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INTRODUCTION

“T'uERE are in history no beginnings and no endings. History
books begin and end, but the events they describe do not.
It is a salutary warning: yet from the first Christians have
divided human history into the centuries of the preparation
for the coming of Christ and the years after the advent of
their Lord in the flesh, and 1n his turn the student of history
is forced, however perilous the effort, to split up the stream
of events into periods in order the better to master his
material, to reach a fuller understanding of man’s develo
ment. What then of the Byzantine Empire? When did it
begin to be? When did it come to an end? Concerning its
demise there can hardly be any hesitation—1443, the date
of the Osmanli conquest of Constantinople, is fixed beyond
dispute. But on the question at what time did a distinctively
Byzantine Empire come into being there is no such agree-
ment. J. B, Bury, indeed, denied that there ever was such a
birthday: ‘No Byzantine Empire ever began to exist; the
Roman Empire did not come to an end until 1453"—of
‘Byzantine art’, ‘Byzantine civilization’ we may appropriately
speak, but when we speak of the State which had its centre
in Constantine’s city the ‘Roman Empire’ is the only fitting
term.?

But Bury’s dictum obviously implies 2 continuity of
development which some historians would not admit, Thus
Professor Toynbee has argued that the Roman Empire died
during the closing years of the sixth century: it was a ‘ghost’
of that Empire which later occupied the imperial throne.
During the seventh century a new Empire came into being
and stood revealed when Leo III marched from Asia to
inaugurate a dynasty. That new Empire was the reply of the
Christian East to the menace of the successors of Mahomet:
the State as now organized was the ‘carapace’ which should

1 R, G. Collingwood, 4n Autobiograpky (London, Oxford University Press,
1939), p- 98; and cf. his study of Christian historiography in The Idea of History
{Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1946), pp- 49—52-

2 1. B. Bury, 4 History of the Later Roman Empire (London, Maemillan, 188¢),

vol. i, p. v; The Cambridge Medizval History (Cambridge University Press, 1923),
vol. iv, pp. vil~ix.
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form the hard shell of resistance against the Muslim attack.
Here there is no continuity with the old Roman Empire:
there is but a reassertion of imperial absolutism and of
administrative centralization to meet changed conditions.

Others, without employing Professor Toynbee's forms of
presentation, have expressed similar views. The loss of
Syria, Palestine, and Egypt to the Arabs in the seventh
century led, as a counter-measure on the part of the Empire,
to the building up in Asia Minor of a new mulitary system:
land grants were made to farmers subject to a hereditary
obligation of service in the imperial armies. It was on this
system and its successful maintenance that the defence of the
Empire was henceforth to depend, and since the Empire was
continuously assailed by foes through the centuries, it was
this new system, Ostrogorsky has urged, which serves to.
date. the beginning of a distinctively Byzantine Empire: all
the preceding history was but a Preface and a Prelude which
can be briefly summarized.!

Perhaps an editor may be allowed in this Introduction to
express in a few words a personal opinion, if it be clearly
understood that he has not sought in any way to enforce that
opinion upon contributors. . . . If we ask the question can
we still, despite Bury's objection, use the term ‘Byzantine
Empire’? that question may be answered in the afirmative,
since thereby we are reminded of the historical significance
of the fact that it was precisely at the Greek city of Byzantium
and not elsewhere that Constantine chose to create his new
imperial capital. Attempts have been made of recent years
to minimize the importance of that fact; the capital, it is said,
might equally well have been set in Asia Minor, just as the
capital of the Turkish Empire has, in our own day, been
transferred to Ankara. But Asia Minor of the Byzantines
was overrun by hostile armies time and again and its cities
captured by the foe. Constantinople, posted on the water-
way between the continents and guarded by the girdle of its
landward and seaward walls, through all assaults remained
impregnable. At moments the Empire might be confined
within the circle of the city’s fortifications, but the assailants

* “En 717 commence . . . 'Empire byzantin’: Henri Berr in the preface to Louis
Bréhier's Vie et Mort de Byzance (Paxis, Michel, 1947), p. xiil.
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retired discomfited and still the capital preserved the heritage
of civilization from the menace of the barbarian. The ci
was Constantine’s majestic war memorial: the Greek FEast
should not forget the crowning mercy of his victory over
Licinius. By its foundation Constantine created the imperial
power-house within which could be concentrated the forces
of a realm which was sustained by the will of the Christians’
God and which, in the fifth century, was further secured by
the acquisition of Our Lady’s Robe, the palladium of New
Rome. It is well that we should be reminded of that act of
the first Christian Emperor.

And did the Roman Empire die at some date during the
closing years of the sixth century or in the first decade of the
seventh? Is it true that a ‘ghost’ usurped the imperial
throne? It is not every student who will be able to follow
Professor Toynbee in his essay in historical necromancy.
To some it will rather seem that, i/ the Roman Empire died,
its death should be set during the breakdown of imperial
power and the financial and administrative chaos of the third
century of our era. With Diocletian and with the rurbator
rerum, the revolutionary Constantine, there is such a rebuild-
ing that one might with some justification argue that a new
Empire was created. For here, as Wilamowitz-Moellendorf
wrote, is the great turning-point in the history of the
Mediterranean lands. But may it not be truer to say that the
Roman Empire did not die, but was transformed from
within, and that the factor which in essentials determined the
character of that transformation was the dream of the
Empire’s future as Constantine conceived it? He had been
called to rule a pagan Empire; he brought from his rule in
the West the knowledge of the tradition of Roman govern-
ment. Atthe battle of the Milvian Bridge he had put to the
test the Christian God, and the God of the Christians had
given him the victory over Maxentius: that favour made of
Constantine an Emperor with a mission, he was ‘God’s man’,
as he called himself. When he went to the East he came into
lands where language, literature, and thought were all alike
Greek. There could be no idea of transforming the East into
a Latin world. That was the problem: a pagan Empire

based on a Roman tradition of law and government ruled by
3982 b
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a Christian Emperor who had been appointed to build up his
realm upon the foundation of a unified Christian faith—an
Empire centred in a Christian capital and that capital sur-
rounded by a deeply rooted tradition of Hellenistic culture.
Those are the factors which had to be brought ‘to kecp house
together’. And this Christian Emperor, incorporating in his
own person the immense majesty of pagan Rome, could not,
of course, make Christianity the religion of the Roman
State—that was unthinkable—but the man to whom the
Christian God had amazingly shown unmerited favour had
a vision of what in the future might be realized and he could
build for that future. Within the pagan Empire itself one
could begin to raise another—a Christian—Iimpire: and
one day the walls of the pagan Empire would fall and in their
place the Christian building would stand revealed. In a
Christian capital the Roman tradition of law and government
would draw its authority and sanction from the supreme
imperium which had been the permanent element in the
constitutional development of the Roman State; that State
itself, become Christian and Orthodox, would be sustained
through a Catholic and Orthodox Church, while Greek
thought and Greek art and architecture would preserve the
Hellenistic tradition. And in that vision Constantine anti-
cipated, foresaw, the Byzantine Empire. And thus for any
comprehending study of that Empire one must go as far
back at least as the reign of Constantine the Great.

"The factors which went to form Constantine’s problem-—
the pagan Hellenistic culture, the Roman tradition, the
Christian Church—were only gradually fused after long
stress and strife. The chronicle of that struggle is no mere
Preface or Prelude to the history of the Byzantine Empire;
it 1s an integral part of that history, for in this period of
struggle the precedents were created and the moulds were
shaped which determined the character of the civilization
which was the outcome of an age of transition. Without
a careful study of the Empire’s growing-pains the later
development will never be fully comprehended.

And from the first the rulers of the Empire recognized the
duty which was laid upon them, their obligation to preserve
that civilization which they had inherited, to counter the
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assaults of the barbarians from without or the threat from
within—the menace of those barbarian soldiers who were in
the Empire’s service. It was indeed a task which demanded
the highest courage and an unfaltering resolution. ‘If ever
there were supermen in history, they are to be found in the
Roman emperors of the fourth century.” And this duty and
the realization that Constantinople was the ark which
sheltered the legacy of human achievement remained con-
stant throughout the centuries. The forms of the defence
might change, but the essential task did not alter, When in
the seventh century Egypt, Palestine, and Syria were lost,
the system of imperial defence had perforce to bereorganized,
but that reorganization was designed to effect the same
traditional purpose. It is this unchanging function of the
later Empire which, for some students at least, shapes the
impressive continuity of the history of the East Roman
State. Leo III is undertaking the same task in the eighth
century as Heraclius had faced in the seventh, as Justinian
had sought to perform in the sixth. It is this continuity of
function which links together by a single chain the emperors
of Rome in a succession which leads back to Constantine the
Great and Diocletian.

Professor Toynbee regards the reassertion of absolutism
and the centralization of government under Leo III as a
fatal error. But it is not easy to see what alternative course
was possible. In the West the Arabs overthrew imperial rule
in Africa and invaded Europe. What could have stayed the
far more formidable attack upon the Byzantine capital if
L.eo 111 had not thrown into the scale the concentrated force
of the Empire and thus repelled the assault? Could the
Empire have survived? The ruler was but shouldering his
historic burden.

And even if the continuity of the history of the East
Roman State be questioned, the continuity of Byzantine
culture it is impossible to challenge. Within the Empire
the culture of the Hellenistic world which had arisen in
the kingdoms of the successors of Alexander the Great
lives on and moulds the achievement of East Rome. For
the Byzantines are Christian Alexandrians. In art they
still follow Hellenistic models; they inherit the rhetorical



xx INTRODUCTION

tradition, the scholarship, the admiration for the Great Age
of classical Greece which characterized the students of the
kingdom of the Ptolemies, That admiration might inspire
imitation, but it undoubtedly tended to stifle originality.
Those who would seek to establish that at some time in the
history of East Rome there is a breach in continuity, that
something distinctively new came into being, must at least
admit that the culture of the Empire knew no such severance:
it persisted until the end of the Empire itself.

There are, however, scholars who would interpret other-
wise the essential character of this civilization. For them
East Rome was an ‘oriental empire’; they contend that it did
but grow more and more oriental until in the eighth century
1t became érroitement orientalisé. These assertions have been
repeated many times, as though it were sought by repetition -
to evade the necessity for proof: certain it 1s that proof has
never been forthcoming, It is true that Hellenistic civiliza-
tion had absorbed some oriental elements, but the crucial
question is: Did the Byzantine Empire adopt any further
really significant elements from the East beyond those which
had already interpenetrated the Hellenistic world? One
may point to the ceremony of prostration before the ruler
(proskynesis), to mutilation as a punishment, possibly to
some forms of ascetic contemplation, to the excesses of
Syrian asceticism, to Greek music and hymnody derived
from Syrian rhythms and rhythmic prose, and to cavalry regi-
ments armed with the bow—what more? The Christian
religion itself came, it is true, originally from Palestine, but
it early fell under Hellenistic influence, and after the work of
the Christian thinkers of Alexandria—of Clement and
Origen—Christianity had won its citizenship in the Greek -
world. Until further evidence be adduced, it may be sug-
gested that the Empire which resolutely refused to accept the
Eastern theories of the Iconoclasts was in so doing but
defending its own essential character, that the elements which
in their combination formed the complex civilization of the
Empire were indeed the Roman tradition in law and govern-
ment, the Hellenistic tradition in language, literature, and

philosophy, and a Christian tradition which had already been
refashioned on a Greek model.
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What were the elements of strength which sustained the
Empire in its saecular effort? They may be briefly sum-
marized. Perhaps the factor which deserves pride of place
is the conviction that the Empire was willed by God and
protected by Him and by His Anointed. It 1s this convic-
tion which in large measure explains the traditionalism, the
extreme conservatism of East Rome: why innovate if your
State 1s founded on Heaven’s favour? The ruler may be
dethroned, but not the polity; that would have been akin
to apostasy. Autocracy remained unchallenged. And, with
God’s approval secure, the Byzantine Sovereign and the
Byzantine State were both Defenders of the Faith. To
the Byzantine the Crusades came far earlier than they did to
the West, for whether the war was waged with Persia or later
with the Arabs, the foes were alike unbelievers, while the
standard which was borne at the head of the East Roman
forces was a Christian icon—at times one of those sacred
pictures which had not been painted by any human hand,
The Byzantine was fighting the battles of the Lord of Hosts
and could rely upon supernatural aid. The psychological
potency of such a conviction as this the modern student must
seek imaginatively to comprehend——and that is not easy.

And the concentration of all authority in the hands of the
Vicegerent of God was in itself a great source of strength.
On the ruins of the Roman Empire in western Europe
many States had been created: in the FEast the single State
had been preserved and with it the inheritance from an earlier
Rome, the single law. In the West men’s lives were lived
under many legal systems—tribal law, local law, manorial
law—and the law of the central State fought a continuing
battle for recognition: in the East one law and one law alone
prevailed, and that Roman law emanated from a single
source, the Emperor; even the decisions of the Councils of
the Church needed for their validity the approval of the
Sovereign. The precedents established by Constantine were
upheld by his successors, and under the Iconoclasts the
challenge to imperial authority raised by the monks demand-
ing a greater freedom for the Church was unavailing. The
Patriarch of Constantinople lived in the shadow of the
imperial palace: within the Byzantine Empire there was no
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room for an Eastern Papacy. The fact that the Book of
Ceremonies of Constantine Porphyrogenitus has been pre-
served has tended to produce theimpression that thelifeof an
East Roman Emperor was spent in an unbroken succession
of civil and religious formalities, that its most absorbing
care was the wearing of precisely those vestments which
were hallowed by traditional usage. That impression is
misleading, for the Emperor successfully maintamned his
right to lead the Byzantine armies in the field, while the folk
of East Rome demanded of their ruler efficiency and personal
devotion. In the constitutional theory of the Empire no
hereditary right to the throne was recognized, though at
times hereditary sentiment might have great influence.
When, under the Macedonian dynasty, that sentiment placed
a student emperor upon the throne, a colleague performed
those military duties which remained part of the imperial
burden. That immense burden of obligation imposed upon
the ruler—the responsibility both for the temporal and
spiritual welfare ofp his subjects—fashioned the Byzantine
imperial ideal, and that ideal puts its constraint upon the
Sovereign: it may make of him another man:

"The courses of his youth promised it not.
The breath no sooner left his father’s body,
But that his wildness mortified in him
Seemed to die too.

So it was with Basil II: ‘with all sail set he abandoned the
course of pleasure and resolutely turned to seriousness.’
It is to wrong the Byzantine Emperors to picture them as
cloistered puppets: the Emperor was not merely the source
of all authority both military and civil, the one and only
legislator, the supreme judge, but it was his hand, as George
of Pisidia wrote, which in war enforced the will of Christ.
The East Roman State demanded money—much money:
no Byzantine Sovereign could ‘live of his own’. During the
chaos of the breakdown of the imperial administration in
the third century of our era a prodigious inflation sent all
prices rocketing sky-high and the economy of the Empire
threatened to relapse into a system of barter. But the fourth-

* Psellus, Chronographia, vol. i, ch. 4.
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century reform restored a money economy and taxation
which could be adapted to the current needs of the Govern-
ment. While the west of Europe under its barbarian rulers
was unable to maintain the complex financial system of
Rome, the needs of the Fast Roman State were safeguarded
by a return to a system which enabled it to pay its soldiers in
money, while, if military force should fail, the diplomacy of
Constantinople could fall back upon the persuasive influence
of Byzantine gold. It was the tribute derived from the
taxation of its subjects which enabled the Empire to main-
tain a regular army schooled in an art of war—an art per-
petually renewed as the appearance of fresh foes called for a
revision of the military manuals. This small highly trained
army must at all costs be preserved: no similar force could
be hurriedly improvised on an emergency. War for the
Empire was no joust, but a desperately serious affair. There-
fore risks must not be run: ambushes, feints, any expedient
by which irreplaceable lives could be saved were an essential
clement of Byzantine strategy. To us the numerical strength
of East Roman armies seems preposterously small. As Diehl
has pointed out, Belisarius reconquered Africa from the
Vandals with at most 14,000 men; in the tenth century the
great expeditions against Crete were carried out by a dis-
embarkation force of 9,000 to 15,000. The grand total of
the Byzantine military forces in the tenth century was at
most 140,000 men.

- The Empire was always inclined to neglect the fleet when
no immediate danger threatened from the sea. During the
first three centuries of our era the Mediterranean had been a
Roman Jake. The only barbarian kingdom formed on Roman
soil which took to the sea was that of the Vandals in North
Africa and before their fleets the Empire was powerless: the
seaward connexions between the East and the West were
snapped, The Emperor Leo even feared that the Vandals
would attack Alexandria: Daniel, the Stylite saint whom he
consulted, assured him that his fears were groundless, and in
the event the holy man’s confidence was justified. Justinian
made an extraordinary effort in his sea-borne attack upon
North Africa, but after the overthrow of the Vandal kingdom
we hear of no further naval operations until the Arabs
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developed their sea-power in the seventh century. When
Constans II reorganized the fleet and left Constantinople for
Sicily (a.p. 662), his aim, as Bury suggested, must have been
from a western base to safeguard North Africa and Sicily
from the Arabs in order to prevent the encirclement of the
Empire: ‘If the Saracens won a footing in these lands Greece
was exposed, the gates of the Hadriatic were open, Dalmatia
and the Exarchate were at their mercy’ (Bury). But Con-
stans died, his successors kept the imperial navy in the
eastern Mediterranean, and the Saracen fleet drove the
Romans out of Carthage. North Africa was lost.

When the Caliphate was removed from Syria to Mesopo-
tamia Constantinople was released from any serious menace
from the sea; the navies of Egypt and Syria were in decline,
and in consequence the Byzantine navy was neglected. .
Under the Macedonian house the East Roman fleet played
an essential part in the imperial victories, but later the
Empire made the fatal mistake of relying upon the navy of
Venice and thus lost its own control of the sea. The naval
policy of the Byzantine State did butreact to external stimulus
much as the Republic of Rome had done in former centuries.

Army and fleet defended the Empire from external peril,
but the force which maintained its internal administration
was the imperial civil service. Extremely costly, highly
traditional in its methods, often corrupt, it was yet, it would
seem, in general efficient: the administrative machine worked
on by its own accumulated momentum. Under weak and
incapable rulers it could still function, while the edicts of
reforming emperors would doubtless be competently filed
and then disregarded. We possess no adequate documentary
evidence for the history of this imperial service: the historians
took it for granted, and they tend to mention it only when
some crying scandal aroused popular discontent. Yet its
activity is one of the presuppositions which rendered possible
the longevity of the Empire,

And the service of the Orthodox Church to East Rome
must never be forgotten in any estimate of the factors which
sustained the Byzantine State.

“The Latin Church’, as Sir William Ramsay said in 2 memorable
lecture in 1908, ‘never identified itself with the Empire. So far as it
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lowered itself to stand on the same level as the Empire it was a rival
and an enemy rather than an ally. But in the East the Orthodox
Church cast in its lot with the Empire: it was coterminous with and
never permanently wider than the Empire. It did not long attempt
to stand on 2 higher level than the State and the people; but on that
lower level it stood closer to the mass of the people. It lived among
them. It moved the common average man with more penetrating
power than a loftier religion could have done. Accordingly the Ortho-
dox Church was fitted to be the soul and life of the Empire, to maintain

the Imperial unity, to give form and direction to every manifestation
of national vigour.’!

