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INTRODUCTION

From his first actions as advisor to his uncle, the emperor Justin, and
later as emperor himself, Justinian approached religious policies in a
way many have deemed inconsistent, or at best pragmatically fickle.
At one moment, Justinian opposed a group of monks and their con-
fession that ‘One of the Holy Trinity was crucified.” Within days he
wrote to encourage the pope to receive the very same monks for the
sake of the unity of the church. At another moment, the emperor
Justinian housed religious dissidents who openly opposed the very
doctrines he endorsed for the church. What is more, even the leaders
of this opposition would be invited to enjoy the hospitality of the
palace. In short order, those same leaders were exiled and the move-
ment they represented were subjected to condemnation by a council
held in Constantinople. The emperor raised advisors to powerful
bishoprics only to force them painfully to condemn their intellectual
heroes. He spent a lifetime demanding that the Council of Chalce-
don be recognized as the benchmark of the Christian faith only to
secure the condemnation of some of its participants. He spent dec-
ades respectfully requesting the presence of popes in the imperial
city, only to find himself in a conflict with one that nearly derailed an
ecumenical councdil. Every significant moment in religious policy from
the end of the Acacian Schism (s19) through the Council of Constan-
tinople (553) seems to be marked by a change in Justinian’s mind.
Historical treatments of religious policy under Justinian reflect
this impression. Although such an impression comes from the
sources themselves, the scholarly pedigree of Justinian’s zigzagging
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stretches back at least to Eduard Schwartz.! And this apparent inco-
herence became well enough known that by the time W.H.C. Frend
wrote The Rise of the Monophysite Movement, a kind of shorthand
description could be used.

The zigzag policy of Justinian towards the Monophysites in the
first half of his reign is well known. In this survey we confine
ourselves mainly to the efforts made by the sinister and all-
powerful monarch to find a formula which would satisfy both
Severus and the Chalcedonians, and how this failure led to the
establishment of a separate Monophysite hierarchy.>

Scholarly discussion of the incoherence of Justinianic religious policy
tends to be guided by a few very particular episodes in Justinian’s
reign. These episodes, which feature Justinian apparently changing
position radically in very short order, act as paradigm cases for his
policies as a whole. One such case is highlighted by Patrick Gray,
who generally tries to treat Justinian’s approach as coherent and con-
sistent. In 518, Justinian, then the emperor’s nephew, had initially
opposed an initiative by a group of Scythian monks to confess that

“Tustinian hat nicht, wie es sein Recht und seine Pflicht war, seinse Hand
schiitzend und schirmend tiber der Kirche gehalten, sondern sie mit der
uneingeschrinkten Willkiir des Despoten behandelt: auf diese These
haben Geschichtsschreiber vom Range Diehls und Burys ihre Darstellung
aufgebaut und mit Recht Zustimmung gefunden. Aber diese
absolutistische Kirchenpolitik steuert einen Zickzackkurs, der zugleich
danach verlangt, in einigermaflen begreifbare Zusammenhinge gebracht
zu werden, und eine ungeduldige Phantasie zu weltgeschichtlicher
Zusammenschau verlockt: abwechselnd wird mit dem Plan des Kaisers,
den Okzident wieder in das Imperium hineinzubringen, und seiner
Absicht, die sog. Monophysiten zum Anschlufy an die Reichskirche zu
bewegen, operiert.” Eduard Schwartz, Vigiliusbriefe. II. Zur Kirchenpoli-
tik Justinians (Miinchen: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissen-
schaften, 1940), 32.

>W.H.C. Frend, The Rise of the Monophysite Movement: Chapters in the
History of the Church in the Fifth and Sixth Centuries (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1972), 255.
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‘one of the Trinity was crucified.” The monks departed Constanti-
nople to seck support for their confession in Rome, but Justinian had
already written the pope in opposition. But within days, Justinian
would change positions and speed a letter to Rome urging the pope to
welcome the monks and their confession for the peace of the church.

This about-face is extremely instructive: for one thing, it reveals
that Justinian’s fundamental agenda was—an emperor could
have no other—to restore the peace of the church. It also reveals
that Justinian was not concerned about the theological issues per
se, since he seems to have been willing to move from one posi-
tion to its opposite in mere days, and with no sign of a theologi-
cal justification, simply because he suddenly realized the poten-
tial of the monks’ initiative. This incident thus shows Justinian
to be a pragmatic power broker looking for a deal that would do
the job. It would be many years before he found what he was
looking for, and by then it would be too late.?

In the face of Justinian’s apparent flip-flop, Gray preserves a degree
of coherence only by making Justinian less concerned with the issues
themselves. There is a certain sense to this view—Justinian’s desire
for unity and his willingness to seek a means of getting there is cer-
tainly characteristic of his reign—but, as we will see in chapter two,
the instruction one should take from the about-face is not so clear as
it might at first seem.

Gray is not alone in his reaction to this case. With reference to
the affair mentioned above, Volker Menze offers the following as-
sessment:

It cannot be excluded that Justinian had become a connoisseur
of Christian discourses over the years and tried to force personal
persuasions onto his subjects. However, it is more conclusive to
regard his treatises first of all as works of a statesman who

3 Patrick Gray, “The Legacy of Chalcedon: Christological Problems and
Their Significance,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian,
edited by Michael Maas (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005),
228.
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wished to reach a universally accepted dogma for the Christian
Oecumene over which he ruled. Within a couple of weeks dur-
ing the summer of s19, Justinian switched his dogmatic position
from opposing the theopaschite formula to strongly encourag-
ing Pope Hormisdas to accept it. Obviously this could mean a
speedy personal theological development, but it rather demon-
strates Justinian’s political far-sightedness that the theopaschite
position could be useful. Similarly, political shrewdness should
be assumed as the reason why Justinian presented himself as a
theologian on the throne.*

Menze still finds a unity and coherence, but like Gray he arrives at
such coherence by also portraying Justinian as fundamentally uncon-
cerned with the content of any solution and as willing to switch his
approach radically.

The theopaschite controversy is not the only locus of such
charges against Justinian. The relationship between the condemna-
tion of Origenism and the Three Chapters also inspires complaint, as
one follows upon the other and on first sight there is nothing obvi-
ous to unify them. The matter is only made worse when one reads
the explanation offered in our sources about the connection between
these two condemnations. From such an explanation, scholars are
almost inevitably led to conclude that Justinian was the victim not
only of his own whims but was also drawn about by the will of oth-
ers. Frend describes the matter in a fashion by no means peculiar to
him: ‘It is perhaps typical of the twists of Justinian’s religious policy
that one of the leaders of the defeated Origenists, Theodore Askidas,
a Palestinian monk promoted to bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia,
became his confidant, ‘constantly about the person of Justinian’,
Evagrius states, and that he gradually ousted Pelagius from favour at
court.’s

More balanced treatments of Justinian’s approach may now be
found. They tend to focus on the bigger picture, on Justinian’s over-

+Volker-Lorenz Menze, Justinian and the Making of the Syrian Orthodox
Church (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 252.
sFrend, 279-80.
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all goal of unity in the church, both in the east and in the west, and
to recognize the difficulties such a goal entails. A good example of
this attitude may be found in the work of Richard Price, who writes:

Justinian inherited a bitterly divided church in the east, where
divisions had been exacerbated by the policy of his predecessors.
His initial policy, as expressed in the conference at Constantino-
ple of 532, was to seek reconciliation between the Chalcedonians
and non-Chalcedonians on the basis of a mutual recognition
that adherents of the other side were not heretical. Part of the
exercise was a development of Chalcedonian Christology in a di-
rection that made clear its loyalty to the teaching of Cyril of Al-
exandria, to which the non-Chalcedonians professed equal devo-
tion; the formal adoption of theopaschite formulas at Constan-
tinople and at Rome served this purpose. The miaphysites,
however, continued to insist that the dyophysite Christology of
Chalcedon was irremediably heretical, and as a counter-attack
Justinian in his subsequent theological writings, stressed the se-

riousness of miaphysite error.°

I would join with this larger picture approach, as far as it goes, but
something is lost when we treat Justinian’s policy as coherent only in
the most general sense while averring that he deviated in a few major
instances.

Recently, Peter N. Bell has offered a new treatment to under-
stand Justinian within his proper political context in his work Social
Conflict in the Age of Justinian: Its Nature, Management, and Me-
diation. As one might imagine, the work deals with questions be-
yond the purely ecclesiastical but religious conflict does play a signifi-
cant role. Although Bell approaches the matter from a more political
and diplomatic perspective, much of what he says is compatible with
what will be presented here. For the moment, we should note his
objections to the treatment of Justinian’s ecclesiastical policy identi-

fied above.

¢ Richard Price, The Acts of the Council of Constantinople of 553 (Liver-
pool: Liverpool University Press, 2009), 1.40.
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[IJmperial policies have been represented as being all over the
place, marking a ‘zigzag course’—pragmatic in the worst sense.
My hypothesis, by contrast, is that, after Chalcedon, the follow-
ing themes characterize the generally consistent approach em-
perors brought to religious conflict resolution.

[.]

If [my] hypotheses are broadly correct, then talk of a ‘zigzag’
course in imperial policymaking—assuming that means not
simply tactical flexibility, but the absence of a constant strategic
goal—is nonsense, fuelled by political naivety and not setting
that policy in its wider political context.”

I concur with this sentiment, although my focus will be placing the
‘tactical flexibility’ as much within a wider social context as a political
one. But Bell’s insight into the complexities of the situation stem
from his willingness to abandon an idealized view of imperial and
ecclesiastical institutions, one with the emperor at the head of a vast,
rationalized bureaucracy. Although we too will abandon it, there is
value in the idealized view which deserves consideration.

THE CONTEXT OF IMPERIAL ADMINISTRATION

The eastern Roman empire easily impresses those who study it and
its sophisticated legal and bureaucratic systems. This is especially true
of the age of Justinian, the emperor responsible for the most im-
portant and influential codification and systematization of Roman
law. For this reason, it has been tempting to treat the empire of this
and later periods almost as a modern state, inasmuch as it appears to
possess both ruled based rational-legal authority and the bureaucratic
apparatus to carry out directives.® Indeed, there is a tradition stretch-

7 Peter N. Bell, Soczal Conflict in the Age of Justinian: Its Nature, Man-
agement, and Mediation (New York: Oxford University Press, 2013), 191,
194.

8 Concerning rational-legal authority, see Max Weber, Economy and Socie-
ty: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology (New York: Bedminster Press,
1968), Vol. 1, Part 1, Chapter IIL
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ing back to J. B. Bury to analyze the later Roman empire in just this
fashion. In Bury’s hands, the emperor becomes an autocrat at the
head of a constitutional state.® Similar thinking is behind the delib-
erate use of the term state (Staar) in George Ostrogorsky’s magnum
opus, and is reflected in his tendency to focus on institutional struc-
ture above all else.’® This impression is only intensified by the de-
tailed, careful, and important work contained in A.H.M. Jones’s The
Later Roman Empire, 284-602. In Jones’s hands, imperial admin-
istration was rational and systematic; policy was created through a

9“The constitutional theory which I have delineated is implied in the actu-
al usages from which I have drawn it; but it was never formulated. Consti-
tutional questions did not arise, and no lawyer or historian expounded the
basis or the limits of the sovran [sic] power. In fact, the constitution was
not differentiated in men’s consciousness from the whole body of laws
and institutions. They did not analyse the assumptions implied in their
practice, and the only idea they entertained, which can be described as a
constitutional theory, does not agree, though it may be conciliated, with
the theory that I have sketched. If you had asked a Byzantine Emperor
what was the basis of his autocracy and by what right he exercised it, he
would not have told you that it had been committed to him by the Senate,
the army, or the people; he would have said that he derived his sovranty
directly from God.” J. B. Bury, The Constitution of the Later Roman Em-
pire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1910), 35-36.

© One finds Ostrogorsky treating the emperor as the divinely ordained
bureaucrat-in-chief: “With the disturbances of the crisis the Roman prin-
cipate went under, and disappeared during Diocletian’s absolute rule, out
of which the Byzantine autocracy was to develop. The old municipal au-
thorities of the Roman cities were in a condition of grave deterioration.
The whole administration of the state was centred in the hands of the
Emperor and his administrative officials, and after considerable expansion
this civil service was to become the backbone of the Byzantine autocracy.
The Roman system of magistrates gave place to the Byzantine bureaucra-
cy. The Emperor was no longer the first magistrate, but an absolute ruler,
and his power was derived not so much from earthly authorities as from
the will of God.” George Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State (New
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1969), 30.



8 JUSTINIAN’S INDECISION

formal process.* Organizational flowcharts would be as helpful to
understanding Jones’s Roman empire as maps are for a narrative his-
tory.”*

This view of history offers valuable insight into the powerful
institutions which shaped the period. It offers the necessary
groundwork for anyone who wishes to understand the exercise of
power by the emperor. But, as we shall see, it needs to be augmented
with modern insights into the social realities in which institutional
actors operate. Such realities complicate the picture and help to ex-
plain what might otherwise be mystifying behavior on the part of
institutional actors. We will return to this social context later.

If the work of Bury, Jones, or even Theodor Mommsen tends
to present the reader with ideal schemata of governmental structures,
more recent work tends to regard such schemata as somewhat naive.
Scholarly focus has long since shifted from such schematic institu-

1 See, e.g., A H.M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire, 284-602 (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1964), 1.347-57. In one characteristic phrase, Jones typifies his
own work: ‘Such was the structure of the central administrative machine.’
Jones, 373. It would be easy to overstate this case and give a caricature of
Jones, since his approach is so consistent. But he does not lack nuance. As
Michael Whitby writes; ‘Although Jones categorised emperors as pos-
sessing absolute powers (321), he accepted some limitations, which might
be personal, so that the descendants of Theodosius I could be said to have
“reigned rather than ruled the empire” (173), or structural in the form of
“powers behind the throne” (341-7). Jones fully recognised that even the
most engaged of emperors acted within a particular human context, so
that the close entourage was of considerable significance in determining
imperial decisions [...]” “The Role of the Emperor’ in 4. H.M. Jones and the
Later Roman Empire, ed. David M. Gwynn (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 89.
Such are exceptional cases, however. I will here argue that the informal,
human aspects are built into all interactions within the institutions we will
examine and thus have a central role in forming the direction actors within
those institutions take.

