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Abstract: Collective identity in the so-called Byzantine Empire is a much-debat-
ed issue that has drawn a lot of attention over the years. The current paper at-
tempts a critical assessment of the hitherto main lines of thinking about Byzan-
tine identity, focussing on the period between the seventh and the thirteenth
centuries. By proposing an alternative view on source material based on a com-
prehensive theoretical framework, I argue that a conceptualization of the collec-
tive identity of this medieval imperial social order with its constantly fluctuating
geopolitical and cultural boundaries needs to be disconnected from essentialist
and reifying views on perennial ethnicity as well as from the modern phenom-
enon of the nation-state.
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One could plausibly argue that the problem of decoding Byzantine identity lies
in the fact that the term ‘Byzantine’, commonly used in the present to define the
state and the subjects of the Christian Roman Empire (either since the time of
Constantine I or alternatively since the post-Justinianic period), is a terminus
technicus, a retrospective construct of scholars of the Early Modernity in Western
Europe.! This terminus technicus removes the spotlight from this society’s norma-
tive self-designation, i.e. Roman, and thus imposes upon the modern historian a
latent bias, namely the bias that this society’s collective identity must be called
and therefore understood differently from what its name denotes.

This paper was concluded within the framework of the research project ,Ideologies under
scrutiny: a study on differentiated perceptions of Roman imperial ideals in Byzantine society,
7%-12" ¢.“ (P24752), supported by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF). For stimulating discus-
sions on the subject that helped me to elaborate my argument, I would like to thank Johannes
Koder (Vienna), John Haldon (Princeton) and Zachary Chitwood (Berlin). I am also thankful to
the two anonymous reviewers for their perceptive remarks.

1 Cf, e.g., C. MAaNGO, Byzantium. The Empire of New Rome. New York 1980, 1, 4; I. Ka-
RAYANNOPOULOS, To Bulavtivo Kpatog, I: Kpatikn opydvwon kat kowwviki Sopr. Athens 1985,
7.
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The main lines of thinking in the research on medieval Eastern Roman iden-
tity could be roughly summarized as follows: The first, extensively influenced by
the retrospective Modern Greek national discourse, approaches this identity as
the medieval form of the perennial Greek national identity.? The second,
which could be regarded as preponderant within the field, albeit by no means
monolithically concordant in its various utterances, speaks of a multi-ethnic im-
perial state at least up to the twelfth century, the average subject of which was
self-identified as Roman.? The third, and more recent, approach dismissed the
supposition of a multi-ethnic empire and suggested that Byzantium should be
regarded as a pre-modern Nation-State in which Romanness had the traits of na-
tional identity.*

In the pages that follow, I shall attempt a critical approach to these three
lines of thinking, focusing on the period between the seventh and the thirteenth

2 On prominent utterances of this line of thinking, see A. VAKALOPOULOS, Byzantinism and
Hellenism. Remarks on the racial origin and the intellectual continuity of the Greek Nation.
Balkan Studies 9 (1968) 101-126; P. CHARANIS, The formation of the Greek people, in: S.
Vryonis (ed.), The “past” in medieval and modern Greek culture. Malibu 1978, 87 -102; S.
VRYONIS, Recent scholarship on continuity and discontinuity of culture: classical Greeks, By-
zantines, modern Greeks, ibid. 237 -256; IDEM, The Greek identity in the Middle Ages, in:
Byzance et I'hellénisme: L’identité grecque au Moyen-Age. Actes du Congrés International tenu a
Treste du ler au 3 Octobre 1997. Etudes Balkaniques 6 (1999) 21— 36; B. PAPOULIA, Das Ende
der Antike und der Beginn des Mittelalters in Siidosteuropa, in: EAAnvikég Avakowwoelg oo E’
AeBvég Zuvedpro Emovdwv NotoavatoAwkng Evpwnng. Athens 1985, 61-76.

3 On various versions of this approach, see indicatively: J. KODER, Byzanz, die Griechen und die
Romaiosyne - eine “Ethnogenese” der “Romer”?, in H. Wolfram (ed.), Typen der Ethnogenese
unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Bayern, Teil 1. Vienna 1990, 103-111; IDEM, Grie-
chische Identitdten im Mittelalter — Aspekte einer Entwicklung, in A. Abramea/A. Laiou / E.
Chrysos (eds.), Bugavtio — Kpatog kat Kovwvia. Mvipn Nikov Owovopidn. Athens 2003, 297 —
319; IDEM, Byzantium as seen by itself — images and mechanisms at work, in: Proceedings of
the 22nd International Congress of Byzantine Studies Sofia, 22 -27 August 2011, I. Plenary
Papers. Sofia 2011, 69 —81; P. MAGDALINO, Hellenism and nationalism in Byzantium, in idem,
Tradition and transformation in medieval Byzantium. Aldershot 1991, Variorum, XIV; E.
CHRYSOS, The Roman political identity in late antiquity and early Byzantium, in K. Fledelius
(ed.), Byzantium. Identity, image, influence. XIXth International Congress of Byzantine Studies,
Major Papers. Copenhagen 1996, 7 —16; C. Rapp, Hellenic identity, romanitas, and Christianity
in Byzantium, in K. Zacharia (ed.), Hellenisms. Culture, identity and ethnicity from antiquity to
modernity. Aldershot 2008, 127 -147.

4 A. KALDELLIS, Hellenism in Byzantium: the transformations of Greek identity and the re-
ception of the classical tradition. Cambridge 22009, passim; IDEM, From Rome to New Rome,
from empire to nation-state: reopening the question of Byzantium’s Roman identity, in L. Grig /
G. Kelly (eds.), Two Romes. Rome and Constantinople in late antiquity. Oxford/New York 2012,
387 -404.
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centuries, and I shall propose an alternative view on source material based on a
concrete theoretical framework. The arguments presented here are suggestive
rather than conclusive, and aim primarily at a clarification of methodology.

1. Revisiting Byzantine Society’s Roman Origins

The premise that “Byzantium around the year 1000 had become a medieval
Greek Empire” has been refuted with the plausible argument that the Byzantine
élite did not identify itself as Greek, whereas Arabs, Armenians, Bulgars, Slavs
and other ethno-cultural collectivities resided within the borders of the Empire
in this period, the members of which were regarded as Roman subjects.® This
plausible thesis has been complemented by a comprehensive statement on the
self-identification of the Byzantines, according to which “the average Byzantine
understood him/herself beyond any doubt as Roman, their language and litera-
ture was Roman (i. e. Greek), their cultural and religious centre was also beyond
doubt New Rome, namely Constantinople”.”

This preponderant view on Byzantine society as a multi-ethnic society in
which Roman self-identification was, nevertheless, predominant, raises some
questions. First of all, did the average Byzantine who identified himself as
Roman and correspondingly understood his political, religious and “education-
al” culture as undeniably Roman also apply to the average member of all afore-
mentioned ethno-cultural collectivities, at least some of which (e.g. Slavs) were
further subdivided internally in sub-ethnies?® Or did it primarily refer to a Greek-
speaking population in the territorial core that was almost continuously until
1204 under the Roman imperial rule of Constantinople?

In the first case, a reconsideration of the empire’s multi-ethnic character
seems necessary. If the average inhabitant of the medieval Eastern Roman Em-
pire identified himself as Roman in a politico-cultural sense, what space was
left for ethnic diversity? In the second case, the fact that ethno-cultural collectiv-
ities such as Bulgars, Armenians, and Slavs were in the longue durée perspective
not permanently under Roman imperial rule as a result of territorial and demo-
graphic changes the empire had to undergo over the centuries, points to a dis-

5 PAPOULIA, Das Ende der Antike (as footnote 2 above) 66.

6 KODER, Ethnogenese (as footnote 3 above) 111.

7 Ibid. 103.

8 About the Slavs as a non-monolithic group, see F. CURTA, Still waiting for the Barbarians? The
making of the Slavs in ‘Dark Age’ Greece, in idem (ed.), Neglected Barbarians. Turnhout 2011,
415-416.
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tinction between a (Greco-)Roman ethnic identity of a core population and a
Roman political label of the rest of the populations that found themselves for
longer stretches of time under the rule of Constantinople through the centuries.
In either case, the view on the politico-cultural identity of the average Byzantine
as undeniably Roman implies, deliberately or not, a homogenizing discourse of
identity similar to the one of nationhood. This could be regarded as reason
enough to open the discussion on Byzantine Romanness as a pre-modern nation-
al identity; especially, if we take into account the revisionist views in the field of
sociology of identity, which have argued for the potential existence of nations
under certain pre-conditions even before the watershed of modernity.’

Anthony Kaldellis opened this discussion a few years ago in his monograph
“Hellenism in Byzantium”. There he argued for the transformation of the so-
called Byzantine Empire into a Nation-State up from the seventh century on-
wards, in which the Roman political culture had assimilated the masses and ab-
rogated ethno-cultural diversity within the state-frame to create a Roman na-
tion.® Although many may probably feel a priori inclined to reject the latter
argument, on the grounds of the still valid and preponderant sociological
axiom about the modernity of nations and national identities,"* this should
not be dismissed without discussion. Not least because it raises some important
issues about the theoretical background of identity research in pre-modern times
and in Byzantium in particular. These issues can help us to re-think generalizing
and sometimes oversimplifying approaches to post-seventh century Eastern
Roman social order and its collective identity.

From a theoretical perspective, the argument about the abrogation of ethnic
diversity through the gradual configuration of Roman nation-ness falls under the
concept of the state-framed nation or Staatsnation,'? since it points to the Roman
imperial state and its political culture as the main factors that configured mass
Roman nationhood.®® The latter is presented as the outcome of a longue durée

9 See the extensive discussion of all relevant theories in A.D. SMITH, Nationalism and mode-
rnism. A critical survey of recent theories of nations and nationalism. London / New York 1998,
145-198.

10 KaLDELLIS, Hellenism (as footnote 4 above) 42 —119.

11 A. IcHIjO/G. UZELAC (eds.), When is the nation? Towards an understanding of theories of
nationalism. London/New York 2005, 9; D. CONVERSI, Mapping the field: theories of natio-
nalism and the ethnosymbolic approach, in A. S. Leoussi / S. Grosby (eds.), Nationalism and
ethnosymbolism. History, culture and ethnicity in the formation of nations. Edinburgh 2007, 18;
SmiITH, Nationalism and modernism (as footnote 9 above) xii.

12 On the state-framed nation as an alternative term to Meinecke’s Staatsnation, see R. BRU-
BAKER, Ethnicity without groups. Cambridge, Mass. 2004, 144 -146.

13 KALDELLIS, Hellenism (as footnote 4 above) 46 —47.
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process which began in the second century CE, but was completed only in the
end of Late Antiquity (seventh century).' Thus, the argument focuses predomi-
nately on the collective identity of the subject populations of the post-seventh
century de-Latinized Eastern Roman imperial power of Constantinople.

The premise about gradual nation building in the Roman Empire capitalized
on an innovative approach to the most-debated concept of Romanization as a
process of ideological assimilation of provincial populations to the rational-
legal aspects of the Roman political order.”® This approach attributes the longev-
ity of the Roman Empire to provincial loyalty as the result of universal consensus
and self-identification of provincial masses with the Roman system of govern-
ment, instead of power relations between centre and periphery. The theoretical
background of this argument has been subject to criticism, the arguments of
which cannot be simply overlooked if we mean to use it as a starting-point to as-
sert the gradual configuration of mass Roman nation-ness.

The major critical argument pertains to Ando’s understanding of ideology as
a homogenizing discourse functioning on a purely individual basis and having
no relation whatsoever to social stratification and power relations.'® This theoret-
ical approach favours an interpretation of source evidence, which extensively
downplays or even ignores the role of social position, level of literacy and polit-
ical power in differentiating the potential of the members of regionally and
ethno-culturally de facto diverse communities to self-identify with the political
and cultural discourse of the Roman ruling élite. As a result, images of an
ideal Roman imperial order in historiographical sources and panegyrics are
taken to also reflect the perceptions of the masses. Such a methodological ap-
proach needs to be considered with caution. These sources were mainly written
by and circulated among the members of an empire-wide politico-intellectual
upper stratum, thus reflecting in the first place this stratum’s assimilation to
the normative political discourse of the Roman imperial power.

From a sociological point of view, the role of social stratification in the con-
struction of collective identity in a pre-modern imperial order cannot be simply
ignored. As it has been stressed, the political system of territorial empire was
founded on the configuration of an empire-wide extended Roman ruling class

14 Tbid. 49.

15 C. ANDO, Imperial ideology and provincial loyalty in the Roman empire. Berkley / Los
Angeles / London 2000, passim; cf. KALDELLIS, Hellenism (as footnote 4 above) 48, note 12.
16 On a thorough review of Ando’s theoretical construct (cf. ANDO, Imperial ideology, as before,
19 -48), see P.W. RosE, Divorcing ideology from Marxism and Marx from ideology. Arethusa 39
(2006) 111f. On a comprehensive approach to ideology critique, see T. EAGLETON, Ideology: an
introduction. London / New York 1991, passim.
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that incorporated local élites in the conquered provinces.” This class was able to
develop a common identity due to vested economic and political interests in the
Roman imperial system as well as to high level of literacy that made access to a
quasi-uniform education based on a shared language possible (predominately
Latin for the West and Greek for the East).!® Instead, the largest part of the com-
mon people in the provinces, in particular the illiterate masses of the country-
side,” were fully excluded from this process of cultural assimilation, i.e. from
the uniform ‘Greco-Roman’ culture growing within the social élite. Moreover,
they were fully excluded from the structures of ‘civil society’ as the political sys-
tem’s powerless actors. This exclusion was circumscribed by the increasing eco-
nomic pressure that both the state and the landlords exercised upon the peasan-
try through the parasitic dependence of the urban core, as the place of residence
of local élites, upon the broader countryside.”® Within this socio-economic
framework, widespread economic or political/ideological interaction on a
supra-local level among provincial peasantry masses was practically impossible.

Given the centripetal and hierarchical structures of territorial empire, per-
sonal dependence and allegiances on a local level in conjunction with coercive
policing by governors on a provincial level, i.e. the imperial administration’s om-

17 See M. MANN, The sources of social power, I: A history of power from the beginning to A.D.
1760. New York 1986, 267 —272; cf. K. HOPKINS, The political economy of the Roman empire, in
I. Morris / W. Scheidel (eds.), The dynamics of ancient Empires. State power from Assyria to
Byzantium. Oxford 2009, 185 —186. By focusing on the political and ideological assimilation of
local élites in the Roman system of government, MANN’s account provides a balanced theoretical
approach to the roles of coercion and ideology in the Roman empire’s longevity. The choice to
ignore the role of local power élites in the system of empire has been a central point of critique
to Ando’s approach; see, T.D. BARNES’ review on Ando’s Book, in The International History
Review 23/4 (2001) 883 —884; cf. C. ANDO / T. D. BARNES, ‘Correspondence’. The International
History Review 24/1 (2002) 247 —250.

18 MANN, Sources (as footnote 17 above) 267 —270. On the ‘Greco-Roman’ culture of the em-
pire’s élites cf. R. MELLOR, Graecia Capta: the confrontation between Greek and Roman identity,
in Zacharia, Hellenisms (as footnote 3 above) 113 -125.

19 Only around 20 % of the empire’s population (of an around 60 million total) is estimated to
have resided in urban centers, cf. Hopkins, The political economy of the Roman empire (as
footnote 17 above) 196 and 204, note 71.

20 A.M.H. JoNEs, The Later Roman Empire, 284 - 602, II. Oxford 1964, 713 -714; G.E.M. DE
STE. CROIX, The class struggle in the ancient world. Ithaca 1981, 13 -16; C. WELSS, The Roman
empire. Stanford 1984, 269-270. On the increasing dependence of peasants upon the ma-
gnates during the late Roman (or early Byzantine) period, cf. P. SARRIS, Social relations and the
land: the early period, in J.F. Haldon (ed.), A social history of Byzantium. Oxford 2009, 94 —103.
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nipresent ability to employ physical violence,* exerted the necessary symbolic
power/violence that could tacitly and arbitrarily legitimize regional and supra-
regional relations of domination.?? It follows that the absence of systematic re-
bellion by provincial/ethnic populations against Roman imperial rule in a longue
durée perspective need not have been the result of a universal ideological iden-
tification of the masses with the Roman political culture,” whereas it can hardly
be highlighted as evidence of it. The political and ideological assimilation of the
intellectually and politically powerful agents of provincial populations establish-
ed the relations of domination between centre and periphery, and secured their
reproduction, i.e. the longevity of Roman territorial empire.