That close alliance between the Byzantine Empire and the
Orthodox Church, however, brought with it unhappy conse-
quences, as Professor Toynbee has forcibly reminded us.
Church and State were so intimately connected that member-
ship of the Orthodox Church tended inevitably to bring with
it subjection to imperial politics, and conversely alliance with
the Empire would bring with it subjection to the Patriarch of
Constantinople. The fatal effect of this association is seen in
the relations of the Empire with Bulgaria and with Armenia.
To us it would appear so obvious that, for instance, in
Armenia toleration of national religious traditions must have
been the true policy, but the Church of the Seven Councils
was assured that it alone held the Christian faith in its purity
and that in consequence it was its bounden duty to ride
roughshod over less enlightened Churches and to enforce
the truth committed to its keeping. And a Byzantine
Emperor had no other conviction: the order of Heraclius in
the seventh century that all Jews throughout his Empire
should be forcibly baptized does but illustrate an Emperor’s
conception of a ruler’s duty. The Orthodox Church must
have appeared to many, as it appeared to Sir William Ram-
say, ‘not a lovable power, not a beneficent power, but stern,
unchanging . . . sufficient for itself, self-contained and self-
centred’.2

But to its own people Orthodoxy was generous. The
Church might disapprove of the abnormal asceticism of a
Stylite saint; but that asceticism awoke popular enthusiasm

t Luke the Physician (London, Hodder and Stoughton, 19o8), p. 145 (slightly
abbreviated in citation).
2 Ibhid., p. 149.
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and consequently the Church yiclded‘: it rccognized‘St.
Simeon Stylites and made of Daniel the Stylitc a pricst. That
is 2 symbol of the catholicity of Orthodoxy. And through the
services of the Church the folk of the Iimpire became
familiar with the Old Testament 1n its Greek form (the
Septuagint) and with the New Testament which from
the first was written in the ‘common’ Greek speech of
the Hellenistic world, and the Fast Roman did truly helieve
in the inspiration of the Bible and its inerrancy. W‘h en Cosmas,
the retired India merchant, set forth his ‘Christtan T'opo-
graphy’ to prove that for the Christian the only possible view
was that the earth was flat, he demonstrated the trath of his
assertion by texts from the Bible and showed that carth is
the lower story, then comes the firmament, and above that
the vaulted story which is Heaven—all bound together by
side walls precisely like a large American trunk for ladies’
dresses. If you wished to defend contemporary nuracles it
was naturally the Bible which came to your support: Christ
had promised that His disciples should perform greater
works than His own: would a Christian by his doubts make
Christ a2 har? ‘The Fools for Christ’s sake¢'—those who
endured the ignominy of playing the fool publicly m order
to take upon themselves part of that burden of humiliation
which had led their Lord to the Cross—they, too, had their
texts: “The foolishness of God is wiser than men’, ‘the
wisdom of this world 1s foolishness with God’. [t was hearing
a text read in Church which suggested to Antony his voca-
tion to be the first monk: ‘If you would he perfect, go sell all
that thou hast and give to the poor, and come, follow me.”
That summons he obeyed and 1t led him to the desert. In
Byzantine literature you must always be ready to catch an
echo from the Bible.

And thus because it was th¢ Church of the Byzantine
people, because its liturgy was interwoven with their daily
lives, because its tradition of charity and unquestioning
almsgiving supplied their need in adversity, the Orthodox
Church became the common possession and the pride of the
East Romans. The Christian faith became the bond which
in large measure took the place of a common nationality,
And was their Church to be subjected to the discipline of an
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alien Pope who had surrendered his freedom to barbarous
Frankish rulers of the West? Variations in ritual usage
might be formulated to justify the rejection of papal claims,
but these formulations did but mask a profounder difference
~—an instinctive consciousness that a Mediterranean world
which had once been knit together by a bilingual culture
had split into two halves which could no longer understand
each other. The history of the centuries did but make the
chasm deeper: men might try to throw bridges across the
cleft—communion between the Churches might be restored,
even Cerularius in the eleventh century did not say the last
word, but the underlying ‘otherness’ remained until at last
all the king’s horses and all the king’s men were powerless
to dragoon the Orthodox world into union with the Latin
Church. That sense of ‘otherness’ still persists to-day, and it
will be long before the Churches of the Orthodox rite accept
the dogma of the infallibility of 2 Western Pope.

And, above all, it must be repeated, Constantinople itself,
the imperial city () Baciredovoa wdkis), secure behind the
shelter of its fortifications, sustained the Empire alike in fair
and in foul weather. The city was the magnet which attracted
folk from every quarter to itself: to it were drawn ambassadors
and barbarian kings, traders and merchants, adventurers and
mercenaries ready to serve the Emperor for pay, bishops and
monks, scholars and theologians. In the early Middle Age
Constantinople was for Europe /e city, since the ancient
capital of the West had declined, its pre-eminence now but a
memory, or at best a primacy of honour. Constantinople
had become what the Piraeus had been for an earlier Greek
world; to this incomparable market the foreigner came to
make his purchases and the Byzantine State levied its
customs on the goods as they left for Russia or the West.
Because the foreigner sought the market, New Rome, it
would seem, failed to develop her own mercantile marine,
and thus in later centuries the merchants of Venice or Genoa
could extort perilous privileges from the Empire’s weakness.
Within the imperial palace a traditional diplomacy of
prestige and remote majesty filled with awe the simple minds
of barbarian rulers, even if it awoke the scorn of more
sophisticated envoys. It may well be that the Byzantines
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were justified in developing and maintaining with scrupulous
fidelity that calculated ceremonial. ‘But your Emperor is a
God’ one barbarian is reported to have said~—him, too, the
magnet of Constantinople would attract and the Empire
would gain a new ally.

Yet this magnetism had its dangers. All roads led to New
Rome, and a popular general or 2 member of that Anatolian
landed aristocracy which had been schooled in military
service might follow those roads and seek to set himself upon
the imperial throne. Prowess might give a title to the
claimant, and the splendid prize, the possession of the capital,
would crown the venture, for he who held Constantinople
was thereby lord of the Empire. Yet though the inhabitants
might open the gates to an Fast Roman pretender, the
Byzantines could assert with pride that never through the
centuries had they betrayed the capital to a foreign foc.
‘That is their historic service to Europe.

It becomes clear that the welfare of the Byzantine State
depended upon the maintenance of a delicate balance of
forces—a balance between the posentiores—the rich and
powerful~and the imperial administration, between the
army and the civil service, and, further, a balance between the
revenues of the State and those tasks which it was incumbent
upon the Empire to perform. Thus the loss of Asia Minor
to the Seljuks did not only deprive East Rome of its reservoir
of man-power, it also crippled imperial finances. Above all,
in 2 world where religion played so large a part it was neces-
sary to preserve the balance—the co-operation—Dbetween
Church and State. ‘Caesaropapism’ is a recent word-
formation by which it has been sought to characterize the
position of the Emperor in relation to the Church. It is
doubtless true that in the last resort the Emperor could
assert his will by deposing a Patriarch; it is also true that
Justinian of his own motion defined orthodox dogma with-
out consulting a Council of the Church. But that precedent
was not followed in later centuries; an Emperor was bound
to respect the authoritative formulation of the faith ; and even
Iconoclasm, it would seem, took its rise in the pronounce-
ments of Anatolian bishops, and it was only after this
episcopal initiative that the Emperor intervened. Indeed
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the Byzantine view of the relation which should subsist
between Church and State can hardly be doubted: for the
common welfare there must be harmony and collaboration.
As Daniel the Stylite said addressing the Emperor Basiliscus
and the Patriarch of Constantinople, Acacius: “When you
disagree you bring confusion on the holy churches and in the
whole world you stir up no ordinary disturbance.” Emperor
and Patriarch are both members of the organism formed by
the Christian community of East Rome. It is thus, by the
use of a Pauline figure, that the Epanagoge states the relation.
That law-book may never have been officially published, it
may be inspired by the Patriarch Photius, but none the less
it surely is a faithful mirror of Byzantine thought. Butit is
also true that bishops assembled in a Council were apt to
yield too easily to imperial pressure, even though they might
reverse their decision when the pressure was removed. The
breeze passes over the ears of wheat and they bend before it;
the breeze dies down and the wheat-ears stand as they stood
before its coming. But such an influence as this over an
episcopal rank and file who were lacking in ‘civil courafge’ is
not what the term ‘Caesaropapism’ would suggest; if it is
used at all, its meaning should at least be strictly defined.

One is bound to ask: How did these Byzantines live? It
was that question which Robert Byron in his youthful book
The Byzantine Achievement sought to answer; he headed his
chapter “The Joyous Life’. That is a serious falsification.
The more one studies the life of the East Romans the more
one is conscious of the weight of care which overshadowed
it: the fear of the ruthless tax-collector, the dread of the
arbitrary tyranny of the imperial governor, the peasant’s
helplessness before the devouring land-hunger of the power-
ful, the recurrent menace of barbarian invasion: life was a
dangerous affair; and against its perils only supernatural
aid-—the help of saint, or magician, or astrologer could avail.
And it is to the credit of the Byzantine world that it realized
and sought to lighten that burden by founding hospitals
for the sick, for lepers, and the disabled, by building hostels
for pilgrims, stranfgers, and the aged, maternity homes for
women, refuges for abandoned children and the poor,
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institutions liberally endowed by their founders who in their
charters set out at length their directions for the administra~
tion of these charities. Itis to the lives of the saints that one
must turn, and not primarily to the Court historians if one
would picture the conditions of life in East Rome. And
because life was insecure and dangerous, suspicions were
easily aroused and outbreaks of violence and cruelty were
the natural consequence. The Europe of our own day ought
to make it easier for us to comprehend the passions of the
Byzantine world. We shall never realize to the full the
magnitude of the imperial achievement until we have learned
in some measure the price at which that achievement was
bought.

At the close of this brief Introduction an attempt may be
made to summarize in a few words the character of that
achievement: (i) as a custodian trustee East Rome preserved
much of that classical literature which it continuously and
devotedly studied; (if) Justinian’s Digest of earlier Roman
law salved the classical jurisprudence without which the
study of Roman legal theory would have been impossible,
while his Code was the foundation of the Empire’s law
throughout its history. The debt which Europe owes for
that work of salvage is incalculable; (1i1) the Empire con-
tinued to write history, and even the work of the humble
Byzantine annalist has its own significance: the annalists
begin with man’s creation and include an outline of the
history of past empires because ‘any history written on
Christian principles will be of necessity universal’: 1t will
describe the rise and fall of civilizations and powers: it will
no longer have a particularistic centre of gravity, whether
that centre of gravity be Greece or Rome:! a world salvation
needed a world history for its illustration: nothing less would
suffice. And to the Christian world history was not a mere
cyclic process eternally repeating itself| as it was to the Stoic.
History was the working out of God's plan: it had 2 goal and
the Empire was the agent of a divine purpose. And Byzan-
tine writers were not content with mere annalistic: in writing

? R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1946),
PP- 46~30.
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history the East Roman not only handed down to posterity
the chronicle of the Empire’s achievement, he also recorded
the actions of neighbouring peoples before they had any
thought of writing their own history. Thus it 15 that the
Slavs owe to East Rome so great a debt; (iv) the Orthodox
Church was a Missionary Church, and from its work of
evangelization the Slav peoples settled on its frontiers derived
their Christianity and a vernacular Liturgy; (v) it was in an
eastern province of the Empire—in Egypt—that monasti-
cism took its rise. Here was initiated both the life of the
solitary and the life of an ascetic community. It was by 2
Latin translation of St. Athanasius’ Life of St. Antony, the
first monk, that monasticism was carried to the West, and
what monasticism—Egypt’s greatest gift to the world—has
meant in the history of Europe cannot easily be calculated.
It was the ascetics of East Rome who fashioned a mystic
theology which transcending reason sought the direct
experience of the vision of God and of union with the God-
head (theosis). Already amongst the students of western
Europe an interest has been newly created in this Byzantine
mysticism, and as more documents are translated that interest
may be expected to arouse a deeper and more intelligent
comprehension; (vi) further, the Empire gave to the world 2
religious art which to-day western Europe 18 learning to
appreciate with a fuller sympathy and a larger understanding.
Finally, let it be repeated, there remains the historic function
of Constantinople as Europe’s outpost against the invading
hordes of Asia. Under the shelter of that defence of the
Eastern gateway western Europe could refashion its own
life: 1t is hardly an exaggeration to say that the civilization
of western Europe is a by-product of the Byzantine Empire’s
will to sutvive.

N. H. B.
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THE HISTORY OF THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE:
AN OUTLINE

A. FROM a.n. 330 TO THE FOURTH CRUSADE

I

TuE history of Byzantium is, formally, the story of the Late
Roman Empire. The long line of her rulers is a direct con-
tinuvation of the series of Emperors which began with
Augustus; and 1t was by the same principle—consent of the
Roman Senate and People—which Augustus had proclaimed
when he ended the Republic that the Byzantine rulers
wielded their authority. Theoretically speaking, the ancient
and indivisible Roman Empire, mistress, and, after the
downfall of the Great King of Persia in 629, sole mistress of
the orbis terrarum, continued to exist until the year 1443.
Rome herself, it was true, had been taken by the Visigoths
in 410; Romulus Augustulus, the last puppet Emperor in
the West, had been deposed by the barbarians in 476, and
the firmest constitutionalist of Byzantium must have acknow-
ledged, in the course of the centuries which followed, that
Roman dominion over the former provinces of Britain, Gaul,
Spain, and even ltaly appeared to be no longer effective,
Visible confirmation of this view was added when a German
upstart of the name of Charles was actually, on Christmas
Day, a.p. 800, saluted as Roman Emperor in the West. But
there are higher things than facts; the Byzantine theory,
fanciful as it sounds, was accepted for many centuries by
friends and foes alike, and its influence in preserving the
very existence of the Empire is incalculable. Contact with
the West might become precarious; the old Latin speech,
once the official language of imperial government, might
disappear, and the Rhomaeans of the late Byzantine Empire
might seem to have little except the name in common with
their Roman predecessors. Liutprand of Cremona, in the
tenth century, could jeer at the pompous ceremonial and

ridiculous pretensions of the Byzantine Court; but the
3982 B
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Westerner failed, as did the later Crusading leaders, to
comprehend the outlook of the classical world, strangely
surviving in its medieval environment. For the ruler of
Byzantium, the unshakable assurance that his State repre-
sented Civilization itself, islanded in the midst of barbarism,
justified any means that might be found necessary for its
preservation; while the proud consciousness of his double
title to world-dominion—heir of the universal Roman
Empire and Vicegerent of God Himself—enabled him to
meet his enemies in the gate, when capital and Empire
seemed irretrievably doomed, and turn back the tide of
imminent destruction. Ruinous schemes of reconquest and
reckless extravagance in Court expenditure were the obvious
consequences of the imperial ideal; but what the latter-day
realist condemns as the incorrigible irredentism of the:
Byzantine Emperors was not merely the useless memory of
vanished Roman glories. It was the outcome of a confidence
that the Empire was fulfilling a divine commission; that its
claim to rule was based on the will of the Christian God.

II

When Constantine founded his capital city on the Bos-
phorus, his intention was to create a second Rome. A Senate
was established, public buildings were erected, and the
whole machinery of imperial bureaucracy was duplicated at
its new headquarters. Aristocratic families from Italy were
encouraged to build residences there, while bread and circuses
were provided for the populace. The circus factions, trans-
ported from the other Rome, formed a militia for the defence
of the city. The avowed policy was to produce a replica of
the old capital on the Tiber.

One difference, indeed, there was. The new centre of
administration was to be a Christian capital, free from the
pagan associations of Old Rome, which had resisted, all too
successfully, the religious innovations of Constantine. The
Council of Nicaea, representing the Roman world united
under a single Emperor, had given a clear indication of the
main lines which subsequent sovereigns were to follow in
dealing with the Church. The maintenance of religious
unity was henceforth to form an even more essential principle
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state to resist them. Rome and Persia had exhausted each
other in the final struggle. The Sassanid realm, torn by
palace revolutions, fell an easy victim, while the absence at
Constantinople of Heraclius, disabled by fatal illness,
disorganized the defence of the Asiatic provinces. By 640
both Palestine and Syria were in Muslim hands; Alexandria
fell to the Arabs in 642, and with Egypt as a base the con-
querors crept slowly along the North African coast. Here
they encountered more effective resistance, and it was not
till the close of the seventh century that the capture of Car-
thage laid open the way to Spain. Meanwhile from the
naval resources of Egypt and Syria a formidable sea-power
developed. Cyprus and Rhodes were taken, and became
centres of piracy from which the Muslims plundered the
Aegean islands, rumming Mediterranean commerce. Con-
stantinople itself was not immune, and a series of attacks
from the sea (673—7) was repulsed only after desperate
efforts and with the aid of the famous ‘Greek Fire'. Asia
Minor, the last non-European possession of Byzantium,
was flercely contended for tﬁroughout the century; Armenia
and the Caucasus regions finally succumbed, but in the
south the Taurus passes, the principal gateway to the penin-
sula, were successtully held.

Under the pressure of invasion the Byzantine Impirc
took on its medieval, and final, form. The days of Rome as a
great land-power were now over. Apart from Asia Minor
and the immediate hinterland of the capital, Byzantine terri-
tory was reduced practically to the fringes of the northern
Mediterranean coast. During the course of the seventh
century her Spanish outposts had been ceded to the Visigoths,
and north-west Africa fell at length to the Saracens. Sicily
and south Italy, the Magna Graecia of classical times, still
owned allegiance to their Greek-speaking rulers; Naples,
, Venice, and Istria were still in Byzantine hands, and by her
hold on the districts of Rome and Ravenna, joined by a
narrow corridor, New Rome had succeeded in preventing
the complete Lombard conquest of Italy. These, however,
were all that remained of thquVcstcrn conquests of Justinian.
Between them and Constantinople the Slav tribes had
established themselves in the Balkan peninsula, driving the
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Roman population to the Dalmatian islets or the coastal
cities, and severing the great highway which connected East
.and West. Nearer home, a new menace had arisen. About
"680 the Bulgars, an Asiatic people, had crossed the lower
Danube, and for the next three centuries their aggression
was to prove a constant danger to the capital.

To meet these altered conditions the imperial administra-
tion was adapted for defence. The territories occupied by
the Byzantine armies became provinces known as “Themes’,
and their commanders exercised as governors both milit
and civil functions—an experiment first tried in the ‘exar-
chates’ of Italy and Africa. The heart of the Empire now
lay in Asia Minor, and here the armies were recruited from
farmers to whom were given grants of land on a hereditary
tenure with the obligation of military service. This new
system of imperial defence was organized during the course
of the seventh century, but the poverty of our sources for
this period makes it impossible to trace the developmentin
detail. By the early years of the eighth century the new army
was already in being.

Byzantium henceforth faced eastwards. The Latin ele-
ment in her culture declined, though, in spite of its disap-
pearance (apart from a number of technical terms) even from
official language, the legal conceptions of Rome continued to
form the basis of her constitution. Shorn of the greater part
of her Asiatic and Western territories, she had become pre-
dominantly Greek in speech and civilization, and a yet closer
bond of unity within the Empire was found in common
devotion to Orthodox Christianity. With the loss of the
dissident provinces, a main obstacle to agreement with the
Papacy had been removed, and in 681, after many storms,
union was temporarily re-established by the Sixth Oecume-
nical Council.

Constantine IV (668-8¢), under whom this result was
achieved, had not only done much for the safety of the
‘Western provinces, but had also administered an important
check to the advance of Islam towards Constantinople. His
reign was the high-water mark of Byzantine success during
this period. The Heraclian dynasty ended with his successor,
Justinian 11, and with its disappearance palace revolutions,
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culminating in anarchy, filled the years from 695 to 717. As
ever, the foes of Byzantium seized their opportunity.
Revolts in Italy became more frequent and more serious,
Carthage fell at last to the Islamic invader. The Bulgarians,
profiting by political discord within the Empire, established
themselves south of the Danube. In Asia Minor the loyalty
of the Byzantine troops and of their leaders had been sapped
by constant rebellions, while from Damascus the Umayyads,
whose Empire was now approaching its zenith, mercilessly
ravaged the unguarded provinces. In 717 the spearhecad of
the Islamic advance threatened the capital. A determined
investment of Constantinople by land and sea followed, and
for twelve months victory hung in the balance. In the same
year Leo III (717—41) came to the throne, and the saving of
Constantinople from the concentrated thrust of the first
great Muslim Empire was the earliest achicvement of the

new dynasty.

VI

‘The birthplace of the so-called ‘Isaurian’ rulers is not
certainly known, though northern Syria appears most
probable. Their Asiatic origin is generally admitted, and
many aspects of their policy, which, owing to the meagre
and hostile character of the sources, has been much debated,
seem to display an alien challenge to the Graeco-Roman
traditions of the Empire. Of the military services of the
Isaurian Emperors there can be no doubt; even their bitterest
opponents gratefully remembered them as saviours of the
commonwealth in its direst need.

