapetus, Chp. 4.
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Agathias, Evagrius, Corippus and Theophylact in their respective
application of the principles of political theory to various emperors
we must consider how one emperor, Justinian, saw his role. Here we
are concerned with one last problem in the definition of the
Emperor's position, the question of animate law. We have seen
Eusebius reluctant to apply it, Themistius encburage it and the
Anonymous (Chp. 5), Agapetus (Chp. 27) and Lydus (De Mag. I, 3)
avoid it out of respect for the laws. Justinian introduced a
compromise solution.43 He was aware of his divinely held
monarchy, "the glory of the republic which God has entrusted to us”
(Nov. LXXXI), and also of Roman respect for the law, "we have
enacted the present law in order to exclude all iniquity and injustice”
(Nov. CXLVIII pref.). He considered legislating to be a primary

function of a king, and that this was a God-given right unique to him:

"We, to whom God has also given legislative
power we refuse...to delegate such power to any
other judge...since what has been decided by

ourselves cannot be annulled by anyone ".44

Justinian believed that God was the only source of law and that it

was to the Emperor and to the people that He had given this right:

"Considering therefore that God has sent us the
imperium from Heaven so that it might remedy

difficulties through its own perfection and adapt

43  On Justinian's legislation see, Honoré, Tribonian, and Maas,
'Reform’, 17-31.

44 Nov. CXIII.

29



the laws to the variety of nature; for this reason

we have deemed 1t necessary to draft this

law".43

This was classical theory combined with Christian belief which left

the old Roman polity behind. This new approach was encapsulated

in Justinian's Constitution of October 30 529:

"a doubt existed in the ancient laws as to
whether the decision of the Emperor should be
regarded as a law...we hold that every
interpretation of the laws by the Emperor...shall
be free from all ambiguity; for if by the present
enactment the Emperor alone can make laws 1t
should be the province of the Imperial dignity

alone to interpret them”.

This is well within the spirit of classical political theory. Only a

statement on animate law 1s missing. Justinian provided this in a

Novel for 536:

"The Imperial station, however, shall not be
subject to the rules which we have just
formulated, for to the Emperor God has subjected
the laws themselves by sending him to man as

the incarnate law".46

45 Nov. LXXIII pref.
46 Nov. CV.
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Indeed the emperor must be completely flexible in his legislating.
For the constant variety of Nature, a superhuman agency that caused
random and unpredictable changes in society, provided a continuous

need for Imperial legislation:

"almost ndthing remains stable in Nature, which
is always inconsistent and introduces many
changes which are neither easjz to forsee nor
possible to provide for, and...only God, and after
him the Emperor, is able to exercise control over

these things".47

In addition to his definition of the exact legislative function of an
Emperor Justinian also dealt with his relationship with the clergy.
In the preface to Novel VI, addressed to the Patriarch of
Constantinople, he sets out the same relationship that Eusebius had

first emphasised upon Constantine's conversion.

"The priesthood ministers to things divine, the
Imperial authority is set over, and and shows
diligence in, things human, but both proceed

from around the same source and both adorn the

life of man".

47 Nov. LXIX 69.
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"If the priesthood be in all respects without
blame and full of faith before God, and if the
Imperial authority rightly and duly adorns the
commonwealth committed to its charge, there
will ensue a happy concord which will bring

forth all good things for mankind".

Like Constantine, Justinian 1s aware of the correlation between the
well-being of the Empire and Church unity. Paul the Silentiary also
recognised this relationship in his Ekphrasis. Addressing Justinian

he defined his position vis-a-vis the Patriarch:

"For when, Sceptre, in the life-giving counsel of
your mind, you appointed the great Initiate to
your precincts, straightaway the assault of the
wicked minded demon collapsed, straightaway
you routed the grievous battle of all the
passions, straightaway you bound on the wreath

of victory for toils in protection of the city".48

Until now we have been examining the relationship between
Christian belief and classical political concepts as regards Byzantine
political theory. From this point the discussion will centre around
the writing of history and panegyric, and how it was affected by this
theory and and how it may have modified it. When Procopius of
Caesarea wrote a damning account of the reign of Justinian in his

Secret History he did not put forward any new theory for the

48 Paul Sil. Ec. S. Sophia lines 970-980, I am indebted to Mary
Whitby for a translation.
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government of the Empire. It is not Imperial power that is criticised
but its application. Procopius is very sensitive to the personal role of
the Emperor in government. He criticises his right to be ruling not in
terms of proposing an alternative form of government but in the
context of the actual ruler's personality. Thus there is recurring
critcism of Justinian's loyalty, his respect for the laws and his
avarice. These criticisms are the opposite values to the traditional
virtues of philanthropia, justice and beneficence. Indeed the fasting
and sleeplessness, which in the Buildings prove his piety, are used

in the Secret History to 1illustrate the strength of a demon:

"For all the days which precede the Feast of
Easter, and which are called days of fasting, he
observed a severe routine...Indeed he had gone
two whole days without food and that too while
rising regulary from his bed at early dawn...And
although he went to his couch late in the night

he immediately rose again, as if he could not

endure his bed".4?