The key role of ideology and consensus in the function of the imperial order
should rather be sought in the transition of charismatic power from the person to
the office of the emperor during the time of the Principate.?* The fact that this
office was gradually opened to persons of all provincial/ethnic backgrounds ce-
mented the allegiance of the extended ruling class, i.e. of the integrated provin-
cial/ethnic élites, to the system of empire, since it made imperial power accessi-
ble to them as well. However, even on the level of politically-assimilated
provincial élites it was not mere ideological belief that kept the system together.
Insofar as the imperial office was accessible to any member of the upper class
who could work his way up to positions of power through the senate or the
army, the risk of rebellion made politically/practically much more sense if it
took place within the system of empire, using the resources of Roman power
to aim at the imperial throne, rather than against it. Movements of regional sep-
aratism that would rely on provincial allegiances and resources were doomed to

21 On public violence to the body as aimed to instil fear and impose subjectivity, see M.W.
GLEASON, Truth contests and talking corpses, in J.I. Porter (ed.), Constructions of the classical
body. Michigan 1999, 300; cf. ]J.E. LENDON, Empire of honour. The art of government in the
Roman world. Oxford / New York 1997, 201 -202.

22 On the ideological and symbolic connotations of public slaughter in the amphitheatre of the
Roman town, see WELLS, Roman empire (as footnote 20 above) 273 —277. On symbolic violence
as a means for the maintenance and reproduction of relations of domination in pre-modern
societies, see P. BOURDIEU, An outline of a theory of practice. Cambridge 1977, 183-197.
23 This is the main point of departure in ANDO, Imperial ideology (as footnote 15 above) 66.
24 On this, see ANDO, Imperial ideology (as footnote 15 above) 27f. Apart from Ando’s ten-
dency to overstate the role of ideology in the longevity of the Roman imperial order, his research
provides significant insights into the various means of propaganda, by which Roman imperial
power claimed legitimacy; ANDO, ibid., esp. 73 -130.
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face the concentrated military power of the imperial legions and, therefore, to
fail.”

Within this framework, the integration of ethnic élites into the Roman ruling
class represents the crucial factor that prevented them from instrumentalizing
ethnic ideologies and regional allegiances to promote policies of political sepa-
ratism.?® Nevertheless, this hardly prevented ethno-cultural diversity from re-
maining a salient social discourse within the empire, as the systematic use of
ethnonyms in the sources demonstrates. The ethno-cultural categorization of
provincial populations through ethnonyms certainly does not represent evidence
of common people’s mass ethnic self-identification in a subjective manner.” As
far as illiterate or semi-illiterate masses were concerned, self-identification must
have referred primarily to regional micro-cultures, whereas notions of belonging
to a broader collectivity of shared cultural markers may have defined, only sec-
ondarily, the identity of segments of the provincial populations. Nevertheless,
the de facto existence of broader cultural cleavages provided people with the po-
tential to distinguish who they were not in the empire’s multicultural environ-
ment.

In light of this, the premise that seeks to casually relate the empire’s longev-
ity with a process of abrogation of ethno-cultural diversity in favour of a homog-
enizing Roman national discourse suggests a biased theoretical background. The
latter tends to conflate the concepts of ethnie and nation by selectively attribut-
ing to the former features of modern nationalism and national identities.?® Thus,
discourses of ethno-cultural contradistinction are understood as a priori deter-
mined to lead to political/national autonomy, and therefore to be a cause of con-

25 A characteristic example is the crushing of the Jewish so-called bar Kokhba revolt (134 —
136) by the emperor Hadrian’s legions. On the revolt indicatively, see W. Eck, The Bar Kokhba
revolt: the Roman point of view. The Journal of Roman Studies 89 (1999) 76 -89.

26 Cf. W. PoHL, Introduction: strategies of distinction, in W. Pohl/H. Reimitz (eds.), Strategies
of distinction: the construction of ethnic communities, 300-800. Leiden 1998, 1: “Romanness,
even for those who reached this goal, did not cancel regional and ethnic identities. But it swiftly
imposed a political discourse in which asserting these particular identities could not become a
basis for legitimate rule over a civilised res publica. Only Barbarians strove for power in the
name of ethnic communities, and they did so as enemies of the Roman order.”

27 On a comprehensive definition of ethnic groups as cultural collectivities, see A.D. SMITH,
National identity. London 1991, 19 -25. Cf. also the comments in the third part of this paper.
28 On a critical approach to this theoretical bias, see W. POHL, Archaeology of identity: In-
troduction, in W. Pohl / M. Mehofer (eds.), Archaeology of identity/Archédologie der Identitét.
Vienna 2010, 11-13.
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flict and separation, when they exist.? On this theoretical basis, the fact that
provincial masses did not seek for ethno-political autonomy through rebellion
is taken as proof that common people appreciated the benefits of centralized tax-
ation by a pacifying imperial power and, therefore, came gradually to self-iden-
tify with its superior political culture in a national manner.*°

At this point, Benedict Anderson’s theory is employed in a rather cursory
manner to define the Roman nation as an imagined political community of
deep horizontal comradeship.* The major objection to raise here is that a king-
dom or an empire can be equally perceived and presented as an imagined com-
munity in the writings of a literate élite without, at the same time, being per-
ceived by this élite, and even less so by its culturally- and politically-
marginalized masses, as a national community or to constitute one.>*> Anderson
is well aware of the inherent vagueness of his definition and seeks to overcome it
by specifying the nation as a particular kind of imagined community which, as
opposed to kingdoms or empires, is not conceived in a centripetal and hierarch-
ical, but instead in a boundary-orientated and horizontal manner.* As the main
precondition for the configuration of this new vision of community and for mass
self-identification with it, Anderson emphasizes the emergence of mass vernac-
ular literacy which created monoglot mass-reading publics on the basis of a na-
tional print-language.*

This aspect, burdensome for a pre-modern case, is tacitly left aside in the
premise about the gradual configuration of the imagined community of the
Roman nation, due to the evident absence of both political intention by the
Roman ruling élite as well as relevant mechanisms for the creation and promo-
tion of a common, broadly-shared vernacular culture within the empire. Thus,
the focus is exclusively directed to the Roman imperial state and its political cul-

29 See KALDELLIS, Hellenism (as footnote 4 above) 38 -39, 45— 46, whose whole account is
pervaded by an obscuring attribution of nationalistic traits to ethnic identities.

30 Ibid. 50.

31 Ibid. 52; On the nation as a particular type of imagined community, see B. ANDERSON,
Imagined communities. Reflections on the origin and spread of nationalism. London/ New York
32006, 5-6.

32 SMiITH, Nationalism (as footnote 9 above) 138, has focused his critique to Anderson’s de-
finition of the nation as an imagined political community on the danger of the trivial application
of such a definition to characterize as nations different kinds of communities, such as a city-
state, a kingdom or even a colonial empire with a single lingua franca; cf. the critical remarks on
vague definitions of the nation in E. GELNER, Nations and nationalism. New perspectives on the
past. Oxford 1983, 53 -58.

33 ANDERSON, Imagined communities (as footnote 31 above) 67, 15.

34 Ibid. 37 - 46.



184 —— Byzantinische Zeitschrift Bd. 107/1, 2014: |. Abteilung DE GRUYTER

ture as the main means that instilled all Roman subjects with a national vision.
Here, we are dealing with an approach that, while it correctly rejects essentialist
and reifying views on ethnicity, it is, at the same time, prone to adopt an essen-
tialist and reifying view on political culture and political identity within a pre-
modern, highly stratified imperial social order. Through a quasi “natural” proc-
ess of universal internalization of the superior Roman political culture, political
identity is regarded to have become predominant and to have abrogated the hith-
erto horizontal politico-cultural cleavage between the masses of common people
and the Roman ruling class as well as the vertical cleavages between culturally
diverse populations.

Even though the empire’s economic system maintained large parts of the
provincial masses above the margin of subsistence,® the evidence of the sources
about the highly coercive manner of tax-collection and the relevant resentment
that this caused among provincial populations cannot be tacitly skipped
over,’® when it comes to the lived experiences of regionally and ethno-culturally
de facto diverse masses of common people. Similarly, even though a strict dis-
tinction of state-apparatuses between ideological and repressive does not even
apply to modern-day states,* the function of the Roman imperial power’s appa-
ratuses (e.g. army, garrisons, tax-collectors) cannot be seen as predominantly
ideological, i.e. assimilative. These mechanisms had a distinctively repressive
function for the masses on behalf of a politically remote and culturally exclusive
ruling élite. As a result, they could hardly promote by themselves mass Roman
self-identification in a national manner.

In light of this, Caracalla’s decision in 212 CE to give an end to the de jure
exclusion of the largest part of the empire’s population from an — at least nom-
inally — equal political status in the imperial order cannot overshadow the lack-
ing potential of politicization of provincial masses due to the complete abroga-

35 MANN, Sources (as footnote 17 above) 265—-267.

36 On the uneven and coercive manner of taxation, see HOPKINS, The political economy of the
Roman empire (as footnote 17 above) 183 — 184; M. Mazza, La fatica dell'uomo. Schiavi e liberi
nel mondo romano. Catania 1986, 186ff.; A. GIARDINA, The transition to late antiquity, in W.
Scheidel /1. Morris/R. Saller (eds.), The Cambridge economic history of the Greco-Roman world.
New York 2008, 757 —762; JoNES, Later Roman Empire (as footnote 20 above) 810-811; CH.
WICcKHAM, Framing the early middle ages. Europe and the Mediterranean 400-800. Oxford/
New York 2005, 62 -80; Cf. MANN, Sources (as footnote 17 above) 260—265, 289-291.

37 L. ALTHUSSER, Ideology and ideological state apparatuses, in: Lenin and Philosophy and
other essays. New York/London 1971, 145-146; N. POULANTZAS, State, power, socialism.
London /New York 2000, 28 - 34; on a definition of the state in a pre-modern context, see J.F.
HALDON, The state and the tributary mode of production. London/New York 1993, 32 -34; cf.
WickHAM, Framing (as footnote 36 above) 56-62, esp. 57.



DE GRUYTER I. Stouraitis, Roman identity in Byzantium —— 185

tion of the functions of the res publica within the centripetal and hierarchical
structures of a vast territorial empire.?® This lacking potential is reflected in
the progressive substitution of the term citizen (cives) by the term subject (sub-
jectus) in the late Roman period to legally define everyone under the rule of the
Roman emperor.>® Universal citizenship could neither underpin an, allegedly al-
ready before 212 CE evolving, national Romanization of provincial masses nor set
in motion such a process thereafter.*

2. Multi-Ethnic Empire vs. Nation State

The fall of the western parts of the Roman Empire to the Germanic peoples in the
fifth century set in motion certain political, social and cultural developments.
These refer to the continuance of Roman imperial structures in the East, the
gradual linguistic Hellenization of the imperial administration, and the appa-
rently increased cultural homogeneity. The latter refers to the conclusion of
the process of Christianization in the sixth century as well as to the survival
of only one lingua franca (Greek) within the contracted Eastern Empire after
the seventh century. These developments seem to represent a better starting
point for the formation of a state-framed national identity, or alternatively of a
(Graiko-)Roman ethnic identity among a core population,** within the post-sev-
enth century Eastern Roman imperial order.

In this regard, one needs to scrutinize the premise that Constantinople’s
realm after the seventh century represented a Nation-State rather than the do-
main of an imperial city-state, and that the political ideology of Roman ecumen-
ism played no significant role in the Eastern Roman vision of community.** The
dismissal of Roman ecumenism as a main trait of Eastern Roman identity is here
obviously preconditioned by the need to adapt the Byzantine vision of commun-
ity to the traits of the nation. The nation as an inherently limited and boundary-

38 MANN, Sources (as footnote 17 above) 262 —-264, 282.

39 Cf. CHRYS0S, Roman political identity (as footnote 3 above) 9—-11.

40 On the lack of broadly shared notions of Roman patriotism among the empire’s masses, cf.
W. LIEBESCHUETZ, Citizen status and law in the Roman empire and the Visigothic kingdom, in
Pohl/Reimitz, Strategies of distinction (as footnote 26 above), 136. On an approach to Roman
identity as dynamically developing from legal to geopolitical and then to religious notions, see
H. INGLEBERT, Citoyenneté romaine, romanités et identites romaines sous I’Empire, in idem
(ed.), Idéologies et valeurs civiques dans le monde romain. Hommage a Claude Lepelley. Paris
2002, 241-260.

41 On this approach see KODER, Ethnogenese (as footnote 3 above) 106f.

42 KALDELLIS, Hellenism (as footnote 4 above) 100—-111.
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orientated imagined political community is closely related with the notion of a
territorially-limited ‘fatherland’, i.e. a fairly stable territory, to which the com-
munity of the people is notionally attached and within which it develops a
solid geographically bound politico-cultural identity.** This notion of the na-
tion’s ‘fatherland’ proves, however, extremely problematic in the case of the al-
leged Eastern Roman nation. The information of the sources demonstrates that
the post-seventh century Eastern Roman ruling élite, the main bearer of
Roman identity, was neither politically nor ideologically committed to the notion
of limited Roman ‘fatherland’.

The period of radical contraction of the empire’s borders from the late sixth
to the early eighth century was followed by a period between roughly the mid-
eighth to the early eleventh century, during which the imperial power incremen-
tally expanded its territories and almost doubled the number of its subjects.**
Large parts of the Greek peninsula that had been occupied by Slavic tribes
since the late sixth century came slowly under imperial authority after the
mid-eighth century. This re-assertion of territorial rule meant the integration of
a new subject population that built a distinct ethno-cultural category within
the Eastern Roman order.”” During the tenth and eleventh centuries, the borders
of empire were rearranged through the occupation of parts of Mesopotamia,
northern Syria, and the annexation of parts of Armenia and Iberia in the
East*® as well as through the subjugation of the Bulgar Kingdom and the exten-
sion of imperial authority over the Slavic political entities in the northern Balkan
Peninsula.*”” The populations of these territories were integrated into the imperi-
al state’s homogenizing Roman political discourse.

These practises of territorial expansionism and subjugation of ethno-cultur-
ally diverse populations by the Roman élite of Constantinople resulted from the

43 This notional binding of the nation to a limited ‘fatherland’ is interrelated with the fact that
the potential stretch of the nation as an imagined political community, as opposed to other
kinds of imagined communities (e.g. empires or religious systems), is inherently limited; cf.
ANDERSON, Imagined communities (as footnote 31 above) 7, who observes that “no nation
imagines itself coterminous with mankind. The most messianic nationalists do not dream of a
day when all the members of the human race will join their nation”.

44 W. TREADGOLD, A history of the Byzantine state and society. Stanford 1997, 570; IDEM, A
concise history of Byzantium. Basingstoke 2000, 236; J. F. HALDON, The Palgrave Atlas of
Byzantine history. New York 2005, 58 -63.