2 And this is precisely what one finds in John Haldon’s ‘State Structure
and Administration’ in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies, eds
Elizabeth Jeftreys, John Haldon and Robin Cormack (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2008): 539-53, for charts see 547.
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tional approaches to questions of culture or discourse as the genuine
locus of power. Not only this, but even among the more institution-
ally inclined, there has been an increased emphasis on recognizing the
contrast between the ideal forms institutions take and the practical
realities in which they operate. Thus, we find H.A. Drake describing
the idealized role an emperor can play in historiography:

In its purest form, the Rational Actor approach presumes that
such a figure has complete freedom of action to achieve goals
that he or she has articulated through a careful process of ration-
al analysis involving full and objective study of all pertinent in-
formation and alternatives. At the same time, it presumes that
this central actor is so fully in control of the apparatus of gov-
ernment that a decision once made is as good as implemented.
There are no staffs on which to rely, no constituencies to pla-
cate, no generals or governors to cajole. By attributing all deci-
sions to one central figure who is always in control and who acts
only after carefully weighing all options, the Rational Actor
method allows scholars to filter out extraneous details and focus
attention on central issues. It is particularly useful for periods
like classical antiquity, where little of the documentation for
more sophisticated analysis of decision making, such as personal
diaries or the minutes of meetings, survives. In the hands of a
skilled practitioner, it is a powerful tool. [...]

The problem arises when the method comes to be taken as fact.

One of the consequences of this method can be a tendency to focus
on the central figure to a fault. Once all the focus is placed on the
emperor, for example, his desire to affect the actions of specific indi-
viduals and groups within a larger context becomes obscured. Impe-
rial policies become abstracted from their concrete intent and the
inevitable tensions between one decision and another take on the
appearance of a contradiction in overall strategy. In short, the more
narrowly one looks at an emperor, the more incoherent his policies

B H. A. Drake, Constantine and the Bishops: The Politics of Intolerance
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000), 24-5.
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become. The Rational Actor approach Drake criticized only takes us
so far in understanding policy under Justinian. To understand Jus-
tinian’s choices, we will need a model which can take into account
the subtleties of his circumstances.

NETWORKS, SYMBOLS, AND SOCIAL BOUNDARIES

When I speak of Justinian’s circumstances, I mean nothing less than
his social reality. I mean the people he had to deal with to accomplish
his ends, and the people those people had to deal with to fulfill their
interests. This is the web of social relations to which all human poli-
tics are necessarily tied. The problem with addressing such a context
is that it increases in complexity by orders of magnitude with the
addition of relatively few actors. Each actor has his or her own con-
cerns, each knows a different subset of people, and each has a unique
and imperfect understanding of actors within that subset. To make
sense of this complexity requires a model broad and flexible enough
to address changing social circumstances, but powerful enough to
help explain why those circumstances change. For such a model I
have turned to recent advances in social network theory.

Networked Connections

Network theory has proven especially fruitful over the past few dec-
ades. Its antecedents are varied, stretching as far back as the roots of
the mathematical field of graph theory in Leonhard Euler’s Seven
Bridges of Kinigsberg and the early twentieth-century work of psy-
chiatrist Jacob Moreno in producing ‘sociograms.” At the heart of
network theory is the idea that the specific way connections between
elements or ‘nodes’ in a networked system are structured will shape
the behavior of the network as a whole as well the individual nodes
within it. These structures can be analyzed, described mathematical-
ly, and applied with predictive results to subjects as varied as ecosys-
tems, markets, societies, epidemics, and (perhaps unsurprisingly to
the modern reader) the Internet.™ The limited evidence available to

14 For a broad overview of network theory, its associated mathematics, and
its varied applications, see Albert-Ldszlé Barabdsi, Linked: The New Science
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the late-antique historian makes it impractical to attempt to describe
social networks of the period in any sort of comprehensive or math-
ematical form, but, as I hope this work demonstrates, this does not
preclude the profitable use of network concepts in a late-antique
context.”s

Social network theory begins with some straightforward in-
sights. The first of these insights is that human interaction occurs
within a networked context. If I pass a message from my friend An-
drew to another friend, Ben, I have participated in a network by act-
ing as a bridge between two others. This is obvious enough, but it
has some profound implications. In this simple example, we can al-
ready see that Ben depends on me to attain information from An-
drew. Likewise, Andrew depends on me to relay the information.
My feelings or interests toward one or the other may impact how or
even whether I deliver that information. The structure of these con-
nections determines the relative effects of my action, leading my in-
dividual kindness, cruelty, capability, or incompetence to have direct
bearing on the outcome of the interaction. An agent who holds a
position between two otherwise unconnected actors has sway over
both by virtue of that position. But if we add another agent, Cathe-
rine, the dynamics may change considerably. For example, if T know
Andrew and Ben may also use Catherine as a conduit for infor-
mation, I may be encouraged to be more honest in how I relay the
message, due to the greater risk of being shown untrustworthy.

As one might imagine in a theory used to describe social struc-
tures, the particulars of any given node or agent are less important to
this model than the connections that agent has to others and, there-
fore, the agent’s placement within the larger structure. Position is
used as a technical term used to describe this placement.

of Networks (Cambridge, MA: Perseus Publishing, 2002).

s That being said, Adam M. Schor comes very close to accomplishing just
this in his 2011 work, Theodoret’s People: Social Networks and Religious
Conflict in Late Roman Syria (Berkeley: University of California Press,
2011). The wealth of epistolary evidence on which he relies is one of the
few late-antique sources on which one might hope to build the kinds of
network descriptions which he constructs.
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Positions are a key idea in whole networks. Positions can be so-
cial defined statuses, such as father, son, president, or positions
can be defined by the observer through network analysis. Both
are often called “roles.” Instituted or socially defined statuses
themselves form networks; they are generally elaborated upon
by informal networks. Positions are sometimes arranged in a hi-
erarchy or a tree. The rules for these hierarchies are generally cre-
ated by the social system in which they are embedded, though
further informal interaction can alter the hierarchies and the
rules.™

A related concept derived from the networked quality of human
social relations is that of ‘structural holes.” We may conceive of hu-
man society as emerging from an aggregate of smaller, more closely
related networks of relationships. If we begin to model such relation-
ships as they develop, we find that they constitute a pattern of highly
connected hubs at the center of relatively dense groups, along with
connectors between those hubs which can serve to bridge the other-
wise disconnected groups.”” Because the subgroups within such net-
works would be otherwise unconnected, the position which bridges
them is referred to as a structural hole. The role of individuals who
bridge structural holes will prove one of the most important to the
present work. As we indicated above, an individual occupying such a
position within a network will control the flow of information be-
tween the two subgroups he or she unites. This individual will neces-
sarily have an informal degree of influence over both subgroups
which stands absolute of any formal position he might otherwise
occupy in associated formal organizations. For this reason, such an
individual may act either to support or to disrupt the organizational
authority of hierarchical institutions in which he is a part and his
actions may have an effect disproportionate to what one might ex-
pect given only his formal position.

16 Charles Kadushin, Understanding Social Networks: Concepts, Theories
and Findings (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012), 42.

7 For how this structure emerges from the organic growth of networks see
Barabisi, 55-64.
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The potential influence given by a structural hole may be de-
scribed in terms of ‘betweenness.” Agents often owe their ability to
affect events to a high degree of betweenness, which itself is a more
concrete way of thinking about the sometimes vague notion of ‘in-
fluence.” Charles Kadushin defines the term thus:

Betweenness is a measure of a position that serves as a switching
point or a gateway between different parts of a network. [...]
Persons who have a high betweenness rank are those who medi-
ate between different parts of a network; one has to go through
them to get to other positions. A person can be an important
bridge between parts of a network yet be directly connected to

only a few persons.™®

Position and betweenness can be a function of formal, hierarchical
networks as well as informal, personal networks. They can exist
equally in a modern, computerized economy or in a group of ancient
villages which trade with one another and the broader region. What
matters is that it is the structure of the network which dictates the
flow of information.

Embeddedness

The relationship between formal structures and the informal con-
nections which run both parallel and perpendicular to those struc-
tures is an important to emphasize. This relationship is described
with the term ‘embeddedness.” A schematic and formal approach to
the history of institutions can tell us much about how they function
in theory, but it misses out on an important part of the human con-
text in which institutions operate. Embeddedness was a developed as
a concept by Karl Polanyi in his efforts to describe the contingent
qualities of market capitalism in the nineteenth century.® In his in-
troduction to Polanyi’s The Great Transformation, Fred Block offers
this helpful definition of the concept:

8 Kadushin, 205-206.
1 See Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation: The Political and Econom-
ic Origins of Our Time, 2nd. ed. (Boston: Beacon Press, 2001), passim.
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The term “embeddedness” expresses the idea that the economy
is not autonomous, as it must be in economic theory, but sub-
ordinated to politics, religion, and social relations. Polanyi’s use
of the term suggests more than the now familiar idea that mar-
ket transactions depend on trust, mutual understanding, and le-
gal enforcement of contracts. He uses the concept to highlight
how radical a break the classical economists, especially Malthus
and Ricardo, made with previous thinkers. Instead of the histor-
ically normal pattern of subordinating the economy to society,
their system of self-regulating markets required subordinating
society to the logic of the market: He writes in Part One: “Ulti-
mately that is why the control of the economic system by the
market is of overwhelming consequence to the whole organiza-
tion of society: it means no less than the running of society as an
adjunct to the market. Instead of the economy being embedded
in social relations, social relations are embedded in the economic

system.>®

Polanyi’s influence has not been limited to the field of economics
and economic history, however. Through the influence of Mark
Granovetter, embeddedness has found its way into sociology and
had a deep influence on social network theory.?* The term comes to
the present work chiefly through this route. Here, embeddedness
should be understood as referring to the complex of formal and in-
formal social relations and boundaries in and through which all for-
mal institutions necessarily operate. Without this context, the behav-
ior of both institutions and the agents within them will remain hope-
lessly obscure.

Symbolic and Social Boundaries

The properties of networked structures are useful in describing why
and how agents interact within and across boundaries, but in them-

20 Polanyi, iv.

2t See Mark Granovetter, ‘Economic Actions and Social Structure: The
Problem of Embeddedness,” American Journal of Sociology 91 (November
1985): 481-510.
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selves networks do not explain how those boundaries are consciously
understood and modified by agents. They do much to explain how
agents engage and relate to one another, but additional tools are re-
quired to explain why they do so, especially within the context of
social conflict. For such a detailed understanding, recent work on
symbolic and social boundaries has proven useful.

The categorization of other human beings as belonging to in-
and out-groups seems to be a hardwired facet of human nature.>*
Conflict between in- and out-groups is inevitable, inasmuch as they
compete for the same material and social resources. This is doubly so
when the legitimacy of one group precludes the legitimacy of the
other. In such a context, the conflict becomes necessary to the
maintenance of group identity and cohesion. As constant as this real-
ity is in human history, we must also recognize that the construction
of specific in- and out-groups is a historically contingent process. To
understand one facet of how these groups come to be it is helpful to
make a distinction between symbolic and social boundaries. Michele
Lamont and Virdg Volnar offer a clear and concise definition of
these terms:

Symbolic boundaries are conceptual distinctions made by social
actors to categorize objects, people, practices, and even time and
space. They are tools by which individuals and groups struggle
over and come to agree upon definitions of reality. Examining
them allows us to capture the dynamic dimensions of social rela-
tions, as groups compete in the production, diffusion, and insti-
tutionalization of alternative systems and principles of classifica-
tions. Symbolic boundaries also separate people into groups and
generate feelings of similarity and group membership (Epstein
1992, p. 232). They are an essential medium through which peo-
ple acquire status and monopolize resources.

22 Steven Pinker, The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature
(New York: Viking, 2002), 39. See also Robert M. Sapolsky, Behave: The
Biology of Humans at Our Best and Worst (New York: Penguin, 2017),
388-424.
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Social boundaries are objectified forms of social differences man-
ifested in unequal access to and unequal distribution of re-
sources (material and nonmaterial) and social opportunities.
They are also revealed in stable behavioral patterns of associa-
tion, as manifested in connubiality and commensality. Only
when symbolic boundaries are widely agreed upon can they take
on a constraining character and pattern social interaction in im-
portant ways. Moreover, only then can they become social
boundaries, i.e., translate, for instance, into identifiable patterns
of social exclusion or class and racial segregation (e.g., Massey &
Denton 1993, Stinchcombe 1995, Logan et al. 1996). But symbol-
ic and social boundaries should be viewed as equally real: The
former exist at the intersubjective level whereas the latter mani-
fest themselves as groupings of individuals. At the causal level,
symbolic boundaries can be thought of as a necessary but insuf-
ficient condition for the existence of social boundaries (Lamont
1992, Ch. 7).23

In a modern context, the notion of symbolic boundaries which are
‘widely agreed upon [...] tak[ing] on a constraining character and
pattern[ing] social interaction’ may immediately invoke categories of
race, class, ideology, party, and a host of other distinctions. But those
familiar with Late Antiquity will recognize how this can be applied
to the factions formed in relation to religious controversy. In this
period, adherence to or rejection of a given council draws boundaries
between individuals and groups of people. Over time, if controversy
over a given council persists, it can determine one’s legal status, as
well as his access to material, political, cultural, and social goods. It
becomes a ‘social fact,” in the Durkheimian sense. The negotiation of
such symbolic boundaries, therefore, is of the utmost importance
and represents one of the primary fields of competition between
groups in the periods. The marginalization of one’s in-group under
such circumstances can be costly and even dangerous.