"He made i1t his task to be constantly awake and
to undergo hardships and to labour for no other
purpose than to contrive constantly and every

day more grievous calamities for his subjects".??

49 Procopius, Buildings 1. 7,7.
50 Procopius, Secret History XIII. 28.
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This demon image is the opposite of the theory that the Emperor
should act in imitation of God. Many of Procopius’ criticisms are not
to do with the warfare which he had concentrated upon in his Wars,
instead they are concerned the administration. This may reflect the
classical idea that the Emperor was responsible for the overall well
being of his subjects and not just their internal security. The case of
Africa shows contradictory use of information. In the Secret

History Africa is seen as depressed and depopulated:

"after the defeat of the Vandals Justinian not
only did not concern himself with strengthening
his dominion over the country, not only did he
not make provision that the safeguarding of its
wealth should not rest solely in the goodwill of
its people but straightaway he summoned

Belisarius to return home".d1

Whilst in the Buildings the town of Caputvada in Byzacium is

transformed from an army camp into a city by Justinian:

"made strong by a wall and distinguished by its
other appointments as worthy to be counted as
an impressive and prosperous city...the rustics
have thrown away the plough and lead the

existence of a community, no longer going the

51 Procopius, Secret History XVIII. 4.
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round of country tasks but living a city life".2?

In the Secret History, the Emperor is being criticised for his inability
to see to the needs of his subjects. This is on a purely personal level.
In order to go beyond this Procopius would have to take into account
the problems of reconquest and plague but he does not, instead
merely calling Justinian's administration corrupt. Even this
illustrates the personal nature of Procopius' criticism, Justinian is
ruling badly and so therefore are his representatives to whom he
has delegated authority. Individual quaestors are maligned,
Tribonian, Junillus and Peter Barsymes (Secret History XX. 16-23
and for Barsymes Secret History XXII. 3). Indeed according to

Procopius Justinian's officials were chosen for their corrupt nature.

"picking out the best men he would sell to them

at great price the offices that were corrupted by

them".23

What Procopius' criticism amounts to 1is little more than personal
abuse with no attempt at analysis. Cameron sees this as "applying a
standardised vocabulary of abuse".>* Indeed, it is difficult to see
how else he could have commented on the regime, when we have
already seen it to revolve, in terms of political theory, around the
person of the Emperor. Procopius does not question the role of the
Emperor, but he does disagree with his rule. The theory is not

questioned, only the practice, as Justinian fails to match up to

Procopius’ expectations of how an Emperor should act.

52 Procopius, BuildingsVI1. 6,12-18.
53 Procopius, Secret History XXI. 9.
54 Cameron, Procopius p. 66.
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These expectations would appear to be fulfilled in the
Buildings. There are three main areas of praise here; church
building, fortifications and the water supply. So the main theme of
the work is the beneficence of Justinian, expressed through the
advantages accruing to the Empire from his building policy. He is
compared to Cyrus the founder of the Persian Empire whose rule
Procopius says Justinian would regard as "a sort of child's play”
(Buildings 1. 1.15-16.). Instead of being a demon Justinian's

closeness to God is emphasised:

"It was in requital for this honour which the
Emperor showed them that these Apostles
appeared to men on this occasion. For when the
Emperor is pious, divinity walks not afar from
human affairs, but is wont to mingle with men

and take delight in associating with them".>>

This Christian interpretation of the reign is very different from that

of the Secret History. God supplies the best craftsmen as well as

the inspiration for S. Sophia:

"Indeed this was also an indication of the honour
in which God held the Emperor, that He had
already provided the men who would be most

servicable to him 1n the tasks which were

53 Procopius, Buildings 1. iv, 20-22.
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waiting to be carried out".9®

It is this innovative and restorative activity of Justinian that is most
important, rather than the precise detailing of a catalogue of works,

giving him a paternal role in the welfare of the Empire.d7

The existence of these two widely divergent works allows
us to see not only how an Emperor was either praised or criticised
but it also tells us something about the literary conventions of the

Byzantine world. Averil Cameron writes in Procopius,

"There is no room for unbiased mean when
literary expression 1is forced habitually into
extremes. It is simply therefore that the Secret
History offers the understandable

counterbalance to the excesses of panygeric".28

We have already seen that if Procopius wanted to criticise the
government then he had to criticise the Emperor because there was
no other viable political system for him to advocate. Procopius was
prepared to go as far as to write the Secret History but he was still a
believer in Imperial government. It was in the practical nature of

this power that he found faults, not in its theoretical basis.

56 Procopius, Buildings 1. i, 24.
57 Procopius, Buildings 1. i.15.
58 Cameron, Procopius p. 60
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Despite an adherence to literary convention Procopius was a
politically aware historian. The same can be said of Agathias who
continued his work. Agathias came to the genre from poetry but he
was no newcomer to the politics of writing. He prefaced the
collection of poems that he edited, The Cycle, with a piece in praise
of the Emperor Justin II. This political sensitivity may have been
motivated by the desire for personal advancement, for Cameron says

of him that:

"From the close parallel between the preface to
The Cycle and Corippus' laudatory poem on the
accession of Justin II it is clear that The Cycle
was in fact meant when published as a

compliment to the new emperor”.>?