45 F. CURTA, The Edinburgh history of the Greeks, c. 500 to 1050. The early middle ages.
Edinburgh 2011, 276 -295.

46 Cf. C. HoLMES, Basil II and the governance of empire (976 —1025). Oxford 2005, 360-367.
47 Cf. P. STEPHENSON, Byzantium’s Balkan frontier. A political study of the Northern Balkans,
900 - 1204. Cambridge 2000, 47f., 117f.
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latter’s ideological and political commitment to the vision of territorial empire,
the limits of which could be extended any time that the Constantinopolitan im-
perial city-state was in a position to impose its political authority through mili-
tary means. The ideology of expansion was founded on the Roman power’s pre-
rogative to claim former parts of the ecumenical Roman Empire. This prerogative
was, in turn, informed by the Roman imperial office’s historical myth. The latter,
as presented by Byzantine chroniclers, focused on two major political events:
First, the emergence of territorial empire under the Roman emperor Augustus
that had pacified the Oecumene through the subjugation of the different ethne
(peoples); second, the reunification of the ecumenical empire under the imperial
monocracy of Constantine I, founder of New Rome (i. e. Constantinople) and first
Christian emperor.*®

Within this ideological framework, the representation of the Eastern Roman
notion of ‘homeland’ in the writings of the élite had very little to do with the land
of origin of the Roman people as a community of common culture. Instead, it
consistently referred, at least up to the late twelfth century, to the extensive
and vague territorial boundaries of the Roman Oecumene, the traditional orbis
romanum, as the historical ‘homeland’ of the Roman imperial power’s political
culture of imperial monocracy.”’ For instance, in the mid-tenth century Constan-
tine VII juxtaposed the contracted territorial borders of the Roman power’s rule

48 Cf. E.M. JEFFREYS, The attitudes of Byzantine chroniclers towards ancient history. Byzantion
49 (1979) 206, 233-234, 238; R. MACRIDES / P. MAGDALINO, The fourth kingdom and the
rhetoric of Hellenism, in P. Magdalino (ed.), The perception of the past in twelfth-century Eu-
rope. London /Rio Grande 1992, 127 — 128; RaPP, Hellenic identity (as footnote 3 above) 145; J.
KODER, Die rdumlichen Vorstellungen der Byzantiner von der Okumene (4. bis 12. Jahrhundert).
Anzeiger der phil.-hist. Klasse der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 137/2 (2002)
25-31; L. STOURATITIS, Krieg und Frieden in der politischen und ideologischen Wahrnehmung in
Byzanz (7.-11. Jahrhundert). Byzantinische Geschichtsschreiber, Ergdnzungsband 5. Vienna
2009, 201-207.

49 On the ideal of ecumenism in Byzantine political thought, see TH. M. FOGEN, Das politische
Denken der Byzantiner, in: Pipers Handbuch der politischen Ideen, Bd. 2: Mittelalter. Munich
1993, 49 -50; KoDER, Okumene (as footnote 48 above) 29 -30; G. DAGRON, L’cecuménicité
politique: Droit sur ’espace, droit sur le temps, in E. Chrysos (ed.), To Bu{avTtio wg Okoupévn.
National Hellenic Research Foundation/Institute for Byzantine Research, International Symposia,
16. Athens 2005, 47 —57; G. SCHMALZBAUER, Uberlegungen zur Idee der Okumene in Byzanz, in
W. Horandner/]J. Koder/M. Stassinopoulou (eds.), Wiener Byzantinistik und Neogrézistik: Bei-
trage zum Symposion Vierzig Jahre Institut Byzantinistik und Neograzistik der Universitdt Wien
im Gedenken an Herbert Hunger (Wien, 4.—-7. Dezember 2002). Byzantina Neograeca Vi-
donbonensia, 24. Vienna 2004, 408 -419. On an alternative view about a ‘limited Oecumene’,
see T. LOUNGHIS, Die byzantinische Ideologie der “begrenzten Okumene” und die rémische
Frage im ausgehenden 10. Jahrhundert. BSI 56 (1995) 117 -128.
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in his times to the broader borders of the past, as these had been achieved
through the wars of Julius Caesar, Augustus, Trajan, Constantine I and Theodo-
sius 1.°° In a similar manner, Anna Komnene stated around the mid-twelfth cen-
tury that the Roman power was by nature the ruler of the ethne (peoples)’* and
that, had her father Alexios I not been hindered by unfavourable circumstances,
he would have rightfully restored Roman rule (i.e. extended the Roman political
community) over the whole former orbis romanum up to the limits of the Atlantic
Ocean in the West and India in the East.>?

Kekaumenos, a member of the empire’s provincial élite in Eastern Asia
Minor in the second half of the eleventh century, testifies to those mechanisms
of political dependence upon the imperial office and assimilation to its political
culture that configured the solid Roman identity of the empire-wide extended
ruling class, as primarily an identity of status within a centripetal and hierarch-
ical imperial order. His text is pervaded by the image of a faithful servant (dou-
los) of the divinely-ordained emperor who stood above the law.”* Apart from his
knowledge of and active participation in the hierarchical political system of em-
pire, his Roman identity was characterized by ideological assimilation to the im-
perial power’s political vision of territorial empire. This is indicated by his
knowledge of the imperial office’s historical myth, i.e. the unification and pac-
ification of the former orbis romanus through the military activities of the emper-
ors of Rome and Constantinople.>

50 Costantino Porfirogenito. De thematibus, (ed.) A. PERTUSI. Studi e Testi, 160. Vatican City
1952, 1 8-21: Ote ol Baotheig peta 100 Aaod EneaTtpdtevov Kal Toig Gvtaipovot Tov TiG Pw-
paikfg SovAeiag Luyov énetifeoav kal pukpod Setv maoav TRV oikovpévny £moAdpkouy dra-
ktoboav kal avtiAéyovoav, wg O Kaioap TovAog, WG 6 Bavpactog Aliyovotog, wg 6 Tpoiavog
£kevog 0 mepBoNTOg, WG O péyag év Baothedot Kwvotavtivog kal Oeoddatog...Kal €ig TobTo
KatéAn&ev 1| TOV Pwpaiwv apyr péxpt Tig onpepov. Nuvi 8¢ otevwbeiong kot te GvatoAdg kat
Suopag Tiig Pwpadikig Baoiheiag kal dxpwtnplacbeiong ano tiig &pyiis HpoxAeiov tod AlBuog.
51 Anna Komnene (Anna Comnenae Alexias, ed. D.R. REINSCH/A. KAMBYLIS. CFHB, 40. Berlin
2001) XIV 7, 2: @UoeL Yap ovoa SeomdTic T@v GAMwv £6viv 1 Paciieio Pwpaiwv éx0pwddg
Slokeipevov £xet 0 8obAov, kal éneldav embpd&atto kapod.

52 Tbid. VI 11, 3: fv pév yap &Te oi 8pot Tiig TV Pwpaiwv fyepoviag ai dupdtepat oTiAaL Roav
avatoAnv kot Svow meplopifovoat, €8 omepag pev ol Tod HpoakAéog dvopalopeval, €€ Ew B¢ ai
ayxod mov iotapevat Tod ivBikod mEPaTog ai Tod Alovioou (KT Yap MAGTOG OUK E0TLY EIMEIV
doov v ThS TV Pwpaiwv Bac\eiog 0 KP&TOS), ... Kol &v gig THY mPoTéPaV evSALOVIaV THY
BaotAeiav Gvevewoato, el uA ye ol EmGAAnAoL dy@veg kai of tukvol évot kat kivsuvot (v yap kol
AUPOTEPA O AVTOKPATWP MHEYOAOKIVBUVOG Te Kal TUKVOKiVEUVOG) ToDTOV AméoTtnoav Tob
OpprpaToG,

53 Strategikon I3 -4, IV 7274,V 77 (Sovety i Raaskazy Kekavmena, ed. G. LITAVRIN socinenie
vizantijskogo polcovodca XI veka. Moscow 1972, 138-142, 264-268, 290).

54 Ibid. V 88, 4—14 (298 LITAVRIN).
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In light of this, it is evident that the post-seventh century Eastern Roman
élite did not and could not imagine or, for that matter, propagate a limited ‘na-
tional’ territory. The geographical term Romania that was contingently employed
to designate the emperor’s realm did not refer to a notionally circumscribed ‘fa-
therland’, but to the fluctuating boundaries of the Roman imperial power’s ter-
ritorial authority. The notion of Roman ecumenical rule, a common topos in the
writings of the post-seventh century Eastern Roman ruling class, was, of course,
not intended to promote, and by no means reflects, the strategic aims of Eastern
Roman imperial policies.> It simply demonstrates those mentality patterns that
conditioned the form and the content of the Byzantine élite’s Roman identity for
several centuries after Rome’s fall. Knowledge of the history of the empire and
allegiance to the vision of Constantinople’s imperial rule over territories and
peoples was not meaningless rhetorical fiction, but rather represented one of
the main features that, at least up to the twelfth century, informed the Roman-
ness of the political and literate élite, the main bearer of Eastern Roman identity.
This identity was founded on a vision of centripetal and hierarchical imperial
community to which any people or group could potentially be included as
Roman subjects.

The absence of a notion of Roman ‘fatherland’ represents a useful point of
departure to address the question as to whether a core population of the post-
seventh century Eastern Roman imperial state could have developed a Roman
national identity. This question concerns primarily the indigenous Greek-speak-
ing masses of the territorial core, and it is interrelated with the post-sixth century
linguistic Hellenization of the Roman imperial administration. The issues to pose
pertain to: 1) whether the Eastern Roman political system favoured some kind of
politicization of the masses of the empire’s territorial core after the end of Late
Antiquity; and 2) whether the Eastern Roman ruling élite sought to attach its
Roman identity discourse to the Greek ethno-linguistic group within the empire.

Beginning with the first question, it is particularly important to bear in mind
that, as opposed to the West, in the East the geopolitical structures of empire did
not experience a radical break after the end of Late Antiquity. The political sys-
tem of the contracted Eastern Empire was marked by the complete deterioration
of the superficial political role of the senate, the fading-away of the senatorial

55 On the role of the ecumenical ideal in justifying pragmatic war policies after the seventh
century, see I. STOURAITIS, ‘Just war’ and ‘holy war’ in the middle ages: rethinking theory
through the Byzantine case-study. JOB 62 (2012) 250-256.
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aristocracy, and the gradual extinction of large civic centres.”® The new Eastern
Roman ruling class that incrementally emerged after the seventh century was ex-
tensively dependent upon the emperor for titles and revenues.”” This fact made
its self-identification with the Roman order a matter of close relationship with
and allegiance to the political culture of the imperial office, as the aforemen-
tioned case of Kekaumenos demonstrates. These relations of dependence and
subservience secured the maintenance of Constantinople’s firm control over
most of its provinces, even in times of great crisis such as the period from the
mid-seventh to the mid-eighth century, but also strengthened the autocratic ten-
dency of the political system.® Within this framework, nothing indicates that
any change occurred in regard to the de facto political exclusion of provincial
masses from the structures of ‘civil society’.

A counter-argument to this latter view seems to be posed by H.-G. Beck’s
theory on the Byzantine political system. According to his argument, the pre-
dominant political ideal within Byzantine society was not the ideal of imperial
autocracy as propagandized by the imperial office, but the ideal of the res pub-
lica as represented in latently outlived, quasi-constitutional norms.>® These
norms promoted a preponderant image of the emperor among his subjects as
a simple administrator of the Roman res publica, a primus inter pares, elected
and controlled by the Roman people with regard to the normative fulfilment
of his administrative duties.®® Within this framework, Beck suggested that the
political phenomenon of tyranny (usurpation) was related with and in part re-
sulted from the preponderant ideal of ‘quasi-constitutional’ monarchy (Wahlmo-

56 On senatorial aristocracy cf. T. K. LOUNGHIS, A0K{jo yta TNV Kowwvikn eEEAEN 0T Sidpketa
Twv Aeyopevwv “okoTevwv alwvwy” (602 -867). Athens 1985, 11-15; on urban centers, see
W. BRANDES, Die Stadte Kleinasiens im 7. und 8. Jahrhundert. BBA, 56. Berlin 1989, 44 —141.
57 On the structure and character of the Roman ruling class in post-seventh century Byzantium,
see F. WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien zur herrschenden Klasse von Byzanz im 8. und 9. Jahr-
hundert. BBA, 54. Berlin 1987, passim; J.F. HALDON, Social élites, wealth, and power, in idem
(ed.), A social history of Byzantium. Oxford 2009, 169f. (with detailed bibliography); on the
issue of dependence upon the imperial office for social status and revenues cf. idem, Tributary
mode (as footnote 37 above) 110f.

58 WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien (as footnote 57 above) 99f.

59 H.G. BECK, Senat und Volk von Konstantinopel. Probleme der byzantinischen Verfas-
sungsgeschichte. Sitzungsberichte der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philos.-hist.
Klasse, Heft 6. Munich 1966, passim; IDEM, Res publica Romana. Vom Staatsdenken der By-
zantiner. Munich 1970, passim; IDEM, Das byzantinische Jahrtausend. Munich 1994, 33 - 86;
cf. I. KARAYANNOPOULOS, H moAttikn Bewpia twv Bulavtivwv. Thessaloniki 1988, 13 - 24.

60 Cf. KALDELLIS, Hellenism (as footnote 4 above) 49.
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narchie) that induced the Roman people to depose an emperor who did not
stand up to the norms of the res publica.®*

Certainly, it cannot be denied that the Roman res publica is contingently ref-
erenced as a political model in some writings of — admittedly — few members of
the Byzantine literate élite; a fact that testifies to a rival theoretical stance to the
imperial ideal of divinely-ordained autocracy.®> However, an interpretation of
this rival line of thinking not as a theoretical discourse of some intellectual au-
thors, but as a dominant operative ideology within the Eastern Roman social
order seems to me to celebrate the utopian element in the political thought of
certain well-educated individuals against the abundant source evidence that tes-
tifies to the actual socio-political role of the predominant idea of imperial autoc-
racy within the framework of the élite, the main holder of political power.®>

In pre-1204 Byzantium tyranny, expressed through a coup or a ‘civil war’,
ended with the political extinction, and often also the physical death, either
of the usurper (in most cases) or of the reigning emperor (in the fewest cases).
Either way, the political assertion of the usurper or the emperor as the (new) le-
gitimate ruler was exclusively dependent upon the outcome of the power strug-
gle. The effort to dethrone an emperor was normally initiated, by a faction or fac-
tions of the ruling class or the army.%* Usurpers could only rarely, and under
certain preconditions, also rely on the support of the people of Constantinople
to take over power. The side that won the conflict could celebrate and propa-
gandize its leader as the divinely-ordained (new) legitimate ruler, whereas the
leader of the defeated side was condemned to public defamation as either a tyr-
annical usurper or a “bad administrator” of the state, analogous to the initial po-
sition of the contenders. The predominant ideal of divine selection, which equal-
ly legitimized the re-assertion of power by a reigning emperor or the
enthronement of a usurper after the end of a coup or a ‘civil war’, amplified

61 BECK, Jahrtausend (as footnote 59 above) 59; KARAYANNOPOULOS, IToAitikn Oswpia (as
footnote 59 above) 35-37.

62 Cf. D. ANGELOV, Imperial ideology and political thought in Byzantium, 1204 -1330. New
York 2007, 8-15.

63 On critique to Beck’s approach, see FOGEN, Das politische Denken (as footnote 49) 52 —55.
above

64 On the preponderant role of the ruling class and the insignificant role of the common people
respectively in the struggles over the imperial throne, see WINKELMANN, Quellenstudien (as
footnote 57 above) 34-97; J.-C. CHEYNET, Pouvoir et contestation a Byzance (963 -1210).
Byzantina Sorbonensia, 9. Paris 1990, 13-14; A.E. Laiou, Peasant rebellion: Notes on its
vocabulary and typology, in M.Th. Fégen (ed.), Ordnung und Aufruhr im Mittelalter. Historische
und Juristische Studien zur Rebellion. Studien zur Europdischen Rechtsgeschichte, 70. Frankfurt
1995, 99, 116.
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the inherent arbitrariness of the Byzantine political system. The recurrence of
usurpation neither resulted from, nor was legitimized by, an active quasi-institu-
tional role of the Roman people in the dethronement of a bad administrator of an
alleged res publica. It was rather the product of a political system which made
imperial power accessible to anyone with the means to organize a coup or a re-
bellion and which allowed for the ideological legitimization of the outcome of
power struggles, i.e. the assertion of autocratic power, as God’s inscrutable
judgement.®

This becomes evident if we take a closer look at both a successful and a
failed usurpation example. The emperor John I Tzimiskes (969 -976) needed
only a handful of loyal associates to murder his predecessor Nikephoros II Pho-
kas (963-969) and usurp power. The documented reactions to his coup demon-
strate that he had managed to secure in advance the support of important army
officers and units under their command. This enabled him to immediately put
the most significant members of the Phokas clan under arrest.®® After the suc-
cessful outcome of his coup, Tzimiskes’ primary concern was to achieve his cor-
onation by the Patriarch in order to legitimize his accession to the throne as di-
vine will.*” This was the main ideological means through which he could
entrench his control over the army and legitimize his position in the eyes of
the other members of the ruling class as well as, secondarily, of the Constantino-
politan mob. The provincial masses were fully excluded from any active role in
this act of tyranny that deposed the emperor. It follows that the dethronement of
Phokas could hardly be interpreted as reflecting the collective political will and
action of the Roman subjects, especially of the provincial masses, within the
socio-ideological framework of a medieval res publica.