23 Michele Lamont and Virdg Molndr, “The Study of Boundaries Across
the Social Sciences,” Annual Review of Sociobiology 28 (2002), 169.
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AN OVERVIEW OF THIS WORK

It is possible to account for the apparent incoherence of this period.
To do so, we must create an account which includes and appreciates
the embeddedness of imperial policy within a social context having
three key features. First, we must bear in mind the shifting interests
and information available to the individual agents through and over
whom the emperor hoped to project influence. The circumstances of
the sixth century are complex precisely because they are constantly
changing. Second, we must identify the shifting and hardening sym-
bolic and social boundaries established through the interactions of
these same, competing agents. Third, we must recognize that all
agents operate in a condition of ignorance. They hold only a limited
knowledge of the motives of other and have a limited grasp on what
others know. If this were not complicated enough, an agent attempt-
ing to account for the behavior of a single individual must consider
the influence of still others on that individual who might be two or
three degrees removed from the agent. This fact can make it difficult
even for agents who operate within the same social and historical
context to understand and predict one another’s actions. Once this
social context is accounted for, Justinian’s approach begins to appear
as that of a rational actor, having incomplete information, with con-
sistent policy goals, working within inconsistent constraints to
achieve those goals.

The period of s20-553 is a period when clear symbolic bounda-
ries are established between Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian.
We cannot say this is the case before, because the boundaries of what
it means to be either a Chalcedonian or an anti-Chalcedonian are still
contested and remain negotiable at least until the /lbellus of
Hormisdas.>+ Justinian enters a situation where matters still seem to
be in flux. In this context the networked features whereby infor-
mation (that is, symbol sets) are transmitted are especially important,
since it not always clear who is on which side and even what the sides
are can be uncertain. Justinian has a consistent approach and aim:

pursue a unity that formally upholds Cyril and Chalcedon and per-

24 Menze, 58-105.
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suades both Rome and the east to offer a positive assent. Yet neither
his formal position nor his informal influence mean he can unilater-
ally determine the options open to him. Other actors are able to
shape the options available to Justinian and this fact has a profound
impact on the concrete form imperial policy will take. In short, alt-
hough Justinian consistently chooses the option closest to the aims
and approach mentioned above, he has no choice over the options
actually available to him. Imperial religious policy is necessary cir-
cumscribed by the social context in which it is embedded.

In the first two chapters, we see the negotiation of a common
symbolic boundary with Rome and how much this negotiation de-
pends upon the network position of key nodes of information
transmission. In the third chapter, we find an attempt to negotiate
similarly with the anti-Chalcedonians. To do this, the emperor places
key individuals in direct contact with one another to facilitate coop-
eration and common understanding. There is blow-back with Pope
Agapetus’s unplanned arrival, however, since he has a much more
rigid understanding of these boundaries. Indeed, his presence and
the deposition of Anthimus necessitate the definition and hardening
of boundaries in Constantinople. §36 is the moment symbolic
boundaries harden completely and social boundaries follow shortly
thereafter. The fourth chapter sees Justinian’s efforts in this new en-
vironment. He would like to seek a solution, such as the Three
Chapters condemnation (and the concomitant condemnation of
Origen), but it is to no avail because of the social boundaries now
present. Within this context, Justinian’s efforts through the apocrisa-
rins Pelagius becomes a matter of power-projection. Pelagius, in his
travels about the Mediterranean, is now policing social boundaries,
that is the ‘objectified forms of social differences manifested in une-
qual access to and unequal distribution of resources (material and
nonmaterial) and social opportunities.’> The fifth chapter empha-
sizes the consequences of the unpredictability of agents to one an-
other. Justinian had every reason to expect Vigilius would support
his Three Chapters policy. But emperor’s inability to account for

s Lamont and Molndr, 168.
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Vigilius’s own circumstances meant that the effort to secure papal
consent placed the pope in a double bind, eliminating his ability to
be an effective asset.

A NOTE ON NOMENCLATURE

Nomenclature applied to those who opposed the Council of Chalce-
don in this period remains a potentially thorny issue. The motives of
those who reject the old term ‘monophysite’ are worthy and their
criticism is solid.2¢ But this leaves us in search of a fairer, more accu-
rate, and still useful term. Volker Menze avoids the term ‘miaphysite’
as his ‘book deals mainly with historical and not Christological is-
sues.”?” This present study follows the same reasoning, but I cannot
on these grounds join in his rejection of the term ‘and-
Chalcedonian.” Menze’s case against the term is that it ‘gives the im-
pression that the later so-called Syrian Orthodox defined themselves
and established their church against this council’.>® Unlike Menze’s
work, however, we do not here take the Syrian Orthodox as our sub-
ject, so the risk he identifies is greatly mitigated. Regardless, a similar
criticism might be applied to the seemingly neutral and unmodified
term ‘Chalcedonian.” Were we to base our present terminology on
how the various factions of the period self-identify, we would be
forced to describe multiple groups with the label ‘orthodox.” No one
in the period, not even the Chalcedonians, truly thought of them-
selves as being defined by support of or opposition to that council.
For its supporters, Chalcedon merely affirmed the faith held every-

26 See D. Winkler, ‘Miaphysitism: A New Term for Use in the History of
Dogma and in Ecumenical Theology,” The Harp 10 (1997): 33-40.

27 Menze, 2.

28 He also adds that ‘it again gives dogmatic discussions more weight than
they should have.” Jbid. 2-3. 1 certainly agree that this could be a risk, but
it isn’t clear how the term ‘non-Chalcedonian’ avoids this risk. We cannot
avoid using either the ‘non-’ or ‘anti-’ prefix inasmuch as it’s the ‘Chalce-
donian’ part of the label that introduces them. Of course, although we are
both dealing in historical matters, perhaps the risk of introducing dogmat-
ic discussions is not so great a danger to ecclesiastical history that we ought
to go to great lengths to avoid it.
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where and by all since the time of the apostles. For its detractors,
Chalcedon denied the faith once delivered to the saints. Both parties
reckoned themselves the defenders of the apostolic deposit, and
councils were only defensible as conservative reactions to heretical
innovations. In such a context, if ‘Chalcedonian’ means anything
other than ‘Nicene’ or ‘Apostolic,” its use is just as delegitimating as
‘anti-Chalcedonian,” ‘non-Chalcedonian,” or even ‘monophysite.” It
is unhelpful, therefore, to rely on self-identification among the peri-
od’s factions (or their descendants) as the standard by which to judge
such terms.

The standard used here will be one of respectful practicality. I
am not interested in using language which would attack the legitima-
cy of any group. Indeed, a key idea which will show up in this work
is that language can be and often is employed by polemicists to create
and police boundaries between groups of people. The labels I do
employ are used out of the necessity to identify different groups of
actors in the historical context we are here discussing. In this case,
both sides agree at the time that Chalcedon is the chief point of con-
tention. While neither formally identifies themselves in relation to
that council, their actions relative toward one another justified by
support or opposition thereto. Thus, use of the terms ‘Chalcedoni-
an’ and ‘anti-Chalcedonian’ here are merely intended as practical
descriptors of each group of actors based upon the actions and dispo-
sitions which most clearly delineate them.



CHAPTER 1.
RESOLVING THE ACACIAN SCHISM

Policies come from people and a present set of circumstances; they
are not formed in a vacuum. Policy is the means by which institu-
tions attempt to shape the social reality in which they are embedded.
To understand the apparent inconsistencies in Justinian’s religious
policy we must first understand the context from which those poli-
cies were formed. This will ultimately show how the position of spe-
cific agents and groups would shape policy. We are fortunate to have
available an incident at the inception of the emperor Justin’s reign
that will clarify the connection between agents in Rome and Con-
stantinople. Justin came to power during a period when communion
was severed between the two cities. Given the new emperor’s Chal-
cedonian loyalties, it would be easy to regard the reunion which took
place between Rome and Constantinople as a foregone conclusion,
but this was not the case. An end to the Acacian Schism was achieved
through the careful manipulation of the formal and informal con-
nections between the representatives of Rome and Constantinople
during the negotiations.

THE ACACIAN SCHISM UNDER ANASTASIUS: AN
UNCOMFORTABLE CONVERSATION

The emperor Anastasius inherited a difficult set of circumstances
from his predecessor, Zeno. The doctrinal controversies of the fifth
century had intensified with each successive attempt to bring about
consensus, compromise, or at least clear victory for one side. By the
time Zeno began his reign, the councils of Ephesus, Second Ephesus,
and Chalcedon had already divided the oikoumene. There seemed

21
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little hope that another council could heal divisions rent by councils.
Yet strife among Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians of all stripes
threatened an emperor’s peace, as the short reign of the reckless Basi-
liscus would show. To avoid deepening strife, Zeno searched for
some practical means to secure peace in his time.

Zeno’s dilemma was clear and would persist well after his time.
The Council of Chalcedon could not be rejected outright. The bish-
ops of Rome held Chalcedon as the very faith of the apostles, for at
Chalcedon the so-called Tome of Pope Leo, once excluded altogether
from the Second Council of Ephesus, had been formally declared the
faith of Peter and the Apostles.” The patriarchs of Constantinople
and Jerusalem also had good reason to favor the Council of Chalce-
don, whose canons ensured their positions among the five great pa-
triarchal sees, later termed the Pentarchy.> What is more, both patri-

' “After reading of the aforesaid letter the most devout bishops exclaimed:
“This is the faith of the fathers. This is the faith of the apostles. We all
believe accordingly. We orthodox believe accordingly. Anathema to him
who does not believe accordingly! Peter has uttered through Leo. The
apostles taught accordingly. Leo taught piously and truly. Cyril taught
accordingly. Eternal is the memory of Cyril. Leo and Cyril taught the
same. Leo and Cyril taught accordingly. Anathema to him who does not
believe accordingly! This is the true faith. We orthodox think accordingly.
This is the faith of the fathers. Why was this not read out at Ephesus. Di-
oscorus concealed it.” The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, trans. R. Price
and M. Gaddis (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2007), 2.24-25.

>The patriarch of Constantinople could never forget the rank and prestige
granted by Canon 28: “The fathers appropriately accorded privileges to the
see of Senior Rome because it was the imperial city and, moved by the
same intent, the 150 most God-beloved bishops assigned equal privileges
to the most holy see of New Rome, rightly judging that the city which is
honoured with the imperial government and the senate and enjoys equal
privileges with imperial Senior Rome should be exalted like her in ecclesi-
astical affairs as well, being second after her, with the consequence that the
metropolitans alone of the Pontic, Asian and Thracian dioceses, and also
the bishops from the aforesaid dioceses in barbarian lands, are to be conse-
crated by the aforesaid most holy see of the most holy church at Constan-
tinople, while, of course, each metropolitan of the aforesaid dioceses, to-
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archs knew that rejection of Chalcedon would produce opposition
from local monastic communities. The patriarch of Constantinople
could also anticipate the ire of his city’s people. Neither could the
Council of Chalcedon be openly avowed without a price. Many of
the richest parts of the Empire, especially Egypt, Syria, and the east,
had rejected the council as a betrayal of Cyril of Alexandria’s legacy.
One gets a sense of the tenor of this age seeing monks and bishops
like Philoxenus of Mabbdg rise to prominence through vociferous
opposition to a council regarded throughout the west as ecumenical.
Facing two equally distasteful options, the emperor Zeno sought
after a third.

To address this dilemma, Zeno crafted what seemed a clever
policy for a time, although it would ultimately run afoul of the very
problems he had sought to avoid. In 482, the emperor wrote a letter,
drafted on the advice of the Patriarch Acacius of Constantinople, to
the bishops, clergy, monks and laity of Alexandria, Egypt, Libya and
Pentapolis, a letter known as the Henotikon, or Edict of Unity. The
Henotikon is a document consciously constructed either to satisfy or
at least to avoid offending as many parties as possible. Zeno
bookends the letter with declarations of loyalty to the Nicene-
Constantinopolitan confession.? This was the common ground of

gether with the bishops of the province, ordains the bishops of the prov-
ince, as is laid down in the divine canons.’ Price, Chalcedon, 3.76. Roman
criticism of the Canon 28 notwithstanding, the important point for the
moment is the motivation the canon offered to the patriarch of Constan-
tinople to support, or at least not to oppose, the council. Jerusalem’s patri-
arch had like motivation to maintain the council, for although Chalcedon
did not rank Jerusalem about any other patriarchate, at least it numbered
Jerusalem among the five patriarchs.

3 After the salutation, he begins, “We know that the origin and composi-
tion, the power and irresistible shield of our empire is the sole correct and
truthful faith, which through divine guidance the 318 holy Fathers assem-
bled at Constantinople confirmed it.” Evagrius Scholasticus, EH, III.14;
trans. Michael Whitby, The Ecclesiastical History of Evagrius Scholasticus
(Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2000), 147. He concludes thus:
‘Accordingly, join with the Church, the spiritual mother, enjoying the
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orthodox Christianity upon which all parties could unite, or so he
hoped. Yet he recognized that this alone would be insufficient. The
bulk of the letter takes into account the developments which had
occurred since the Council of Constantinople. It anathematizes Nes-
torius and Eutyches, lionizes Cyril of Alexandria, and confesses the
Virgin Mary as Theotokos. All of this, including the rejection of Eu-
tyches, represents a mainstream position acceptable both to those
who accept and who deny the authority of Chalcedon.