The contraction of the frontiers of East Rome had brought
with it a straitening of her financial resources, 2 slowing-
down of her commercial activities, and a narrowing of her
intellectual and spiritual life. Under the stress of constant
warfare, art and letters had declined, and the seventh
century is perhaps the most barren period in the history of
Byzantine civilization. The resulting paucity of records has
left many gaps in our knowledge. Fuller information would
reveal the transformation of the Empire, and the heroic
efforts which must have been necessary to adapt it to the new
and perilous conditions brought about by the invasions. It
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was these efforts which formed the foundation of the
Isaurian successes.

From the standpoint of European history Leo 11I’s most
important work was accomplished in the first year of his
reign, when he repulsed the Arab forces from the walls of
the capital. Even Charles Martel’s great victory of Poitiers
in 732 was less decisive, for Byzantium had met the full
force of the Umayyad Empire at the gateway of Europe.
With the succession of the Abbasid dynasty in 750, after 2
period of internal strife, the centre of Muslim power moved
eastward to Bagdad, and Asia’s threat to the Bosphorus was
not renewed for many centuries. Constantine V was able to
recover Cyprus in 746 and to push back the Anatolian
frontier to the eastern boundary of Asia Minor. For the
fortunes of the Roman Empire Leo’s initial success is com-
parable with that of Heraclius, who overcame the Avars
and Persians in the hour of their greatest strength. But the
Bulgarians, who had replaced the Avars in the Danube
region, found themselves on this occasion in the pay of
Byzantium, and such was the military prowess of the Isaurian
rulers that it was not until the close of the eighth century that
Bulgaria began to present a real problem.

The administrative policy of Leo and Constantine appears
to have followed approved methods of safeguarding the
central power, and to have included an extension of the
theme-system which their predecessors had instituted for
the defence of the threatened provinces. The publication of
the Ecloga, 2 new legal code modifying the law in the direc-
tion of greater ‘humanity’, was a more radical measure.
Philanthropia was a traditional duty of Rome’s sovereigns
towards their subjects, but the new code signified a departure
from the spirit of Roman law, especially in the sphere of
private morals and family life, and an attempt to athly
Christian standards in these relations. It is a proof of the
Jatent strength of the legacy left by pagan Rome that, de-
spite the renewed influence of the Church, a reversion to
the old principles took place later under the Macedonian
regime.

Most revolutionary of all, in Byzantine eyes, were the
Iconoclastic decrees. The campaign opened in 726, when
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Leo III issued the first edict against images, which in the
Greek Church was directed specifically against the icons.
Under Constantine V the struggle became more embittered,
and in 76 ¢ a fierce persecution was set on foot. In 787 the
Empress Irene, an Athenian by birth, succeeded in re-
establishing the cult of images, but an Iconoclast reaction
under three Emperors of Asiatic origin (813—42) renewed,
though with more limited scope, the measures of l.eo and
Constantine. In 8473 the images were finally restored.

The lconoclast movement can be treated neither in
isolation from the secular reforms, nor as subordinate to
them. In its later stages the attack was directed primarily
against the power and influence of the monasteries, as being
the strongholds of the cult of images; and the monks reta-
liated by boldly challenging the Emperor’s constitutional
supremacy in Church affairs. But the lsaurians were neither
rationalist anti~clericals nor dogmatic innovators. The usc
of images had not been favoured by the Early Church, and
puritan tendencies had ap&eared sporadically in the fourth
and sixth centuries. Asia Minor was their particular centre
at this time, and Jewish or Muslim hostility in these parts
to a religious use of an art of representation may not have
been without effect, as the abusive epithet ‘Saracen-minded’,
hurled at Leo III by his opponents, possibly indicates.
Christological issues were deeply involved on either side,
and it must always be emphasized that for the Byzantines
the question was primarily a theological one. Popular
feeling and the immense power of tradition were ultimately
the deciding factors. The triumph of the icon-defenders
was a victory for popular religion and popular ways of
thought. The defeat, on the other hand, of the movement
towards a separation between the spheres of State and
Church reflected no less accurately the Byzantine conviction
of the indissolubility of civil and religious government.

The reign of Irene, first as regent, and later as Empress
after the deposition and blinding of her son, appears at first
sight to be merely an interlude between two periods of
Iconoclasm. Actually, however, the Second Council of
Nicaea (787), which temporarily restored the images,
formulated the theory of icon-worship with such success
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that the improved organization and tactics of the monastic
party finally won the day.

A sensational development at this time in the West ma
have appeared less important to the Byzantines than it does
tous. On Christmas Day, 800, Charlemagne was proclaimed
Emperor in the basilica of St. Peter at Rome. The constitu-
tional significance of the coronation has been variously
interpreted in modern days, and the views of contemporaries
were in many cases no less divergent. So far as Byzantium
was concerned, the situation in the West was hardly affected
by the new pronouncement. In theory Charles was no more
than an unusually troublesome pretender. Practically, the
decisive period had lain in the middle of the previous
century. Italian antagonism to Byzantine rule bad been
sharpened by the Iconoclast controversy, but the Papacy
had continued to support the Exarchate as a check to the
Lombard overlordship of ltaly. In 751 Pippin assumed the
crown of France, and in the same year Ravenna, the centre
of Byzantine defence, was captured by the Lombards. The
dénouement was swift. In 754 Pippin, in answer to the
Pope’s appeal, invaded north Italy. Lombardy became a
vassal state of the Franks, until in 774 it was finally con-
quered by Charlemagne, The Exarchate was delivered to
the Pope, and Byzantine rule, save in a few coastal districts,
in the southern extremity of the peninsula and in Sicily,
came to an end.

The position was not improved with the advent of the
Amorian dynasty (820-67), for Campania and Venice
remained largely independent of Constantinople, while
Sicily soon fell to the Arab invaders from North Africa. In
the kast, Byzantine arms met with greater success. Asia
Minor was recovered after a dangerous insurrection under
Thomas the Slav (820-3), and his Arab supporters were
disappointed of their prize. A fixed frontier-line was
established from Armenia to northern Syria, and the rela-
tions between the Christian and Muslim Empires came to
resemble those which had formerly prevailed between Rome
and Persia. Similar tactics and armament were employed on
both sides; raids became periodical but produced no deci-

sion; mutual understanding and respect were engendered—
3982 C



18 THE HISTORY OF THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE

conditions which are reflected in the epic of Digenes Akritas
(see p. 245). Meanwhile, however, Muslin sea-power
menaced the whole Mediterranean basin, and the capture of
Crete (825) by the invaders was even more disastrous than
the loss of Sicily, for the Aegean now lay apen to sudden and
destructive raids from the swift corsairs which gathered
there. On the northern frontier the Bulgarians under their
first great leader, Krum, had become a formidable enemy.
A Byzantine army was ambushed and cut to pieces in the
Balkan defiles (811); the Emperor Nicephorus was slain,
and his head used as a drinking-cup by the savage conqueror.
Only the strong walls of Constantinople prevented Krum
from assaulting the capital, and perhaps it was only his death
in 814 which saved it from destruction. The Frankish
invasions of Croatia occupied Bulgaria for the next few
decades, and decreased the immediate threat to Constanti-
nople, much as, in the Fast, Turkish inroads had paralysed
Byzantium'’s other foe, the Caliphate.

The Isaurian house had ended with the death of ILrene:
from 802 to 867 no dynasty had established itself securely,
and a number of ferocious palace murders punctuated the
continual series of revolts., Of these latter, the rebellion of
Thomas the Slav had been the longest and most dangerous,
approaching at times the dimensions of a civil war. Asta
Minor had been the worst sufferer, and the small peasant-
farmers, a class which the Isaurian Emperors had carefull
fostered, were reduced to dependence on the powerful lanc{
owners. The feudal tendencies thus encouraged were
destined subsequently to prove a serious problem for the
State. The Amorian period, however, was not all loss.
Against military reverses in the West must be set the
successful maintenance of the Eastern frontier. Against the
bitterness of the Iconoclast controversy must be reckoned
the marked revival of art and learning and the rencwed
missionary activities of the Orthodox Church, which carried,
at the hands of Constantine and Methodius, her most potent
civilizing agencies to the Slavs of Moravia. Finally, the
conversion of Bulgaria (864) brought Byzantine influence to

bear, with decisive effect, on the most immediate enemy of
the Empire,
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VII

The greatest period in medieval Byzantine history is the
double century spanned by the reigns of the Macedonian
dynasty. It may justly be called the Macedonian period, for
the unity thus implied was a real, though curious, phenome-
non. During the whole period members of the Macedo-
nian house occupied the imperial throne. Few of the direct
heirs played a leading part in the military and administrative
triumphs of the Empire; apart from the two Basils the heroic
figures are for the most part usurping generals, such as
Nicephorus Phocas or John Tzimisces, whose imperial titles
were gained by murder or threats, or by politic matriages
into the royal house. Yet the need for such marriage alliances
proves clearly the strength of the dynastic sentiment which
swayed the population at this time. Loyalty to the families of
Constantine and Heraclius had been witnessed in the fourth
and seventh centuries; but so deep-seated a feeling as that
evoked by the Macedonians was a new development in
Byzantium. Strangest of all was its final demonstration,
when two elderly princesses, Zoe and Theodora, last scions
of the Macedonian house, were carried to power on the
crest of that astonishing tumult which Psellus has so vividly
described. Palace intrigues, assassinations, and conspiracies
were rife throughout this violent and romantic period; but
they did not break that fundamental loyalty to the house of
Macedon, which, reinforced by the majesty of ceremonial
and the semi-divine character of the Emperor—treason had
now become a veritable act of impiety—formed the back-
ground of the Byzantine achievement.

The beginnings of that achievement were slow, Byzan-
tium, centre of stability amid the swirling currents of three
continents, had preserved her herita§e and guarded her
difficult frontiers only by superior skill in the manipulation
of her limited military resources.! For over a century she
had been fully occupied in holding her own, and the forward
movement was now made possible only by the weakness
of the surrounding nations. In the West the Carolingian
Empire was in process of dissolution. Byzantine relations

1 ‘['he total strength of the Byzantine army in the ninth century has been
estimated at 120,000,
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with the Papacy, though chequered, were no longer em-
bittered by the Iconoclast dispute, and common cause was
found in the defensive measures against Islam. The Saracen
conquest of Sicily continued, but the imperial possessions in
south Italy were firmly held, and spirited counter-attacks on
the Muslim pirates in Tyrrhenian and Adriatic waters gave
welcome signs of a revival of Byzantine sea-power. Nearer
home the Bulgarians at this time presented no real menace,
and Russia was beginning to admit Byzantine influences.
The security of the Empire, both military and financial,
rested, as ever, on the integrity of Asia Minor, and here, too,
the position was favourable for Byzantium. The Abbasid
dynasty, which had overthrown the Umayyads 1n 750, had
removed the capital of Islam from Damascus to Bagdad,
and with it the sword’s point from the throat of Kurope. The
Caliphate, which had hitherto been in the hands of able
generals and politicians, supported by Syrian Arabs, soon
ell under the dominance of Persian nobles or Turkish
mercenaries. The Western provinces of Islam-——Spain,
North Africa, and Egypt—threw off in turn their political
allegiance to Bagdad, and powerful rulers in Syria and
Mesopotamia eventually rendered themselves independent
of the Caliph.

Asia Minor was vitally affected by these changes. Its
traditional defences were two. In the south the formidable
passes of the Taurus and Anti-Taurus had been successfully
beld by the Byzantines against repeated Saracen inroads.
In the north control of the Armenian massif was nccessary
for any permanent conquest of the Anatolian hinterland.
For nine centuries the mountain kingdom of Armenia had
been a bone of contention between Rome and the successive
rulers of Hither Asia. It had been partitioned at intervals
into spheres of influence; its princes had been supported in
turn, or its territories temporarily annexed, by the rival
Empires. From the accession of the Macedonian dynasty
dates the beginning of its Golden Age, when the ascendancy
of the great Bagratid family enabled it to assert a large
measure of independence for two glorious centuries,

Basil I was not slow to seize his opportunity. A treaty
was made with Armenia, and intrigues were set on foot
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with a view to promoting Byzantine influence. In the south
successive campaigps cleared the way from Cappadocian
Caesarea—the starting-point for all Byzantine operations—
to the Cilician plain, recovery of which was a necessary
prelude to the advance on Syria. Atthe same time Byzantine
garrisons were posted in the Taurus defiles, and a foothold
was secured on the upper Euphrates. These advantages
were held under Basil’s successor, Leo VI (886-912), more
through the weakness of his enemies than for any other
cause, since the Empire was preoccupied elsewhere. Muslim
corsairs from Crete were terrorizing the Aegean, and in go4
Salonica, the second city of the Empire, which had survived
so many assaults by land and sea, was captured and barbar-
ously sacked, while a large Byzantine naval expedition
against Crete in 910 ended disastrously for the assailants,
Iiven more dangerous was the rise of Bulgaria, under her
greatest ruler, Simeon (893~927), whose ambition it was to
wrest the sovereignty of the Balkans from East Rome. Until
his death no security was possible for the Empire.

Meanwhile internal recovery from the troubled period of
Iconoclasm continued. The reigns of Basil I and Leo VI are
the last of the creative ages of Roman legislation. In the
great collection known as the Basilica the legal heritage of the
past was selected and arranged to suit the requirements of
the new times, and it is significant that one of its main
characteristics was a return to the laws of Justinian, and an
abrogation of the revolutionary principles introduced by the
Iconoclast rulers. The absolutism of the imperial supremacy
over both Church and State is the underlying conception,
and the governing ideals of the Macedonian house are further
displayed in the laws protecting the peasant class against
the depredations of the rich landowners. Tradition—the
aesthetic legacy of ellas, its delight in form and colour, its
many-sided knowledge—~is also apparent in the revival of art
and letters at this time. Its effect is seen in the churches and
palaces, with their exquisite proportionsand balanced schemes
of decoration, and in the classical studies of the University,
where its scholars were dominated by the encyclopaedic
Photius, the most remarkable figure in the long story of
Byzantinc learning.
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Leo VI died in 912, leaving an infant son known to
postetity as the Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus
(912—59), to whose scholarly industry we owe much of our
knowledge of medieval Byzantium. In 920 the admiral
Romanus Lecapenus, succeeding where others had already
failed, seized the supreme power, and was invested with the
imperial title, legitimating himself in some degree by marry-
ing his daughter to the youthful Constantine. Public opinion
was exasperated by subsequent insults to the representative
of the Macedonian house, and with its support Constantine
was eventually able to drive out the usurping family (945).

The series of Byzantine triumphs in the East starts from
this time, but it is doubtful whether 1t owed much to the

ersonal efforts of Constantine VII. During the earlier part
of the tenth century the Bulgarian problem had monopolized
attention. Simeon, whose armies had more than once occu-
pied the outskirts of the capital, died in 9277. Under the rule
of his son Peter (927-68) amicable relations were re-
established, and Romanus Lecapenus, who had skilfully
defended Byzantine interests in Europe, had been able to
divert his forces in order to attack Rome’s principal enemy
in Asta. Here the continual frontier warfare of cavalry raids,
ruses, and reprisals was breeding a race of brilliant leaders,
whose sound strategy and tactical successes were steadily
laying the foundations for the great advance. Chief among
these was Nicephorus Phocas (Emperor 963—g), whose
capture of Crete (961) restored at one stroke the Byzantine
supremacy at sea which had been lost for 150 years. Four
years later Cyprus was retaken, and the fall of Tarsus at
length placed Cilicia in the power of Byzantium. All was
now ready for the invasion of Syria, and the rich, strongly-
walled centres of Muslim commerce fell before the conquer-
ing armies of Nicephorus. In 969 the great city of Antioch,
one of the jewels of the old Roman Empire, and further
ennobled by its Apostolic see, was stormed by the Byzantine
troops. Aleppo was taken and became a vassal state, and
north Syria once more, after a lapse of thrce centuries,
returned to Roman rule.

The prestige of the Empire was now at its height, and the
results were seen not only in Asia. To the demands of Otto I,
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restorer of the Western Empire, to be recognized as overlord
of the Italian peninsula, Byzantium opposed her prior claim
as the true heir of Rome, and open hostilities were at once
begun. Nor would Nicephorus continue the annual tribute
to Bulgaria which had been paid since the settlement of 927,
Taking advantage of the disturbances which followed the
death of Peter, he advanced into Thrace, and surnmoned the
Russian hosts from Kiev to aid in completing the destruc-
tion of Bulgaria. This dangerous policy was scon reversed,
when the Russians proved only too successful; their leader,
not content with the occupation of Bulgaria, prepared to
move on Constantinople itself.

A new crisis faced the capital, and a new Emperor was
called upon to resolve it, for Nicephorus had been brutall
murdered in the palace by John Tzimisces (969~76), his
most brilliant general, with the connivance of the Empress,
whose lover he 1s reputed to have been. Fortunestill favoured
the Romans, for Tzimisces proved equal to the opportunity.
Peace was hurriedly patched up in the West, and sealed by
the marriage of the Byzantine Princess Theophano to the
future Emperor Otto II. Tzimisces next turned on the
Russians, whom his generals had already thrown back into
Bulgarian territory. Pursuing them northwards, he forced
them to capitulate and to take their final departure from the
Balkan peninsula. The eastern parts of Bulgaria were then
anncxed[i and the Emperor concluded his short-lived and
impetuous career with two memorable campaigns in the
East. In 974 he ravaged Mesopotamia, capturing Edessa
and Nisibis, two of the principal strongholds. In the follow-
ing year it was Syria’s turn, and his irresistible armies pushed
southwards beyond Damascus and Beirut. It is clear that
the objective was Jerusalem, and the language used by
Tzimisces leaves no doubt of the crusading character of the
expedition. But this final effort of East Rome to recover the
Holy Places was destined to fail. In 969 the strong Fatimid
dynasty, who had seized possession of Egypt, established
themselves also in Palestine, and thus formed an insuperable
barrier against permanent conquest.

The untimely death of Tzimisces in 976 cleared the stage
for the greatest of the Macedonian Emperors, Basil II, ‘the
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Bulgar-slayer’ (963~1025). The precarious tenure of a
Byzantine ruler, menaced from without by hostile armies
along every frontier, and from within by the fierce competi-
tion of powerful nobles, ambitious for the throne, is well
illustrated by the events of his reign. Dangerous revolts in
Asia Minor, lasting for several years, were crushed only after
long and exhausting struggles. Meanwhile Samuel, ruler of
western Bulgaria, had united his people once more, and in
successive conquests had extended his boundaries from the
Danube to the Adriatic. Thirty years of stubborn fighting
in the last and fiercest of the Bulgarian wars ended in the
great Byzantine victory of 1014, when 15,000 Bulgarian
prisoners were blinded and sent back to their sovereign.
With this terrible vengeance the ruin of the Bulgarian Iimpire
was consummated, and its territories were placed under
Byzantine rule.

‘The achievements of Basil 11 did not end here. In 9gg he
secured the Empire’s hold upon northern Syria, and in 1001
a treaty was concluded with the Fatimid Caliph of Ligypt,
which lasted until the end of the reign. This in effect inter-
preted the limits of Byzantine reconquest. The duchy of
Antioch was recognized as an imperial possession, and a
rather shadowy suzerainty over Aleppo was admitted ; south
of this, the Fatimid sovereignty was acknowledged. T'he
effects of this treaty were seen in the Crusading cra.