In the ‘civil wars’ between 987 and 989, the dynastically legitimate emperor
Basil II was able to defeat the usurper Bardas Phokas by relying on a large for-
eign force of Varangians,®® while the usurper had the larger part of the Roman

65 CHEYNET, Pouvoir (as footnote 64 above) 178—-184; I. STOURAITIS, Biirgerkrieg in ideo-
logischer Wahrnehmung durch die Byzantiner: Die Frage der Legitimierung und Rechtfertigung.
JOB 60 (2010) 153f., esp. 171-172.

66 B. BLYSIDU, ApIOTOKPQTIKEG OLKOYEVELES Kat eEouaia (90¢—100¢ at.). Athens 2001, 152 -155,
165, 172 -173; CHEYNET, Pouvoir (as footnote 64 above) 327.

67 Leonis diaconi Caloensis Historiae libri X., ed. C.B. HASE. CSHB. Bonn 1828, 98 -99; cf. A.-
M. TALBOT / D. F. SULLIVAN (transl.), The History of Leo the Deacon. Byzantine military ex-
pansion in the tenth century. Washington, D.C. 2005, 147 —148; Ioannis Scylitzae Synopsis
historiarum, ed. I. THURN. CFHB, 5. Berlin 1973, 285 —286; cf. ]. WORTLEY (transl.), John Sky-
litzes, A synopsis of Byzantine history 811-1057. Cambridge 2010, 272 -273.

68 A. PoPPE, The political background to the baptism of Rus. DOP 30 (1976) 197 — 244, here
229-230.
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military forces on his side.® If we were to suppose that the support of the largest
part of the “Roman people’s” army for the usurper reflects the provincial masses’
political stance and implies their active participation in a movement that sought
to dethrone a bad administrator of the res publica, then the outcome of the
power struggle provides solid evidence of the common people’s powerless status
in the political system. Basil II not only managed to defeat the allegedly ‘chosen
one’ of the provincial masses, but also to reign for another thirty-six years as the
‘chosen one’ of God over those masses that had supposedly sought for his de-
thronement.

In fact, this ‘civil war’ demonstrates that tyranny had nothing to do with the
political stance of the empire’s masses and any collective action that might have
resulted from that. Phokas rebelled because he was in a position of power that
secured him the support of various factions of the ruling class that he used to
take control over the largest part of the field armies of the tagmata. Basil II,
on the other hand, relied on his diplomatic skills that provided him with an
equally competitive foreign mercenary force. The internal armed conflict was
purposefully sacralised by the emperor who employed religious symbolism to
justify his military actions against the rebellious Christian-Roman army. This
practice facilitated the retrospective justification of his triumph over the usurper
as divine will.”®

The aforementioned examples underline the need for a cautious approach to
the premise that the phenomenon of tyranny indicates a mass ideological assim-
ilation of Roman subjects to notions of quasi-participatory res publica. Insofar as
the outcome of the power-struggle was primarily, if not exclusively, a matter of
support by powerful factions of the élite and/or field army units (mainly indig-
enous, but potentially also foreign), tyranny was there neither to end the com-
mon people’s exclusion from the political system nor to threaten the autocratic
tenet of the imperial system. It only determined the faction of the ruling class
and its representative that would perpetuate it.”* Public propaganda of divine le-
gitimization sought to arbitrarily circumscribe and, thus, to compel the euphe-
mistic consensus of the politically excluded masses. The ceremonial participa-
tion of at least one of the three institutions (army, senate, demoi) in the
emperor’s acclamation reflects the imperial office’s strategies of symbolic

69 Michael Psellos, Chronographia I 1, 16 (Michele Psello, Imperatori di Bisanzio [Cronografia],
ed. S. IMPELLIZZERI. Milano 1984, 26).

70 Cf. STOURAITIS, Biirgerkrieg (as footnote 65 above) 159.

71 Cf. J. HALDON, Byzantine praetorians: an administrative, institutional, and social survey of
the Opsikion and tagmata, c. 580—900. Poikila Byzantina, 3. Bonn 1984, 86; WINKELMANN,
Quellenstudien (as footnote 57 above) 96.
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power, through which the politically and ideologically preponderant autocratic
tenet of the imperial system was euphemized and thus perpetuated.

The argument about the exclusion of the provincial masses from the struc-
tures of ‘civil society’ is further supported by the revisionist approaches to
older views on the Byzantine imperial state as a ‘bureaucratic state’ that exten-
sively intervened and organized provincial social order.”? As it has been argued,
the organization and maintenance of order in the provinces was, to a great ex-
tent, conceded to the arbitrary will of local lords, whereas the imperial power
was primarily interested in maintaining firm control over the territory in military
terms as well as in collecting taxes.” This provincial reality can hardly have pro-
moted images of a well-organized centralized res publica that would induce com-
mon people to identify themselves with the political interests of the Roman im-
perial power of Constantinople. The Life of Saint Antony the Younger, written in
the second half of the ninth century, provides an interesting insight into the view
of the Roman imperial order from the provinces.

The saint was a deputy-governor (ek prosopou) in Attaleia, a coastal city of
south-western Asia Minor, in the 820s when it is reported that an Arab naval
force attacked the city. According to the author of the Life, Antony succeeded
in preventing the attack through negotiations with the Arab commander.”* The
reported incident took place in the empire’s territorial core, the population of
which is often premised to have had a solid (even national) Roman identity,
and not on some vague periphery. In view of this, it is interesting that the nar-
rative of the Life fully deviates from the norms of Constantinopolitan discourse,
which projected an image of the empire’s population as a solid Roman commun-
ity in both a religious (‘Chosen People’) and a political sense (Romanness). In
the negotiations between the Roman official and the Arab commander the latter
is said to have justified the attack against the city as a measure of retaliation
prompted by the Byzantine army’s raids in Syria. In his response, Antony is pre-
sented to draw a clear line between the population of his town and the actions of
the emperor’s army on the Eastern frontier. He points out that the local popula-
tion could not be made responsible for the imperial army’s activity, since “the

72 R.-J. LILIE, Die Zentralbiirokratie und die Provinzen zwischen dem 10. und dem 12. Jahr-
hundert. Anspruch und Realitit. BF 19 (1993) 100-123; J.-C .CHEYNET, Point de vue sur
lefficacité administrative entre les xe et xie siécles. BF 19 (1993) 7 -16.

73 L. NEVILLE, Authority in Byzantine provincial society, 950-1100. Cambridge 2004, 99 -
135; cf. HALDON, Social Elites (as footnote 57 above) 179 — 180; on provincial order in medieval
Greece, cf. CURTA, History (as footnote 45 above) 232 -234.

74 A. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Biog kat moAtteia 100 6oiov Avtwviov Tod Néov, in: ZuAoyn
TOAQLOTIVIOKAG KOl UPLAKAG aylohoyiag, 1. St. Petersburg 1907, 186-216.
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emperor of the Romans commands whatever he wants to his officers and this
must be done. He sends fleets and arms his forces to fight against those who re-
sist his own power irrespective of whether we want that or not”.”

The narrative testifies to the absence of a strong garrison that would effec-
tively defend this provincial town and its inhabitants. For this reason, civilians,
among them also young women, were mingled with the soldiers on the city-walls
to mislead the enemy about the strength of the defending force.”® The author had
no interest in presenting these provincials as the “Chosen People” fighting
against the infidel or as the defenders of the superior Roman political order fight-
ing against barbarians to protect a broader patria communis. Instead, he testifies
to their pragmatic need for local defence in the absence of effective protection
from the political center. The image of the Roman state of Constantinople and,
in particular, of the Roman emperor has nothing to do with the image of a
well-organized res publica and its administrator respectively. It rather refers to
a remote, absolute power which managed its power-political affairs according
to its own interests that did not identify with the interests of the common people.
In the discourse of the Life, the soldiers of the Arab army are not the barbarians
that threatened the divinely-ordained Roman political order, but rather outsiders
that had come to threaten the lives of the local population and the peace of their
local community. The author clearly presents the ‘Romans’ of this provincial
town as engaged in a war that was not really theirs; it was rather imposed
upon them by the power-political interests of the imperial city-state of Constan-
tinople.”

This discrepant identity between political center and provincial periphery
provides the ground on which to approach the potential role of evident vertical
social mobility in the construction of collective identity in Byzantium.”® In the

75 Ibid. 199: 6 pév Baoevg T@V Pwpaiwv T0iG Eavtod Gpyovay 6Tt BEAEL keAeVEL Kal yiveTad,
Kal 0TONOUG EKTENTEL, Kal 0TPaTOV €£0mAIlEL TIPOG TOAEHOV TV GVTITAOOOHEVWY Tf QUTOD
Bao\eig, kav BEAWpEV HUETS, K&V pr| OEAWHEY.

76 Tbid. 199: ékélevoev oDV mavTag GveABeiv domSo@dpoug Emt Tod Tefyoug, oV Hévov Bvspag,
GAAG Kol YUVOIK@V TOG VEAVIBOG, HETAUQLACAPEVOG EIG AVEPIKOV OXTHa TPOg TO moAvoyAiav
@avijvat ToiG ToAepioLG.

77 Cf. the insightful comment in R.-J. LILIE, The Byzantine-Arab borderland from the seventh to
the ninth century, in: F. Curta (ed.), Borders, barriers and ethnogenesis. Frontiers in late anti-
quity and the middle ages. Studies in the Early Middle Ages, 12. Tournhout 2005, 19.

78 On vertical social mobility, see BECK, Jahrtausend (as footnote 59 above) 249f.; A. KAzH-
DAN/G. CONSTABLE, People andp ower in Byzantium: an introduction to modern Byzantine
studies. Washington, D.C. 1982, 23-25. On the potential role of vertical social mobility in
configuring a relatively common identity between upper stratum and lower strata, see J. KODER,
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medieval Eastern Roman social order, access to the social élite was open to peo-
ple of common origin either through acquisition of higher education that facili-
tated a career in the imperial administration or the church, or alternatively
through a high-ranking post in the army (usually restricted to sons of upper-
class families). Nevertheless, for any single person that was able to make the so-
cial breakthrough from the masses into the upper stratum there were many tens
of thousands that remained excluded from this stratum’s politico-cultural men-
tality. The fact that social stratification was not a matter of birth does not mean
that the post-seventh century Eastern Roman social order was not marked by a
horizontal cleavage between a small upper stratum of common literate culture
and participatory political identity, and the politically excluded masses of illiter-
ate or semi-illiterate common people.” This aspect is often either downplayed or
tacitly skipped over in present-day debates about Eastern Roman collective iden-
tity,®° even though it is of central significance for the evident lack of interest on
the side of the Byzantine élite to share its higher culture with the masses and to
promote some kind of political participation in order to create a broadly shared
vision of the Eastern Roman community as a political community of common
culture.

The Eastern Roman provincial masses’ high degree of illiteracy was comple-
mented by both regional and ethnic linguistic diversity.?* The latter was crucial
in maintaining vertical cultural cleavages in the absence of an established mass
public culture. Indicatively, it has been postulated that during the tenth century
the persons intellectually capable of producing and reading literary and historio-
graphical texts can be estimated at around three hundred.®? Even if we revise the
estimated number of such persons to have been ten times as much, it still dem-
onstrates the vast cultural gap between the literate upper stratum and the mass-

Byzantinische Identitit — einleitende Bemerkungen, in Fledelius, Byzantium (as footnote 3
above) 3.

79 On the role of this cleavage in the collective identity of pre-modern social orders, see
GELNER, Nations (as footnote 32 above) 8 —14.

80 Cf. the critical remarks in C.D. SMYTHE, Byzantine Identity and Labelling Theory, in Fle-
delius, Byzantium (as footnote 3 above), 34—36.

81 G. DAGRON, Formes et fonctions du pluralism linguistique a Byzance (IX®-XII® siécle). TM 12
(1994) 219-240; MANGO, Byzantium (as footnote 1 above) 1-31, esp. 26 —29; cf. IDEM, The
availability of books in the Byzantine empire, A.D. 750 -850, in: Byzantine books and bookmen.
A Dumbarton Oaks Colloquium. Washington, D.C. 1975, 43 —45; J. KODER, Sprache als Identi-
tatsmerkmal bei den Byzantinern (Auf -isti endende sprachenbezogene Adverbien in den grie-
chischen Quellen). Anzeiger der philos.-hist. Klasse der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften 147/2 (2012) 5-37.

82 RAPP, Hellenic Identity (as footnote 3 above) 129.
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es within an empire, the demographic peak of which at the end of this century is
estimated at roughly eighteen million inhabitants.®® This argument is comple-
mented by the information of the Tactica of Leo VI about illiteracy in the Eastern
Roman army of the early tenth century. The author of the book refers to the tour-
march, the second high-ranking officer of a field army unit (thema) under the
strategos (general), and observes that, if possible, these officers should be
able to read and write.®* If we take this information to represent an approximate
indication regarding the level of literacy within society, then by the most opti-
mistic approach the empire’s population with some degree of literacy cannot
be estimated at more than 15-20 %.

In addition to that, the author of the Tactica advises his generals that the
heralds of each bandon (sub-unit) who were responsible to encourage the sol-
diers with oral messages before battle should preferably speak many languag-
es.® This is an indication that a good knowledge of the Greek koine as a lingua
franca should not be taken a priori for granted even for segments of the peasant
masses of the territorial core that made up the largest part of the army of the Tac-
tica. These were mostly illiterate people that may have spoken only a regional
dialect. Moreover, knowledge of the Greek koine cannot be a priori considered
as highly pervasive by the illiterate Armenian, Slavic, Syriac (by that time Ara-
bic-speaking®®), and Bulgar peasant masses that represented the largest ethno-
linguistic groups on the empire’s provincial periphery in the tenth and eleventh
centuries.

The identity gap between the social élite and the masses in Byzantium is
made salient if we look behind the homogenizing Roman identity discourse in
the writings of the literate élite. Anna Komnene, a distinguished representative
of the ruling élite of the twelfth century, regarded anyone outside the emperor’s
realm as barbarian (foreigner), i.e. not Roman, from a political point of view.
From a cultural point of view, however, the barbarian could be both inside
and outside the limits of imperial rule. In her report on the orphanage establish-
ed by her father Alexios I in Constantinople, she mentions that “one can see a

83 Cf. the estimations in D. STATHAKOPOULOS, Population, Demography, and Disease, in E.
Jeffreys/].F. Haldon/R. Cormack, The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies. Oxford/New York
2008, 309 -316.

84 Leonis VI Tactica (The Tactica of Leo VI, ed. G.T. DENNIS. CFHB, 49. Waschington, D. C.
2010) IV 45: viv 8¢ TR ouvnBeig KAAOVHEVOL TOUPHEPY AL Kal TOVTOUG (PPOVIHOUG KAl EDTAKTOUG
givat kol EvapéToug kal Ermeipovg, i Suvatdv, eidOTag Kal ypappaTa, Kol pAALoTa TOV ToD Pésoy
HEPOUG, TOV AEYOUEVOV DTIOGTPARTITYOV.