Oftering such an irenic position seemed to have been well calcu-
lated. The sees of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem all accepted it,
although in some cases not immediately.+ Yet despite its early victo-
ries, the Henotikon would prove a sign of contradiction. Most of the
document carefully avoids mention of Chalcedon, but the issue had
to be addressed. To avoid offense to either Chalcedonian or anti-

Chalcedonian, Zeno chose highly ambiguous language.

We have written this not in order to make innovations in the
faith but so as to reassure you. But we anathematize anyone who
has thought, or thinks, any other opinion, either now or at any
time, whether at Chalcedon or at any Synod whatsoever, and es-
pecially the aforesaid Nestorius and Eutyches and those who
hold their opinions.$

same sacred communion in it as us, in accordance with the aforesaid one
and only definition of the faith of the 318 holy Fathers. For our all-holy
mother the Church is eagerly awaiting to embrace you as legitimate sons,
and yearns to hear your sweet and long-awaited voice. Therefore hasten
yourselves, for in doing this you will both attract to yourselves the good-
will of our Lord God and Saviour Jesus Christ and be praised by our impe-
rial rule.” EH, 11.14; trans. 7bid. 149.

+F. K. Haarer, Anastasius I: Politics and Empire in the Late Roman World
(Cambridge: Francis Cairns, 2006), 124. Acceptance in Alexandria had to
await the elevation of Peter Mongus as bishop of Alexandria. Likewise in
Antioch, Calandion would be deposed to be replaced with Peter the Fuller
who would accept the Henotikon. See also £AH, II1.15-16.

s EH, 111.14; trans. Whitby, 149.



1. RESOLVING THE ACACIAN SCHISM 25

The strategy here is fairly clear. A Chalcedonian sympathetic to the
cause of unity could potentially accept the above passage. From the
Chalcedonian perspective, Chalcedon had added nothing to the faith
but had only reaffirmed the unanimous witness of the fathers while
anathematizing heretical novelties, such as the views of Eutyches. On
this reading, ‘any Synod whatsoever’ would exonerate the Henotikon
from singling out Chalcedon while the condemnation of Eutyches
and the affirmation of Cyril would be taken as a confirmation of
Chalcedon’s intent. A sympathetic anti-Chalcedonian could of
course take the inverse reading. Although Chalcedon is not itself
condemned, the anathematization of Nestorius and anyone who
believes contrary to Cyril, which is to say anything contrary to the
apostolic faith, gives some assurance that Chalcedon is not used to
advance Nestorian heresy. Thus read, the phrase ‘whether at Chalce-
don’ becomes a tacit admission that the council coxld be read as sup-
porting the enemies of Cyril. The studied ambiguity of this excerpt
stands in sharp relief with the self-consciously Cyrillian contents of
the letter. The practical effect of the letter was to treat Chalcedon as a
disciplinary council held to condemn Nestorius and Eutyches, whom
Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian alike reviled.® ‘It was,” Frend
says, ‘a masterstroke of Acacian diplomacy. [...] It came as near as any
other attempt before or afterwards to uniting the theologies of the
great churches in the east.’”

It was, hindsight shows, an utter failure. The reading offered
above, it must be admitted, is very sympathetic. The only party likely
to maintain such a reading is one which values unity above all else.
But this was not the chief value of most parties involved. The anti-
Chalcedonians of Zeno’s time were only willing to offer the Heno-
tikon the most reluctant support. Peter Mongus, the bishop of Alex-
andria, was forced to explain publicly that he accepted communion
with Constantinople only because he understood the Henotikon’s
endorsement of Cyril’s twelve chapters and anathematization of Nes-
torius, Eutyches, and ‘every other who would assert the duality of the

¢Frend, 179.
7 Ibid.
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Natures in Christ’ as a nullification of Chalcedon. That this was con-
trary to the actual intent of the Henorikon, which was rather to ig-
nore than to nullify Chalcedon, was obvious to many around Peter.
‘When these events had taken place, only a few monks joined with
Peter [...]’8 Yet this was a polite reception compared to how the
Henotikon fared elsewhere. It was accepted in Antioch only after the
deposition of the Patriarch Calandion, who had rejected it as anti-
Chalcedonian. Calandion was removed for his collaboration with the
habitual turncoat Illus, and replaced in 484 with the sometime Patri-
arch, Peter the Fuller. Only by such means would the Henorikon be
accepted in Antioch.

But the Henotikon had the most unfortunate consequences for
the relationship between Constantinople and Rome. This relation-
ship was already troubled in part, we should note, by failures in
communication, but also by mutual suspicion. As Frend succinctly
explains:

Rome meantime had been caught off balance. As we have not-
ed, in the autumn of 477 Acacius had informed Pope Simplicius
of the evil ways of Peter Mongus and confirmed his support for
the Chalcedonian Timothy in fulsome terms. He had prevailed
on Rome to excommunicate Peter [...] A year later, however,
Simplicius may have been beginning to suspect that Acacius was
coming round to accepting Peter, for he demanded the latter’s
removal ‘far off’. He was not prepared to tolerate him even in
his original office as a deacon. [...] [A]nd now Acacius’ seeming-
ly complete volte-face with his recognition of Peter Mongus ap-
peared like an act of gross treachery. ‘Even if he [Peter] were
now orthodox, he should be admitted to lay communion only.’
This was written on 15 July 482, a fortnight before the Henotik-
on. The papacy, however, was out of touch with the situation

8 The Chronicle of Pseudo-Zachariah Rbetor: Church and War in Late
Antiquity, trans. Geoffrey Greatrex (Liverpool: Liverpool University
Press, 2011), VI.2.c.
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and it is not known how the emperor’s decree was received in
Rome.?

This suspicion would not be helped during Pope Simplicius’s life
since he died in early 483. Nor would the issues of communication be
addressed. Simplicius had complained of Constantinople’s failure to
keep him apprised of developments in the east.’® It cannot have
helped suspicions when his successor, Felix III, was informed of re-
cent events, not through official correspondences from Constanti-
nople, but by the Akoimetoi. Failure to communicate breeds suspi-
cion and undermine trust. When the Patriarch Acacius continued to
remain out of touch, Pope Felix sent a delegation to Constantinople.
It is little surprise, therefore, that all these suspicions should seem
justified when one of the papal legates took communion, only to
hear the names of Dioscorus and Peter Mongus commemorated in
the diptychs. Upon the delegation’s return, Acacius was excommu-
nicated by a synod in Rome." The Acacian Schism, as it would be
known, would last from 484 until s19. The fruit of Acacian diploma-
cy was suspicion and the sharpest division between Rome and Con-
stantinople until the ninth century.

This Acacian Schism remained the dominant factor in Roma-
no-Constantinopolitan relations throughout the reign of the emper-
or Anastasius. During this time, the state of relations did not remain
static but continued to deteriorate. The final years of the Acacian
Schism saw relations between Rome and Constantinople at the end
of Anastasius’s reign finally and completely collapse. These years are
particularly interesting for anyone wanting to examine negotiations
between the emperor and prominent bishops as they were actually
practiced in Late Antiquity. Much occurs in this period, as in all pe-
riods, behind closed doors. Agreements occurring within the ritual-
ized setting of a council can be placed in minutes as a fair accompli
and details often suffer more confusion and manipulation once they
have been subjected to chroniclers or historians. But the record of

9Frend, 181-82.
© Jbid., 182 fn. 4.
U Ihid., 182 fn. 6.
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this negotiation comes down to us chiefly in the form of letters. Let-
ters are never frank and open conversations, and they are borne by
those who likely have more information to convey, yet in them we
have better information on the course of a negotiation than we
might hope from documents such as council acts.

The letters passed back and forth between Rome and Constan-
tinople in this period provide a vivid record of the collapse in Roma-
no-Constantinopolitan relations. Most importantly for our purpos-
es, they provide a clear contrast with those from the early reign of
Justin. Given the souring of trust between the imperial court and the
papacy so far, it is perhaps unsurprising that relations should deterio-
rate to this point. This is particularly true in light of a series of events
which quickly prompted a flurry of communication between Old
and New Rome.

VITALIAN AS CHAMPION OF ORTHODOXY

In s13, Vitalian, a comes in Thrace, began a revolt against the emperor
Anastasius. Vitalian led his foederati against Hypatius, magister mili-
tum of Thrace, on the very traditional grounds that Hypatius and
the emperor had failed to give the foederati supplies owed to them.®
This revolt would persist through the remainder of Anastasius’s
reign. Vitalian would prove an unusually successful rebel in the sense
that he survived, but even more in that he was occasionally able to
extort concessions from the emperor. The details of the rebellion
need not concern us here, but for one important aspect.3 Vitalian
justified his as an orthodox rebellion, supporting this claim by press-
ing the emperor into new negotiations with Rome. Scholarly reac-
tion to this justification has been mixed but may be divided into two
general camps of those who would take it on face value and those
who would reject it as a cynical manipulation of Balkan religious sen-
timents toward political ends. The dichotomy between Vitalian as

2 PLRE2.1172.

B For details on the successes and failures of Vitalian’s rebellion, see Bury,
1.447-452 for the most readable account; PLRE 2.1171-1176 for helpful
references; and Haarer, 164—179 for a recent treatment.
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champion of orthodox and Vitalian as champion of his own ambi-
tion deserves consideration, as it provides a context for much of what
follows.

Scholarly Perspectives on Vitalian’s Motives

Relatively little work has been done on Vitalian himself, since he is
most often discussed in the context the more prominent figures of
the sixth century. In more general works, his entire career may be
covered with scarcely more than a sentence. Even so, such a sentence
often reveals much about its author.4 Therefore, along with the
more direct treatments of Vitalian’s motivations, we will take a look
at some of the more prominent declarations on the matter.

Before doing so, however, I would like to take a moment to ad-
dress the importance of the topic. First, motive always forms a basic
datum of historical narrative, one on which larger causal explana-
tions are built. We know that Vitalian launched a rebellion but un-
derstanding conflict within his broader historical context is necessari-
ly built on understanding the causes of seemingly minor events like
these. Second, it will become apparent that the explanations given
thus far cannot be easily reconciled with the direction scholarship has
taken. As old dichotomies between politics and theology have been
collapsed for some of the more prominent figures and events in Late
Antiquity, it becomes necessary also to reexamine relatively more
obscure points in the light of new understanding. Third, under-
standing human motivation has an intrinsic interest and Vitalian
provides an important case study both in motives and how scholars
assign them.

14 Perhaps the most interesting example of this comes from Edward Gib-
bon who takes three sentences to cover Vitalian’s ‘pious rebellion’ carried
out with an army chiefly comprised of idolaters. In the final of these he
concludes with typical declarative irony: “And such was the event of the
first of the religious wars which have been waged in the name and by the
disciples, of the God of peace.” The History of the Decline and Fall of the
Roman Empire, Vol. II, Chapter 47.
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Of the older scholarship, the views of ]. B. Bury and Peter Cha-
ranis are foundational. Bury presents Vitalian as an opportunist, but
a predictable one. Anastasius’s religious and economic policies had
made him few friends, particularly in the Balkans, and therefore ‘it
was not surprising that an ambitious soldier should conceive the
hope of dethroning him.” 5 Even Hypatius’s failure to deliver sup-
plies to the foederati is treated as a ‘pretext’ for Vitalian’s revolt.® So
it is lictle surprise that Bury should regard the comes as merely, ‘pre-
tend[ing] to represent the religious discontent, to voice orthodox
indignation at the new form of the Trisagion, and to champion the
cause of the deposed Patriarch Flavian who was his personal friend,
and the deposed Patriarch Macedonius.” 7

Bury’s views concerning Vitalian’s motives are shared by others.
Charanis presents Vitalian thus: ‘Hoping to utilize the religious dis-
content of the western provinces and of the capital, he declared in
favor of the deposed bishops and made himself the champion of or-
thodoxy.”® Although he notes Vitalian’s connections to the Patri-
arch Flavian and the pro-Chalcedonian Scythian monks, whom we
shall meet again, these are treated as secondary in importance, for
‘the real object of his revolt was nothing less than the deposition of
Anastasius and his own elevation to the imperial throne.” Charanis
arrived at this explanation because it is offered by the sources them-
selves, which often attribute Vitalian’s rebellion to opportunism.2°

5 Bury, 1.447.

6 Ihid., 1.448.

7 Ibid.

18 Peter Charanis, Church and State in the Later Roman Empire: The Reli-
gious Policy of Anastasius the First, 491-518 (Madison, Wisconsin: Uni-
versity of Wisconsin Press, 1939), 52.

9 [bid.

20 Charanis does not himself argue for the point. He states it and footnotes
comments made in the sources (sources which we shall discuss below) and
moves on, regarding the testimony of ancient commentators as sufficient
to prove the point. Doubtless he felt no need to belabor the matter, his
focus being chiefly on the policies of Anastasius rather than the psycholog-
ical state of Vitalian.
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Alexander Vasiliev carried the thesis of Vitalian’s opportunism
into the second half of the twentieth century. Because his focus is on
the reign of Justin, Vasiliev’s discussion of Vitalian is limited, but it is
explicit. Vitalian was ‘posing as a ardent champion of orthodoxy and
an energetic opponent of the monophysite policy of Anastasius’.>!
He did so because the areas under his control were themselves pro-
Chalcedonian. ‘But his orthodox championship was only the out-
ward pretext for the revolt. His real object was to dethrone Anasta-
sius and become emperor himself.’ > One of the few writers from the
twentieth century to display any ambivalence on the question is Pat-
rick Gray, who linked Vitalian’s Chalcedonianism to his Balkan ex-
traction, but did not find it necessary to link this to any charges of
opportunism.?