Byzantine action in regard to Armenia was no less
decisive. In 1021 one of the Armenian chieftains, menaced
by Turkish invaders from the east, was persuaded to cede
his dominions to the Roman Empire. By 1045 the whole
plateau had been annexed, and the Empire now held in its
grasp both northern and southern entrances to the vital
provinces of Asia Minor. Meanwhile in the West all
Byzantine territory was placed under the control of a ‘cata-
pan’, an officer combining military and civil powers. The
weakness of the Papacy and of the Germanic Iimpire at this
time contrasted unfavourably with the new solidarity of
East Rome, whose star, even in western Furope, appeared
once more in the ascendant,

At the death of Basil in 102 § the Empire had reached its
apogee. By the conquests of the preceding century, less
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extensive but more practical than Justinian’s, Roman terri-
tory had been more than doubled, and the prestige thus
acquired had surrounded it with a periphery of semi-
dependent states. Naples and Amalfi acknowledged the
imperial position in south Italy, while Venice, favoured by
privileged trading concessions, patrolled the Adriatic in the
Byzantine interest. Roman dominance was strongest in the
coastal districts of the Empire, and the fortress of Durazzo
in the West helped to secure the alliance of Serbs and
Croats against possible Bulgarian uprisings, while in the
north-east the Crimean city of Cherson was the centre of
Byzantine diplomacy, playing successfully on the mutual
rivalries of Patzinaks, Russians, and other peoples bordering
on the Black Sea. The Caucasian tribal rulers were heavily
subsidized, and Armenia, as we have seen, passed into
Byzantine hands shortly afterwards, thus forming the
northern bastion of the long eastern frontier.

No less remarkable was the economic prosperity of the
Empire. Basil I had filled the Treasury to overflowing, and
its resources were maintained by the revenue of the new
provinces, and by the dues levied on trade and industry,
both of which were elaborately controlled by the State~—a
continuous development of those Roman principles which
had found their first systematic expression in the edicts of
Diocletian. Constantinople, the greatest commercial city of
the Middle Ages, was at this time not only the chief pur-
veyor of Asiatic luxuries to the West, but also the most
important single formative influence on the budding arts of
medieval Europe. In contrast with the semi-barbaric king-
doms of the West, the Byzantine Empire presents theappear-
ance of a fully civilized State, equipped with the scientific
government and public services of the ancient world,
administered by a cultured and literary bureaucracy, and
guarded by troops whose tactical efficiency has perhaps
never been surpassed.

The end of the Macedonian house must be told briefly.
Once the strong hand of Basil was removed, all the centri-
fugal influences which he had checked resumed their sway.
For thirty years after his death (102 5—{6) the Empire rested
on the strength of its dynastic loyalties, while Zoe and
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Theodora, childless daughters of Constantine V111, gave the
supreme authority to a succession of mediocre rulers. The
extinction of the Macedonian family was followed by a
period of disastrous anarchy (1057--81) which lasted until
the advent of the Comneni. This period was significant for
the fortunes of Byzantium; it sets the stage for the conclud-
ing scenes of the drama. Norman adventurers and Seljuk
‘Turks make their appearance; the Western powers take the
offensive against Islam; the Italian seaports extend the range
of their commerce. The East Roman Empire suffered an
eclipse all the more striking by reason of its recent glories.
Seldom had the personal influence of its rulers been more
clearly demonstrated than in the contrast between the effec-
tive if high-handed methods of Basil 11, and the unfortunate
compromises of his successors. ]

The outstanding service rendered by the house of Mace-
don had been the healing of the wounds left in the body
politic by the Iconoclast dispute. Basil I had perceived the
danger which lay in a final separation of the Roman and the
Orthodox Churches, and had deposed Photius, the Patri-
arch, at a time when a breach with Rome was threatened b
his aggressive personality. Successive emperors had main-
tained their supremacy in Church affairs, despite the steady
growth of ecclesiastical wealth and monastic influence. A
contrast is seen in the events which culminated in the
schism of 10¢4. Once more a conflict had arisen between
Pope and Patriarch; but no Basil sat upon the throne. The
Emperor Constantine 1X, well-intentioned but feeble of
character, was powerless to control his formidable Patriarch,
Michael Cerularius, and the gradual estrangement of Greeks
and Latins, accentuated by differences of language, ritual,
and organization, resulted in a dramatic rupture. Politi-
caland personal ambition formed the real obstacle to reunion,
for no fundamental dogmatic principles separated the two
Churches, or prevented co-operation between the rank and
file. But Byzantium was destined to rue bitterly her decision,
when in the following century the help of the hated West-
erners became necessary to her existence.

East Rome, a vulnerable Empire of heterogeneous terri-
tories and peoples, had preserved her integrity only by sub-
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mission to absolute authority. The Macedonian dynasty had
curbed not only the Church but also the aristocracy. Its
decadence gave an opportunity for the disruptive forces
represented by the lords of the big estates. The only
centralizing principle which could counteract this anarchy
was the Roman bureaucracy, that skilled machine of
administration which bhad worked without intermission for
over a millennium. So the ‘civil party’ came into existence,
with a ministry of scholarly officials. Necessarily anti-
militarist (for the great landowners of Asia Minor, with the
levies of their tenants, formed the military caste), it aimed at
decreasing the influence of the army. Expenses were cut
down, regardless of defensive needs. The frontiers were
denuded of troops, and their commanders could hope for
no advancement at Court. The fatal consequences of this
policy were soon apparent.

The era of Byzantine reconquest had ended in 1043, when
Maniakes, the brilliant general who had triumphed on the
Euphrates and even for a brief moment held Sicily, was
goaded into rebellion and perished in Macedonia, a victim of
the suspicion of unwarlike rulers. Further attempts by the
military party were defeated, and when Isaac Comnenus,
their representative, after holding the supreme power for
two years (1057—9), felt obliged to abdicate, the civil ser-
vants resumed their sway. Everywhere the boundaries of
the Empire receded. In Italy the Normans overwhelmed
the Byzantine garrisons, and with the fall of Bari in 1071 the
last remnant of Roman sovereignty in the West disappeared.
Croatia regained her independence; Dalmatia and Serbia re-
volted ; Bulgaria was seething with rebellion, and Hungarians
and Patzinaks devastated the Danube territories.

Far more serious was the position in Asia Minor. The
situation which had made possible the great Byzantine
triumphs of the tenth century was now reversed. A new
ruler at Bagdad——Tughril Beg, the Seljuk sultan (1053~
63)—had inherited the Abbasid Empire, and imparted a
fresh cohesion and driving force to the armies of Islam.
Armenia, recently annexed by East Rome, was no longer a
buffer-state, alert to preserve its independence. Weakly
garrisoned by discontented forces, it succumbed to the
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invaders. The Byzantine counter-thrust, led by the Emperor
Romanus IV Diogenes in person, ended in the disastrous
battle of Manzikert (107 1)—one of the blackest days in the
Jong history of Byzantium. Despite the capture of the
Emperor and the annihilation of his troops, all was not yet
lost; but the disorganized government at Constantinople
failed to initiate any effective resistance. Asia Minor was
rapidly overrun, and by 1081 the Turks ruled from the
Euphrates to the Sea of Marmora, where Nicaea became the
first capital of the Seljuk sultanate of Anatolia. _

Once more the Asiatic conqueror faced Constantinople
across the narrow waters, and once more the Roman Iimpire
found its saviour. Alexius Comnenus, member of one of the
most powetful families in Asia Minor, was proclaimed
Emperor by the military aristocracy, and inaugurated the
brilliant dynasty which preserved the fortunes of liast Rome
for what must in truth be called the final century of her
imperial existence.

VI

The stage was now set for the last act, and the reign of
Alexius Comnenus (108 1-1118) revealed the mam lines of
its development. It marked the victory of the great land-
owners over the civil servants of the capital—a victory
of the forces held in check for so long by a succession of
strong emperors. Its opening years witnessed the attack of
Robert Guiscard the Norman on Durazzo, the fortress which
guarded the western end of the Pia Egnatia, the great Roman
road leading from the Adriatic to Constantinople. This has
been called a prelude to the Crusades, and it helps to explain
the Byzantine attitude to the Crusaders, of whom the
Normans formed a prominent part. The attack was defeated,
with help from the Venetian fleet; Venice could not afford to
see the mouth of the Adriatic occupied on both sides by the
Normans. But the price paid by the Roman Iimpire was the
opening of all ports to Venetian shipping, and frecdom tor
Venetian commerce from the dues which contributed so
greatly to Byzantine revenues. This concession made mani-
fest the fatal error of Byzantine trading policy. In later
centuries the Empire for overseas trade, both export and
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import, had come increasingly to rely on foreign shipping to
convey its merchandise. Its wealthy classes had preferred to
invest in land rather than risk the losses of maritime venture.
The stranglehold of Venice tightened during the whole of
this century, and to the mutual hatred of Greeks and Latins
which resulted was due in no small measure the final catas-
trophe. Ominous, too, was the condition of Byzantine
finances. The loss of her rich Asiatic provinces had deprived
the Empire of the principal sources of taxation, and it is
significant that the gold byzant, the imperial coin which had
retained its full value in the markets of three continents
since the days of Diocletian, was first debased under the
Comnenian dynasty. It speaks well for the diplomatic and
military genius of Alexius that, despite these difficulties, he
was able to win back much of the European territory lost in
the preceding period, to repulse a combined attack on the
capital by Turks and Patzinaks, and by 1094 to be preparing
for a sustained assault on his chief enemies, the Seljuks of
Asia Minor. But in the following year the first Crusaders
from the West made their appearance. Eastern and western
Europe, more complete strangers to one another than per-
haps at any other period in history, were suddenly thrown
together by the impetus of this astonishing movement.
Byzantium, drawn into the orbit of the Western States, and
struggling to maintain her position amid changing coalitions
of the Mediterranean powers, entered upon a tortuous policy
of which only the barest outlines can be given here.

To the realist outlook of East Rome the Crusades were
largely incomprehensible. In a sense all her wars had been
Holy Wars, for she was, almost by definition, the champion
of Christianity against the barbarians. Her own survival
was thus bound up with the future of Christian civilization,
and it therefore behoved all Christians to fight on her behalf.
She, too, had tried to recover the Holy Places, and Antioch,
the limit of her success, had remained Byzantine until only
a few years before. It was reasonable to suppose that the
Western armies would help her, in return for generous
subsidies, to regain her essential Anatolian and north Syrian
provinces. Western contingents had for some time formed
a considerable part of the Byzantine forces, and the Crusaders
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might well, on this analogy, prove useful mercenaries; while
if their idealism were genuine, they should surely be eager to
assist the Empire which for so many centuries had held the
gates of Europe against Asiatic heathenism. Alexius was
soon undeceived. These undisciplined armies marching
through his tetritories cared little for the security of Byzan-
tium. Idealism led them to the conquest of Jerusalem; other
motives urged them to carve out principalities for them-
selves. But Byzantine military science had not failed to study
the psychology and tactics of the Westerners, and Alexius’s
astute diplomacy, utilizing the Western concept of the oath
~of fealty, established Byzantine rights over much of the
reconquered territory.

The First Crusade, after initial setbacks, proved a brilliant
success. The Seljuk rulers, mutually suspicious, failed to
combine, and Bagdad gave no effective aid. Nicaea fell in
1097, and the Crusaders marched through Asia Minor.
Antioch was taken in 1098, and in the following year the
object of the expedition was attained with the capture of
Jerusalem. Alextus had recovered most of western Anatolia,
and Crusading States came into existence shortly afterwards
at Jerusalem, Antioch, Tripoli, and Edessa. A new situation
had arisen in the Near East. The Western conquerors
“entered into 2 complex system of balanced alliances which
was necessary to maintain their existence, and Turco-Arab
emirs soon became useful allies against the claims of Sultans,
Caliphs, or Byzantine Emperors. Alexius had long been at
home in this world, and his aims were consistently pursued.
Asia Minor was essential to the Empire, and Antioch ,which
had been in imperial hands only ten years earlier, was recog-
nized by most of the Crusaders as a Byzantine fief. Only the
Normans, implacable enemies of Byzantium, proved recalci-
trant, and Bohemond, son of Robert Guiscard, after his
intrigues in Antioch and his attack on Durazzo, was finally
crushed by Alexius.

John II Comnenus (11184 3) continued the foreign policy
of his father; Cilicia and the Taurus, where Armenian
refugees had begun to found independent States, were sub-
dued, and Byzantine suzerainty over Antioch was success-
fully demonstrated. His efforts were wisely concentrated on
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of the Greeks for the ‘barbarian’ soldiers and merchants
whose insolence and rapacity had invaded all sections of
Byzantine life. Its fruits were shown in the accession to
power of Andronicus I Comnenus (1183—5) on a wave of
nationalist feeling, which had already found vent in a bloody
massacre of the Latins in Constantinople (1182). The
revenge of the West was the sack of Salonica by the Normans
(1185) and, when their forces approached the capital,
Andronicus, who had lost influence by his oppression of the
aristocracy, was deposed and murdered. The Comnenian
house was replaced by the incapable Angeli, and the Western
powers, further consolidated by the politic betrothal of the
heirs of the Germanic Emperor and the Sicilian kingdom,
waited only for an opportunity to humiliate Byzantium.

That opportunity was furnished by the Fourth Crusade.
The complicated issues involved cannot be discussed here.
The objective was Egypt, where Saladin had rallicd the
forces of Islam. But the controlling spirit of the Crusade
was Venice, whose ships constituted the only mcans of
transport. With the Crusading armies was a Byzantine
prince, whose father, Isaac II Angelus, had rccently been
ousted from the throne. His presence, and the mfluence of
Venice, turned the Crusade from its original purpose, and the
fleet sailed for Constantinople to restore the fallen ruler. A
popular anti-Latin tumult was the result. Isaac 11 and his
son met their deaths, and the Crusaders assaulted the capital
by land and sea.

On 13 April 1204 Constantinople fell. Three days of
pillaging and outrage followed, and the palaces and churches
of western Europe were presently filled with the stolen
treasures of the East Roman Empire. Its territories were
divided among the conquerors, Venice receiving the lion’s
share. Feudal principles determined the government both
of the capital and of the petty principalities which came into
being in Greece and the Aegean. Thus the decentralizing
forces which, with the barbarian invasions, had destroyed
the fabric of Roman organization in western Lurope, ex-
* tended their influence to the East, erasing the last vestige of
Rome’s unification of the ancient world.

H. 8F. L. B. MOS8



(33)

THE HISTORY OF THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE
B. FROM a.p. 1204 TO A.D. 1453

I

In the history of the Byzantine Empire the taking of
Constantinople by the Latins is an important date. It was
the first time, since its foundation, that the Byzantine capital
had fallen into the hands of the foreigners attacking it, and
the result of this event was the dislocation of the monarchy.

The victorious Latins settled on the ruins of the Byzantine
Empire. A Latin Empire was established at Constantinople,
of which Baldwin, count of Flanders, one of the leaders of the
Crusade, was the first sovereign; a Latin Kingdom of
Thessalonica was formed for Boniface of Montferrat. Latin
States were founded in Greece, of which the principal were
the duchy of Athens, governed by the Burgundian tamily of
La Roche, and the principality of Morea or Achaia, which,
under the Villehardouins, was undoubtedly the most lasting
consequence in the East of the Crusade of 1204. Finally
Venice, which had for a moment thought of appropriating
the entire Byzantine heritage, established in the Mediter-
ranean a wonderful colonial empire, both by directly occupy-
ing the most important strategic points, Crete, Euboea,
Gallipoli, and a whole quarter of Constantinople, and by
enfeoffing the islands of the Archipelago to her Patrician
families. The appearance of the Eastern world was com-
pletely transformed.

Some Greek States, however, remained, and at first, in the
collapse of the Empire, they were multiplied to infinity. But
among the ambitious, eager to carve out principalities for
themselves, three only were to succeed in forming permanent
States. At Trebizond there were two princes, descendants of
the Comneni, whose empire was to continue until the middle
of the fifteenth century. In Epirus there was Michael
Angelus Comnenus, a bastard of the family of the Angeli,
who founded a ‘despotat’ extending from Naupactus to
Durazzo. Lastly, at Nicaea, Theodore Lascaris, son-in-law
of Alexius 111 Angelus, collected together what remained of
the aristocracy and the higher ranks of the clergy of Byzan-

tium, and in 1206 had himself crowned by the Patriarch as
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‘Emperor of the Romans’. And in these States, where the
Latin victory had had the effect of reawakening patriotism
and national feeling, it was but natural that all the Greek
sovereigns should be filled with the same ambition; at
Nicaea, as in Epirus, they were dreaming of the recapture of
Constantinople, the holy city, from the usurpers who
occupied it. Which of the two rival Greek Empires, that of
Epirus or that of Nicaea, would realize this dream was, at
the beginning of the thirteenth century, difficult to foresee.
Faced by these two rival states, and menaced by Bulgaria,
the feeble Latin Empire was in a singularly dangerous
position. In fact during the sixty years of its miserable
existence (1204—61), its fate was, as has been said, that ‘of 2
city perpetually besieged and knowing full well that it is
destined to fall’.1

Yet in the first moments of confusion which followed the
fall of Constantinople it seemed as if the Latins would
triumph everywhere. But the invasion of the Bulgarian Tsar
Johannitsa and the defeat which he inflicted on the Emperor
Baldwin at Adrianople (1205) saved Theodore Lascaris from
what appeared certain ruin. For a time under Henry of
Flanders, the successor of Baldwin (1205-16), without doubt
the best prince amongst the rulers of the Latin Empire of
Constantinople, it was possible to believe that the Latins
would consolidate their position and that a sort of tetrarchy,
formed by the four empires of Constantinople, Nicaea,
Epirus, and Bulgaria, united by marriages and alliances,
would definitely divide between them the Near Fast.2 The
premature death of Henry ruined these hopes. Henceforth
Greeks and Bulgarians, allied for a joint enterprise, had their
hands free to combat the feeble Latin State.

At first it might have been thought that to Epirus would
fall the glory og re-establishing the orthodox Empire. The
despot of Epirus, Theodore (1214~30), who had succeeded
his brother If\/Iichaual, had greatly extended his dominions at
the expense of the Latins and the Bulgarians, conquering
Durazzo and Corfu, Ochrida and Prilep, seizing Salonica,
where he had himself crowned Emperor, advancing into the

* lorga, Histoire de la wie byzantine, vol. i, p. Lic.
* Cf. Torga, op. cit., vol. ili, pp. 1089,
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neighbourhood of Adrianople and Philippopolis and threat-
ening Constantinople. But Bulgaria, which he imprudently
attacked, was ruled by an intelligent and energetic sovereign,
John Asén (1218—41). The Greek Empire in Europe
dashed itself unavailingly against him. Beaten and taken
prisoner at Klokotnitza (1230), Theodore was forced to
abdicate, and his brother Manuel, who succeeded him, lost
most of the conquests made by Theodore, retaining only
Salonica and Thessaly.

During this time, under Theodore Lascaris (1205—22),
and under his successor, John Vatatzes (1222—¢4), the most
remarkable of the sovereigns of Nicaea, the Greek Empire in
Asia was growing in strength and in extent. Master of almost
the whole of western Asia Minor, Vatatzes had retaken from
the Latins all the large islands of the Asiatic littoral, Samos,
Chios, Lesbos, Cos, and had extended his authority over
Rhodes. He then decided to enter Europe, and with the
Bulgarians as his allies attempted to take Constantinople
(1236). The capital of the feeble Latin Empire was saved
for the time by the intervention of the West, but despite this
intervention Vatatzes succeeded in re-establishing Byzantine
unity in face of the hated foreigner.