85 Ibid. IV 52; cf. DAGRON, Formes (as footnote 81 above) 230-234.

86 KODER, Byzantium (as footnote 3 above) 79.
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Latin being educated and a Scythian learning the Hellenic language and a
Roman studying the literature of the Hellenes and the illiterate Hellene learning
to speak correct the Hellenic language”.?” As it has been insightfully suggested,
Anna presents here the Greek, the Scythian and the Latin as equally barbarian in
culture, since none of them knew or spoke the Greek language correctly.®

The most striking, and fairly puzzling, point in the statement is the juxtapo-
sition of the term Roman to the term Hellene in a contemporary sense. The latter
term can hardly be taken to have the function of a toponym here, meaning the
inhabitant of the province of Hellas.®® Apart from the fact that no notion of a re-
gion Hellas is documented in Anna’s text, the context of the phrase indicates the
use of the term as a classicizing ethnonym analogously to the other ethnonyms.*®
This is further supported by the paratactic employment of the terms hellenes, hel-
lenezein, hellenon syngrammata. By using the classicizing term Hellenes in a con-
temporary manner next to the term hellenon syngrammata, obviously meaning
the writings of the Ancient Hellenes, the author actually alludes to an ethno-cul-
tural link between the Ancient Hellenes and the Greek-speaking Roman subjects
of her times that made up the largest part of the imperial state’s masses.’* At the
same time though, she also points to those common illiterate Greeks’ total lack
of cultural potential that would enable them to make such an ideological link
and to self-identify ethno-culturally as members of a historical Hellenic ethnie.

Moreover, this ethno-cultural categorization of the Greek-speaking masses
by Anna, as a member of the Roman élite, was hardly intended to imply an his-
torical identification of this élite with the Ancient Hellenes. The purposeful jux-
taposition of Roman to Hellene in her statement demonstrates that her intention
was, in fact, the opposite. Through this juxtaposition, she explicitly sought to
distinguish the Roman élite from the contemporary illiterate Greek masses and
thus to maintain it free of any ethnic self-classification as Greek. In Anna’s
view, knowledge of the Greek koine as well as of Attic Greek was an integral
part of Roman identity and the main means to achieve a higher education

87 Anna Komnene (as footnote 51 above) XV 7,9: kai £oTwv i8elv kal Aativov évtabBa ado-
TpLovpevov kal EkVBNV ENnvifovta kal Pwpaiov Ta T@V EAMVWVY cuyypappata peTayetpt-
{opevov xal Tov aypappatov "EAAnva 6pB@g ENnvilovra.

88 R. BEATON, Antique nation? ‘Hellenes’ on the eve of Greek independence and in twelfth
century Byzantium. BMGS 31 (2007) 89 -90.

89 For this interpretation, see D.R. REINSCH (transl.), Anna Komnene. Cologne 1996, 538.

90 See G. DE BoEL, L’identité “romaine” dans le roman Digénis Akritis, in H. Hokwerda (ed.)
Constructions of Greek past. Identity and historical consciousness from antiquity to the present.
Groningen 2003, 173; BEATON, Antique nation (as footnote 88 above) 89.

91 Anna uses the term Hellene as an ethnonym also in other parts of her text, cf. Anna
Komnene (as footnote 51 above) XIII 10, 4.
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that could lead to a higher social status within the Roman order. The fact that, as
opposed to the illiterate Greek, she presents the Roman in her statement as al-
ready having a good knowledge of the Greek language that enabled him to
study the writings of the Ancient Hellenes implies the latter’s higher status.
Through the contradistinction between Roman and Greek, Anna subtly points
to politico-cultural Romanness as an identity of higher status that stood above
the ethno-cultural identities of semi-barbarian Roman subjects, in particular
those belonging to the predominant Greek ethno-linguistic collectivity. This dis-
course of distinction fully corresponds with and complements Anna’s view that
the Roman ruling élite was determined to rule over ethne (peoples) and that the
Roman emperor had the right to reconquer the whole former orbis romanus and,
thus, to make all peoples living in those areas Roman subjects again.*?

Anna’s approach to Romanness as an identity of status that was free of eth-
nic connotations and therefore could not be reduced to Greek ethnicity, reflects
the Eastern Roman ruling élite’s response not only to its hetero-classification as
Greek by the Latins, but also to an ongoing process of internal change in regard
to the Eastern Roman identity’s form and content during the long twelfth centu-
1y, to which I shall refer in detail in the third part of this paper. Anna’s identity
discourse did nothing more than to adhere to the genuine features of imperial
Roman identity. This had always been an identity of political culture, which en-
compassed ethno-cultural diversity at the bottom and subjugated it to a homog-
enizing Roman discourse on the level of the élite, which was based on political
participation and shared literate culture. As a result, the Latin, the Scythian and
the Greek could equally become Romans despite their ethno-cultural back-
ground. For this reason, they enjoyed the Roman emperor’s benevolence and
had the potential to acquire a proper Hellenic education in his orphanage.
Anna’s discourse pinpoints those social mechanisms that for centuries construct-
ed a relatively homogenous Roman politico-cultural identity on the level of the
social élite and distinguished it from the various identities of the masses of com-
mon subjects.

A similar discourse of distinction is documented in the writings of other
members of the literate social élite. Theophylaktos of Ochrid refers to his Bulgar
flock as semi-barbarian in the twelfth century.”® The Bulgars were by that time
already for almost a century Roman subjects. This means they were Romans

92 Cf. footnotes 51 and 52 above.

93 M. MULLETT, Theophylact of Ochrid. Reading the Letters of a Byzantine Archbishop. Bir-
mingham Byzantine and Ottoman Monographs, 2. Aldershot 1997, 274 —276; cf. P. STEPHENSON,
Byzantine conceptions of otherness after the annexation of Bulgaria (1018), in D.C. Smythe
(ed.), Strangers to themselves: the Byzantine outsider. Aldershot 2001, 249f.
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and not barbarians, in the sense of foreigners, in regard to their position in the
Roman political order, the so-called politeia. Moreover, their Christian identity
meant that they were not considered as barbarians in a religious-cultural
sense as well. The discrepancy between their culturally semi-barbarian identity
and the author’s Roman identity was primarily a matter of higher political and
cultural status that de facto differentiated his and their potential of self-identifi-
cation with the Roman political order. Michael Psellos points to a similar dis-
crepancy with regard to the common Greek-speaking Romans of his time (label-
led Hellenes) whom he describes as semi-barbarian in culture.®* The same
attitude is attested by Michael Choniates®> and George Tornikes®® in regard to
the Athenian provincials, whom both intellectuals viewed as culturally inferior.

This discourse of distinction was by no means confined to the intellectuals
of the eleventh and twelfth century, as the case of the early seventh-century em-
peror Phokas (602—-610) makes evident. Phokas came to power as a humble
Roman centurion through a revolt of the field army against Maurikios that
found support in Constantinople. His humble social status and the relevant
lack of education made him a mixobarbaros (semi-barbarian) in the eyes of
élite authors like Theophylaktos Simokattes.”” Even though Phokas reigned as
a divinely-ordained Roman emperor for eight years, Heraclius’ revolt against
him was not depicted as an illegitimate act of tyranny against the legitimate
ruler, as it was usually the case in Byzantine sources. This was due to the fact
that the usurper was a member of the provincial Roman élite that sought to re-
store the proper order of things after the interval of an illegitimate semi-barbar-
ian on the imperial throne.*®

A look behind the homogenizing normative Roman discourse of Constanti-
nopolitan historiography points to the social effects of the discrepancy between
the Roman identity of the élite and the identities of provincial masses with no
strong sense of belonging to the Roman political order. John Kinnamos and Ni-
ketas Choniates, writing during the transitional period of the late twelfth century,

94 Michaelis Pselli oratoria minora, ed. A.R. LITTLEWOOD. Leipzig 1985, 19, 37 -43. Cf. the
detailed analysis of this passage in the third part of this paper.

95 MuxonA Axopvatov Tod Xwvidtov Ta owlopeva, ed. S. LAMPROS. Athens 1879 — 80, 11 44; cf.
STEPHENSON, Conceptions of otherness (as footnote 93 above) 251.

96 Georges et Démétrios Tornikés, Lettres et discours, ed. J. DARROUZES. Paris 1970, 205 —-207.
97 Theophylacti Simocattae historiae, ed. C. DE BoOR/P. WIRTH. Stuttgart 1972, VIII 10, 4.

98 On reign and image of Phokas, see D. M. OLSTER, The Politics of usurpation in the seventh
century: rhetoric and revolution in Byzantium. Amsterdam 1993, 1-21; cf. LOUNGHIS, AoK{{lo
(as footnote 56 above) 11 —12. M. MEIER, Kaiser Phokas (602 - 610) als Erinnerungsproblem, BZ
107 (2014) 141-176.
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report on an incident at Lake Pousgouse (Beysehir G6lii) in central Asia Minor
during John II Komnenos’ reign (1118 —1143). During a campaign against the Sel-
juk-Turks of nearby Ikonion (Konya), the emperor sought to win over the support
of the population of the lake islets. The latter not only were unwilling to support
the Roman army in the fight against the barbarian and infidel enemies of the
Roman order, but also resisted fiercely.

Kinnamos categorizes the people of the lake as Romans in an ethnic manner
against the normative Roman political discourse that traditionally confined Ro-
manness within the territorial boundaries of the Roman imperial rule.®® His
stance testifies to a process of gradual emergence of ethnic notions of Roman-
ness during the twelfth century on the level of the literate élite.’°® Choniates, in-
stead, seeks to remain faithful to the imperial office’s normative approach to Ro-
manness and names the people of the lake Christians (sic) who looked upon the
Romans (sic) as enemies.'®® Nevertheless, his discourse also implies an ethnic
perspective, if we take into account his statement that “custom strengthened
by time is stronger than peoplehood (genos) and religion”.*°?

The fact that the indigenous (probably Greek-speaking) Christians of the lake
had become accustomed to living harmoniously with the enemies of the Roman
order due to long-term co-existence and interaction was hard to realize for
Choniates as a member of the Constantinopolitan upper stratum with a solid po-
litical and cultural Roman consciousness. Until few decades ago, the inhabitants
of the lake were Christians by religion and Romans by political culture from a
Constantinopolitan point of view. The fact that they were not anymore subjects
of the Roman emperor and that they had no interest in being reintegrated into
the Roman political order could not deprive them of their religious identity. It
did deprive them, though, of their Roman label, since Romanness was primarily
understood and propagated by the Constantinopolitan ruling élite as an identity
of allegiance/submission to the Roman political order.

Certainly, both reports of Kinnamos and Choniates can tell us very little
about the actual identity of the lake community’s members, which at the time
probably did not go beyond local or regional self-identification. However, the au-

99 loannae Cinnami epitome rerum ab loanne et Alexio Comnenis gestarum, ed. A. MEINEKE.
CSHB. Bonn 1836, 22.

100 There are two further reports in Kinnamos’ text on Romans outside the emperor’s realm,
see ibid., 63, 296.

101 Nicetae Choniatae historia, ed. ]J. VAN DIETEN. CFHB, 11. Berlin 1975, 37, 14— 38.

102 Ibid. 37, 21 -22: o0Tw XPOVW Kpatuvbev £00¢ Yévoug kal Bpnokeiag €ativ ioyupdTepov. Cf.
the analysis in G. PAGE, Being Byzantine. Greek identity before the Ottomans. Cambridge 2008,
83.
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thors’ quasi ethno-political stance demonstrates, obviously beyond their own in-
tensions, the discrepancy between the solid Roman politico-cultural conscious-
ness of the Constantinopolitan élite, which the normative identity discourse of
Constantinople attributed in a homogenizing manner to all provincial masses,
and the latter’s identities. Any effort to decode the content of this formerly
Roman population’s identity cannot overlook its reaction against the Roman
army. As opposed to the ideals of Constantinopolitan authors, these people
did not seek for their liberation from the infidel and barbarian Seljuk-Turks by
the representatives of the superior Roman order, the emperor and his soldiers.

Here we are dealing with a provincial community that resided in the em-
pire’s former territorial core and had been for several centuries a part of the
Roman polity. Since the 1170’s, it was not any more under Roman rule, but
was under the overlordship of the Seljuk-Turks of nearby Ikonion. The commun-
ity’ members had not been islamicized, whereas the imperial state of Constanti-
nople was still standing as an active, resonant center of Roman-Christian polit-
ical and religious culture. Nevertheless, their reaction demonstrates that they
hardly shared a notion of belonging to the Roman political community or main-
tained strong collective memories of cultural/religious allegiance to the Constan-
tinopolitan city-state that would mobilize ethno-political reflects and motivate
them to seek their liberation, even when this was offered to them by the re-con-
quering activity of the Roman order’s army. This incident demonstrates that,
even though the long twelfth century was admittedly a period of gradual transi-
tion from imperial to ethnic notions of Romanness on the level of the social élite,
one should still be very cautious before attributing Roman ethnic solidarity to
broader segments of the provincial masses.

In light of the evidence presented so far, one could plausibly argue that up to
the twelfth century the Eastern Roman ruling élite neither promoted a vision of
national community nor sought to attach Roman identity discourse (politically or
culturally) to the Greek ethno-linguistic group within the empire. The eastern Ro-
mans may have officially spoken only graikisti or ellenisti, i.e. Greek, after the
seventh century,'® but within the non-stable territorial frame of the imperial
city-state, a Roman subject was not only the native Greek-speaker, whereas on
a politico-cultural level being Roman was much more than, and fairly different
from, being a semi-barbarian native or non-native peasant that could speak
Greek.

The role of the Church in promoting the allegiance of Christian subjects to
the divinely-ordained rule of the Roman emperor of Constantinople can certainly

103 KODER, Sprache als Identitatsmerkmal (as footnote 81 above) 11-16.
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not be overlooked.'® The significance of religious identity in underpinning Con-
stantinople’s hegemony, i.e. the supra-regional relations of allegiance/submis-
sion within the fluctuating territorial boundaries of the imperial state, is reflect-
ed in the imperial power’s systematic effort to intensify the religious aspect of its
ideological discourse from the early seventh century onwards. This refinement
becomes evident in the imperial office’s effort to assimilate all those sources
of ideological power (e.g. the cult of the Virgin, cults of local saints) that
could direct attention, and consequently social power, away from the imperial
power.'®

Nevertheless, the normative conflation of Romanitas with Christianitas in an
ethno-political manner in the Constantinopolitan imperial propaganda does not
a priori testify to an ethno-political self-identification of subject Christian masses
with the Roman political order. The aforementioned source examples from the
Life of Antony the Younger and the histories of John Kinnamos and Niketas
Choniates!®® demonstrate that, as opposed to the normative hegemonic dis-
course of the imperial office, the Christian identity of provincial populations
in the empire’s (from a cultural point of view allegedly homogenous) territorial
core hardly predetermined their ideological allegiance to the Roman imperial
state of Constantinople and its ruling élite’s vision of community.

The historiographical narratives about the imperial state’s military expan-
sion in the tenth and the early eleventh centuries, in which expansionary war-
fare is justified as liberation of former Roman lands but not of enslaved Ro-
mans,'®” point to the limits of the normative ideological conflation of Roman
and Christian identity on a social level. Due to its inherent imperial-ecumenical
trait, Romanness as an ideological discourse was designed to align with the
boundaries of the Roman emperor’s realm, which were by no means stable,

104 On the Church as the main ideological apparatus of the medieval state, cf. ALTHUSSER,
Ideology (as footnote 38 above) 150-151.

105 J. F. HaLDON, Ideology and social change in the seventh century: military discontent as a
barometer. Klio 68 (1986) 161f.; A. CAMERON, Images of authority: élites and icons in late sixth-
century Byzantium. Past and Present 84 (1979) 21-22; P. ]. ALEXANDER, The strength of empire
and capital as seen through Byzantine eyes. Speculum 37 (1962) 339f.

106 See footnotes 74, 99 and 101 above. Cf. also the indicative incident of voluntary migration
of Roman subjects to cities under Turkish rule in Asia Minor during the reign of Alexios III
(1195-1203): Niketas Choniates (as footnote 101 above) 495, 30-496, 4.