Insistence on Vitalian’s cynical opportunism has only increased
with the new century. In her careful study of the reign of Anastasius
I, Fiona K. Haarer acknowledged that the sources record the both
religious and fiscal justification for Vitalian’s revolt.>+ Citing Bury,
Charanis, and Vasiliev, however, Haarer is able to pronounce upon
Vitalian’s motives with some certainty. ‘[T]hat [Vitalian] simply
manipulated the religious discord and utilised the dissatisfaction of
the foederati under his care and genuine poverty of the rural popula-
tion in order to bring about the deposition of Anastasius seems in-
disputable.” > For Haarer, Vitalian’s later behavior only reaffirms this
conclusion.

Vitalian remained an exile until after the death of Anastasius in
518; but he was recalled to Constantinople under Justin’s edict
granting pardon to all those banished by his predecessor. If there
was any doubt about the sincerity of Vitalian’s supposed mo-

2 A. A. Vasiliev, Justin the First: An Introduction to the Epoch of Justinian
the Great (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1950), 108.

2 Vasiliev, 109.

23 Patrick Gray, The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553), Studies in
the History of Christian Thought XX (E.J. Brill: Leiden, 1979), 41-2.

24 Haarer, 165.

s Haarer, 165 fn. 235.
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tives for revolt, it is clear from his behaviour in the early years of
Justin’s reign that ambition for imperial power had been his ul-
timate goal. In his negotiations with Anastasius, apart from the
first settlement when he demanded the removal of the unpopu-
lar Hypatius from office, the financial claims of the foederati are
entirely ignored. Instead, Vitalian focused on the theological is-
sues, and it was the promotion of strict orthodoxy which was his
main concern under Justin. On his recall from exile, he demand-
ed assurances of faith from both Justin and Justinian. The popu-
larity he gained from his violent persecution of the monophy-
sites made him a dangerous rival to Justinian, who contrived to
murder him in July, s20. As under Anastasius, Vitalian’s ambi-
tion was only very thinly cloaked by his championship of ortho-
doxy.2¢

This view is not without some difficulties. First, the financial claims
of the foederati were hardly ignored. Vitalian’s victories in the field
made it possible for him to pay his troops directly. In his negotia-
tions with Anastasius, Vitalian was able to secure 9,000 pounds of
gold in exchange for the captured Hypatius, as well as Hypatius’s
newly vacant position as magister militum.>” Together, these are pre-
cisely the actions we would expect Vitalian to take to address the fis-
cal concerns of the foederati. It is difficult to see what more Vitalian
could have done if paying the foederati and taking the office of one
who had failed to pay them was insufficient. Second, with the finan-
cial concerns of the foederari addressed, Vitalian did indeed shift his
focus to religious matters. But here, continued religious concerns and
even the fact of his assassination are held up as evidence of Vitalian’s
cynicism toward religion. These events can be read as the deeds of a
calculating and power-hungry individual, but only if one begins with
the assumption that ambition was his only possible motivation.
Volker L. Menze’s recent Justinian and the Making of the Syri-
an Orthodox Church offers some discussion of Vitalian’s motives as
well. Much of this discussion, however, falls within a broader discus-

26 Haarer, 179.
27 Bury, 1.450.
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sion of the emperor Justin’s Chalcedonianism, a topic we will con-
sider shortly. For the moment it is enough to note that Menze says
Vitalian ‘marched against the city several times between 513 and s17
under the pretext that Anastasius was not orthodox.’?8

The consensus on Vitalian’s cynical opportunism seems over-
whelming. Before turning to the sources to consider whether it is
justified, however, one final work deserves consideration, if for no
other reason than the fact that it takes a different view. In a relatively
recent article, Dan Ruscu arrives at this novel conclusion:

Accordingly, Vitalian must be regarded as a Romano-Gothic na-
tional of mixed race from Dobruja, who defended the interests
of his native province. In the religious conflict in which he be-
came involved, Vitalian is thus the political instrument of the
Scythian monasticism, who defends first Orthodoxy against a
Monophysite Emperor, and later becomes a factor of political
pressure, defending Eastern tradition against Rome’s exaggerat-
ed demands.??

I will offer some criticism of Ruscu’s position below, but before so
doing I should like to point out that he takes a unique and even re-
freshing approach to the question. Up to this point, most authors
have treated it as a given that politics and religion are somehow anti-
thetical, that religious convictions can only be genuine insofar as
people do not act on them in a way that renders political benefit. But
Ruscu never treats political and religious motives as exclusive. Nor
really is it self-evident that these two should conflict. We are remind-
ed elsewhere that politics in the eastern Roman empire have a reli-

28 Menze, 23. But see also pg. 21 and fn. 29. Though it is stated as fact on
pg- 23, here Menze presents it only as a possibility that the conflict over
Chalcedon was a pretext. Of course, the issue is not central to Menze’s
argument inasmuch as the threat of the Chalcedonian Vitalian largely
functions to explain Justin’s Chalcedonianism. Justin’s Chalcedonian
loyalties, and Menze’s view that they were largely a matter of convenience,
are discussed below.

29 Dan Ruscu, “The Revolt of Vitalianus in the “Scythian Controversy”,’
Byzantinische Zeitschrift, Bd. 101, Nr. 2 (2009): 785.
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gious and even theological quality and that they cannot, therefore, be
properly treated as independent.3® Unfortunately, the standard nar-
rative for many periods of late-antique and Byzantine history has yet
to work out the implications of this insight fully.

Because he appears only briefly on the historical stage, it can be
easy to overlook the question of Vitalian’s motives. Indeed, it is all
the easier to do so when Vitalian seems to fit so easily within any-
one’s preexisting view of human motivation. If one wishes to see him
as a cynical opportunist, the opinions of our sources may be cited
directly. But if one wishes to see him as a deeply dedicated Chalcedo-
nian, his apparent constancy on this point may be cited, as we will
see from looking at the sources.

Vitalian’s Motives in the Sources

The most noticeable thing about the treatment of Vitalian in the
sources is how little consideration he is given. Evagrius Scholasticus
says remarkably little on the matter considering Vitalian’s later im-
portance to the Chalcedonian cause.?* Of most interest to our ques-

3 Thus we find in H. G. Beck, Kirche und Theologische Literatur im
Byzantinische Reich, 1: ‘Kirche und Staat bilden nicht zwei nebeneinander
stehende selbstindige “Gewalten”, stehen freilich auch nicht im Verhilenis
der Uber- und Unterordnung zueinander, sondern bilden eine mystische
Einheit, zwei Aspekte desselben Lebens erloster — Christen.
Reichsgeschichte ist zugleich Kirchengeschischte, und entscheidende
Impulse der Politik sind religidser, ja theologische Natur.’

3 The passage dealing with Vitalian’s rebellion is so short, it may be con-
veniently quoted in full: “There rebelled against Anastasius Vitalian, a
Thracian by race, who after ravaging Thrace and Moesia as far as Odessus
and Anchialus pressed on to the imperial city with an innumerable horde
of Hunnic tribes. The emperor sent Hypatius to meet him. And after Hy-
patius was betrayed by his own men, taken captive, and released for a large
ransom, Cyril undertook the campaign. At first the battle was evenly bal-
anced, and then it experienced various alternations in pursuits and retreats;
although Cyril had held the upper hand, a pursuit had to turn back on
itself when his soldiers allowed themselves to be defeated. And in this way
Vitalian took Cyril captive from Odessus and pushed his advance as far as
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tion at the moment is that Evagrius assigns a motivation to Vitalian,
claiming that he had ‘nothing else in his thoughts than to capture the
city itself and to control the empire.’*

Marcellinus Comes also offers only a short treatment of events,
but this is not unusual for Marcellinus. This chronicler is of special
interest, inasmuch as he offers Vitlian’s justification for rebellion.

After arranging his contingents from one sea across to the other
he himself advanced up to the Golden Gate (as it is called) with-
out losing a single man, while maintaining ostensibly that he
had approached Constantinople on behalf of Macedonius the
bishop of the city, exiled without reason by the emperor Anasta-
sius.

the place called Sycae, ravaging everything, burning everything, having
nothing else in his thoughts than to capture the city itself and to control
the empire.

‘When this man had encamped at Sycae, Marinus the Syrian, whom we
mentioned before, was sent by the emperor with a naval force to do battle
with Vitalian. And so the two forces met, the one with Sycae astern, the
other with Constantinople. And at first they remained stationary, but
then, after sallies and exchanges of missiles between the two contingents, a
fierce naval battle was joined near the place called Bytharia; after backing
water, Vitalian fled precipitately, losing the majority of his force, while his
associates fled so quickly that on the morrow not a single enemy was
found in the vicinity of Anaplus or the city. They say that Vitalian then
remained for some time at Anchialus, keeping quiet. Another Hunnic race
also made an incursion, after crossing the Cappadocian Gates.” EH, I11.43;
Whitby trans., 194.

32 Ibid.

33 ‘[...] dispositisque a mari in mare suorum ordinibus ipse ad usque por-
tam, quae aurea dicitur, sine ullius dispendio, scillicet pro orthodoxorum
se fide proque Macedonio urbis episcopo incassum ab Anastasio principe
exulato Constantinopolim accessisse asserens.” Marcellinus Comes, The
Chronicle of Marcellinus Comes: A Translation and Commentary, Brian
Croke, trans. (Sydney: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies,
2005), a. 514.1.
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Macedonius, as noted above, was Vitalian’s uncle. Malalas agrees that
Vitalian cited the deposition of Macedonius as his motivation for
rebellion, saying, ‘During [Anastasius’] reign the Thracian Vitalian
rebelled, allegedly giving the banishment of the bishops as a pre-
text.3+ Malalas goes on to concur with Evagrius that Vitalian, ‘want-
ed to take Constantinople itself’, a claim supported by his approach
to the city.

Anti-Chalcedonian sources also provide some perspective on
the matter. Pseudo-Zacharias discusses the fact that Vitalian, a war-
like and cunning general, rebelled against Anastasius, but assigns no
particular motive for so doing.’ John of Nikiu, on the other hand, is
insistent upon Vitalian’s motives.

And Vitalian, moreover, who was commander of the troops in
the province of Thrace, being a man of perverse heart, hated Se-
verus the saint of God. Now the emperor Anastasius had ap-
pointed Severus patriarch of Antioch in the room of the heretic
Flavian, whom he had banished, when the orthodox bishops of
the east testified in the favour of the former.3¢

Such are the claims of our sources on Vitalian’s motives. Both the
sources and the scholarly treatments undervalue a key to understand-
ing Vitalian’s actions. We are never isolated individuals, abstracted
from human relationships. We are, in large part, who we have con-
nections with. It is an odd sort of thing to regard a man as exploiting
a situation simply out of imperial ambition when the soldiers under
his command, the religious sentiments of many of his countrymen,
and indeed some his own personal connections and patrons had suf-
fered under the present emperor’s rule. Certainly, we may say that

3+ John Malalas, The Chronicle of Jobn Malalas, Books VIII-XVIII, Glan-
ville Downey and Matthew Spinka, trans. (Chicago: University of Chica-
go Press, 1940) XV1.402.

35 PZ, 8.13.

3¢ John of Nikiu, The Chronicle of Jobn, Bishop of Nikin, Robert Henry
Charles, trans. (London: Text and Translation Society, 1916) 89.72. John
reiterates Vitalian’s hatred of Severus as a key motive for his character at
90.7-8.
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this situation made it possible for an ambitious soldier to indulge in a
revolt, but given the duties owed to patrons and clients alike we
would be equally justified in saying that the situation made revolt
necessary. The commander who does not feed his troops will not
long retain their loyalty. The nephew and godson of pro-
Chalcedonian patriarchs deposed by Anastasius, Macedonius II of
Constantinople and Flavian II of Antioch respectively, can hardly be
considered worthy of anyone’s loyalty if he does not fight for both
them and their creed.’” Vitalian’s actions were shaped by his personal
connections. Dichotomies between categories like politics and theol-
ogy only obscure the powerful motivations implicit in our place
within a social system.

The End of Anastasius

Vitalian demanded what was best for his troops and for his personal
connections, the deposed Chalcedonian patriarchs, and thereby be-
came a champion of Chalcedonian orthodoxy. Vitalian’s rebellion
resulted in an agreement from Anastasius that a council would meet
in Heraclea, that the Chalcedonian bishops would be restored, and
that communion with Rome would be restored. But Anastasius nev-
er held the council and the agreement was not fulfilled. What is
worse still for the magister militum, the emperor eventually sent his
advisor, Marinus, with a fleet which managed to route Vitalian’s.
Vitalian was able to save his life through flight, but he would not be
able to directly threaten Anastasius again.

Judging by the final few letters sent between the pope and the
emperor before the latter’s death, the council might not have been
particularly productive even if it had occurred. The letters become
increasingly combative, culminating in a final angry declaration from
Anastasius to Hormisdas: “You may insult and thwart me but you
may not command me.”?® There were no subsequent communica-

37 On Vitalian’s relationship to his uncle Macedonius and his godfather
Flavian, see, inter alia, PLRE 2.1171; Timothy E. Gregory, ‘Vitalian’ in
ODB; and Frend, 220.

38 Trans. here Frend, 233. ‘Iniuriari et adnullari sustinere possumus, iuberi
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tions from Anastasius. Little further could be achieved once relations
had reached such a point and once the threat of Vitalian was margin-
alized Anastasius had no further incentive to cooperate.