The Greek Emperor of Salonica had to renounce his
imperial title and acknowledge himself the vassal of Nicaea
(1242), and four years later Vatatzes took possession of
Salonica (1246). From the Bulgarians, who had been much
weakened since the death of John Asén, he took a large part
of Macedonia. Finally the despot of Epirus, Michael 11,
accepted the suzerainty of Nicaea and promised to cede
Serbia, Albania, and Durazzo to Vatatzes (1254). As ally
of Frederick Il of Hohenstaufen, whose daughter he had
martied, and of the Seljuk sultan of Iconium, Vatatzes when
he died left the Empire of Nicaea rich, powerful, and
prosperous. The sojourn of the Byzantine monarchy in
Asia had, as it were, spiritually purified the State of Nicaea
and had given to it 2 national character which Constantinople
no longer possessed. ‘A faithful nobility, active and pious
Emperors, had governed and led for halt a century 2 people
of shepherds and peasants of simple manners and customs.™

1 Torgs, ibid., p. 120.
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A new spirit was born there, and it was to this spirit that the
restored Byzantine Empire was to owe for two more cen-
turies ‘a lif}g:z which was not always humble and threatened’.
It only remained for the rulers of Nicaea to recapture
Constantinople. The Mongol invasion, which forced
Theodore II Lascaris (12 §4-8), the son of Vatatzes, to return
to Asia, postponed for a time the Byzantine restoration.
Further, Theodore was compelled to subdue the Bulgarians,
who were seeking their revenge (1256), and later to repress
the revolt of the intriguing despot of Epirus, Michael 1l.
The latter, who was allied with the king of Sicily, Manfred,
and the prince of Achaia, Guillaume de Villehardouin, was
crushed, after an obstinate resistance, at the battle of
Pelagonia (1259). This was the first victory of Michael
Palaeologus, who on the death of Theodore 11 had usurped
the throne of Nicaea. Shortly afterwards he crossed the
Hellespont and took from the Latins all that they still
possessed outside Constantinople, whilst, by the treaty of
Nymphaeum (1261), his able diplomacy secured the alliance
of the Genoese, who were jealous of the Venetians. Hence-
forth the Greeks only needed an opportunity and the capital
was won. This opportunity was given to the Caesar Alexius
Strategopoulus on 25 ]111{ 1261. The Latin Emperor
Baldwin I1, followed by the Latin Patriarch and the Venetian
settlers, fled without any attempt at resistance, and on 135
August 1261 Michael Palacologus made his formal entr
into ‘the city protected by God’. Kneeling before the Golden
Gate, the Emperor and his soldiers listened to the thirteen
prayers composed by Acropolites as a thanksgiving to God.
‘Then, preceded by the image of the Virgin, the imperial
procession went on foot to the monastery of Studius. Michael
then mounted his horse, and rode amidst popular acclama-
tion to St. Sophia, there to renew his thanksgiving to the
Lord; this done, he took up his residence in the imperial
palace. Some days later, in the ‘Great Church’, he solemnly
reinstated the orthodox Patriarch, and in words of deep
emotion expressed his faith in the destiny of the Empire.
The Byzantine monarchy seemed to be reborn under the
national dynasty of the Palaeologi, which was to govern it
for nearly two centuries. Popular enthusiasm, intoxicated by
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this unhoped for success, hailed in the new reign the sure
promise of a glorious age.

I

In actual fact this restored Byzantine State was but the
pitiful remains of an empire. The Latins were driven from
Constantinople; but they were still masters of the duchy of
Athens and the principality of Achaia; the Venetians still
held Euboea, Crete, and most of the islands of the Archipe-
lago; the Genoese occupied Chios and had important colonies
on the coast of Anatolia and on the Black Sea. Elsewhere,
stde by side with the reconstituted Empire of Constantinople,
other Greek States existed which were to be feared as rivals:
the empire of Trebizond in Asia, the despotat of Epirus
in Furope. And above all, confronting the old Byzantine
Empire, other States, young and vigorous, made their
appearance on the stage of history and were quite ready to
contend with Byzantium for the hegemony that it had once
possessed. There were the Bulgarians who, in the course of
the thirteenth century, under great sovereigns such as the
three Johannitsas and John Asén, had risen to prominence in
the Balkan peninsula. There were the Serbians who, under -
Stefan Nemanja (1151—95) and his immediate successors,
had established themselves as an independent State with its
own national dynasty and its own Church freed from the
authority of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, and who
were to become, in the fourteenth century, the great power
in the Balkans. In Asia there were the Ottoman Turks, who
were daily becoming a greater menace to the territories
which the Greeks still retained in Anatolia. Thus with
diminished territory, labouring under financial exhaustion
and military weakness, and above all having no longer ‘that
moral energy which had so vigorously maintained itself in
the isolation of Nicaea’,T the Byzantine Empire, in spite of
the efforts of several great sovereigns, sank slowly towards
its ruin. Michael VIII (1261~-82), John VI Cantacuzenus
(1347—55%), and Manuel II (1391-1425) were alike unable
to arrest the decline. In fact, during the last two centuries of
its existence, there was no longer anything to be found in

I Jorga, op. cit., vol. i, p. 53,
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Constantinople ‘but a brilliant sovereign fallen in prestige
and splendid in externals, ceaselessly squabbling monks,
and foreigners exploiting the riches of the State’.] And the
situation was all the more tragic and lamentable since to
external dangers were added internal difhculties—political,
religious, social, and economic—which were, in fact, insur-
mountable.

Michael VIII Palaeclogus made a heroic effort to put
things to rights, but by his surrender to the Papacy he did
but awake the bitter opposition of his own subjects.

From the day of his accession Michael VIII had shown
his intention of reconquering from the Greeks as well as
from the Latins the provinces that had been taken from the
Empire. He forced the prince of Achaja, who had fallen
into his hands at the battle of Pelagonia, to cede to him, as
the price of his freedom, the three strongholds of Monem-
vasia, Mistra, and Maina, and thus he regained a footing in
Frankish Morea (at the end of 1261). He seized Janina
from the Epirots (1264); he recovered from the Bulgarians
Mesembria, Anchialus, Philippopolis, and Stenimachus,
while, to ensure the defence of the northern frontier, a
march of Adrianople was created. The Emperor reoccupied
several of the islands of the Archipelago belonging to the
Venetians; he repressed the insolence of the Genoese whom
he forced to leave Constantinople and settle in Heraclea.
At the same time, very skilfully, by a whole series of family
alliances, he brought into subordination to Byzantium the
sovereigns of Bulgaria and Epirus, and even the powerful
Tartar Khan Nogai, whose support he secured by giving to
him in marriage his natural daughter Maria. A little later
(1272) he once more placed the Bulgarian and Serbian
Churches under the authority of a Greek prelate. These
were great successes, and already at Constantinople the
moment was foreseen when the despotat of Epirus—still
regarded as part and parcel of the Roman Empire—should
be recovered in its entirety.

But very soon Michael VIII came into collision with the
hostility of the West. The Papacy and Venice had in fact by

no means abandoned the hope of restoring the I.atin Empire,
* Torga, op. cit,, vol. iii, p. x57.
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and the Emperor Baldwin IT had been favourably received
at the court of Manfred, the king of Sicily. The situation
became still more grave when Charles of Anjon became
master of southern Italy (1266). In 1267, by the treaty of
Viterbo, the new sovereign forced Baldwin II to surrender
to him all his rights over the Latin Empire and married his
daughter to the son of the fallen Emperor. By the marriage
of his son to the heiress of Villehardouin he made sure of
the suzerainty and eventual possession of the principality of
Achaia. Soon his ambitious designs on the East and his
policy towards Byzantium became even more clearly mani-
fest. He seized Corfu (1267), sent troops into the Pelopon-
nesus, occupied Durazzo and the coast of Epirus (1272),
and even assumed the title of King of Albania. At the same
time he allied himself with all the enemies of the Empire in
the Balkans. Bulgarian and Serbian ambassadors appeared
at Naples; the despot of Epirus and the prince of Great
Wallachia promised their support to the Angevin sovereign.

In this terrible crisis Micgael VIII showed his diplomatic
skill by preventing a general coalition of the West against
Byzantium. At first, to obviate this danger, he had thought
of soliciting the help of St. Louis, and had sent ambassadors
to ask for his intervention ‘in support of the reunion of the
Greek and Roman Churches’. After the death of the king
he adopted the same policy in dealing with the Papacy.
Adroitly taking advantage of the anxiety of the sovereign
pontiff, who had no wish to see an unlimited increase in the
power of Charles of Anjou, and playing upon the constant
desire of the Papacy to re-establish the authority of Rome
over the Greek Church, be concluded with Gregory X, at
the Council of Lyons (1274), the agreement by which the
Eastern Church was again subjected to the Papacy. Butin
exchange Michael VIII obtained the assurance that Con-
stantinople should be his without dispute, that he should be
left a free hand in the East, and that, to reconquer territory
that had once been part of the Empire, he should be allowed
to fight even the Latins themselves. Thus, in 1274, he took
the offensive in Epirus against the Angevin troops; he inter-
vened in Thessaly where he besieged Neopatras (1276); he
fought the Venetians in Euboea and made further advances
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in Achaia, where the death of Guillaume de Villehardouin
(1278) had greatly weakened the Frankish principality.
Charles of Anjou, kept very busy at this moment by his
difficulties with Genoa, and secretly thwarted by the policy of
the Papacy, looked on impotently at the triumphs of Byzan-
tium.

Unfortunately the Greeks’ inveterate hostility towards
Rome defeated the Emperor’s ingenious schemes. It was in
vain that Michael VIII, in order to force the acceptance of
the Union upon the Byzantine clergy, replaced the uncom-
promising Patriarch Joseph by John Bekkos (127%), a
prudent man who was of the opinion that one could attain
truth without first insulting one’s opponents, and who con-
sidered that many of the points under discussion between
Byzantium and Rome were only ‘the sound of poor words’.
A violent opposition spread throughout the East. At
Constantinople and in the monasteries of Mount Athos
impassioned pamphlets were published against the union
with the Latins. Outside the Empire all the adversaries of
Michael VIII pronounced against his religious policy. A
council held in Thessaly condemned the Emperor and his
Patriarch; in Epirus, in Bulgaria, in Serbia, and even in
distant Jerusalem the censure was decisive and unanimous.
A veritable schism was produced within the Eastern Church,
and John Bekkos, defgated, was compelled finally, at the
death of Michael, to abandon the patriarchal see. The
demands of Pope Martin IV, who was strongly attached to
Charles of Anjou, still further aggravated the situation.
Michael V1II had hoped to mitigate the antagonism between
the two worlds; he had only made it more acute and morc
formidable.

Moreover Charles of Anjou did not disarm. He reor-
ganized the forces with which he dominated Epirus (1278),
won over the Papacy to his views, and formed, ‘for the
recovery of the Empire of Romania which Palacologus was
withholding from them’, a league with Rome and Venice
which was joined by the Serbians, the Bulgarians, and even
by the Greeks of Thessaly and Epirus. The Byzantine
Emperor everywhere opposed this alliance with determina-
tion. He defeated the Angevin army at Berat; and above
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all, to crush the ambition of Charles of Anjou, he helped to
prepare the Sicilian Vespers (March 1282). In the end he
did thercby, it is true, succeed in holding the West in check
but, when he died in 1282, he left the Empire in an anxiou;
situation. Too exclusively preoccupied by his Latin policy,
he had been neglectful of Asia; the danger from the Turks
was becoming more and more menacing. By allowing, for
financial reasons, the Empire’s system of defence to become
disorganized and by transporting to Europe the best Asiatic
troops, Michael VIII at the end of his reign, in the words of a
Byzantine chronicler, had lost almost the whole of Anatolia.
Thus his undeniable successes were dearly bought, And
although his reign seemed to mark for the Empire the
beginning of a renaissance, decadence was to follow, swift
and irremediable. It has been said, not without reason, that
Michael Palacologus ‘was the first and also the last powerful
Emperor of restored Byzantum’.

111

The sovereigns who succeeded Michael VIII were, in fact,
nearly all mediocre: and this was a primary cause of the
monarchy’s weakness. Andronicus I (1282-1328) was a
well-educated prince, eloquent, devoted to learning, and very
pious, but weaL, and susceptible to every influence, especially
to that of his second wife, Yolande de Montferrat. He was
devoid of any political qualities. It has been justly said of
him that he ‘had been destined by nature to become a pro-
fessor of theology; chance placed him on the throne of
Byzantium'. Andronicus I11 %1 328—41) was intelligent, but
frivolous, restless, and fond of his pleasures. After him the
throne passed to his son Johr V, a child of scarcely eleven ’
years, and this minority was the cause of prolonged distur-
bances, which had at least the happy result of bringing to the
throne John VI Cantacuzenus (1347—5 5), the only really
remarkable prince that Byzantium had in the fourteenth
century. He made an energetic attempt to restore the
Empire. Too intelligent not to understand that the glorious
days of domination could return no more, he realized that
‘what Byzantium had lost whether in material power, terri-
tory, finance, military strength, or economic prosperity,
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could be regained in two ways; through the Byzantine
civilization which continued to preserve and develop the Hel-
lenic inheritance, and through the oecumenical sovereignty
of its Church over the whole of the East’.l Because of this
his stormy reign is of real historic importance. But Cantacu-
zenus only governed for a few years. In 135§ John V
Palaeologus, whom he had put into the background, over-
threw the usurper; but his long reign (1341—91) only
precipitated the decadence of the Empire. And although his
son Manuel IT (1391—1425) was a distinguished prince of
whom it could be said ‘that in more favourable times he
would have saved the Empire’, it was now only too clear that
the Empire could no longer be saved. Manuel II and after
him his son John VIII (1425—48) could only devote them-
selves to the utmost of their ability to postponing the inevitable
catastrophe. The last emperor of the dynasty, Constantine
X1 (1448-53), could do no more than die a heroic death in
defence of his capital when the walls were stormed by the
Turks. The fact was that even men of ability were unable to
arrest the decadence; circumstances were stronger than their
good intentions. There was no longer any remedy for the
conditions both external and internal which threatened the
Empire with ruin.

In face of the dangers from without, domestic unity,
tranquillity, and strength were essential. The period of the
Palaeologi, on the contrary, was full of civil strife, of
political, religious, and social struggles. First there were
incessant wars for the possession of the throne. Against
Andronicus II rose up his grandson, the future Andronicus
III, whom the old Emperor sought to deprive of his rights
to the throne, and for several years war laid waste the
Empire (1321-8); the final result was the fall of Andronicus
II. Then during the regency of Anne of Savoy there was
the usurpation of John Cantacuzenus (1341) followed by
the six years of conflict (1 341—7) which divided the Byzan-
tine world and ended in the triumph of Cantacuzenus.
During the latter half of the fourteenth century the Empire
suffered from a succession of revolutions, and the serious
thing in all these civil wars was that the opposing parties

I Jorga, op. cit., vol. iii, p. xg3.



AN OUTLINE 43

without scruple called to their aid external enemies, Serbians,
Bulgarians, Turks, Genoese, and Venetians, thus opening
the door to those very nations which were contemplating the
destruction of the monarchy. And this shows clearly to
what extent all patriotism, all political sense even, had
disappeared in these conflicts, the result of ambitions which
had lost all scruple.

This was not all, for the Empire was further troubled by
social and religious quarrels. About the middle of the four-
teenth century a profound social agitation was disturbing
the monarchy. The lower classes rose up against the aristo-
cracy of birth and of wealth. At Constantinople, at Adria-
nople, and elsewhere as well, the populace attacked the rich
and massacred them. At Salonica the party of the Zealots
filled the city with terror and bloodshed, and the town, In
fact, became an independent republic, which maintained
itself for seven years (1342-9); its tempestuous history is
one of the most curious episodes in the life of the Empire of
the fourteenth century.

This was the victory of ‘democracy in rags’. The dispute
of the besychasts was the victoty of ‘democracy in a cowl’.
. . . For ten years (1341-51) this dispute disturbed and
divided the Empire, bringing oriental mysticism, repre-
sented by the monks of Mount Athos and their defender
Gregory Palamas, into conflict with Latin rationalism, the
champions of which, Barlaam and Akindynus, were brought
up on St. Thomas Aquinas and trained in the methods of
Western scholasticism. And since Cantacuzenus sided with
Athos, just as he sided with the aristocracy, the struggle, in
appearance purely theological, soon became political and
thus added to the confusion.

But the question of the union of the Churches caused the
dying world of Byzantium still more trouble. From the
time of Michael VIII the East Roman Government had
realized the political advantage of friendship with the
Papacy, which would thus secure for the Empire that
support of the West which it so sorely needed. From this
had resulted the agreement of Lyons. In order to conciliate
public opinion Andronicus II had thought it wise to
denounce the treaty concluded with Rome. But political
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necessity forced the Emperor’s hand. To combat the Turkish
menace the help of the West was for the Empire indispen-
sable. To procure it John V went to Italy and was even
solemnly converted to Roman Catholicism (1369); Manuel
1 negotiated with Rome for the same end (1417). And
lastly, at the Council of Florence (1439), John VI signed
the agreement with Eugentus IV which put an end to the
schism between the two Churches. But imperial policy still
came into conflict with the stubborn resistance of the Byzan-
tine clergy, who could not bring themselves to accept the
supremacy of Rome, with the fierce opposition of the national-
ist Orthodox party, who were convinced that the Latins,
in spite of their promises, were seeking only the ‘destruc-
tion of the Greek city, race and name’, and with popular
hatred, which was fanned by violent controversialists who
represented all sympathy for Latin ideas as a betrayal of
the Church. In vain did John VIII and his successor Con-
stantine XI attempt to impose by force a union which was
made even more difficult by the tactless demands of the
Papacy. Clamours of discontent were heard even under the
dome of St. Sophia itself (1452). On the eve of the cata-
strophe which was to overwhelm Constantinople, in spite of
the tragic situation of the Empire, the question of the
Union seemed to be the essential problem, and some promi-
nent folk did not hesitate to declare that they ‘would rather
see the Turkish turban reigning in Byzantium than the
Latin mitre’.

In addition to all this there was the financial distress. In
an Empire ruined by war and {;)ossessing ever less and less
territory, taxation no longer yielded adequate resources; the
treasury was empty, and the Government was reduced to
debasing the currency and, in order to procure a little money,
to pawning the crown jewels with the Venetian bankers,
The Empire no longer had an army with which to defend
itself, and it was forced to have recourse to the services of
mercenaries. On sea there was the same weakness. Michael
VIII had attempted to reconstitute the fleet. His successors
considered it a useless expense, and from this time the
command of the Eastern seas passed to the squadrons of
Venice and Genoa, who also dominated the whole economic
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life of the monarchy. The Empire stood at bay, and the
most surprising thing is perhaps that it should have lasted
so long, especially if the external perils by which it was
threatened are taken into consideration.

After the death ofthe Tsar John Asén (1241) the Bulgarian
Empire became much weaker, and thus less dangerous to
Byzantium. But in its place a great State had arisen in the
Balkans. Serbia, under ambitious princes such as Stephen
Milutin (1282~1321) and Stephen Dushan (1331—55%),
boldly contended with Byzantium for supremacy in the
peninsula. Milutin, relying on his alliance with the Epirots
and the Angevins, seized Upper Macedonia from the
Greeks, and by the occupation of the districts of Seres and
Christopolis gained access to the Archipelago; Andronicus
I1 was obliged to recognize all his conquests (1298) and to
give him in marriage his daughter Simonis. The defeat
which the Serbians inflicted on the Bulgarians at Velboud;
(1330) further increased their power. Dushan could thus
dream of greater things. An able general and a skilful
diplomat on good terms with Venice and the Papacy, he
began by completing the conquest of Macedonia, where the
Byzantines now held no more than Salonica and Chalcidice,
and where the Serbian frontier on the east reached the
Maritza. He seized part of Albania from the Angevins, and
part of Epirus from the Greek despot. In 1346, in the
cathedral of Skoplie, he had himself crowned ‘Emperor and
Autocrat of the Serbians and Romans’. The Serbian Empire
now extended from the Danube to the Aegean and the
Adriatic, and its ruler was recognized as the most powerful
prince in the Balkans. In 1355 he attempted to seize Con-
stantinople. He had already taken Adrianople, and con-
quered Thrace, when he suddenly died—unfortunately for
Christendom—in sight of the city which he had hoped to
make his capital, After his death his Empire soon disinte-
grated. But from this struggle which had lasted for half
a century Byzantium emerged in a singularly Wea}cened
condition. In 1345 the Venetian envoy at Constantinople
wrote to his Senate: “This Empire is in a bad state, even, to
be truthful, in a desperate one, as much because of th.e Turks
who molest it sorely on all sides, as because of the Prince and
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his government with which there is general discontent; the
people would prefer the rule of the Latins, mentioning as
their first choice our seigniory and commune, if they could
obtain it. For in truth they cannot remain as they are for
anything in the world.’