107 On Byzantine legitimizing discourse of expansionary warfare, see STOURAITIS, ‘Just war’
(as footnote 55 above) 253 f.; IDEM, Krieg und Frieden (as footnote 48 above) 197 —208; IDEM,
Conceptions of war and peace in Anna Comnena’s Alexiad, in J. Koder/I. Stouraitis (eds.),
Byzantine war ideology between Roman imperial concept and Christian religion. Ver-
oOffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung, 30. Vienna 2012, 69 - 80.
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and to function in a centripetal manner as an identity of allegiance/submission
to the imperial office. Instead, Christian identity travelled well beyond the terri-
torial limits of the imperial state and aligned with regional and ethnic identities.

The absence of a national ideological perspective by the Roman ruling élite
functioned against an identification of Christianitas and Romanitas beyond the
state-frame in an ethno-religious sense. From the élite’s point of view, the Chris-
tian populations in former Roman territories, whether native or new, were broth-
ers in faith that would be designated as Roman (subjects) in a homogenizing
manner only after the re-occupation of their territory and their integration in
the imperial order.’°® This practice fully reflects the top-down ideological mech-
anisms of identity building within the empire’s hegemonic discourse, that is, the
way in which the élite perceived its own identity and, at the same time, sought to
normatively circumscribe the collective identity of subject masses within a de
facto multi-cultural socio-political context.

In this regard, one could plausibly argue that up to the twelfth century Ro-
manness as a politico-cultural discourse of self-identification concerned mainly
the members of a social upper stratum, whose social status and literacy enabled
their active participation in the political system as well as access to a literate cul-
ture that was produced and circulated on the level of the élite,’°® the two main
means that configured a solid Roman identity/ideology. This is certainly not to
say that provincial populations in the emperor’s realm did not have any sense
of normative collective identity, as this was promoted by the Constantinopolitan
hegemonic discourse. The term regnal identity, coined by Susan Reynolds to con-
ceptualize the collective identity of the subjects of western medieval regna,'°
could be considered as a potential conceptual alternative. Nevertheless, one
should bear in mind the evident differences between Byzantium and the western

108 The fact that the members of the local élites in those areas where often willing to declare
allegiance to the Roman imperial power and represent themselves as Romans after their sub-
jugation hardly testifies to a similar self-identification of the masses in those territories. Cf.
KODER, Byzantium (as footnote 3 above) 79, on the case of the Syriac Melkite élite in the late
tenth century.

109 Cf. the comments on Byzantine historiography as a product of a literate élite addressed to
the members of a literate upper stratum in B. CROKE, Uncovering Byzantium’s historiographical
audience, in R. Macrides (ed.), History as literature in Byzantium. Papers from the Fortieth
Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, University of Birmingham, April 2007. Society for the
Promotion of Byzantine Studies, Publications, 15. Farnham 2010, 25-53.

110 S. REYNOLDS, Kingdoms and Communities in Western Europe, 900 - 1300. Oxford 1997,
250-256, esp. 254; on the differences between medieval regnal identity and national identity,
see A.D. SMITH, The Genealogy of Nations: An Ethno-Symbolic Approach, in Ichijo/Uzelac,
When is the Nation? (as footnote 11 above), 106.
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medieval regna as communities of common law, custom and descent up to the
twelfth century.

The post-seventh century Eastern Roman ruling élite maintained the ideolog-
ical and socio-political structures of territorial empire, in which the ethno-cultur-
al and regional diversity of subject populations remained a social reality sup-
planted by the hegemonic Roman political discourse. This diversity was
underpinned by the consistent (re-)integration of large cultural collectivities
into the state-frame that were included in the homogenizing discourse of regnal
Romanness. In relation to this, the Roman élite did not subscribe to and propa-
gate a vision of the Eastern Roman community as a community of (notional)
common descent, either with historical reference to the Latin Romans or to
the Ancient Hellenes.™ It follows that for the largest part of the empire’s provin-
cial masses, especially those of the countryside, Roman regnal identity can hard-
ly have pertained to much more than a notion of submission, which was, to a
certain extent, voluntary but by no means participatory in political terms.

One could plausibly argue that before the late eleventh century the geopol-
itical and ideological structures of territorial empire in Byzantium neither fav-
oured the existence of full-blown ethnic communities nor the crystallization of
a Roman ethnic or, for that matter, national discourse. The ideological hegemony
of the political discourse of the imperial city-state Constantinople'*? promoted
the acculturation of provincial élites and the nominal transculturation of illiter-
ate and semi-illiterate masses within the imperial realm where regional and
ethno-cultural diversity remained a matter of lived experience and cognition
for the largest part of provincial populations rather than of ideological discours-
es. If we were to attempt a classification of the multiple identities of common
people in the provinces according to their degree of importance, local and re-
gional identity should, beyond doubt and by far, be considered as the most sig-
nificant for the self-identification of the majority of the masses,'** whereas reli-
gious identity should rather be seen as the more solid collective identity within
the empire.

In light of this, the source information on ideals of patriotic loyalty, focused
upon the imperial city-state of Constantinople, can hardly be taken to testify to
the notions of the largest part of provincial populations and to have defined their
political self-identification. These ideals, as presented in historiographical and

111 Cf. MaGDALINO, Hellenism (as footnote 3 above) 6.

112 On the mentality of imperial city-state in Byzantium, see MAGDALINO, Hellenism (as foot-
note 3 above) 7; cf. J. WICKHAM, From the ancient world to feudalism. Past and Present 104
(1984) 35; KODER, Griechische Identitdten (as footnote 3 above) 299.

113 On local-regional identity, cf. KODER, Byzantium (as footnote 3 above) 72 —75.
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other narratives informed by the mentality of the ruling élite, are evidence of the
distinct Roman identity of the upper class. The latter was not defined by a notion
of belonging to a horizontal and boundary-oriented political community of
Roman people, but by a notion of allegiance to the hierarchical order of the Con-
stantinopolitan city-state and the political culture of its imperial office. It follows
that present-day arguments about a kind of pre-modern ‘nationalism’ in Byzan-
tium** deprive the modern term of its literal meaning'" in order to conceptualize
quasi-patriotic practices of a social élite of service, which reflect the latter’s loy-
alty to the centripetal territorial rule of the Constantinopolitan city-state.

3. Rethinking the Greek “Riddle”

In view of the previous analysis, any effort to overcome the polarization of atti-
tudes as to the issue of Greek identity in the Eastern Roman imperial order after
late antiquity cannot ignore two facts: First, the Eastern Roman ruling élite did
not employ Greek ethnic discourse to circumscribe its self-identification up to
the thirteenth century; second, the ruling élite’s top-down identity discourse en-
compassed ethno-cultural diversity and promoted mass regnal Romanness as an
identity of allegiance/submission to the political order of Constantinople.
Based on this, I shall use as a point of theoretical departure Anthony Smith’s
comprehensive definition of ethnic groups as cultural collectivities which are
distinguished by attributes such as a collective proper name, a myth of common
ancestry, shared historical memories, one or more differentiating elements of
common culture, a historic ‘homeland’ and a sense of solidarity for significant
sectors of the population.’® This ethno-cultural perspective relates ethnic self-
and hetero-classification primarily to differentiating elements of common cul-

114 On notions of Byzantine nationalism, see H. AHRWEILER, L’ideologie politique de ’Empire
byzantin. Paris 1975, 29 - 36; cf. MAGDALINO, Hellenism (as footnote 3 above) 6.

115 A.D. SmiTH, Chosen peoples: sacred sources of national identity. Oxford 2003, 25: “Na-
tionalism: An ideological movement for the attainment and maintenance of autonomy, unity and
identity on behalf of a population, some of whose members deem it to constitute an actual or
potential ‘nation’.”; cf. ]J. BREUILLY, Dating the nation. How old is an old nation?, in Ichijo/
Uzelac, When is the Nation? (as footnote 11 above) 17, who prefers the term ‘political’ instead of
‘ideological’ movement.

116 SMITH, National Identity (as footnote 27 above) 20—21; cf. IDEM, The cultural foundations
of nations. Hierarchy, covenant, and republic. Malden, MA. 2008, 30. According to Smith, “the
more a population possesses or shares these attributes (and the more of these attributes that it
possesses or shares), the more closely does it approximate the ideal type of an ethnic community
or ethnie”.
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ture, which in part have an objective and historical character (language, religion,
customs, and pigmentation).”” The difference between pre-modern ethnies as
non- stable and non-coherent named groups of population from modern nations
is better reflected in the former’s typology**®: 1) ethnic category (the group is het-
ero-designated as such and its members may have a sense of who they are not,
but not of who they are); 2) ethnic network or association (a shared consciousness
of collective identity is evident among the members of the élite); 3) ethnic com-
munity or ethnie (the sense of belonging to the group is also shared by segments
of the population beyond the limits of the élite).**®

This theoretical framework pays due heed to the fact that populations are
systematically classified as cultural collectivities through ethnonyms in the his-
toriographical narratives, but also that these narratives mainly represent the
views of literate social élites and do not, therefore, a priori reflect the identities
of broader segments of the named populations. This anticipates the dangers of
groupism and reification of ethnicity.'*® Moreover, as opposed to primordialism,
ethnicity is here seen as a social construct that comes and goes.’* The historical
persistence of some ethnic identities, as opposed to others, over time refers not
to an essentialist approach of linear continuity of the group, but to the recur-
rence of notions of historical ethnic culture (usually among the members of lit-

117 ibid., 21-23. On the apolitical characteristics of pre-modern ethnic identities that diffe-
rentiate them from national identities, see J. BREUILLY, Approaches to nationalism, in G. Bala-
krishnan (ed.), Mapping the Nation. London/New York 151 -154.

118 Regarding SMITH’s elaborated ethno-symbolist approach to the concept of the ‘nation’ as
predating the ideological movement of nationalism and modernity, the stance adopted here is
that pre-modern ethnic groups and ethnic identities are distinguishable from nations and na-
tionhood as mass phenomena, the emergence and configuration of which was conditioned by
the watershed of modernity; cf. BREUILLY, Dating the nation (as footnote 115 above) 15; IcHIj0/
UzELAC, When is the Nation? (as footnote 11 above) 90-91; S. MALESEVIC, The chimera of
national identity. Nations and Nationalism 17/2 (2011) 282. On criticism to SMITH’s definitions
of the nation, see M. GUIBERNAU, Anthony D. Smith on nations and national identity: a critical
assessment. Nations and Nationalism 10 (1/2) (2004) 125 —-141; cf. the response in A.D. SMITH,
Ethnosymbolism and nationalism: a cultural approach. London/New York 2009, 109 -110.
119 SmrTH, Cultural foundations (as footnote 116 above) 30-31. IDEM, When is a nation.
Geopolitics 7/2 (2002) 24-25; IDEM, National identity (as footnote 27 above) 20—-21.

120 On critique to Smith’s definitions of ethnicity as prone to reification, see S. MALESEVIC,
Identity as ideology: understanding ethnicity and nationalism. New York 2006, 25 —28; cf. the
response in SMITH, Ethnosymbolism and nationalism (as footnote 118 above) 124-126. On
critique to reified ethnicity as ‘groupism’ cf. BRUBAKER, Ethnicity without groups (as footnote 12
above) 7-27, 64-87.

121 SmrTH, National identity (as footnote 27 above) 23; IDEM, Nationalism and modernism (as
footnote 9 above) 192.
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erate élites) which can be marked, nonetheless, by deep changes and ruptures
with regard to ethnic symbols, values and customs.'*?

In light of this, there are certain facts that need to be borne in mind when it
comes to the most debated issue of Greekness in the post-seventh century East-
ern Roman social order. After the Christianization of the empire the ethnonym
Hellene was gradually substituted by the semantic equivalent Graikos in denot-
ing the member of the ethno-cultural collectivity due to the religious discourse
that identified Hellenism with paganism.'?* The fact that Graikos is translated
as Hellene in the lexica of the Byzantine period leaves little doubt that the liter-
ate Eastern Roman élite was well aware of the historic-cultural signification of
the employed ethnonym.'** Moreover, the post-seventh century evidence demon-
strates that the ethnonyms Graikos or Hellene, the second being a classicizing
recurrence in the writings of the intellectual élite in the late eleventh and twelfth
centuries, were employed by Byzantine authors equally to other ethnonyms
when these authors contradistinguished Roman subjects in an ethno-linguis-
tic/ethno-cultural manner.

For instance, Constantine VII reports in De administrando imperio that “in
the reign of the emperor Nikephoros I (802—811) the Slavs in the theme of Pelo-
ponnese decided to revolt and first begun to sack the houses of their Greek (Grai-
koi) neighbours”.**® This statement refers to the use of ethnonyms for an ethno-
cultural categorization of Roman subjects from within, from the Roman élite. In
this respect, it reflects the function of normative Roman political discourse in the
post-seventh century imperial order. The fact that the Slavs are presented as a
part of the local population of the administrative unit of Peloponnese, i.e. as in-
siders that revolted, demonstrates that these were considered as bearers of

122 SmITH, National identity (as footnote 27 above) 23 - 25; IDEM, Nationalism and modernism
(as footnote 9 above) 196; IDEM, Ethnosymbolism and nationalism (as footnote 118 above) 38.
123 Cf.]. KODER, Anmerkungen zu I'paikow, in: Gedenkschrift I. E. Karayannopoulos. Byzantina
21 (2000), 199-202; IDEM, Griechische Identititen (as footnote 3 above) 305; MAGDALINO,
Hellenism (as footnote 3 above) 9.

124 On the universal interpretation of the ethnonym Graikos as Hellene in the Byzantine lexica,
see Hesychii Alexandrini lexicon I, ed. K. LATTE. Copenhagen 1966, 882; Stephani Byzantii
Ethnica, vol. I: A-T, ed. M. BILLERBECK. CFHB, 43/1. Berlin 2006, 434-435, 107; Suidae
lexicon I, ed. A. ADLER. Lexicographi Graeci 1, 1. Leipzig 1928, gamma 447.

125 Constantine Porphyrogenitus. De administrando imperio, ed. G. MORAvCSIK. CFHB, I.
Washington, D.C. 1967, 49, 4 —9: Nikn@pog & Tdv Pwpaiwv okiimTpa ékpatet, kai oToL &V T@
Oépatt 6vteg IleEAOTOVVA00V AMOOTAGLY EVVONGAVTEG, TPATOV HEV TAG TWV YELTOVWV OiKIag TV
Tpatk@v £EemdpOouv.
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Roman regnal identity by the ninth century.’*® From the point of view of the
Roman ruling élite both the Slavs and the Greeks were Roman subjects and
their ethno-cultural categorization was not intended to distinguish the Romans
(Greeks) from the non-Romans (Slavs), but rather two collectivities with certain
cultural differences within the imperial power’s realm, as seen by the political
and historiographical discourse of Constantinople.

If we follow Bourdieu in arguing that the best way to bring something into
existence in a socio-political context is to name it,’*” the Greeks remained a
named population in contradistinction to other named populations (e.g. Arme-
nians, Bulgars) within the top-down homogenizing Roman discourse of the post-
seventh century Greek-speaking Roman ruling élite. After the radical demo-
graphic rupture caused by the Slavic infiltration of the Greek continental core,
this population was maintained in parts of its historic ‘homeland’ (which con-
sisted of all territories around the Aegean basin) and also beyond that. The illit-
erate and semi-illiterate masses of Greek-speakers formed a non-stable and non-
coherent collectivity, the boundaries of which were horizontally delineated
through the social élite with its ethnically neutral Roman identity discourse
and vertically through those cultural markers that defined notions of otherness
among the empire’s masses (the most important of which for common people
should have been native language or regional dialect).'?®

Within the framework of the dominant Roman regnal discourse, the social
function of the ethnonym referred to the contradistinction between members
of the Greek ethno-linguistic collectivity and members of other ethno-linguistic
collectivities in the empire.””® On a conceptual level, the post-seventh century
Greeks can hardly be regarded as anything more than an ethnic category. The
complete integration of the Hellenic intellectual and power élites into the
Roman ruling class had already for several centuries suppressed an ethnocentric
ideology that would promote a myth of common ancestry and shared notions of
historical affinity with the Ancient Hellenes. In this regard, the role of Christian-

126 On the Slavs as a non-coherent broader collectivity that was internally sub-divided in
various groups, CURTA, History of the Greeks (as footnote 45 above) 278f.