DELEGATION AND NEGOTIATION UNDER JUSTIN

With such an end to dialogue between the pope and the emperor, it
is just as well for the sake of unity that Anastasius’s reign would soon
draw to a close. There is little chance of returning to negotiations
when one leaves them as Anastasius had. After his death in July s19,
Anastasius’s position was filled by Justin, a speaker of Latin and a
reliable Chalcedonian. With Justin’s accession, there was new hope
for an end to the Acacian Schism and discussions quickly took on a
fresh optimism. These negotiations included others besides emperor
and the pope, especially Justin’s nephew and the undoubted intellec-
tual power behind the throne, Justinian. As we shall see, the tenor of
the letters gradually changes as the connections between the imperial
and papal courts build. Since the negotiations were ultimately suc-
cessful in mending the Acacian Schism, it will be especially instruc-
tive to examine them in close detail. Such a close look will help us to
discover how relationships may be built between individuals and the
institutions in which they are embedded through the process of con-
flict resolution.

The first of the papal letters are dominated by overt enthusiasm
for Justin’s accession and the hope of imminent peace in the church.
Yet, subtle hints and cues are contained within the letters showing
more than mere congratulation was intended. Amidst their ritualized
well-wishing, both sides are carefully determining how to construct a
relationship and indicating their own expectations. As we examine
the letters, it will be important for us to bear in mind that reading
letters can give us the false impression of a simple, dyadic relation-
ship between the author and addressee. But in letters such as these,
the relationship is always triadic, including the bearer of the letter as
a party of the conversation, often with explicit acknowledgment,

non possumus.” C4, Letter 138.5.
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alongside sender and recipient. This can be of some consequence, as
we shall see.

It is little wonder that the accession of emperor Justin, an
avowed Chalcedonian and a speaker of Latin, should be welcomed
by Hormisdas. The first letter of the new reign was an announce-
ment from the emperor to Pope Hormisdas formally announcing his
rise to power.3? The letter is typical of those written in Justin’s name.
It is short, formal, and formulaic. Claiming he refused the honor,
Justin attributed his election instead to the favor of the Senate, Ar-
my, nobles, and above all the Holy Trinity.4° He proceeded to re-
quest the prayers of the pope, whereby the empire would be
strengthened. As is usually the case in late-antique literature, howev-
er, the ritualized quality of the letter is significant. The attempted
refusal of imperial purple is a means of signaling his worthiness to
wear it while the announcement and prayer request to the pope
showed his desire to reestablish regular communication between old
and new Rome.

The response to this very straightforward and unassuming an-
nouncement was enthusiastic. Hormisdas declared from the begin-
ning his joy at the news and wasted no time before indicating that
Justin’s reign would give the church rest after the weariness wrought
through controversy.# Justin would not only satisfy the west,
Hormisdas believed, but would also heal the east.

You have restored the first fruits of your empire owed to the
blessed apostle Peter, which we accept devoutly for this reason,
since we believe without a doubt that the concord of the

39 CA, Letter 141.

40 ‘[_.] per has sacras declaramus epistolas, quod primum quidem insepa-
rabilis trinitatis fauore, deinde amplissimorum procerum sacri nostri
palatii et sanctissimi senatus nec non electione fortissimi exercitus ad im-
perium nos licet nolentes ac recusantes electos fuisse atque firmatos.” C4,
Letter 141.4-8.

#‘Uenerabilis regni uestri primitiis, fili gloriosissime, loco muneris gratula-
tionem suam catholica transmittit ecclesia, per quos se post tantam dis-
cordiae fatigationem requiem pacis inuenire confidit.” C4, Letter 142.1.
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churches is to be soonest through you. God, who has granted us
the wish of speaking to the feelings of your piety, himself will
offer his goodwill concerning the pure worship of his religion,
just as we desire. 4>

Assuring the new emperor that his refusal of power only proves his
election by God, Hormisdas insisted with rhetorical flair that Justin’s
efforts would restore peace to the church. ‘Let them cease,’
Hormisdas wrote, ‘who oppose [God’s] peace; let them rest, who in
the guise of shepherds try to disperse the flock of Christ! Their cor-
rection establishes the powers of your empire, for where God is
rightly honored adversity will be without effect.’#3 It would not be
long until Hormisdas would request that specific groups be correct-
ed, using this same kind of language to influence Justin’s actions.
This remarkable response to Justin’s accession deserves some
explanation. The letter sent to Hormisdas is dated August 1, 518. It
was borne by a certain vir spectabilis, named Alexander, who un-
doubtedly also brought news of what had transpired in the capital
upon the death of Anastasius.4+ On July 15, less than a week after the
emperor’s passing, a mob assembled in Constantinople rejoicing in
the name of the new emperor and the orthodox faith. As it is depict-

2 ‘debitas beato Petro apostolo imperii uestri primitias red<di>distis, quas
hac ratione deuote suscepimus, quia ecclesiarum per uos proxime futuram
credimus sine dubitatione concordiam. deus, qui pietatis uestrae sensibus
alloquendi nos uota concessit, ipse circa sincerum religionis suae cultum
praestabit, sicut optamus, affectum.” C4, Letter 142.2.

43 ‘cessent, qui paci eius obsistunt; quiescant, qui in forma pastorum cona-
tur gregem Christi dispergere! istorum correctio uires uestri firmat imperii,
quia ubi deus recte colitur, aduersitas non habebit effectum.” C4, Letter
142 4.

44 For what little we know of Alexander, see PLRE 2.57, ‘Alexander 17°.
The events which follow are not recounted in the CA. Our source is a
document entitled “Omwg éxnpvydnoay &v it éxxinoio ai obvodol’ quoted
in the proceedings of Session V of the Synod of Constantinople (see.4CO
3.5.27). This reconstruction follows Jakob Speigl ‘Synoden im Gefolge der
Wende der Religionspolitik unter Kaiser Justinos (518),” Ostkirchliche
Studien 45 (1996): 3-20.
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ed in the sources, the mob had little doubt of the religious loyalties of
Justin and demanded the immediate proclamation of Chalcedon.#
Offered a choice between abdication on the one hand and the con-
fession of Chalcedon and anathematization of Severus, ‘the Mani-
chaean’ and ‘the new Judas’, on the other, the Patriarch John gave his
confession from the ambo. Thereupon the crowd pressed the patri-
arch until at last he assembled the bishops present in Constantinople
that he might pronounce the verdict against Severus while maintain-
ing canonical form.+¢ John charged that Severus had separated him-
self from the church by his own actions. By the next day, the crowd
demanded even more, requiring that the relics of the Patriarchs Eu-
phemius and Macedonius be returned and that their names should
be entered into the diptychs along with those of the four councils
and the Pope Leo.#”7 When after many threats the patriarch com-
plied, the mob turned from agitation to rejoicing and a liturgy was
celebrated.

This story, at least as it appears in the official records, is set only
a couple weeks before Justin’s letter to Hormisdas. It is likely, there-
fore, that in addition to bearing the official announcement of Jus-
tin’s accession, Alexander also brought the first word of this change
in the official religious position of Constantinople. Such news would

+ ‘Y dylay odvodov dptL xpvéoy- dpBbdotog Bacthedet, Tiva PoBijoat; vixdt #
mioTig ToD Paoidéwg, vixdl | mioTis THg adyovoTag. Tob véov Kawvotavtivov
oM T ETv, T véag EXévg modda Ta gty mwodda Ta Etq Tod
TaTpLdpyou- dkte tig Tpiddog: Tovotive atyovore TVINCAS. [...] Ty obvodov
Xoxndbvog dptt xnpviov.” ACO 3.5.27.72,10-17.

46n addition to unnamed others, the document cites twelve of these bish-
ops are by name: ‘[..] Oecoidov ToD OeopihecTdTov EmMoKSTOV TG
Hpaxdewtdv xal Oeodétov [..] thg Tayypnvdv xal Ymatiov [...] ¢
Klawdiovmodtav xal Twdvvov 10 [...] Boomépov xat TTvBayépov [...] Tfig
Zworiwy xal Toaaxiov [...] Tlevtaméiews tig EAdadog xal Twdvvov |[...]
Zewviwy Tig Tlappvdlawv yopag xai Apavtiov [..] ths Nixomohtdv xal
Appoviov [...] the ABvdnvav, IThdtwvos [...] tic Kpatiovav, Ebotabiov [...]
Tiic Pihadedéwy xai ITadyiov [...] Thg Allevitdv xal étépwy BeopileotdTwy
¢moxémov [...] ACO 3.5.27.74,4-12.

47 ACO 3.5.27.75,1-5.
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readily explain Hormisdas’s enthusiasm. The Constantinopolitan
mob achieved much of what he had long desired and, if we are to
believe the account, it may have done so at least partly in the name of
reunion with Rome.# Hormisdas would have had good reason,
therefore, to be optimistic about his chances of influencing Justin’s
policies. This emphasizes the importance of the bearer himself, who
was able to communicate to the recipient information which was not
always present in the letter. It also serves to remind us how little we
sometimes know about negotiations, as they often involve infor-
mation or offers best left unwritten.

Justin’s announcement, the probable news carried with it, and
the response of Hormisdas served both as a formal introduction be-
tween the parties and a signal of willingness to work together. This
signaling is important, because it opens the possibility of a different
kind of relationship than what prevailed, or rather failed, between
Hormisdas and the court of Anastasius. This relationship, as we shall
see, can develop trust and enable greater cooperation as uncertainty
is mitigated. 4

48 The crowd is several times said to have shouted phrases like, ‘48eAqoi
Xprotiavol pie yoyn.” (4CO 3.5.27.72,29-30) Speigl seems to interpret this
as the crowd’s desire for reunion with Rome. ‘Eine grofle Volksmenge
empfind den Patriarchen. Sie verlangte von ihm die Kirchengemeinschaft
mit Rom, das Bekenntnis der Synode von Chalkedon oder den Riicktritt
(27.72,14.20), sie forderte die Exkommunikation des Severos.” Speigl,
‘Synoden im Gefolge,” 3. Without the specific references to the demand
that Leo be added to the diptychs, these phrases would be more ambigu-
ous.

49 This statement should not be taken to imply that trust is strictly neces-
sary for or coextensive with cooperation. For ‘cooperation cannot be
equated with trust. This is because cooperation may emerge where no
trust exists (Axelrod, 1984).” Susan Helper and Mari Sako, ‘Determinants
of trust in supplier relations: Evidence from the automotive industry in
Japan and the United States,” Journal of Economic Behavior € Organiza-
tion 34 (1998), 390. Yet the kind of cooperation that prevails where gen-
eral trust is at low levels is often not desirable to most players involved. For
a good example of cooperation under conditions where trust is scarce, see
Diego Gambetta, ‘Mafia: The Price of Distrust,’ in Trust: Making and
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With a letter of September 7th, 518, Justin began to get to the
details of negotiating a reconciliation with Rome. In addition to in-
troducing an attached letter of the patriarch of Constantinople, John
I1, Justin claimed the bishops requested that he contact the pope for
the sake of ecclesiastical unity.s° Nothing is mentioned in the letter
about the mobs forcing the Patriarch’s hand, but framing matters
this way allows Justin to present the bishops in Constantinople as
desirous of unity and himself as essential to secure that desire. For he
goes on to say that he consented to this petition gladly as he had him-
self desired this end.s* The letter concludes with an important re-
quest:

Moreover, so that the promises of peace, unity, and concord
might be more completely disclosed to your Sanctity, appoint
some most religious priests, who embrace and desire peace, to
come to our most sacred court. Indeed, for this reason we have
sent directly Gratus, vir sublimus, our comes sacri consistorii and
magister scrinii memoriae, an excellent opinion of whom we
have recognized many times before.s>

Breaking Cooperative Relations, Diego Gambetta, ed. (Oxford and New
York: Basil Blackwell, 1988): 158-75. Under potentially friendlier circum-
stances, as we have here, trust should be thought of as a catalyst for coop-
eration.

s° ‘Tohannes uir beatissimus, huius regiae urbis antistes, et ceteri uiri religi-
osi episcopi de diuersis locis et ciuitatibus hic reperti nostram serenitatem
docuerunt pro concordia ueram et orthodoxam fidem colentium proque
unitate uenerabilium eius ecclesiarum litteras tuae sanctitati offerendas
confecisse ac magnopere postularunt nostras etiam epistolares paginas
super hoc ad eam emanere.” C4, Letter 143.1; Cp. CN, document 549.

St ‘quorum petitiones, utpote semper unitatis amatores constituti, libenter
amplexi hos diuinos apices ad tuam beatitudem sensuimus prorogandos,
quibus sesceptis desideriis supra dictorum reuerentissimorum antistitum
subuenire proque nobis et re publica [...]” C4, Letter 143.2.

5* ‘ut autem tuae sancitati pacis et unitatis atque concordiae iura plenius
patefiant, quosdam religiosissimos sacerdotes pacem amplectentes et de-
siderantes ad sacrissimum nostrum peruenire disponat comitatum. ob
hanc etenim causam Gratum u. s. sacri nostri consistorii comitem et mag-
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The request that a delegation of priests be sent to Constantino-
ple has several purposes. One might imagine the advantages for Con-
stantinople of having papal representatives at its disposal, as subse-
quent history demonstrates the willingness of the court to use apocri-
sarii and indeed resident popes to their own ends. Indeed, in a con-
temporary letter to Hormisdas, Justinian even requests that Pope
Hormisdas himself should come to Constantinople, foreshadowing a
strategy for exercising influence that would remain constant
throughout Justinian’s reign.s? The request was pointedly ignored by
the pope. Yet the purpose expressed in Justin’s letter is for what we
would call transparency in contemporary political rhetoric. The
presence of priests who represent papal interests in Constantinople
can act, for the pope, as a guarantor of those interests.s+ A guarantee
of transparency is a means of encouraging others to cooperate, as it
both decreased uncertainty and aids the development of what organ-
izational sociologists have termed ‘goodwill trust.’ss Justin sought to

istrum scrinii memoriae direximus, cuius praeclaram opinionem multis
antea notam habemus temporibus.” C4, Letter 143.3

$ ‘ut modis omnibus dignetur Constantinopolim ad reliqua concordiae
componenda uenire.” C4, Letter 147.3. Agapetus’s uninvited arrival,
which we will discuss in chapter three, is an exception here that proves the
rule. Justinian wanted the pope’s presence to accomplish his own ends,
but he wanted the pope on his own terms. In this way, Vigilius’s presence
and Justinian’s willingness to lean on him proves the best model.

s+ The significance of this is somewhat obscured by Coleman-Norton’s
rendering: ‘Moreover, that the rights of peace and of unity and of concord
may be made more fully clear to your Sanctity, arrange to send to our most
sacred court some most religious bishops who embrace and desire peace.’
The meaning of 7ura here is best understood in light of the earlier part of
the letter. Justin claimed at the beginning of the letter that the court and
bishops in Constantinople desired peace and unity, and now he offers a
means of seeing this promise fulfilled.