The Venetians and Genoese did, in fact, occupy in the
dying Empire a place that was daily more important. The
former, driven from Constantinople in 1261, had soon
returned, and, having lost hardly any of their possessions in
the Archipelago, were all-powerful in the eastern Mediter-
ranean. The Genoese, established since 1267 at Galata on
the Golden Horn, with settlements on the coast of Asia
Minor, at Chios, Lesbos, and Phocaea, and on the Black
Sea at Caffa and Tana, were no less to be feared. And
although the rivalry of the two great maritime cities often
brought about strife between them, they were united in
exploiting the Empire and in profiting from its distress,
‘closing to the Romans’, as a Byzantine historian wrote, ‘all
the maritime trade routes’. Confident in their strength, the
two republics treated the Empire as if they had conquered it,
defying the Byzantine Emperors and imposing their will
upon them. When they thought they had a grievance, they
did not hesitate to attack Constantinople itself. Involved in
all the internal affairs of the Empire, they spread trouble
everywhere in the capital, provoking revolutions, and inter-
vening on every hand. The Byzantines, although angered,
bore with these indignities, while the dominating influence
of the Latins was more and more completely pervading the
Empire, yet instead of borrowing from the West “the virtues
of work, economy and enter]prise’, they permitted, almost
without resistance, the completion of the economic ruin of
their country.

But it was from Asia that the most terrible danger came.
From the end of the thirteenth century the Osmanli Turks,
who, after having been subjects of the Seljuk sultans, had
gained their independence owing to the Mongol invasion,
began to attack the Byzantine possessions in Anatolia. In
vain had Michael VIII attempted to stop them; in vain in
order to resist their advance had Andronicus II taken the
Catalan Grand Company into his pay. Commanded by
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energetic leaders, Osman (1289—1326) and Orkhan (1326-
59), in less than half a century the Turks had made them-
selves masters of nearly the whole of Asia Minor. Brusa fell
into their hands in 1326, Nicaea surrendered in 1329, and
Nicomedia in 1337. The fleet built up by the Ottomans
ravaged the islands of the Archipelago, and the Crusade
which in 1343 reconquered Smyrna produced no permanent
results. Already the Turks were hoping to settle in Europe.
Soon, summoned by the Byzantines themselves, they crossed
the Hellespont. John Cantacuzenus, who had solicited the
alliance of the Ottomans and given his daughter in marriage
to the son of the Sultan Orkhan, allowed the Turks to estab-
lish themselves 10 Gallipoli in 1354. The Balkan peninsula
was open to them. Soon they had occupied Didymotica
and Tzouroulon (135%), and then a large part of Thrace,
including Philippopolis and Adrianople, which the Sultan
Murad 1 (1359~89) made his capital (1365). Constanti-
nople, isolated, encircled, and cut off from the rest of the
Empire, appeared only to await the final blow which seemed
inevitable.

Two circumstances prolonged the existence of the Byzan-
tine State for a century. Murad I next turned to attack the
other Christian States in the Balkans, crushing the southern
Serbians and the Bulgarians on the Maritza (1371), invading
Albania (138%), and destroying the Serbian Empire at the
battle of Kossovo (1389). In his relations with the Byzan-
tines he insisted only that John V should acknowledge him-
self as his vassal and, after having for a moment threatened
Salonica (1374), he was content to surround Constantinople
with an ever closer investment.

Bajazet (1389~1402) from the moment of his accession
appeared inclined to act more vigorously; so much so that, as
early as 1390, the Venetians were wondering if he would not
very soon be master of Constantinople. However, in spite of
the prolonged attack (1391~5) which he made on the Greek
capital, in spite even of the disastrous defeat which, at the
battle of Nicopolis (1396), was inflicted on the Crusade
undertaken by the West to save Byzantium, the Sultan failed;
the valour of Marshal Boucicaut, sent by Charles VI to the
Greek Emperor, protected Constantinople against the
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attacks of the Turks for two more years (1397—9). But the
situation remained singularly critical. Manuel 11 decided to
go to the West to ask for help (1402). He was courteously
welcomed at Venice, Paris, and London; but he obtained
only fair promises. Happily for the Greeks, at this precise
moment a serious event took place in the Fast. The Mongol
invasion and the resounding defeat which Timur inflicted on
the Turks at Angora (1402) gave the Empire a few years of
respite. Bajazet had fallen 1nto the hands of his conqueror;
his sons fought with each other for the succession, and
Byzantine diplomacy, seconded by the personal influence of
the Emperor Manuel, skilfully took advantage of their

uarrels. The existence of the Empire was thus prolonged
or another half century.

But, in 1421, Murad II (1421~51), having triamphed
over the other pretenders, again took the offensive. He
unsuccessfully attacked Constantinople, which resisted
heroically (1422); he captured Salonica (1430), which in
1423 the Venetians had bought from the Greeks; one of his
generals penetrated into the Morea (1423) where the Greek
despotat of Mistra remained one of the parts of the Empire
which had suffered least from invasion; he himself led his
forces into Bosnia and Albania, and imposed the payment of
tribute upon the prince of Wallachia. In spite of the heroic
efforts of John IE-Iunyadi and Scanderbeg, the Ottomans
followed up their advantage. The situation was so serious
that eventually even the West was alarmed. In consequence
of the visit of John VIII to Italy, Pope Eugenius IV preached
a new Crusade; but the expedition met with utter disaster at
the battle of Varna (1444). It was the last attempt made by
the West to save the Empire of Byzantium in its agony;
henceforth Constantinople was left to its fate.

Murad II followed up his successes. The duchy of
Athens submitted to the Turks; the principality of the
Morea, invaded in 1446, was forced to acknowledge itself
their tributary; John Hunyadi was defeated at the second
battle of Kossovo. Constantinople alone, behind the formid-
able defence of its walls, appeared impregnable. Ever since
his accession in 1441 it had been the chief ambition of
Muhammad II to capture the city. On ¢ April 1453, with
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gzizizlajfg b Storm; at thepGatc of St. Romanus the Emperor
beauty o ¢ X1 died heroically, thus shedding a last ray of
Tuh, De closing scene o Byzantine history. The next

o thu hammad I entered Constantinople and in St. Sophia
SEVETIANkS t0 the God of Islam,

IV
th 0?12;; dended the Byzantine Empire, after more than a
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of Morea, there was to be found a brilliant, artistic, and
cultured Court, not unlike the Italian Courts of the fifteenth
century, a2 real home of Hellenism and Humanism, and
rendered illustrious by the name of Gemistus Pletho. On
the Black Sea Trebizond, the birthplace of Bessarion, was,
under the dynasty of the Comneni, another centre of Hellenic
civilization. The despotat of the Morea and the Empire of
Trebizond survived the fall of Constantinople by only a few
years. The first was conquered by the Turks in 1460, and
the second succumbed in 1461. With the latter disappeared
for nearly four centuries the last remembrance of Byzantine
greatness. But it was no small glory for this dying Empire
that it was able ‘to summon all its spiritual encrgics at the
moment of the final collapse and thus to fall in sunset

radiance’.
CHARILIES DIFEHL
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THE ECONOMIC LIFE OF THE BYZANTINE
EMPIRE

POPULATION, AGRICULTURE, INDUSTRY, COMMERCE
I. POPULATION

Two English writers, E. A. Foord! and W. G. Holmes,?
are, to my knowledge, the only historians who haveattempted
to estimate the entire population of the Empire. But their
calculations refer to the end of the fourth and the beginning
of the fifth century—before the distinctively Byzantine form
of the Empire had come into being. Moreover, the figures
that these writers give are entirely conjectural and therefore
worthy of little confidence. The truth is that the elements
which might serve as a basis for a scientific calculation are
lacking. One can indicate only what was the demographic
evolution of the Empire and furnish a few data concerning the
population of its capital,3

The population of Western Europe diminished very
greatly after the break-up of the Roman Empire. Did a
similar phenomenon occur in the provinces which the Greek
Emperors succeeded in saving from the Arabs and from the
northern barbarians? If we consider the effects of the bar-
barian invasions and of piracy, of epidemics and famines
and of the growth of monasticism, 1t is probable that we
should answer that question in the affirmative.

The invasions of the Muslims and the Bulgars, accom-
panied, as they were, by massacre, mass enslavement, and
the headlong flight of the population, were a terrible scourge.
It is true that the fortified coast-cities and the islands were
often spared these horrors, but they suffered from the not

1 The Byzantine Empire (London, A, & C. Black, z911}, p. 20.

2 The Age of Fustinian and Theodora (2nd ed., 2 vols,, London, Bell, rgr2},
vol. 1, p. 137

3 Cf;., A. Andréades, ‘De la population de Constantinople sous les empereurs
byzanting' (in the statistical review Metrom, vol. i, no. 2, 1920). In the present
chapter vo attempt will be made to go back farther than the seventh century. It
would be futile to include in our caleulations provinces later lost to the Empire
or, on the other hand, to consider the period after the twelfth century when the
Byzantine State retained but the shadow of its former greatness.
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less formidable scourge of piracy. When the Arabs estab-
lished themselves in Crete, even cities as large as Salonica
were sacked.

The Greek Church has placed in the first rank of the
evils that it prays Heaven to avert from the faithful pesti-
lence and famine (loimos and Jimos). This conjunction of
words is not due to a mere love of alliteration. Both evils
were equally formidable and constantly menaced the popula-
tion of the Empire. One can appreciate the extent of their
ravages by a single instance: in the reign of Constantine V
the pestilence so greatly reduced the population of Constan-
tinople that the Emperor did not hesitate to fill up the gap
by a forcible settlement in the capital of folk from several
provinces, chiefly from the Peloponnesus. The pestilence
of A.D. 746—7 was, 1n point of fact, the most terrible epidemic
known to medieval Hellenism, but there were many others.
Similarly, famines, general or local, were frequent.

‘Celibacy’, says St. Jerome, ‘populates Heaven.” This is
beyond dispute. But it does not populate our earth, espe-
cially when practised on so vast a scale as it was in the Byzan-
tine Empire. The attraction exercised by the monasteries
upon all classes of society, from the members of the imperial
family down to the lowliest peasant, was indescribable.
Undoubtedly the reaction against this evil contributed not a
little to the Iconoclast movement, But the persecutions of
the monks under the Isaurian and Amorian dynasties were
of small effect. Even before the restoration of icon-worship
the Lives of the Saints give examples of whole families
embracing the monastic life. And later on, the enormous
growth in wealth of the monasteries added material tempta-
tions to the hope of celestial rewards.

The population of the Empire would, indeed, have
suffered a very large reduction, if a series of circumstances
had not diminished the effects of the factors which we have
just enumerated, and if a series of favourable factors had not
in turn played their part in counteracting these effects. Thus
for many centuries the ‘themes’—the frontier provinces—

* So widespread was this evil that a tariff of ransoms was established (cf. Th,

Reivach, Un contrat de mariage du temps de Basile le Bulgarocione, Mélanges
Schlumberger, Paris, 1924, vol. i, pp. 118-32).
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both in Asia Minor and in Europe were protected from
invasion, while during the prosperous reigns it was the
Byzantines who invaded foreign territories. Even piracy
was repeatedly restricted, notably when Crete was delivered
trom the Arabs.

Further, famine, which was one of the most terrible
scourges of western Europe during the Middle Ages,
seems to have had much less serious effects in the Eastern
Empire, thanks to the measures taken for the revictualling
of the cities and to the aid distributed in emergencies to the
peasantry.

Among positive factors tending to increase the population
it will suffice to mention three:

(1) Statistics teach us that the population increases in
countries where there is no birth-control and where the
prosperity of commerce and industry favours the develop-
ment of urban centres. Now, at about the time of the down-
fall of Paganism, the voluntary restriction of births, which
had been so prevalent both in Greece and in Italy, ceases.
In all classes of society large families appear to become the
rule; Christianity established afresh the sanctity of marriage
and thus served to compensate for the spread of celibacy
caused by monasticism. On the other hand, industry and
commerce were more highly developed in the Empire of the
East than in any other medieval State. Also the number of
cities was very large. Benjamin of Tudela found them on his
route in almost every day’s journey; the Golden Bull of the
Comneni conceded to the Venetians the right of establish-
ing privileged communities in twenty-eight provincial
towns,* while other sources reveal the existence of a large
number of towns not mentioned either by the Jewish traveller
or in the Venetian charter2 This would indicate a very
considerable urban population, doubtless exceeding several
millions, especially if one bears in mind that the population
of Constantinople in its palmy days cannot have been under
500,000 souls and occasionally, perhaps, was in excess of
that figure.

¥ Nine in Asia, nineteen in Europe.
% This fact merits special attention, because often mention is made only of
Salonica and of Trebizond, which were merely the most important provincial cities.
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(ii) The loss of numerous provinces to Arabs and bar-
barians brought about, by way of compensation, a rein-
forcement in wealth and population within the remaining
provinces. The commerce of Tyre and Alexandria, says
Gibbon,t was transferred to Constantinople, anc}l Christians
from Africa, Syria, Armenia, and the Danubian districts
flocked to reinforce the population of the Empire.?

(iif) Gibbon praises the imperial Government for having
utilized these refugees for the creation of new towns and for
the cultivation of deserted lands, and still more for havin
gradually subjected to the laws of Church and State the
barbarian tribes which had forced their way vz ez armis into
the Empire. This raises the important question of the
imperial policy in home-colonization. Prof. P. Boissonade
has ably outlined the essential features of this policy.? He
has shown that it employed a great variety of methods.
Asylum was afforded to the Christian refugees; lands were
distributed to soldiers, accompanied by the obligation of
military service; to the provinces which it was desired to
repopulate the Government transported either religious
dissenters (e.g. Manichaeans, Jacobites, and Paulicians) or
persons of foreign race (Avars, Bulgars, and Turks), while
slaves were emancipated on condition that they would
colonize deserted districts. Sometimes individuals, at other
times large masses, were thus settled in depopulated dis-
tricts.# This policy of colonization was extended to ncarly
all parts of the Empire, including Italy, but its results were
felt chiefly in the Balkan peninsula.

From all these facts one may conclude that the diminution
of population, which is recorded in the provinces of the
Western Empire, did not extend to the Eastern Empire, or,
at least, not in anything like the same degree. Itis, however,

1 The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, ch. 53 (ed. J. B. Bury, vol. vi,
1898, p. 69).

? This movement continued nearly to the end. Also, in the ninth century many
Christians of Sicily and southern Italy found refuge in Greece.

3 Le travail dans I Europe chrétienne au Moyen-Age Ve-XV* siécles (Poris, Alcan,
1921), PP- 40-1.

4 Thus, Justinian II at one time settled 70,000 Slav prisoners in Asia Minor.
On another occasion 14,000 Turkish prisoners were established as settlers in
Macedonia.
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impossible to estimate even approximately the number of the
inhabitants of the Byzantine Empire.!

II. AGRICULTURE

The agricultural question presents itself under a double
aspect. The one, which one might call the Jega/ aspect,
concerns the form of land tenure. The other is the economic
aspect, in other words, the nature and the conditions of
agricultural production. Of these two aspects the latter is
one of the most obscure; but even as to the first there is
much less information than is generally supposed.

On the strength of various imperial constitutions pro-
mulgated during a period of about ten centuries, it has
frequently been contended that landed property underwent
the following evolution. Concentrated at first in the hands
of great landowners in the early days of the Empire, the land
1s seen, in the time of the Iconoclasts, to be divided between
the agriculturists and the peasant communities; later there
18 a reversion to the earlier system of large estates. The
struggle for the protection of small holdings, which was
carried on vigorously from the days of Romanus I Leca-
penus to those of Basil II, finally ended in failure. This
summary is exact only in general outline; the dates of the
beginning and close of each of the periods are very uncertain
and neither form of ownership (great or small) ever pre-
vailed absolutely over the other. Thus, apart from the fact
that we do not know whether the Rural Law really dates
from the time of the Isaurians, it seems certain that great
landed estates continued to exist while this law, which con-
cerns only the small holdings, was still in force. And, on
the other hand, from the time of Justinian to the period of
the Palaeologi, small holdings seem never to have com-
pletely disappeared. Further, though we know why small

! Formerly Professor Andréadis had comjectured that under the Comuen the
population of the Empire may bave numbered from 1o to 15 millions; later he
folt that it was safer to refrain from attempting any estimate, See his paper on
“La Population de 'Empire byzantin', in Budletin de [lnstitut archéologique bulgare,
vol. ix (1935), pp. ri17-26, which was read at the Byzantine Congress 1n Sofia
(September 1934).
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holdings were protected by the central Government, the
causes which led at first to the development of the system
of small holdings and later to the disappearance of that
system are much less clear. The struggle against the landed
aristocracy undertaken by the Macedonian dynasty, and
before them by certain other Emperors, is generally ex-
plained by reference to military, political, and fiscal con-
siderations. If the ‘military lands’ were swallowed up in the
large private estates, then the Empire would be compelled
to maintain an army of mercenaries which would prove both
costly and unreliable.

The great landed proprietors, who had become veritable
‘feudal’ barons, frequently rebelled and occasionally claimed
the imperial throne. It was important to prevent the growth
of their power, while the Fast Roman State found that it was
much easier to collect from small holders than from large
landowners the various taxes and the numberless contribu-
tions in kind.

To these reasons one must add another, which the
materialistic interpretation of history too often overlooks,
although it is clearly apparent in the text of the laws.
Byzantine society was impregnated with the spirit of
Christianity, The Government felt itself in duty bound to
protect the weak and humble. It should be noted that
Romanus I Lecapenus, who led the struggle against the
‘powerful’, was himself distinguished by his philanthropic
activity.

One can only conjecture how it was that the system of
moderate and small holdings came to be prevalent in the
eighth century, This fact was formerly explained as due to
the substitution of Slav settlers for the original cultivators.
But this ‘Slav’ theory, which moreover could apply only to a
part of the Empire, has been abandoned by the Slavs them-
selves. The tendency to-day is to believe that the great
diminution in the number of large estates (they necver
disappeared entirely) was due to the terrible invasions in
Europe of the barbarians of the north and in Asia of the
Persians and the Saracens, and also perhaps to the oppressive
administration of Phocas and of Justinian II. Concurrently,
the composition of the agricultural class was completely
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altered by the migrations into the Empire of populations
from beyond its frontiers and from province to province—
migrations which were partly due to the policy of internal
colonization, of which we have already spoken. Conse-
quently in nearly all the provinces (even those which
suffered comparatively little from the invasions) one saw
peasant immigrants arriving who were dependent upon no
lord of the soil. Atabout the same period the administration
of the Empire assumed a military character,! and the organi-
zation of a provincial army composed of nearly 60,000 holders
of ‘military lands’ must have entailed a parcelling-out of the
vast domains which in one way or another had come into
the hands of the State.

The later return to a system of large estates which began
in the ninth and tenth centuries may be attributed to a
variety of causes, economic, administrative, political, and
religious. From the beginning of the ninth century, certainly
from the reign of Theophilus (829—42), one notes an
economic expansion; the precious metals become more
plentiful and prices rise. The big landed proprietors, owin
to the rise in the prices of agricultural products, a number o%
high public functionaries, owing to imperial favour or to the
elasticity of their conscience, and many private individuals
find themselves in command of considerable capital. In our
day they would have invested this capital in portable
securities, have laid it out at interest, or employed it in
trade or industry. But in the East Roman world portable
securities were unknown; money-lending at interest was
forbidden by law or subject to very rigorous restrictions;?
commerce and industry, while not attended with loss of
social position, as in the West, yielded but limited profits
owing to the guild system and the State control of produc-
tion, as well as of prices.? Thus, only agriculture remained;
and when the country had less fear of invasion and the urban
and rural population developed rapidly, agriculture must

1 On the constitution of the themes see p. 257 #nfra.

2 [Cf. Grégoire Cassimatis, Les Intéréts dans la Législation de Fustinien et dans le
Droét byzantin (Paris, Recueil Sirey, 1931); G. Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des byzan-
tinischen Staates (Munich, Beck, 1940), p. 131.]

3 See p. 65 infra.
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have become more and more profitable, especially for those
who had the means of purchasing slaves.