127 P. BOURDIEU, Language and symbolic power. Cambridge, MA 1991, 236.

128 Cf. the Barthian axiom about ethnic boundaries as socially constructed through self-clas-
sification as well as classification of and by others: E. BARTH, Introduction, in idem (ed.), Ethnic
groups and boundaries. The social organization of cultural difference. Boston 1969, 11.

129 In this regard, it is notable that members of the Constantinopolitan ecclesiastical élite
employed the ethnonym Graikos as self-identification in their writings; see, e.g., Theodoros
Stoudites Epist. 419, 29-30, in: G. FATOUROS (ed.), Theodori Studitae Epistulae. CFHB, 31.
Berlin 1991, 587; cf. MAGDALINO, Hellenism (as footnote 3 above) 10.
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ization after the fourth century CE must be regarded as determinant in the pro-
gressive abrogation of notional links with the pagan Hellenic culture.

It is in this light that we have to attempt to decode in historic-contextual
terms the evidence of the sources regarding the gradual recurrence of notions
of Hellenic ethnic identity within the literate upper stratum from the mid-elev-
enth century onwards. Michael Psellos is probably the first and most distinguish-
ed member of the Byzantine intellectual élite that testifies to notions of ethno-
cultural Hellenism in his writings during the second half of the eleventh century.
In his Chronographia, he reports on a revolt in the court of empress Theodora
and states about the court attendant (therapon) Constantine Kabasilas that “by
birth (genos) he was not Hellene, by character (ethos) though he belonged to
the most distinguished kind (genos), a man of heroic nature who was respected
due to his noble origin”.**° Here, the meaning of the classicizing ethnonym Hel-
lene is certainly not religious (i.e. pagan). Consequently, it can only have been
employed by the author to either denote higher level of literacy or ethnic de-
scent.

The first option is, however, hardly supported by the context of the state-
ment. Psellos reports, in a praising manner, on the court attendant’s action to
lead the city mob in order to defend the empresses Theodora and Zoe during
a coup. Why should the philosopher consider it important and relevant in this
context to underline that this person was lacking a Hellenic (that is higher) ed-
ucation? As opposed to that, in the first part of the phrase the author employs
the term genos in a standardized form, through which Byzantine authors usually
denoted a person’s origin from an ethnic group.” In the second part of the
phrase, the term is disconnected from the ethnonym and obviously acquires a
more abstract meaning denoting a category of men of noble character.

Psellos’ understanding of the term Hellene as an ethnonym that was em-
ployed to denote ethno-cultural categorization is further documented in two
other passages from his writings. The first refers to an uprising of a group of peo-
ple in Constantinople supported by the patriarch Michael Keroularios during the

130 Michael Psellos, Chronographia (as footnote 69 above) I 5, 36, 1-10: ‘O Toivuv 8fjpog, g
pot AEAEKTAL, KATA TOD TUPAVVEVOAVTOG OTAOLAOAS ... GAN Eval TOV matpwwv adTf Bepandviwv
(WOTEP TV 0TPATNYOV TG EavTOD TPOOTNOOG TAEEWS, Gvdpa TO pev yévog ol “EAAnva, 0 8¢
fBog 10D KkaAAioTOL Yévoug, Apwikov 88 TO €idog, kal TO cePhopov €€ dpyaiag evTvyiog
kektnuévov. Cf. KODER, Griechische Identitéten (see footnote 3 above) 307.

131 The standardized form is genos plus ethnonym in the singular or plural; e.g., see Scylitzes,
Synopsis (as footnote 67 above) 438, 62—65: Gvtl 8¢ 10D NiKoAGov 0TPATNYOG AVTOKPATWP
Kwvotavtivog 0 Tfig peydAng Etatpelag Gpxwv, evvoiyog GvOpwog, £k Zapoknvv EAKwv TO
YEVOG kol T@ PactAel vrnpetoag PO ThG PactAeiag kal ToTY TNP@V £G AVTOV.
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reign of Michael VI. Among the classicizing references to the various identities of
the participants, the philosopher employs the term Hellenic phylon, which hardly
denotes literacy or religion here.” It is rather meant to ethno-culturally catego-
rize common Greek-speaking Romans. In his praise of John Italos, Psellos refers
to the latter’s effort to defend his Hellenic paideia through the argument that the
wisdom of the Hellenes had been neglected by its rightful heirs in its own ‘home-
land’, the whole of Hellas and the colonized Ionia, and had been left to slip away
in the hands of the Muslims in the East.'*

Italos’ response to his critics reproduced a view that was a commonplace
among Muslim intellectuals since the tenth century, but the whole statement
as presented by Psellos points to an ethno-cultural understanding of Hellenism
in a contemporary context. The philosopher testifies to a full-blown notion of
‘homeland’ of the historical Hellenic culture among the intellectuals of his
time, which included the whole of Hellas and the colonized Ionia, i.e. the
lands around the Aegean basin. Furthermore, he testifies to the use of the
term Hellene as an ethnonym to denote the Ancient Hellenes (1jv 6¢ t@v EAAi-
vwv oogiav) and, at the same time, to categorize ethno-culturally, always in a
classicizing manner, contemporary native Greek-speakers (w¢ BapBapiletv uev
ToU¢ "EMnvag), those inhabitants of Hellas and the whole land on our side, the

132 Michaelis Pselli orationes forenses et acta, ed. G.T. DENNIS. Stuttgart 1994, 1 1432-
1439:81& Tt 8¢ TaG MUARG TOD VEW TOIG CUVOHWHOKOOY NVEWEE; ouVBEdpaunkoTag 8¢ SLa Tt un
Bpoyy TL Samellnodpevog ékelBev amrAacev; ob yap kata TARBog €0BVG eloneoav, GAAG
ouvekkaideka f| Bpayel Tvt mAeioug. el 8¢ BovAeabe, Sdpev pndéva TV mavtwv dnoAeAeipdat,
GG kol boov év TIépoatg kol BaBul@vt kai doov EAAnvikov @blov Aibiomdg te kol ApaBog
£KeTloe OUVELTBPOAETY Kal TV PACIAEWY KATABOGV.

133 Michaelis Pselli oratoria minora, 19, 30-43 (as footnote 94 above): v 8¢ T@v EAMvwv
oopiav ipobépevog (scil. John Italos) énatveiv dmologipeTal wg eikog 6L, §€ov TOvg yvnoioug
oD Adyou KAnpovopelv, To BapBapov kal AANOTPLOV TOV AODTOV TG 0OPInG OVBEV TPOOTIKOVTX
Siedéfato kal 1 pev EANGG oxedov maca kal 1| dmowog Twvia T@vV matp@wv dxpipdg e
komnoav, £¢ Acovpiovg 8¢ kal MiRdoug kal Atyvmtioug 6 KAfpoG HETWXETELON Kal ToooDTOV
T&EG GvtéoTtpamntal, WG BapPapilerv pev tovg “EAAnvag, EMnvilev 8¢ toug BapPapoug. kal
“EMnVv pév avnp, obtw oupBav, ¢ Loboav fi ExBatava d@kopevog, t& méAat tod Aapeiov
avakTopa, kal BapuAwviolg cuyyevopevog drovoeTal mept Mv EMANVIwy ovk fkovoe, kol How-
paoETaL TV GvBp@V EKaoTOV Kal TOTE TPATOV {0WG YvWoeTar OTL 0o@ia TOD TOVTOG
kaBnynoato- dhalwv 8¢ Ti§ el AUES Tapayevopevog BapPapog kal TV év T EAAGSL kal Tfj ka®’
AUEG dmbon Anelpw eig Opiav EANAVBWG 008’ WG fOVOLG TOTG TTOANOTG GUYXWPNOELEY, GAN
Gvolg Gvtikpug. On a systematic investigation of Psellos’ writings regarding the issue of Greek
identity, see TH. PAPADOPOULOU, ZUAOYIKN TQUTOTNTA KAL GUTOYVWoia 070 BuldvTio. ZupBoAn
01OV TPOGdLopLopd NG avtoavTiAnhng Twv BulavTtivav péoa amd Tnv Adyla ypoppaTeia Toug
(110g awwvoag — apxég 130v awwva). Ionian University Corfu 2008, unpublished dissertation. I
would like to thank her for providing me with a copy of her text.
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majority of whom had a knowledge of Greek language and culture, which equal-
led that of donkeys!

In view of this evidence, it can hardly be doubted that an intellectual faction
of the Eastern Roman élite of this period shared a notion of Hellenic ethnie, i.e.
of a named population that resided in its historic ‘homeland’ and was linked
through cultural markers to its ancestors, i.e. the Ancient Hellenes. Nevertheless,
Psellos’ utterances also demonstrate that the ethnic labelling of contemporary
common Greek-speaking Roman subjects as Hellenes by members of the literate
élite hardly provides evidence that these shared similar notions of affinity to and
self-identification with the historical Hellenic culture. The downgrading of the
majority of the contemporary (mostly illiterate) Greeks to barbarians due to
their ignorance of their own culture actually provides further evidence of the
given identity gap between literate social élites and the masses of common peo-
ple within Byzantine society.***

In this light, Psellos’ notion of a Hellenic ethnie within the framework of
Roman political discourse can hardly be taken to either document the existence
of a full-blown Greek ethnic community or, for that matter, of an intellectual
movement of proto-nationalism that envisaged a substitution of Roman political
discourse through Greek ethno-political discourse in late eleventh-century By-
zantium. His statements point, instead, to a process of gradual recurrence of no-
tions of belonging to a historical community of common culture within a circle of
intellectuals. This process was well under way among members of the literate
élite during the twelfth century, as Ioannis Tzetzes’ statement about his Hellenic
descent on his father’s side indicates.”® The latter was a native of Constantinople
which was territorially included in the aforementioned ‘homeland’ of the histor-
ical Hellenic culture, i.e. of the historical Hellenic ethnie.'*®

The cultural capital of individuals of the likes of Psellos and Tzetzes provid-
ed them with the potential to make the ideological link between their cultural
identity and the identity of the Ancient Hellenes, and to utter an ethno-cultural
self-classification in their writings. Moreover, they disposed of the necessary
knowledge of history that made them aware of the distinct historical starting-

134 Cf. the similar stance of Anna Komnene regarding the ignorance of the illiterate Greeks, as
footnote 87 above.

135 loannis Tzetzae epistulae, ed. P.L.M. LEONE. Leipzig 1972, VI 10, 5-6; loannis Tzetzae
historiae, ed. P.L. M. LEONE. Naples 1968: Chiliades V 17, 585 —630.

136 On some other utterances of Greek ethno-cultural identity during the twelfth century, see
Pseudo-Luciano, Timarione, ed. R. RoMANO. Byzantina et Neo-Hellenica Neapolitana, 2. Naples
1972, 5, 116-120; Georges et Démeétrios Tornikés, 129, 1-7 (as footnote 96 above); MiyanA
Akopuvértov oD Xwvidtov Ta cwlopeva (as footnote 95 above) I 4, 98, 1 4, 100, I 11, 183.
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points of the Roman political culture and the historical Hellenic culture. For in-
stance, Tzetzes juxtaposed in a letter to Isaakios Komnenos around the mid-
twelfth century his culturally superior Greek identity to the barbarian identity
of the Ausonians, i.e. the Latin Romans of the past, within the framework of a
reference to their war customs, with which he considered the members of the
Comnenian élite to be well familiar.’

This gradual recurrence of Greek ethno-cultural identity within a circle of
well-educated individuals after the late eleventh century was facilitated by the
inherent openness of Roman political discourse to ethno-cultural diversity.
Such individuals could distance themselves from an ethno-cultural self-identifi-
cation with the Latin Romans of the past while, at the same time, they hardly
considered this distancing to make them less Roman in regard to their political
culture. Psellos, for instance, could reproduce notions of a Hellenic ethnie and,
at the same time, declare his allegiance to the Roman imperial order. In a speech
addressed to Constantine IX, he praised the expansionary policies of Basil II,
through which New Rome, i.e. the imperial city-state of Constantinople, was
able to rule over many ethne (peoples) and cities in his own time.*® Psellos
was perfectly capable of imagining the empire, i. e. the territorial extension of im-
perial authority over cities, regions and ethno-culturally diverse populations, in
a centripetal and hierarchical manner. He hardly imagined, though, a Roman or,
for that matter, a Greek nation as a political community of horizontal comrade-
ship.

The resurgent Greek ethno-cultural discourse in the writings of well-educat-
ed individuals during the long twelfth century had nothing to do with the impe-
rial office as the principal ideological source that normatively circumscribed the
form and content of Roman identity. The Komnenian ruling élite’s ideological
disposition in regard to Romanness is reflected in the aforementioned identity
discourse of Anna Komnene.*®® This ruling élite remained the main bearer of im-

137 Ibid. VI 9, 12-10, 6. On the emergence of a militarized aristocracy of birth under the
Komnenian emperors, which was extensively inspired by the warlike ideals of Roman culture
and less by the intellectual ideals of Hellenism, see P. MAGDALINO, The empire of Manuel I
Komnenos, 1143 -1180. Cambridge 1993, 180f.; A. KAZHDAN / A.W. EPSTEIN, Change in By-
zantine culture in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. Berkeley 1990, 104-110; A. KAZHDAN,
The aristocracy and the imperial ideal, in M. Angold (ed.), The Byzantine aristocracy IX to XIII
centuries. Oxford 1984, 50f.

138 Michaelis Pselli orationes panegyricae, ed. G. T. DENNIS. Stuttgart 1994, 2, 133-137:
"Evtelfév ool, O véa Pwpn, TO TOA®V pev dpxetv EBVDV, TOAMOV 8 EMKPATEV TIOAEWV Kol TV
BpuAhovpévwy DriepkeioBat EmapyLdv. EvTeDBEY ool Ta ABaoy®v kateSouAwdn @povipaTa, Kol i
TkvOGOV VMoménTwke, Kol TaAa, va | ka®’ €kaotov Aéyw.

139 Cf. footnote 87 and the relevant arguments above.



214 —— Byzantinische Zeitschrift Bd. 107/1, 2014: I. Abteilung DE GRUYTER

perial Romanness as an identity of political culture and status, which was con-
structed to serve the imperial system by encompassing ethnic diversity at the bot-
tom and absorbing it into a fairly homogenous political discourse at the top.
Thus, it continued to facilitate the integration of newcomers into the Constanti-
nopolitan system of empire from the ethnic élites on the empire’s geopolitical pe-
riphery along with the populations controlled by those élites. This is reflected in
the policies of John II and particularly Manuel I Komnenos. These were marked
by the practice of granting Roman offices and access to the Roman ruling class to
non-natives® as well as by systematic efforts to expand the imperial rule over
non-Greek-speaking populations in the East and over parts of the Italian penin-
sula.

In light of this, one could discern a latent ideological tension within the
framework of the Byzantine social élite in regard to the form and the content
of Eastern Roman identity during the long twelfth century. The ruling élite ad-
hered to the imperial-ecumenical trait of Romanness as an identity that was pri-
marily conditioned by allegiance or submission to the political authority of the
imperial office of Constantinople. This diachronically predominant, normative
stance was confronted with gradually emerging notions of ethnic Romanness
as an identity of shared cultural markers. This development was circumscribed
by the aforementioned recurrent notion of historical Greek ethnicity among
the literati.

The undergoing change of identity discourse during this period cannot be
interpreted separately from geopolitical and social changes.!*' The imperial
state’s territorial contraction in the last quarter of the eleventh century approx-
imately to the limits of the ‘homeland’ of the historical Hellenic culture (as pre-
sented in the aforementioned text of Psellos) set in motion a process of transition
from the geopolitical structures of territorial empire to those of medieval regnum.
The Roman imperial rule was thereafter (apart from the period under John II and
Manuel I Komnenos) confined to a much smaller number of subjects, the major-
ity of whom belonged to the Greek ethno-linguistic group. The close encounter
with Seljuk-Turks, Normans and Latins re-arranged the political and cultural in-
terface of the contracted Eastern Roman community. The conquest of Constanti-
nople by the Crusaders sealed these developments and consolidated the vision
of a Roman ethno-cultural collectivity.