55 ‘Sharing of information facilitates coordination between organizations.
But disclosing proprietary or confidential information to the other party,
that is, acting as if one trusted the other, exposes one’s vulnerability. In
this situation, a two-way flow of information is essential for creating and
sustaining trust, which feeds on a loose form of reciprocity over time.’
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achieve his own goals, but he does so partly by assuring Hormisdas
that his goals too will be fulfilled.

The prominence of Gratus in the passage is another element
worthy of note. Gratus makes a brief appearance in Letter 142, ap-
parently having borne Letter 141 to Rome along with Alexander.s¢
The letters indicate that Gratus was a capable man and had personal
qualities which made him effective as an envoy.s” He is mentioned
repeatedly in the letters negotiating the end of the Acacian Schism
and seems to have played an important role in the same, though it is
largely invisible to us. We may surmise from Justinian’s words to
Hormisdas in Letter 147 that he was given latitude in negotiating the
end of the schism.s® He is specifically praised by Hormisdas, who
thanks God for him ‘whose faith and honest belief has stirred our
feelings on account of himself.’s® He is even mentioned later by Jus-
tin after the schism has ended, as a reminder to Hormisdas of the
efforts undertaken by the court toward unity.®° Justin clearly be-
lieved a reminder of the person of Gratus will help to sway
Hormisdas. Even with modern communications, leaders must place

Helper and Sako, 390, who discuss the concept of goodwill trust at length.
5¢ ‘hanc gratulationis paginam per Alexandrum u. s. non omisimus desti-
nare, sperantes cum dei nostri adiutorio per Gratum u. s. filium nostrum
de singulis, quae ad unitatem ecclesiae pertinent, nos clementiae uestrae
praebituros esse responsum.” C4, Letter 142.5

57 For an overview of references to Gratus, see PLRE 2.519. The only place
he appears outside the Collectio Avellana is in the Liber pontificalis 54.5.

$8 “ut autem nihil praetermittatur, propter causam saepius memoratam ad
inuistissimum regem religionis quoque negotium filio uestro uiro sublmi
Grato est iniunctum fauente domino nostro Iesu Christo.” CA4, Letter
147.5. It seems he was given missions in Italy in addition to that to the
papal court.

$ ‘pro perso<na> quoque filii nostri Grati u. s. deo nostro gratias sine ces-
satione persoluimus, cuius fides et recta credulitas nostrum circa se ex-
citauit affectum’. Not content with praise of Gratus’s orthodoxy and
character, he continues praising his efforts: ‘dignus re uera, qui tantae cu-
ram susciperet actionis et maximi principis ad nos mandata perferret.’ CA,
Letter 145.8.

60 CA, Letter 232.1.
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considerable trust in their representatives. In the pre-modern world,
their importance grows considerably.

Gratus carried two additional letters on his mission to Rome,
numbers 146 and 147. Letter 146, from the Patriarch John to
Hormisdas, is shot through with the rhetoric of brotherhood, which
serves John well on several levels. To greet the pope (saluto) and pro-
claim greetings (salutans) are given because the true faith is safe and
sound (salua est) and brotherly love is strengthened, is to act in con-
formity with a pro-reunion policy.®" Yet Hormisdas would not be
content with rhetoric alone, and John makes it clear that he writes ‘to
give satisfaction.” For this reason, he clearly declares his acceptance of
the councils of Nicaea, Constantinople, Ephesus, and Chalcedon,
and with some emphasis that both Pope Leo and Hormisdas would
be entered into the diptychs.®> In accordance with the request of Jus-
tin, John too asks that representative from Rome be sent that they
might come to some final agreement.®

61 ‘Saluto uestram sanctitatem, karissime in Christo frater, et salutans
praedico, quoniam recta fides slaua est et caritas fraternitatis firmata est.”
CA, Letter 146.1. One wonders whether the repeated affirmation of
brotherhood by John do not have the dual purpose of implying that on
some level the bishops of new and old Rome are peers. He speaks of
brotherhood thrice, at one point calling the pope his brother and commin-
ister (fratri et comministro). It would be easy to make too much of this
highly conventional manner of writing, but we do know Hormisdas
sought the disavowal of Acacius, any mention of whom is conspicuously
absent from this letter. John would doubtless have sought to preserve
whatever dignity his seat held even as his predecessor became the target of
condemnation.

¢ “Tantum ad satisfaciendum scripsimus, ut et uenerabile nomen sanctae
recordationis Leonis quondam facti urbis Romae archiepiscopi in sacris
diptychis tempore consecrationis propter concordiam affigeretur et ues-
trum benedictum nomen similiter in diptychis praedicetur.” C4, Letter
146.4. The councils are affirmed at 146.2.

6 ‘[...] rogamus uos pacificos uiros destinare et uestrae dignos apostolicae
sedis, qui debeant satisfacere et satisfactionem nostram suscipere, ut et in
hac parte Christus deus noster glorificetur, qui per uos pacen hanc mundo
seruauit.” CA, Letter 146.5.



1. RESOLVING THE ACACIAN SCHISM 47

Letter 147 is the first of many by Justinian we will examine. In
elaborate prose, as compared with what was written in his uncle’s
name, Justinian raises issues neglected by both Justin and John. It is
lictle surprise that Justin should begin to leave the details of the reun-
ion of the churches to his nephew. Justin’s education was generally
lacking and he is reputed to have displayed little interest in theologi-
cal subtleties.®+ Justinian, on the other hand, had a solid theological
education, an interest in the subject which would persist throughout
his life, and the ability, so valued in Late Antiquity, to bury the sim-
plest statement in the most florid and courtly language. He did not
merely say that he was assigned to write the pope, but he connected
his assignment with the will of heaven, the same will which had
placed his uncle upon the throne.® When he arrived to the matter of
Acacius, however, he turned instead to diplomatic circumspection.
‘And, indeed, a great part of the faith has been settled by the authori-
ty of God; merely concerning the name of Acacius is it fitting that
the consensus of your beatitude begin.’®® To this end, Justinian ex-
plained, Gratus, a friend who shared his heart,*” was sent bearing
letters and ‘was charged also with the matter of religion’.¢®

64 Vasiliev, 4.

% ‘Desiderabile tempus, quod summis uotis optauimus, diuina clentia
dolores generis humani respiciens largiri dignata est, quo omnes catholici
et deo perfecte fideles maiestati eius se ualeant commendare. idcirco has ad
apostolatum uestrum libera licentia iam mihi beneficio caelesti indulta
direxi. domnus etenim noster inuictissimus imperator orthodoxam reli-
gionem semper ample<cte>ns ardentissima fide cupiensque sacrosanctas
ecclesias ad concordiam reuocare mox adeptus est caelesti iudicio infulas
principales, sacerdotibus hic positis denuntiauit, ut pro regulis apostolicis
unirentur ecclesiae.” C4, Letter 147.1-2.

©6 ‘et magna quidem pars fidei est composita deo auctore; de nomine tan-
tummodo Acacii uestrae beatudinis conuenit ordiri consensum.” C4, Let-
ter 147.3.

67 ‘[...] Gratum uirum sublimem, unanimum mihi amicum’ C4, Letter
147.3.

68¢[...] religionis quoque negotium filio uestro uiro sublimi Grato est ini-
unctum’ C4, Letter 147.5.
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But Justinian went further than Justin in his request for repre-
sentatives from the see of Rome. Where Justin had only requested a
delegation of priests, Justinian requested this only as a contingency in
order to avoid delay.® His clear preference, however, was that ‘by all
means’ the pope would ‘deem it worthy to come to Constantinople,
in order to settle the rest of the agreement.’7° That John did not re-
quest the presence of the pope in his own city is perfectly under-
standable. The condemnation of John’s predecessor was under nego-
tiation. He had personal interests on the line. To have the bishop of
Rome, who under normal circumstances would rival John’s authori-
ty in his own city, come to effect the condemnation would only add
insult to injury. But it is not clear at first why it should be Justinian’s
desire, and thus Justin’s as well, that Hormisdas should come to
Constantinople. It was not as though the will of Hormisdas in the
matter was uncertain, as Justinian himself notes.” Yet Justinian tells
Hormisdas to ‘hurry [...] lest that which should be arranged in your
presence be done in your absence.’7>

A likely explanation for this request is that the court wants the
pope in Rome that they might sway him from his position on Aca-
cius. This is supported by the circumspection regarding Acacius,
even as the court claims reunion is forthcoming. This offers insight
into Justinian’s approach to religious disputes that deserves consider-
ation. As we shall see in future chapters, Justinian consistently tried
to draw disputants to the court. The reason for this is that he saw
already that propinquity, the physical closeness which facilitates per-
sonal closeness, leads to influence. Much influence could be achieved
by means of the careful selection of messengers, as we may discern

uem si qua tarditas|,| quod fieri non debet, forsitan retinuerit interim
%q qua tarditas[,] quod fi debet, forsitan ret tint
uel sacerdotes idoneos destinare festinet [...]” CA, Letter 147.3.

7° ‘ut modis omnibus dignetur Constantinopolim ad reliqua concordiae
componenda uenire.” C4, Letter 147.3.

7' ‘scimus etenim litteras uestrae beatitudinis et antecessorum uestrorum
ad Orientum directas, quid super hac eadem causa contineant.” C4, Letter
147 4.

7> ‘accelerate ergo, domini sanctissimi, ne uobis absentibus, quae debent
presentibus ordinari.” C4, Letter 147.4.
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from the importance placed upon them. But personal presence in
space one controlled would be more effective still. If Justinian were
to have any hope of achieving the unity he desired, in the manner in
which he desired it, he would need to bring as much influence to
bear upon competing parties as may be. Even at this early stage in
Justin’s reign, it seems this element of Justinian’s policy toward con-
troversy is present.

Gratus would later return with two epistles, numbers 144 and
145, dated at the beginning of January, si9. As far as we know,
Hormisdas did not respond to Justinian’s epistle, choosing instead to
write Justin and John. It is possible that Hormisdas saw little reason
to respond to the new emperor’s nephew but it is just as likely that
he did not wish to dignify with a response Justinian’s insinuation
that Acacius’s condemnation was negotiable.” His response to Jus-
tin, in any case, reads like an encomium as the first letter. The ‘ut-
most joy from the sunrise of [Justin’s] empire’ has been ‘waxing
among us’, declares the introduction.”+ But for all its panegyrical
qualities, Hormsidas left no doubt about why the emperor was wor-

thy of such praise.

Therefore, oh most merciful emperor, from such a wish [for ec-
clesiastical unity] you have now a present glory, but from its
completion expect an everlasting one. These are the strongest
foundations of your empire, which in very beginning of a dawn-
ing reign which prefers divine worship with a holy disposition to
all other things. Hold fast, therefore, to this care for pious solici-
tude and for the peace of the catholics; just as you began, press

731 would even go so far as to say the former reason is unlikely. In Letter
210, dated September 2, 519, Hormisdas describes Justinian and his
cousin as ‘illustres et magnificos uiros Iustinianum atque Germanum filios
nostros’, CA4, Letter 210.2. In the same dispatch of letters he wrote this
Germanus (see C4, Letter 211).

74‘Sumptam de imperii uestri ortu laetitiam, quam sui apud nos pollentem
merito praecedenti quoque geminsatis alloquio [...]” C4, Letter 144.1.



50 JUSTINIAN’S INDECISION

onward because our God, who bestowed this spirit upon you,
does indeed choose those whereby he brings it to pass.”s

The association of the soundness of the empire with divine approval
imperial religious policy or, to put it in keeping with the age, imperi-
al protection of correct worship was, of course, perfectly in keeping
with contemporary political rhetoric..7® But as Francis Dvornik
demonstrated, it was also part and parcel of contemporary political
theory. Ensuring divine favor, by securing the unity of the imperial
church, was for political as well as a spiritual benefit in this world. In
the calculus to decide who benefited the most at the end of the Aca-
cian Schism, the significance of this fact can be lost. Hormisdas knew
the importance of connecting imperial security through divine favor
with the specific policy requirement that, in addition to the procla-
mation of the four councils and the commemoration of Leo, Acacius
be condemned.”” Reunion could go forward, but it would be on his
terms.

75 ‘habes ergo, clementissime imperator, praesentem de tali uoto iam glori-
am, sed expecta de perfectione perpetuam. haec sunt ualidissima imperii
uestri fundamenta, quae in ipso nascentis regni principio diuinam uniuer-
sis praeferunt sancta dispositione culturam. tenete itaque hanc piae sollici-
tudinis curam et pro catholicorum pace, sicut coepistis, insistite, quia deus
noster, qui uobis hunc tribuit animum, elegit etiam, per quos praestet
effectum.” CA4, Letter 144.2.