While economic reasons thus led the ‘powerful’ to acquire
landed property, the ‘poor’ were forced by fiscal, or rather
by administrative, reasons to sell their lands. The Aumiliores
were burdened by taxes payable in cash, rendered still more
oppressive by the epibole, the forced labour and contributions
in kind, that were even heavier than the taxes.! Beyond
these there were, in addition, various obligations which a
policy of State intervention imposed upon the people.? In
theory, no doubt, the fiscal and administrative laws did not
discriminate between the rich and the poor, but in practice,
the ‘powerful’, who possessed ready capital, could pay the
taxes with infinitely greater ease;? moreover, by reason of
their social position, being better able to withstand the tax-
collector, they frequently evaded fiscal contributions or
administrative regulations and, in any case, saw to it that
these measures did not degenerate into oppressive exactions.
This was so generally the case that the flx?ce peasant came to
envy the serf of the great landowner or of the monastery,
who lived protected against the State official and who, 1n
case of a bad harvest, could look to his master to supply his
needs; and no doubt, in many cases, this comparison
induced the freeman voluntarily to embrace the state of
serfdom.

In the sphere of politics Emperors might themselves
belong to the landed aristocracy or might be too dependent
upon the support of that class to combat it with any deter-
mination, This was the case with the weak successors of
Basil I and even, to a certain degree, with the Comneni.
Moreover, the example of the West, with which the Crusades
brought the Comneni into contact, the powerful attraction
exercised by Western chivalry,* the abandonment of the
system of ‘military lands’ for the semi-feudal system of

! For details, see pp. 834 #nfra,

# Some of these obligations were very unexpected, as, for example, the obligation
of widows to marry barbarians settled by the Emperor in the district.

* It is well known, even in our day, how heavy a burden the taxes payable in
cash constitute for the farmer, who is always short of ready money.

+ On the development of this idea, cf. N. Iorga, Hinire de la wie byxantive
(Bucharest, 1934), vol. iii, chap. 1.
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pronoiat, were in themselves sufficient to cause that dynasty
to relinquish a struggle which neither the Emperors of the
early centuries nor the great sovereigns of the Macedonian
line had succeeded in bringing to a successful issue.

Lastly, one must not forget that foremost amongst the
great landed proprietors were the monasteries. In a nation
so piously inclined, not to say so bigoted, as the Byzantine,
it was to be expected that the monastic establishments would
be the recipients of many donations and bequests; and the
monasteries themselves were not backward in soliciting
such pious gifts; indeed one may say that in this method of
enrichment they demonstrated the greatest ingenuity.! For
the development of the large estates the monasteries were
thus largely responsible.

When we turn to consider the condition of agriculture
we find that our evidence is contradictory. The material
collected by Boissonnade? shows that agriculture in the
eighth and ninth centuries was in a state of ‘astounding’
prosperity and was able not oanly to feed the Empire but
also to provide for an ‘active exportation’. The Byzantines
did not confine themselves to growing cereals and cultivat-
ing the vine, but devoted themselves with like success to the
cultivation of fruits, medicinal herbs, cotton, and mulberry
trees (whence the name ‘Morea’ given to the Peloponnesus).
A flourishing bee-culture supplied the place of 2 sugar
industry, while abundant horned cattle, sheep, and pigs
were bred as well as horses for the racecourse and for the
needs of the army. The forests gave the material necessary
for house construction and shipbuilding.

Other sources, however, some of them official, tell us of an
agricultural population harassed by Muslim and Bulgarian
invasions, decimated by pestilence and famine, crushed by
fiscal burdens, and exploited by the ‘powerful’ and by the
monks. The latter two classes of landed proprietors are also
accused of negligent farming and of leaving their domains
partly uncultivated.

1 Amongst other sources cf. Episkepsis Biow Monackikou, by Eustathius, the
Jearned Bishop of Salonica (twelfth century); of this L. Fr. Tafel published in 1847
a German translation under the title Betracktungen @ber den Monchsstand.

2 Op. cit. See note 3, p. 54 spra.
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Probably neither of these two pictures, although contra-
dictory, is wholly untrue. Doubtless there were periods and
districts in which agriculture was prosperous, while in others
it was in a miserable condition. The great landed estates
were not 2/ways prejudicial to agriculture.” In the absence
of documentary data, it is not easy to say what was the exact
situation in normal times.

Yet it is difficult to believe that misery was the rule and
not the exception. Agriculture benefited both by the
absence of foreign competition and by the presence of a
large urban population. After the loss of Egypt, the
numerous cities of the Empire derived their means of
subsistence from the national agriculture. Good communica-
tions by sea and surprisingly good roads in the interior?
facilitated the exchange of commodities. In the twelfth
century foreigners were struck by the abundance of provi-
sions of every kind to be found in Constantinople. 1n the
eighth century one landed proprietor, who did not belong to
the aristocracy, owned 100 yoke of oxen, 500 grazing oxen,
80 horses and mules, 12,000 sheep, and a large number of
serfs. Another indication of the agricultural resources of the
Empire is the land-tax, which was one of the two main
sources of public revenue.3

But one must avoid all exaggeration, and the complaints of
the misery of the peasants offer sufficient ground for sur-
mising that, apart from certain exceptional periods, agri-
culture enjoyed but a relative prosperity and that often the
lot of the peasant was far from enviable.

T On principle the great estates are better fitted than the small holdings to
organize the production and the distribution of agricultural products. There are
indications that certain big landowners and monasteries realized this facl.

% At leastin Asia Minor. The network of roads in Asia Minor was duc in Lurge
measure to military considerations. [Cf. W. M. Ramsay, The Historical Geography
of Asia Minor, Royal Geographical Society, Supplementary Papers, vol. iv (London,
Mourray, t890); D. G. Hogarth and J. A. R. Munro, Modern and Ancient Roads
in Eastern Asia Minor, Royal Geographical Society, Supplementary Papers, vol. iii,
part § (London, Murray, 1893); and of. W. Leaf, “Trade routes and Constantinople’,
Annual of the Britisk School ar Athens, vol. xviil (1911-12), pp. 301-13; J. A. R.
Munro, ‘Roads in Pontus, Royal and Roman’, Fournal of Hellenic Studies, vol. xxi
(xgox), pp. 52~66 (with map).]

3 The other being the customs.
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ITI, INDUSTRY

In the Byzantine Empire industry occupied as important
a place as did agriculture. But its forms underwent much
fewer disturbances; and, in general, Byzantine industry

presents much fewer historical problems than Byzantine
agriculture,

TuE CHARACTER OF ByzanTINE INDUSTRY

Given the density of the urban population, it is probable
that the manufacture of articles of common use employed
infinitely more hands than the manufacture of luxuries.
Nevertheless, 1f Byzantine industry is usually associated
with the idea of the manufacture of luxuries, this is not due
solely to the fact that Byzantine articles de luxe (owing to
their artistic character) have a special interest for modern
students, but also to the fact that such articles undoubtedly
had in the Byzantine world an importance relatively greater
than they have in our own times. As a matter of fact, such
articles, much sought after by the Churches of the West and
by foreign grandees (both Christian and non-Christian),
constituted the most important item of Byzantine exports.
On the other hand, the home demand for such articles was
also very great. The numerous ceremonies of the Byzantine
Court have aptly been compared to a succession of theatrical
representations (Kondakov); they required an enormous
quantity of costumes, fabrics, vases, and ornaments of all
kinds. The monuments and ceremonies of the Church
demanded an even greater supply; for while there was only
one Court, there were tens of thousands of churches, monas-
teries, and chapels; the treasures of the richest of them
literally dazzled the Westerners, but even the smallest con-
tained many objects of great value.!

The descriptions given by travellers and the lamentations
of Church Fathers prove that luxury was very widespread in
society. Benjamin of Tudela tells us of rich Byzantines clad
in sumptuous fabrics; they also loved to live in grand houses
and to adorn their tables with gold and silver ware.?

1 Cf. O. M. Dalton, Byzantion, vol. i (1924), P. 595. _
2 This custom prevailed to the very last [cf. R, Guilland, Le Palais de Théodore
Métochite’, Rewwe des études grecques, vol. xxxv (1922), pp. 82—95]. For the
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To meet this great demand at home and from abroad, the
artisans of a number of towns, and principally those of
Constantinople, Salonica, Thebes, Corinth, and Patras, were
obliged to manufacture incessantly the articles, which are
still the admiration of connoisseurs—the magnificent silk
fabrics, the heavy gold brocades and fine cloths, the wonder-
ful products of the goldsmith’s art (jewellery, enamelled
cloisonné plates, reliquaries, and other objects of religious
devotion, bronzes, &c.), elegant glass-ware, ivories—in
brief, to quote Diehl,! ‘everything that was known to the
Middle Ages in the way of precious and refined luxury’.

TaE ORGANIZATION OF INDUSTRY

Thanks to the publication by J. Nicole of the Edict on the
Guilds of Constantinople, more generally known under the
name of the ‘Prefect’s Book® (eparchikon biblion), one can
form an approximate idea of the organization of Byzantine
industry and petty trade.2

The guild system was in full force. Every branch of
industry formed a corporation and some of the corporations
(such as those concerned with the silk industry) were sub-
divided into several guilds. Each guild enjoyed a real mono-
poly but, on the other hand, was subject to a rigorous control
by the State, which fixed the profits, the conditions of
admission of new members, the restrictions upon the exporta-
tion of goods, and a number of other points, including (in
certain cases) even the localities where booths and workshops
could be established. The prefect of Constantinople also
exercised a close surveillance over the members of corpora-
tions and had the right to inspect their workshops.

This order of things, combining economic monopoly and
State intervention, shocked the learned scholar who dis-
covered and published the Edict. Had Professor Nicole
been an economist living in our day, he would have been
much less surprised.? He called Byzantium ‘the paradise of

luxury of the banquet-table see the exhaustive article by Prof. Phaedon Koukoulds,
"Enernpls Bulavrwdy Znouvddv, vol. x (1933), pp. 97-160.

* Bymance. Grandeur ef Décadence (Paris, Flammarion, 1919), p. 93.

2 For studies on the Book of the Prefect, see p. 397 infra.

* For what follows see my article: ‘Byzance, paradis du monopole et du privilége’,
Byzantion, vol. ix (1934), pp. 17:-81.
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monopoly and privilege’, and this has become an everyday
phrase. In reality, a legislation resembling in many respects
that of Byzantium may be found wherever the régime
corporatif has been tried, whether in the Eastern Roman
Empire or in western Europe of the Middle Ages or in
Japan under the Tokugawas. In most of these cases the
system has had a less liberal form than at Byzantium.
Certainly, in the long run, the guild system impedes progress
and breeds abuses. But it possesses some important advan-
tages; thus, it assures the quality of the goods produced, it
does away with middlemen, it also forestalls both the
exaggerated advance of prices and the crises of over-produc-
tion. That is why this system seems to be a necessity in
certain stages of economic development. In any case, it
appears to have worked in the Greek Empire without arous-
ing any complaints. Nor does it seem to have excited
unfavourable criticism on the part of foreigners. Ganshof
has discovered in the Westetn laws of the twelfth century a
number of provisions which resemble those of the Prefect’s
Edict;* and the Turkish Sultans appear to have copied that
Edict slavishly.2

IV. INTERNATIONAL TRADE

The Byzantine Empire was situated at the junction of the
communications between Asia and Europe, and Europe and
Africa; all routes, by land, sea, or river, connecting eastern
Europe with the Mediterranean passed through Byzantine
territory. This geographical position was a veritable cala-
mity from a palitical point of view; for no Italian State nor
any region in the Danube lands or in Hither Asia could
develop without being tempted to invade Greek tetritory.
On the other hand, from the commercial standpoint, that
geographical position was of inestimable benefit, for auto-
matically it made Byzantium the centre of international
trade.

Nature had also favoured the Empire by endowing it with
a great number of ports, on all its coasts, from Trebizond to

1 Bywantion, vol. iv (1928), p. 659.

z Father Jannin pointed out that certain provisions of that Bdict were still in
foree in the Istanbul of Mustafa Kemal Pasha.
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Dyrrachium and from Crete to Anchialos. Some of these
ports were the natural outlets of vast inland territories.
Thus, Trebizond and Salonica were the ports not only of
Persia and the centre of the Balkan peninsula respectively,
but also of the hinterland of those regions.! Cherson, a sort
of colonial possession, occupied for Russia a similar position.2
But indisputably the greatest trade centre was Constanti-
nople, with its unique situation and its incomparable harbour.

In the course of centuries man had completed the work
of nature. We have already seen that for a long time Byzan-
tium monopolized the trade in articles de luxe, so important
in an age in which international trade relied for its customers
to a great extent upon churches, royal palaces, and seigneu-
rial castles; it may also be remarked that some agricultural
products, such as certain wines and dried fruits, were much
sought after, even by the barbarians.3 We shall see, in the
chapter on public finances, that at least down to the eleventh
century the Emperors maintained the intrinsic value of their
gold coinage, whence the nomisma or besant became a truly
international coin and supplied the Empire with an indis-
pensable instrument for drawing to itself the trade between
the various nations. In the same chapter we shall speak of
the great public edifices, where merchandise was stored;
these bazaars or caravanseries were to be found in fortified
cities, which afforded protection against invaders and pirates
and thus furnished commerce with that security which is
as necessary to it as a sound currency.

One must also remember that, beside the efficacious
measures taken at various times against piracy, the Byzan-
tines possessed a large mercantile fleet. Down to the
Mussulman era this fleet was mistress of the seas; after
centuries of reverses, it succeeded in developing a new
prosperity, and its decadence did not really set in until the

I “Trebizond became the great port of the East.” S. Runciman, Bysantine
Civdlisation (London, Arnold, 1913), p. 167.

2 Direct relations between Constantinople and Russia do not date further back
than the ninth century.

3 Thus the Russians brought their furs, honey, wax, and slaves, and received in
exchange articles of the goldsmith’s art, silk fabries, wine, and fruits. Cf. A. Vasiliev,
‘Economic Relations between Byzantium and Old Russia', Feurnal of Feonomic
History, vol. iv (1932), pp. 314-34.
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twelfth century. Even during the period of reverses, the
Emperors strove to protect their merchant shipping by
special laws,! and, it would seem, relaxed, in favour of ship-
owners, the law against lending money at interest. Lastly,
though we possess only fragmentary information on this
point, it seems to be incontrovertible that international trade
was encouraged by diplomacy and even by treaties. The
treaties concluded with the Russians contributed, in no less
a degree than the occupation of Cherson and the possession
of the Straits, to make of the Black Sea a ‘Greek sea’, to use
the expression of the Arab geographer Ibn Khordadbeh. In
a more general way Byzantine policy towards foreigners
contributed to making Constantinople and, in a lesser
degree, certain other cities extremely busy centres of a re-
exportation trade. That is why in the capital one saw
‘strangers from every quarter of the world’. For nations
that were of special importance special warehouses and even
special quarters were reserved.?

Such are, in brief summary, the reasons why the Empire
of the East remained for several centuries the centre of
international trade. The imperial administration has been
accused of hampeting the development of that trade not only
through the interference of its officials but also by a series
of legislative measures. Some of these criticisms are well
founded; others are more or less exaggerated. Too little
account is taken of those economic ideas which, after having
prevailed in the Middle Ages and down to the eighteenth
century (Mercantilism), have now reappeared in another
form in these times of ‘State-controlled economy’.

Thus, it is probable that the customs authorities applied
in a meddlesome and vexatious spirit the measures for regulat-
ing trade; and it is also probable that the customs duties (10
per cent. both on exports and on imports) were too high.

On the other hand, criticisms of the prohibitions placed
upon imports and exports are much exaggerated. Prohibi-
tions upon imports were practically unknown; those upon

1 Cf. the Rhodian Law which has been attibuted to the Isaurian Emperors.
[It is not possible to say more than that the law was issued between 4.D. 600 and 8oo:
so Ostrogorsky.]

z This was notably the case with the Russians, the Venetians, and the Genoese.

982 F
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exports were limited to a few cases and were justified b
special reasons. Thus, only one article (soap) is cited the
importation of which was forbidden—no doubt in order to
protect manufacturers within the Empire. As for the goods
whose exportation was forbidden (except by special permis-
sion), they can be classed under four categories: (2) ceremonial
clothing, of which the State was in constant need for Court
festivities, for distribution to high public functionaries, and
for gifts to distinguished foreigners—together with unsewn
fabrics (errapha) and raw silk; (&) raw materials, which it was
desired to reserve for home industries; (¢) salt fish, which
formed one of the staple foods of the capital; (d) gold,
because of the State’s anxiety not to deplete the monetary
reserve—a principle thoroughly familiar to us to-day. To
this same anxiety must be attributed the occasional recourse
to barter or mutual exchange of products—the obligation
imposed upon importers to pay for certain goods (e.g.
Bulgarian honey and flax) not in cash but in goods. This
system, which shocked us until recently, has to-day become
once more the fashion.

Let us pass on to another class of criticisms. In the Byzan-
tine Empire the guild system prevailed in commerce as much
as in industry; lending at interest (at least from the time of
the Iconoclasts) was forbidden or fixed at a low rate;! it was
the public authorities, and notthe law of supply and demand,
that determined prices; admission to the capital was refused
to certain aliens or subjected to very stringent regulations.
It is but a few years ago that the conviction was prevalent
that economic and commercial prosperity goes hand in hand
with freedom in the matter of labour, prices, interest rates,
and admission of aliens; one was asked to believe that one of
the causes of the decadence of the Byzantine Empire was the
absence of all forms of liberty. This is too sweeping a
simplification of questions of economic history that are
admittedly very complex. Doubtless the criticisms which
we have mentioned are justified in theory. On the other
hand, how can it be overlooked that the guild system and
the principle of State intervention are, in certain stages of
economic development, almost inevitable? Side by side

! Set p. 57 supra.
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with some manifest inconveniences, they possess man
advantages. For instance, the regulation of prices forestalled
speculation; while the guild system tended to encourage
exports by assuring the good quality of industrial products
and even to favour imports, since occasionally the guild was
obliged to buy up whole stocks imported into the market
of Constantinople’; and it must never be forgotten that the
system of guilds and State intervention prevailed also in
those great cities of the West which robbed Byzantium of
its economic and commetcial supremacy.

As for the aliens, whose sojourn in Constantinople was
subjected to so strict a surveillance, they were mostly bar-
barians from the north, whom there was every reason to fear.
Apart from these ‘undesirables’, foreigners appear to have
obtained, without much difficulty, permission to sojourn
and even to settle in Constantinople. Even before the forma-
tion of the strong Italian communities, foreigners (for
instance, Syrians) resident in the capital were much more
numerous than in any other city of the medieval world.

This is trie to such an extent that one of the most generally
accepted explanations of the economic decadence of Byzan-
tium is that the Byzantines adopted the principle of not
carrying their wares to foreign parts but of waiting for the
foreign purchaser to come to them. The Italian communities
were undoubtedly the cause of the Empire’s political and
financial ruin and also, perhaps, of its industrial decline. It
was they who prompted the Fourth Crusade; by their
privileges they deprived the imperial Treasury of the cus-
toms duties, which were its largest source of revenue; their
industrial products little by little took the place of Greek
manufactures; and it was their merchant shipping that
supplanted the fleet of the Byzantine shipowners. Yet from
the purely commercial standpoint these foreign communities
had far less influence. As Charles Diehl says, ‘Constanti-
nople remained the great distributing centre of the world’s
trade up to the fall of the Byzantine Empire, even when it
was ho longer the Empire but the great Italian cities that
profited by the situation’. In my opinion the truth 1s that

1 For instance, all fabrics imperted from Syria. Cf. The Prefect’s Book,
ch. v, § 4.



68  ECONOMIC LIFE OF THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE

commercial decadence was not an independent phenomenon
at Byzantium; it was the consequence of that economic
decadence, the causes of which will be summarized in the
concluding section of this chapter.