140 Niketas Choniates (as footnote 101 above) 205, 4—-26, 209, 1-14.
141 Cf. MACRIDES/MAGDALINO, The Fourth Kingdom and the rhetoric of Hellenism (as footnote
48 above) 155—-156.
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Niketas Choniates’ History offers an outline of the ongoing change of iden-
tity discourse during the transitional period of the twelfth century. In the early
part of his narrative, in the report on John Komnenos’ effort to restore imperial
control over Lake Pousgouse in central Asia Minor,**? the author contradistin-
guished the native Christian inhabitants with the Romans due to the fact that
the former were currently not under Roman imperial authority and, also, not
willing to be re-integrated into the Roman political order. In this case, the author
subscribed to the traditional normative imperial discourse that defined Roman-
ness not by certain cultural markers, but as a regnal identity of allegiance and
submission to the Roman emperor’s political order. Later in his narrative, he
was keen to criticize Manuel I for promoting foreigners instead of native Romans
in state offices or for privileging them regarding the acquisition of military land
(pronoia).' In this case, he favoured an opposite discourse, according to which
the Romans were not to be distinguished from the non-Romans by regnal iden-
tity, i.e. position within and allegiance to the Roman political order, but primar-
ily by native cultural markers.

Choniates circumscribed this ethno-cultural aspect of Romanness through
historical Greek ethnicity, as demonstrated by his use of the ethnonym Hellene
(or Graikos when it came to strong religious connotations) to identify the Eastern
Romans in his text.*** It is notable that most of these statements of Greek ethno-
cultural self-classification are documented in the last part of the ‘Historia’, which
was written after 1204 when the author was free of the normative political dis-
course of the Roman imperial office.** Choniates finished his historiographical
work in the State of Nicaea when the Eastern Roman ruling élite needed to dis-
tinguish itself from the Latins in Constantinople.

The integration of Hellenic ethnic discourse into the normative Roman polit-
ical discourse of the Nicaean imperial office by the mid-thirteenth century testi-
fies to the culmination of the process of change of the Eastern Roman identity’s
form. The outline of historical Hellenic ethnicity of the Eastern Romans in the
writings of the emperors John III Doukas Batatzes and Theodore II Laskaris

142 Cf. footnote 101 above.

143 Cf. footnote 140 above.

144 Niketas Choniates (as footnote 101 above) 200, 24-201, 1, 301, 14-15, 575, 20, 580, 3—
5, 580, 10-12, 600, 6-8, 602, 13-14, 610, 16—-611, 18.

145 On the phases of composition of the ‘Historia’, see A. ]. SIMPSON, Before and after 1204: the
versions of Niketas Choniates’ “Historia”. DOP 60 (2006) 202 -205.

146 V. GRUMEL, L’authenticité de la letter de Jean Vatatzes, empereur de Nicée au Pape Grégoire
IX. EO 29 (1930) 452 —454; Theodori Ducae Lascaris Epistulae CCXVII, ed. N. FESTA. Florence
1898, 107-108; cf. M. ANGOLD, Byzantine “nationalism” and the Nicaean empire. BMGS 1
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points to the potential of ruling élites to reshape the normative form and the con-
tent of collective identities respectively. John Batatzes’ utterance in his letter to
the Pope Gregory IX about his own people, the Hellenes, being the rightful
heir of the Roman political culture that had been inherited to them by Constan-
tine I** represents an inversion of the ideological disposition that, after the lin-
guistic Hellenization of the Roman imperial power during the late sixth century,
had maintained Eastern Romanness free of Greek ethnic discourse.

In the mid-tenth century, Constantine VII claimed the Byzantine’s exclusive
right to Romanness by referring to the Latin language as the ancestral language
of the Eastern Roman ruling élite.**® This reference implicitly denounced a clas-
sification of the Eastern Romans as Greeks, as this was put forward by the Latin
political discourse. In the mid-thirteenth century instead, John III Batatzes em-
phasized his Hellenic ethnic descent to serve exactly the same cause. The differ-
ent socio-political conditions that configured the differentiated contents of the
Eastern Roman élite’s identity in each time are evident. What needs to be
stressed, though, is that neither of the two emperors stated a false identity.®

(1975) 64-65; R. BROWNING, History, language and literacy in the Byzantine world. Nor-
thampton 1989, 124; KODER, Griechische Identitdten (as note 3 above) 310—313; D. ANGELOV,
Byzantine ideological reactions to the Latin conquest of Constantinople, in A. Laiou (ed.), Urbs
capta: the Fourth Crusade and its consequences. Réalités Byzantines, 10. Paris 2005, 301 -303;
IDEM, Imperial ideology (as note 62 above) 95 -98.

147 John Il Ducas Vatatzes, Epistula ad Gregorium papam, 17 —37, in I. SAKELLION, Avék80T0G
£MOTOAN TOD aVTOKpaTOopog Twavvov Aovka Batdton mpog tov Ianav Tpnyodpuov. IInyés trg
Totopiag o0 Néov EAMnviopod. Thessaloniki 1965, 50 — 53: 'Eofpatve 8& 10 T0100T0V Ypappa, 6Tt
Te &V TQ yével TV EAMvwv fu@v 1 cogia Bacthedel, kai, Og €k Tyfg, £k TaUTNG TavVToyoD
pavideg GvéBAvoav: ... “OTL pev oDV Gmo ToD AUETEPOL YEVOUS 1 co@ia kal TO TahTg H{venaoev
GyaBdv, katl €ig Tovg dANoug 81ed6Bn, dmdoot TV doknotv adTAG Kol KTRoW 8id TOAATG TibevTat
@povTibog, TohTo GANOWS eipnTat. Exetvo 8¢ ndg nyvondn, fj kal pr &yvondev, ndg otynon, To,
ovv T BactAevovor mop’ NIV coPiQ, Kal TNV KATA KOGHOV Tavutnv BactAeiav T@ MUV Tpo-
okekAnp@odat yével mapd Tod peydhov Kwvotavtivov, ToD T XPoTwvipw KANoEL T dpxi
TIEPUTOMOAEVOD TO OEUVOV Te Kal Tipov; Tive kal yap Ryvontat T@v mevtwv, wg 6 KAf{pog TG
£ketvou Sladoxiig £g TO MuETepov SIEPN YEVOG, Kal MKEIG €opev ol TouTou KAnpovopol Te Kal
S1adoxoy; cf. GRUMEL (as footnote 145 above) 452 —453: “Cette lettre déclarait que dans notre
nation grecque la sagesse régne, et de 1la, comme d’une source, répand partout... et nous ne
réclamerons pas a notre tour que vous considériez et reconnaissiez le droit qui nous appartient
au pouvoir et a 'empire de Constantinople, droit qui a pris naissance au temps de Constantin, a
progressé ensuite par les nombreux princes ses successeurs qui sont de notre race...”.

148 Costant. Porfirogenito, De thematibus I 24 -25 (as footnote 50 above).

149 On the premise that Roman identity before 1204 should be considered as a false identity,
see P. GOUNARIDIS, H e&éAi&n g tavtoétnTag Twv EAAvwy ot Bulavtivip Autokpatopia, in:
Byzance et I’hellénisme: L’identité grecque au Moyen-Age. Actes du Congrés International tenu &
Trieste du ler au 3 Octobre 1997. Etudes Balkaniques 6 (1999) 51 - 68, esp. 62.
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For Constantine VII, as for all post-seventh century emperors up to 1204, Roman-
ness was an identity of political culture that supplanted ethnic ideologies, i.e.
the politicization of ethnicity. As a result, the emperor could adhere to the
Latin cultural past of the Roman ruling élite that now spoke Greek and ruled
over peoples that had no cultural potential to self-identify with a Latin-Roman
cultural past.

The limits of this ideological discourse on a socio-political level had been
made evident already since the early ninth century. On the occasion of the un-
successful imperial intermarriage between the daughter of Charlemagne and
Constantine VI, Theophanes the Confessor stated that the future bride “should
be taught the letters and the language of the Greeks and should be educated
in the customs of the Roman reign”."*® Theophanes’ statement testifies to the
socio-political effect of the break with the Latin cultural content of imperial Ro-
manness after the seventh century. Constantine VII’s statement sought to reserve
this cultural past as a part of the Eastern Roman imperial power’s political myth.
Both statements represent the two faces of the same coin as products of a polit-
ical discourse that aimed to circumscribe the exclusiveness of Eastern Roman-
ness against Western claims.

Within this framework, the emperors of Nicaea were not seeking to distance
themselves from the Roman identity of their Constantinopolitan predecessors.
Their choice to redefine the normative Roman political discourse by binding it
to a, for centuries suppressed, myth of Hellenic ethnic descent was not intended
to invent or construct a new identity. The notion of Greek ethnicity was not in-
strumentalized to marginalize Romanness in favour of Greek nationhood, but
to define the bearers of the historic Hellenic culture as the only worthy heirs
of the Roman political culture, that is, the only ‘true’ Romans.®* This change
of normative discourse capitalized on two facts: 1) The Eastern Roman élite
had for centuries maintained and carried forward important elements of Hellenic
culture (language, script, writings), even though strictly deprived of any ideolog-
ical connotations of ethnic self-identification; 2) Notions of Greek ethno-cultural
consciousness had set in among members of the literate élite since the late-elev-
enth century. The politicization of ethnicity had been for several centuries irrel-
evant to the political discourse of the Roman imperial office and, therefore,
downgraded to a barbarian practice. In the new post-1204 geopolitical condi-

150 Theophanis chronographia, ed. C. DE BOOR. Leipzig 1883, 455, 24— 25: 10 818G&at avTrv
T& Te TOV [pak@®v ypappata kol v yA@ooav, kal nodeboot adtrv @ 0N g Pwpaiwv
Baoheiag.

151 Cf. J. IRMSCHER, Nikda als “Mittelpunkt des griechischen Patriotismus”. BF 4 (1972) 114—
137.
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tions, the rehabilitation of the political role of ethnicity was the main means to
distinguish the Eastern Romans from the Western barbarians. This made a myth
of ethnic descent salient again. The fourth century translatio imperii within the
Roman world was now presented not only as a matter of geographical spheres
(West — Rome, East — New Rome), but of ethno-cultural content (Latin —
Greek) as well.

In light of this, the politicized ethnic discourse of the Nicaean emperors had
indeed very little to do with a movement of Greek proto-nationalism that intend-
ed to promote a vision of revival or establishment of the (ancient) Nation.' This
was due to the fact that a vision of national community was absent from the
worldview of the territorially- and politically-divided Eastern Roman élite.'>?
This lack of national imagery is indicated by this élite’s intensive controversy
over exclusive rights to imperial Romanness and its military antagonism over
the recapture of Constantinople.”* For this reason, the Nicaean emperors pur-
posefully confined the notion of ethnic Hellenism to their political realm in
order to underpin their notion of imperial Romanness also against the claims
of the despots of Epirus.’® Roman identity remained traditionally bound to a vi-
sion of centripetal and hierarchical imperial community. This inherent political
trait of Romanness continued to undercut the notion of ethnic community
after 1204 and thus contained the Eastern Roman élite, the main bearer of
Roman identity, from envisioning the political reunification of the Roman people
as a community of common culture. This élite’s political vision remained focused
on the goal of revitalization of the Constantinopolitan imperial city-state and the
Roman imperial tradition.*®

This vision of community imposed the regression of Hellenic ethnic dis-
course by the normative political ideology of the imperial office after the recap-
ture of the imperial city Constantinople in 1261."” The change of identity dis-
course between the writings of Choniates, the Nicaean emperors and the post-
1261 historiographers pinpoints the ruling élite’s potential to circumscribe nor-

152 On a definition of ‘nationalism’ cf. footnote 115 above.

153 On the lack of ethno-political perspective by the Greek-speaking masses, cf. of the case of
Frankish Morea in PAGE, Being Byzantine (as footnote 102 above) 241 -242.

154 On this ideological controversy, see A. STAURIDOU-ZAPHRAKA, Nikaia kot Arelpog tov 13°
alwva. 18eohoyikny avTIapABesT TNV TPOOTIGOEIX TOUG VO AVAKTHOOLY TNV QUTOKPATOPIa.
Thessaloniki 1990, passim.

155 Cf. ANGOLD, Byzantine “nationalism” (as footnote 146 above) 64.

156 ANGELOV, Ideological reactions (as footnote 146 above) 296 —297.

157 Ibid. 305-306; R. MACRIDES, The new Constantine and the new Constantinople. BMGS 6
(1980) 13-41.
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mative perceptions of Eastern Romanness according to its political interests
within a malleable geopolitical environment. The ethnic classification of the
Eastern Romans as Greeks by Choniates mainly took place in the last part of
his ‘Historia’, written in a period when imperial normativity had faded out
along with the imperial city-state of Constantinople. His identity discourse cap-
italized on the recurrent notions of Greek ethnicity among the literati since the
late eleventh century and was followed by the normatively politicized Greek eth-
nic discourse of the Nicaean emperors. The recapture of Constantinople marked
the regression of the political discourse of historical ethnicity in favour of impe-
rial Romanness.'*® The historiographical works of this period were informed by
this latter change. In this regard, it is important to bear in mind that no historio-
graphical text was composed in the court of the Laskarids, since George Akropo-
lites, who had lived there and dedicated his history to the State of Nicaea, com-
posed his text in Constantinople after 1261.*°

Nevertheless, the imperial office’s normative discourse of regnal Romanness
was now emphatically contradicted by the social reality of a politically fragment-
ed ethno-cultural collectivity of Romans that existed beyond Constantinople’s
realm.'® The effort of Constantinopolitan historiographers to maintain imperial
normativity in the representation of Roman identity was marked by evident in-
consistency.!¢! In this light, the relationship between Romanness and Hellenism
after 1204 needs to be soberly addressed in regard to the role of the Hellenic
past: 1) in entrenching élite notions of historical ethnicity within and aside the
normative Roman discourse of the imperial office’®?; and 2) in corroborating dis-

158 A full-fledged notion of Greek ethnicity became salient again in the discourse of the im-
perial office only in the reign of Constantine XI shortly before the Ottoman capture of Con-
stantinople, see: Anonyma Palaeologica, Panegyricus ad Manuelem et Joannem VIII Palaeolo-
gum, in S.P. Lampros, IoAawoAdyewa kai Iehomovvnotokd, I. Athens 1926, 152, 15-17;
Joannes Argyropulus, Monodia in imperatorem Joannem Palaeologum, ibid. 315, 5—6 and 18-
19, 317, 8-10; idem, Oratio consolatoria pro imperatore Constantino ad mortem matri suae, in
S.P. Lampros, ApyvpomnovAela. Athens 1910, 67, 1-3; idem, BaoAikog fj mepl Baotheiag pog
TOV avTokpatopa Kwvotavtivov tov IlahaoAdyov, ibid. 29, 11-12, 30, 15-17, 45, 12-13;
idem, Oratio consolatoria ad Constantinum imperatorem Peloponneso venientem et accipientem
sceptra Ioannis morientis, ibid. 10, 6-7, 26, 16-18.

159 On the time of the composition of the work, see R. MACRIDES (transl.), George Akropolites,
The History. Oxford / New York 2007, 31.

160 On the argument about a consolidated Roman ethnic community after 1204, see PAGE,
Being Byzantine (as footnote 102 above) passim, especially 79 -85, 104-106, 121, 135-136,
157-158.

161 Ibid. 102-121, 146-158.

162 On utterances of Greek ethnicity in the writings of the late Byzantine élite, see A. Lalou,
From Roman to Hellene, in N.M. Vaporis (ed.), The Byzantine Fellowship Lectures at Hellenic
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crepancy between the Roman identity of the social élite and the popular Roman-
ness (ethno-religious/ethno-linguistic) of those segments of the illiterate and
semi-illiterate masses that shared notions of belonging to a Roman ethno-cultur-
al collectivity.

College, 1. Brookline Mass. 1974, 22 - 24; KODER, Griechische Identitéten (as footnote 3 above)
313 -316; GOUNARIDIS (as footnote 149 above) 65— 66; VRYONIS, Greek Identity (as footnote 2
above) 34-35; ANGELOV, Ideological reactions (as footnote 146 above) 301 -303, 306.