He says that he chose to write history because friends persuaded him
that it was close to poetry. Whatever his motivation his work
reflects both sides of contemporary attitudes to the reign of
Justinian. Belisarius' recall from the front in 559, Agathias says, 1s

due to jealous courtiers not Justinian himself:

"They put about slanderous rumours to the
effect that the popularity that he was enjoying
had turned his head and that he was aspiring to
higher things. These calamities brought about
his speedy return and prevented him from

consolidating his achievements".60

59 Cameron, Agathias p. 9.
60  Agathias, V. 20.5-6.
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Though Agathias blames the [logothetes not Justinian for the
sufferings of the troops (V. 14.3-4), there is an undercurrent of
criticism of the Emperor for permitting the decline in troop‘ numbers.
Yet Agathias defends Justinian's role in government when he

discusses the policy of paying the barbarians a subsidy:

"To the inhabitants of Constantinople the terms
agreed upon seemed cowardly, dishonourable
and base, since they seemed to involve the
passive acceptance of an intolerable state of
affairs...But the Emperor's decision was aimed at
the attainment of a different and more ambitious
object which was realised shortly afterwards and
to such good effect that it convinced his former
critics of his remarkable foresight and

sagacity".61

Agathias like Procopius avoided religious affairs,
concentrating instead on wars and foreign policy. There 1s no trace
of the relationship between Church and State, with the Emperor as
the representative of God on Earth, which Paul the Silentiary
expounded, and about which we have seen Justinian to have been
concerned in his Novel VI. This is primarily due to Agathias’
perception of what he was producing. The time had not yet come
when literary convention would allow for secular and ecclesiastical
history to come under consideration in one work. Furthermore

Agathias was limited by the belief that to write authoritative history

61 Agathias, V. 24.1-2.
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one had to write in a classicising manner. He followed this belief to
such an extent that many modern historians have seen him as a
pagan.52 This desire to model himself on the past has not led to
Agathias advancing any new notions of political theory. On the
contrary, he has the same implicit faith in Imperial government that
Procopius does. His methods may weaken his value as a source but
he would not have seen himself in this light. He aimed to write
about the current political scene in order to comment upon events by

moralising rather than to seek explanations and question the very

structure of the political framework that he was describing.

The Chronicle of John Malalas, which ends with the death of
Justinian, includes short character sketches of the emperors which

provide a contrast with the high-blown descriptions of their virtues

that Procopius and Agathias dwell on.%3 Anastasius is,

"very tall, with short hair a good figure, a round
face, both hair and beard greying; he had a grey
pupil in his right eye and a black one in his left

although his eyesight was perfect; and he shaved

his beard frequently”.64

This 1s not to say that John Malalas does not make judgements on

emperors but i1f he does apply a set of criteria for them to meet we

62 Cameron, Agathias p. 89 n.1 lists Vossius, Niebuhr, Fabricius,
Levcenko and Irmscher. |

63 On Malalas see Jeffreys, Studies esp. p. 55-85.
64 Malalas, XVI.1.
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do not hear it: Anastasius 1s called "sacred” and "the great" but this is
was a standard way of referring to emperors without actually
implying any specific qualities, and acts as an appendage to a factual
account of his deeds, rather than a piece of criticism intended to

stand out as independent comment.

Like the secular bias of Agathias, and Procopius before
him, the ecclesiastical historians who followed Eusebius had their
interests narrowed by the limitations literary convention placed
upon their subject matter.  Although we have seen secular and
ecclesiastical affairs linked by the role of the Emperor as the
representative of God on Earth, Socrates in his Church History (from
305 A. D. to 439 A. D.) still feels that he must apologize for his
inclusion of secular events. Socrates saw disorder in the Church as a
corollary of turmoil in the State and vice versa. Thus he can justify
the inclusion of the reign of Julian because that Emperor was
apostate, the civil troubles under Valens and the revolt of
Magnentius because of similar ecclesiastical division. Socrates was
used as a source by Sozomen who also includes numerous apologies
for covering secular events. The murder of Rufinus led to an
increase in piety, conflicts in the Church of Constantinople led to the
invasions of the Goths and Huns. Sozomen believed that it was God's
design that piety was rewarded. Ecclesiastical history was not
intended to be contemporary, unlike classical history which aimed to
record events up to the present day - or at least the death of the
precediﬁg Emperor.  However Sozomen found his interests too
compelling. In Books VIII and XI the accent is on secular affairs.
The death of Theodosius I and the wars of Stilicho and Alaric are

detailed. In his last book Sozomen only includes one chapter on
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ecclesiastical affairs, the discovery of the relics of the Prophet

Zachariah and of Stephen.

Evagrius saw himself as the continuator of these
ecclesiastical historians.®® However at the end of Book V (V. 24) he
catalogues historians that he considers to have been influential. The
Church historians Eusebius, Theodoret, Socrates and Sozomen are
there but Evagrius also names secular writers. Zosimus, Priscus,
Eustathius of Epiphania, Procopius, Agathias and John of Epiphania
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