V. CONCLUSION

From the fifth to the end of the twelfth century the Byzan-
tine Empire was indisputably the richest and most populous
State in Christendom. Its prosperity was due in a large
measure to its population, which was composed of citizens
who were perhaps lacking in the political spirit, toc much
given to religious controversies and civil strife, but, on the
other hand, were good heads of families, well endowed with
the spirit of business enterprise, attracted by arts and com-
merce-—in one word, marked by the virtues, as well as by the
defects, of the Greek race. But this prosperity was equally
due to the State, which took measures, often efhicacious,
against depopulation, or for the protection of small land-
owners or for the encouragement of industry and commerce.
1t was out of the combined efforts of Government and people
that there grew again and again that wealth which, with the
multitude of sacred relics, was what most impressed the
foreign visitor. When Robert de Clari assures us that ‘two-
thirds of the world’s wealth is to be found at Constantinople’,
when so many other travellers use the same, or nearly the
same, expressions, and even cite details as to the wealth of
various provinces,’ doubtless they are exaggerating, but at
least they attest that the richest Christian State of the West
appeared poor in comparison with the Empire of the Fast.
In the following chapter we shall see that the Byzantines
themselves had the feeling that this national wealth, from
which the public Treasury could draw sums that were
enormous for those times, constituted one of the principal
forces of their country.

¥ When, for instance, John Brompton and Arnold of Litheck affirmed that the
public revenues of Corfu and of Cyprus, toward the close of the twelfth century,
amounted annually to 1,620,000 and 7,360,000 gold francs, respectively, they
implied that the inhabitants of those islands had an annual income much larger
than these sums, which to-day would have an infinitely greater (perhaps quintuple)
purchasing value.
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How pID THis GREAT PROSPERITY FALL INTO DDECLINE?

In many ways and for many reasons. In the first place,
societies, like individuals, grow old. The Byzantine ship-
owners, merchants, and manufacturers, probably rooted
firmly in antiquated methods of business, could not kee
pace with their younger Italian competitors. On the other
hand, as we have seen, the Byzantine economic organization
was a State, and hence a bureaucratic organization, and
bureaucracies are even more swiftly overtaken by decadence
than communities. From the eleventh century the Byzantine
administration was no longer capable of defending the small
landowners; one may also conjecture that by the incessant
interference of its officials (who themselves deteriorated, as
time went on) the State caused more harm than good to
commerce and industry. Oh the other hand, taxation,
increasingly indulgent toward the monasteries and the
powerful classes, became necessarily more and more oppres-
stve for the mass of the people.

Nevertheless, all these causes of decadence weighed little
in comparison with the political misfortunes which (with
certain periods of respite!) continued to befall the Empire
after the death of Basil II. The first of these successive
disasters (each more terrible than the other) was the loss of
the rich agricultural provinces of Asia Minor, in conse-
quence of the rapid advance of the Seljuks. In the course of
the twelfth century came the Norman invasions, one of
which (that of the year 1147) was accompanied by the
transfer to Sicily of the silk industries of Thebes and of
Corinth. Almost simultaneously followed the first three
Crusades, which, amongst other harmful consequences,
brought about the displacement of the Syrian trade from
Constantinople to Italy. In the reign of Isaac Angelus the
restoration of the Bulgarian State brought about the loss
of those Danubian provinces which for long had been a
compensation for the loss of so many Asiatic provinces. The
capture of Constantinople by the Crusaders and the partition
of the Empire crowned this long series of disasters.

This last catastrophe was, from an economic point of view,

¥ Especially under the first three Comnene Emperors.
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the death-blow of the Empire. Under the dynasty of the
Angeli the Empire was in full political and military decline.
Its wealth was less impaired, as shown by the testimony of
the travellers quoted above, who belong to the times of that
inglorious dynasty. So long as Constantinople remained
intact, there was always the possibility of a revival like that
which took place after the great Arab and Bulgarian inva-
sions of the early Middle Ages. An example of thisrecupera-
tion 1s to be found 1n Villehardouin’s mention of Salonica as
an extremely rich city, although only a few years before
(1185) it had been sacked by the Normans. Constantinople
can be considered the heart of the economiclife of the Empire.
It was there that for the most part the portable wealth and
the principal branches of industry and commerce were
concentrated; hundreds of thousands of working people
lived within its walls. Of all this, after several days of pillage,
massacre, and conflagration, hardly anything remained.

To sum up, and without overlooking the internal causes
mentioned above, one may say that the economic decadence
of the Empire was chiefly the work of its foreign enemies,
who by fire and sword depopulated its cities and its lands,
destroyed its industries, and took away its commerce, which
had already been partly deflected to their own countries
since the beginning of the Crusades. When the Palacologi
succeeded in reuniting under their sceptre a part of the old
Empire, they found everything in ruins, The combined
efforts of the enemy on the north, on the west, and (this time
especially) on the east (the Turks) did not allow the Empire’s
economic life permanently to recover a portion of its ancient
splendour.!

The Byzantine people paid a fearful price for the loss of
their military virtues and for their passion for civil war.?

ANDRE M. ANDREADIS

' The economic revival, which occasionally was noticeable, was hoth Jocal and
ephemeral (e.g. at Salonica).

2 It was these civil wars which paved the way for the forcign invasions; as, for
instance, the rivalries between Isaac II and his brother Alexius I1I, or between
Andronicus Palaeclogus and Cantacuzenus.
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PUBLIC FINANCES
CURRENCY, PUBLIC EXPENDITURE, RUDGET, PUBLIC REVENUE

I. THE CURRENCY

Or the Byzantine coinage it will suffice to say that from
Constantine to Alexius Comnenus the Emperors hardly ever
had recourse to the practice, then so common, of debasing
the coinage. In consequence, for many centuries the Byzan-
tine gold piece, the nomisma, became a veritable international
cotn.

But from the time of the Comneni and especially under
the Palaeologi, the practice of debasing the coinage became
frequent and gradually the gold coin, now known as the
hyperpyron, came to be worth but a third of its original value,
which was about 15 gold francs.!

The precious metals at that time had, of course, a far
greater purchasing value than they have in general to-day;
it is estimated that that purchasing value was five times
greater. Many modern historians, when quoting a figure
from the sources, are in the habit of multiplying it by
five. Thus Paparrigopoulos, who introduced this practice,
reckons the revenues of Constantinople at 530 million gold
francs because, according to the information of Benjamin
of Tudela, the Emperor drew an annual revenue from the
capital of 106 million gold francs. This method of calcula-
tion doubtless gives the reader a more concrete idea of what
this or that item of revenue or expenditure would represent
in present-day money, but it is perhaps safer simply to quote
the figures as they are given by our sources. As a matter of
fact, the purchasing value of gold and silver fluctuated very
much during the ten centuries of the Empire; and what is
more serious, there 1s no period during those centuries for

1 Byzantive literary sources mention moneys of account, such as the gold pound
{worth 1,080 gold francs) and the silver pound (worth 75 gold francs), while on
the other bund, the gold namisma was subdivided into mifliaresia of silver, each
of which was subdivided into kerafia.
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which one can determine with precision whatthat purchasing
value was.!

IT. PUBLIC EXPENDITURE

No Christian State in the Middle Ages and even few
kingdoms of the Renaissance had to meet such great public
expenditure as the Greek Empire of the East. This arose,
on the one hand, from that Empire’s geographical situation,
which exposed it to countless dangers, involving enormous
sums for national defence, while at the same time the political
and social structure of the Empire demanded an expenditure
at least as great as that required for national defence.

(4) Natronar DereNcE

We have already pointed out the exceptional situation of
the Empire at the junction of the great arteries of com-
munication between Europe, Asia, and Africa. But this
geographical position, while affording immense economic
advantages, caused the Eastern Empire to be the object of
attack from all sides. After the Persians came the Arabs,
and then the Turks; after the Slavs, the Bulgars, and then
the Russians; after the Goths and the l.ombards, the
Normans and then the Crusaders.

At first the Byzantines flattered themselves with the
belief that they could stop these successive waves of invasion
by a system of frontier and mountain-pass fortifications
resembling the Great Wall of China, as well as by the
fortification of every city of any importance. This system no
doubt rendered great services; but besides being so costly as
to call for special taxes, permanent or temporary, it was
in itself inadequate. Therefore without abandoning it the
imperial Government turned its attention more particularly
to the creation of a strong army.

In fact, the Byzantines succeeded in forming an army and
a navy superior in numbers and ships, as well as in organiza-
tion, to those of most of the other States of the Middle
Ages. But these land and sea forces, which repeatedly

* For the details see A. Andréades, ‘De la monnaic et de fa puissance d’achat des
métaux précieux dans I'Empire byzantin®, Byzantion, vol. vii (1924), PP- 75-115;

and cf. G. Ostrogorsky, ‘Lohne und Preise in Byzanz', Bywantinische Zreitschrift,
vol. xxxii (1932}, pp. 293-333-
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saved the Empire and enlarged its boundaries, were ex-
tremely costly.

It is true that the State reduced the annual charge on the
budget by sacrificing large tracts of public land and distribut-
ing them to citizens in return for a hereditary obligation to
serve in the army, but the charges on the budget continued
to be very heavy. In the first place the Treasury had to
provide for the building and upkeep of several hundreds of
ships,! for arms and engines of war (including Greek Fire),
and for the auxiliary services, which were so greatly deve-
loped that, as Manuel Comnenus wrote to Henry II of
England, the Byzantine army, when on the march, extended
for ten miles. Moreover, the ‘military lands’ did not furnish
a sufficient number of soldiers. Hence, recourse was had to
the enlistment of mercenaries, and the demands of these
foreigners were exorbitant. We know, for instance, that the
Scandinavian mercenaries used to return to their distant
homes laden with riches.

If to all this expenditure we add the pay of the officers,
who were numerous and well rewarded,? one can understand
why the wars entailed heavy taxes in money and in kind, and
why in consequence some of the most glorious Emperors
(such as Nicephorus Phocas) were often so unpopular. One
can also understand why the Byzantine Empire preferred to
employ gold rather than the sword in 1ts foreign policy. This
employment of gold assumed two distinct forms. First, that
of tribute. Tribute was in principle quite a wise arrangement;
it was more economical to pay an annual sum than to expose
the country to an invasion, even if that invasion were
repulsed successfully. Thus the Bulgars paid to the Hunga-
rians the greater part of the money they received from the
Byzantines. Yet, as Procopius had already observed, if
tribute kept away one set of barbarians from the frontiers, it
attracted other races. It was, therefore, more profitable to
utilize the great resources of the Empire in procuring allies
amongst the neighbours of the Empire’s enemies. The

' From the eighth to the twelfth century the historical sources repeatedly
mention fleets of 500 to 1,000 ships, in addition to 1,000 to 2,000 transports.

2 Tt may be estimated that their number amounted to 3,120 and their pay to
3,960 pounds {or, 4,276,800 gold francs) per annum.
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Byzantine annals furnish many instances in which recourse
was had to this latter method, which became a permanent
element in East Roman foreign policy.t

The Emperors were also fond of creating a great impres-
sion of their wealth by the magnificence of their embassies.
Thus, the chroniclers relate that Theophilus provided John
the Grammarian with 400 pounds in gold, so that the latter
was enabled to dazzle the Court of Bagdad by scattering
‘money like sand’.

() ExpenDrrurk oN THE CIvIL ADMINISTRATION

The Byzantine Empire was a complex organism. It was
at once a bureaucratic State, a semi-Onental absolute
monarchy, a Greco-Christian community, and, lastly, a
nation in which the capital played a role almost as pre-

onderant as in the States which, like Athens, Rome, or
%enice, were the creation of one city. The budget being, as
Napoleon said, the mirror of a country’s political and social
life, all the above traits were necessarily reflected in the
finances and each of them formed a separate item of expendi-
ture in the budget. We shall therefore examine in succession
the expenditure for the administration, the Palace and Court,
the churches and public charities, and the city of Constan-
tinople. For lack of space we must pass over items of lesser
importance such as, for example, universities, public works
in the provinces, or the police force.

1. Diehl has justly praised the Byzantine administration
as ‘strongly centralized and wisely organized’. It was
the administration no less than the army which placed the
Empire of the East so far above the other States of the
Middle Ages and which enabled it to survive the frequent
changes of Emperors without lapsing into anarchy. On the
other hand, this civil administration entailed heavy expendi-
ture, inasmuch as the public officials were numerous and
with few exceptions were paid by the State. Like the States
of our own day the Empire of the East maintained a policy
of ‘State-directed economy’ and insisted upon controlling
and regulating all manifestations of the life of the com-
munity (production, labour, consumption, trade, movement

L See below what the ministers of Nicephorus Phocas said to Liutprand.
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of the population, or public welfare). For this supervision a
vast number of officials was needed. Further, the State
possessed immense landed property and itself engaged in
various industries. The kingdoms of the Renaissance,
which also practised economic intervention, if not centraliza-
tion, and also possessed State property, both agricultural and
industrial, adopted the system of the sale of public posts.
But in the Byzantine Empire only a few Court posts or
empty titles were sold.! It was therefore necessary to give
salaries to the public officials and each salary was composed
of three parts: the sizeresion (provisions), the roga (cash-
payment), and the supply of clothing. The roga and the
clothing were distributed once a year, to the higher function-
aries by the Emperor himself, to the others by the parg-
koimsmenos. Liutprand (Antapodosis, vi. 10) tells us that the
file past the Emperor lasted three days, while that past the
parakoimimenos lasted a week. From other sources we learn
that the higher functionaries received a handsome r9ga? and
costly clothing. Hence, while we lack evidence for the
monetary value of the sizeresion and the salaries of the lower
officials, it is clear that the bureaucracy, like the army, con-
stituted a heavy charge upon the public treasury.

2. In consequence of an evolution, which had its origin
in Diocletian’s time and was reinforced by the contact with
the Caliphs of Bagdad, the Roman principatus had gradu-
ally changed into an Oriental monarchy. To this form
of government corresponded the splendid palaces and the
magnificent Court of Constantinople. From the financial
standpoint alone it is difficult to estimate the cost of con-
structing the imperial residences (the chief Palace was in
itself a small city) and the expense of the thousands of nobles,
clerics, soldiers, eunuchs, and servants who swarmed therein.
Yet it is certain that even under the most parsimonious
Emperors what to-day we call the ‘civil list” must have been
enormous. It was swollen by all the largesses which the
sovereign was expected to distribute to the army, the

1 Cf. A. Andréades, ‘La Vénalité des charges est-elle d’origine byzantine?,
Nouwelle Rewue histortque de drost frangais, vol. xlv (1921), pp- 232~41.

% Thus the roga of the Dean of the Law School amounted to four gold pounds
per annum (equivalent in purchasing power to 41,000 sterling at least).
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Church, and the populace; these under prodigal Emperors,
like Tiberius I1,T reached extravagant sums. The banquets
given on great feast-days or on the arrival of foreign mon-
archs or embassies entailed an expense much more con-
siderable than in our day, seeing that the guests, whose
number occasionally reached 240, received presents both in
money and in kind. . _

3. But the Emperor was not only a prince, whose ideal of
sovereignty had been influenced by the neighbouring Astatic
Courts; he was also the head of the Christian Church and as
such he was expected to discharge many obligations and
thereby to incur great expense. Even though the majority
of the pious foundations were the work of private individuals,
the churches and the monasteries must have cost the public
treasury as much as the walls and fortifications. According
to Codinus, St. Sophia alone cost 300,000 gold pounds—a
sum much greater than the 60 million scxds spent on the
erection of St. Peter's. The upkeep of churches and
monasteries, which on principle was supposed to be at the
expense of these institutions themselves, could not be over-
looked by the logorkétes of the genikon, the imperial Minister
of Finance. In the first place, the Emperor, m founding an
ecclesiastical institution or church, endowed i1t with lands
(thus, Justinian assigned to St. Sophia 365 domains, one for
each day of the year, within the suburbs of Constantinople)
or else with an income, as in the case of the monasterics
founded by Nicephorus Phocas on Mt. Athos or that built
by Manuel Comnenus at the entrance to the Bosphorus.
Moreover, some of the more important churches were in
receipt of an annual subvention. That to St. Sophia, fixed at
first at 80 pounds, was raised by Romanus 11 to 160 pounds
of gold. Likewise the Christian religion required the
Emperor to be charitable, good, and merciful. Hence both
he and his family competed with his wealthy subjects in the
endowment of innumerable charitable institutions, such as
hostels for pilgrims (semodockein), refuges for the poor
(prockotropheia), hospitals for the sick (nosokomeia), homes for
the aged (gérokomeia), which were the ornament and pride of

' The successor of Justinian II, not content with reducing taxation by one-fourth,
spent 7,200 gold pounds in largesses in one year.
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the ‘city guarded of God’ and the administration of which
represented one of the most important public services.

4. Alfred Rambaud has aptly remarked: ‘Constantinople
constituted the Empire, occasionally it reconstituted the
Empire, sometimes it was the whole Empire.” This excep-
tional position of the capital is reflected in the enormous
sums expended on its protection and embellishment, on the
aqueducts, markets, and streets lined with arcades, which
made Constantinople ‘the sovereign of all cities’, to use
Villehardouin’s phrase.

If Constantinople made and remade the Empire, its in-
habitants made and unmade the Emperors. And that was a
fact that the latter took good care not to forget; one of them,
Isaac Angelus, compared the people of his capital to the wild
boar of Calydon and all the Emperors were assiduous in
cajoling the monster. The Roman tradition provided the
populace with the games of the circus! and with free distribu-
tions of bread. These civic loaves (arsoi politikor) were indeed
abolished by Heraclius, but reappeared in the infinitely more
modest form of largesses in money or in kind, which were
distributed on the occasion of happy events or at times of
great scarcity.

III. THE BYZANTINE BUDGET

Paparrigopoulos, on the authority chiefly of foreign
travellers and chroniclers, has estimated the budget of the
Empire at 640 million gold francs, which, of course, had a far
greater purchasing value. Ernst Stein guts itatonly 100~113%
millions. Elsewhere? I have discussed these figures at some
length, and I still believe that both are equally erroneous,
the former being too high, the latter too low. On the other
hand, it seems to be impossible to suggest any definite figure,
not only for the whole budget but even for any one of its
principal heads. The data furnished by Byzantine sources

t Cf. Novel 81 of Justinian,

2 Cf. A. Andréadés, Le Montant du Budget de I'Empire byxantin (Paris, Leroux,
1922). [This separate publication contains Appendixes which are not given in the
article which appeared in the Rewue des études grecques, vol. xxxiv (1921), no. 156.
Cf. Ernst Stein, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, vol. xxiv (1923-4), pp. 377-87, and his
Studien wur Ceschichte des byzantinischen Reickes (Stuvtgart, Metzler, 1919),

pp. 141~60.]
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are in some cases doubtful and in all cases fragmentary, and
those given by foreigners are even more so. Moreover (and
this is a point that has not been sufficiently emphasized) a
considerable proportion of the expenditure was made in
kind. This consisted of articles of every sort, including food-
stuffs, derived from the land or the workshops owned by the
State, or from requisitions made upon private individuals.
It is manifestly impossible, after so many centuries, to say
what value these supplies represented in cash; nor is 1t
easier to estimate the cash value of the hours of forced
labour (the corvée), which were a public burden laid upon the
citizens.

An additional difhculty lies in the fact that though the
principal heads of expenditure remained practically the same
since the characteristic features of the Empire remained
unchanged, the amounts raised under these different heads
varied greatly according to the character of the reigning
sovereign. Under an ambitious and magnificent Emperor
like Justinian or Manuel Comnenus the expenditure
entailed by campaigns and buildings predominated. Under
a monarch more conscious of the real situation of the IXmpire,
such as Constantine V, Nicephorus Phocas, or Alexius
Comnenus, it was the expenditure for national defence.
Under an Empress there would be heavy expenditure for
the monasteries, for charities, and for popular largesses;
lastly, under a stupid or debauched Emperor, favourites and
buffoons absorbed a large part of the public treasury’s
resources.

But even after all this has been said, 1t is probable that,
except in the days of the Palaeologi (1261-1453), when the
Empire was but the shadow of its former greatness, and in
certain peculiarly disastrous reigns, the State revenues must
have exceeded, and sometimes greatly exceeded, the sum of
100 million gold francs. Those who assert the contrary
forget, amongst other things,? that one must not take into
account only the expenditure in money, since a part of the
expenditure, as well as of the revenues, was in kind; that the

I As, for instance, the fact that from the ruins of the first Byzantine Empize

sprang up 2 number of kingdoms and principalites, each of which had a luxurious
Court znd a costly army.




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