76 Recall ‘quia ubi deus recte colitur, aduersitas non habebit effectum’ in
CA, Letter 142.4 above.

77 It is interesting to note, however, that while Hormisdas clearly implies
this is a condition of reunion, he, like Justinian, does not use Acacius’s
name: ‘nam et episcoporum uota precesque uobis effusas gratanter am-
plectimur, quia tandem loci sui consideratione commoniti ea desiderant,
quae dudum sequi uellent sedis apostolicae exhortatio crebra non defuit.
et quoniam clementiam uestram id cupere, illos etiam haec <di>dicimus
postulare, quae res hactenus ecclesiarum pacem sub intentiosa diuiserit,
nec pietatis uestrae nec illorum refugit ueltu latenti causa notitiam. quid
igitur facere debeant et litteris nostris et libelli, quem direximus.” C4, Let-
ter 144.3—4.
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To secure the reunion, Hormisdas sent a delegation which
would remain in Rome until July, 520.7% The delegation, including
the deacon Dioscorus (who was later branded antipope), was sent
with very strict instructions, detailing to whom they would speak,
what they were allowed to say in the Patriarch’s presence, and under
what conditions the reunion could occur.”? Some of the elements
mentioned in the instructions had already been undertaken by Con-
stantinople, but they did not cease to be conditions for reunion.®°
The issue that stood above all others was Acacius, whose condemna-
tion was the sine gua non of reunion.® The Patriarch John would
sign a libellus required of him by the pope, condemning his predeces-
sor and affirming the inviolable faith of the Apostolic See.82 Thus
reconciliation between Rome and Constantinople was at last se-
cured.

So far, I have tried to emphasize how both the court and the
pope signaled to one another the potential mutual benefit of their
relationship. But I would be remiss if I did not address the question
of consciousness, of whether those involved in the negotiation
thought about it terms of establishing relationships of reciprocal
benefit. In fact, there is a specific vocabulary in use throughout the
letters sent between Rome and Constantinople to reinforce the
growing relationship. Strong or well-regarded connections tended to
take verbal expression in familial and amicable language. As conven-
tional as such language can be, in some cases it represents a ritual, and
therefore real, connection between parties. To give but a few exam-
ples, the vir sublimus Gratus is claimed as Justinian’s unanimus ami-
cus® on the one hand and Hormisdas’s on other.3+ Likewise, Justin is

78 CA, Letter 192.2.

79 CA, Letter 158.

8 It was expected, of course, that Chalcedon be maintained. (C4, Letter
158.7) Indeed, from the perspective of Rome all it asked was only the logi-
cal extension of maintaining Chalcedon.

81CA, Letter 158.6-7.

8 CA, Letter 159.

8 CA, Letter 147.3.

84e.g. CA, Letters 142.5, 144.6, and 145.8.
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Hormisdas’s filius gloriossimus® and domnus filius noster clementis-
simus imperator.8® Though father is the appropriate title for the
pope, Justinian takes the role of one speaking to a patron when he
entreats Hormisdas: ‘Establish for us, therefore, a received work, ho-
ly and venerable father, following in this your predecessors.’s” In this
context, one who confers a benefit on another establishes thereby a
relationship with concomitant expectations of reciprocity. These
expectations remained present and were expressed alongside a paral-
lel language of sacerdotal fatherhood.

An altogether different tone was taken with John in Letter 14s.
Although the language of brotherhood is conspicuously absent,
Hormisdas did praise the love John confessed and those things which
he did right.

[A] better triumph is acquired from this peace than from any
battle you please. The glory of that work knows no decline be-
cause where God is rightly worshipped the iniquity of the ene-
mies never ascends. We receive joyfully the confession of your
love, whereby the holy synods are confirmed, among which you
have repeatedly proclaimed the council of those gathered in
Chalcedon. And to the number of the catholic [councils] you
have declared that the deeply missed name of Holy Pope Leo
was added, written in the diptychs. These things ought to be ex-
tolled: that you have accepted the Council of Chalcedon and
have followed the epistles of Holy Leo. 38

From Hormisdas’s point of view, the approval of Leo’s Tome held a
special place among those things which John managed to accomplish.
Even so, John’s achievement was taken to be partial at best, hypocrit-
ical at worst. John’s omission of Acacius’s name was no oversight; it
was a final attempt to preserve that name by focusing on the coun-

85 CA, Letter 142.3.

86 CA, Letter 189.3.

87 ‘imponite igitur uobis semel susceptum laborem, sancte ac uenerabilis
pater, etiam in hoc decessores uestros sequentes.” C4, Letter 188.

88 CA, Letter 145.2-3.
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cils. Hormisdas recognized the discrepancy.® “Who, while condemn-
ing Dioscorus and Eutyches, could show Acacius to be innocent?
Who, while avoiding Timothy and Peter of Alexandria and the other
Peter, of Antioch, and those who follow them, does not, as we have
said, detest Acacius who has supported their communion?’° It
seems the Acacian Schism itself had widened the rift between east
and west to the point where there was little difference in
Hormisdas’s eyes between an Acacius, a Peter Fuller, and a Eu-
tyches.?' The only solution was to ‘follow without fear the judgment
of the apostolic seat’®* and ‘embrace the faith of the blessed apostle
Peter’. In practical terms, this meant signing a libellus, the contents
of which would be dictated to John.o+

8 ‘si perfectionis subsequatur affectus, quia recipere Calcedonense concil-
ium et sequi sancti Leonis epistolas et adhuc nomen Acacii defendere, hoc
est inter se discrepantia uindicare.” C4, Letter 145.4.

90 ‘quis Dioscorum et Eutychen condemnans innocentem ostendere possit
Acacium? quis Timotheum et Petrum Alexandrium et alium Petrum An-
tiochenum et sequaces eorum declinans, sicut diximus, non abominetur
Acacium, qui eorum communionem secutus est?” C4, Letter 145.4.

9 “Theologically also the papacy had moved further from eastern Christol-
ogy than was apparent at Chalcedon. Duchesne has pointed out that while
Leo had quoted the First and Second Letters of Cyril to Nestorius, Gela-
sius in his treatise ‘On the Two Natures, against Eutyches and Nestorius’
had not mentioned Cyril at all among sixty citations from the Fathers. Nor
did Hormisdas. [...] Rome appeared indifferent to this outlook and ob-
sessed, as in the time of Leo, with matters of discipline. Great emphasis
was laid by Hormisdas on the Petrine claims of the Roman see and need
for obedience to it. There had been no change in the basic position of the
parties since Chalcedon.” Frend, 235-6. For this reason, purely theological
disputes are not at the fore of the dispute in the Acacian Schism. It is im-
portant, therefore, to look to reasons why, beyond theology, the schism
could be healed.

92 ‘post haec quid restat, nisi ut sedis apostolicae, cuius fidem te dicis am-
plecti, sequaris etiam sine trepidatione iudicia?’ C4, Letter 145.6.

93 CA, Letter 145.7.

94CA, Letter 145.7.
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As much as John might speak of brotherhood, as much as
Hormisdas might praise the new emperor, as a condition of reunion
the pope would accept nothing less that complete capitulation from
the patriarch of Constantinople.? And, despite the harsh reproof to
John, Hormisdas expected that the capitulation would be forthcom-
ing. A certain expectation of reciprocity had already taken hold, evi-
denced by Hormisdas’s own words in Letter 144, based on the posi-
tive steps toward Rome’s position that Constantinople had already
taken.?¢ The respect paid to the pope, in the person and actions of
Gratus, and to the emperor, in the words of Hormisdas, together
showed the first signs of developing goodwill and trust. Hormisdas
would indeed send representatives with the expectation that the
schism would soon be at an end.9”

9 Thus J. A. McGuckin, “The “Theopaschite Confession” (Text and His-
torical Context): a Study in the Cyrilline Re-interpretation of Chalcedon,’
Journal of Ecclesiastical History 35.2 (1984), 240: ‘Pope Hormisdas de-
manded outright recognition of the Chalcedonian decree (which the Ro-
mans had always interpreted in the Leonine Dyophysite sense of the
Tome) and practical submission to the judicial authority of Peter’s see.’
Additionally, McGuckin seems to view the papal demands as rather ex-
treme and unreasonable: “‘When Justin succeeded [Anastasius] (518-27),
however, he imposed Chalcedon as the test of orthodoxy on the East, and
to achieve this end he required the prestigious support of Rome. This was
why he was prepared to agree to the papal conditions for establishing
communion which Anastasius had wholly rejected in 516. This was to be
regard in the following generation as a sell-out to the absolutist claims of
the papacy, and the papal gains, so extraordinary at this time, were to be
vigorously resisted by Justinian (527-65).” McGuckin, 242. Be that as it
may, the situation is complicated by Justinian’s early involvement in ar-
ranging the end to the schism. Whether he would actively resist papal gains
later in his career, and whether he would have seen the papal claims as ex-
traordinary, at this early stage he certainly accepted them as the price of
papal cooperation.

96 [...] reciproca deuotione testati iam tunc secutura praeuidimus, quae
nunc de ecclesiasticae unitatis affectu caelestis gratiae inspiratione
signastis.” C4, Letter 144.1.

97 ‘haec si deo nostro et clementia uestrae adiuuante suscipiunt et se-



1. RESOLVING THE ACACIAN SCHISM 55

We are fortunate enough to know these legates by name.
Among the group sent to Rome were the bishops, Germanus and
John; two deacons, Felix and Dioscorus; and a priest, Blandus.%® The
libellus John would sign and send to Rome, dated March 28, s19,
mentions each,? though they would not themselves make the return
trip until July, s20.1°° These representatives would not come empty
handed. The conditions under which reunion could occur were care-
tully prescribed, down to whom they were to speak with and what
they were to say in the presence of the Patriarch. These instructions
are preserved for us in the Collectio Avellana.*** Some of the elements
mentioned in the instructions had already been undertaken by Con-
stantinople, but they did not cease to be conditions for reunion.r
The issue that stands out above all others was Acacius. His condem-
nation was the sine qua non of reunion. '3

The deacon Dioscorus sent a report back to Hormisdas, re-
counting the events of their trip, the reception at Constantinople,
and the ultimate success of their mission.’*+ The success of the mis-
sion acts as an excellent illustration of the importance of both the
formal and the informal roles of the legates in accomplishing their
task. The Patriarch John was understandably hesitant to sign a libel-
Ius which would condemn his predecessor, however willing he might
be to support Chalcedon. Indeed, it seems he refused to sign it unless

quuntur, poterit ad eam, quam maximo desideramus ardore, perueniri
concordiam.” CA, Letter 144.5.

98 Unfortunately, little more is known of them outside these references and
the reports they sent to Hormisdas. So little is said of them that they do
not merit entries in the PLRE.

99 CA, Letter 159.5.

100 (74, Letter 192.2.

1 (74, Letter 158.

102 It was expected, of course, that Chalcedon be maintained. (C4, Letter
158.7) Indeed, from the perspective of Rome all it asked was only the logi-
cal extension of maintaining Chalcedon.

103 (CA, Letter 158.6-7.

104 C4, Letter 167. The letter was borne ‘per Pullonium subdiaconum’,
thus dating it, following Guenther, along with Letter 160 (April 22, 519).
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there be some discussion of the matter, despite it being clear that the
emperor wanted him to do so. Yet the careful instructions the pope
included forbade any disputation; the delegation was to insist on
John’s capitulation and was not to treat it as a matter to be negotiat-
ed. Yet the deacon Dioscorus was not formally a member of the dele-
gation as the bishops and priest were, but was attached as an inter-
preter. So he was able to play an informal role as a negotiator, con-
vincing those present to sign off on the /ibellus, leaving John to ca-
pitulate begrudgingly after he had an opportunity to voice his reser-
vations.'s Thus the Acacian Schism came to its end by virtue of Di-
oscorus’s informal role. We will later find this same role can cause as
many problems as it can solve.

THE EXPECTATION OF RECIPROCITY

Reciprocity plays an important role in the period following reconcil-
iation. The court and the papacy would both employ the memory of
the reconciliation and language of duty in order to influence one
another, and they do so very explicitly. For the court’s part, it is diffi-
cult to imagine that no one could foresee resistance in the east to
Constantinople’s new policy. Rejection of the Henotikon and reun-
ion with Rome was a clear signal that Constantinople was declaring
unequivocally for Chalcedon. Even so, nothing less would mend the
Acacian Schism. Therefore, the court secured reconciliation with the
assumption in mind that they would be able to exploit the goodwill
gained thereby to lessen the severity of Rome’s requirements, a fact
which shows through in later correspondences. The condemnation
of Acacius was certainly not negotiable. But Rome had also required
the condemnation of Patriarchs Fravitas, Eusebius, Macedonius II,
and Timothy I—the successors of Acacius up to John—as well as the
emperors Zeno and Anastasius. Full compliance with these require-
ments would be difficult but reducing them might signal modera-
tion in the new pro-Chalcedonian policy to the east, where peace yet
eluded the church. Repeatedly, but especially in Letters 192, 193, 200,
232, and 235 of the Collectio Avellana, Justin or Justinian write the

105 Vasiliev, 176.
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pope to request leniency in the precise application of Hormisdas’s
requirements while at the same time reminding the pope both of
what they had achieved by working together thus far and the obliga-
tions implied by his sacerdotal fatherhood. As often as not, they
wrote to request that certain staunchly anti-Chalcedonian regions be
able to retain the place of certain of their anti-Chalcedonian bishops
on the diptychs. Time will only allow a single example, but Letter
235, dated (after reconciliation) September 9th, 520, is representative.
Justinian writes:

Moreover concerning the deceased bishops’ names make ar-
rangements mildly and as becomes a pacific father, because your
predecessor of blessed remembrance wrote to Anastasius of im-
perial memory that, if only the name of Acacius would be re-
moved, we should have one communion. Therefore it is not a
serious matter which your see has urged us to perform. For you
ought to write a perfect and pacific letter to the most uncon-
quered prince, your son, for the Church’s sake, that you may be
before the tribunal of the future Judge an associate of those
whose see you occupy by sacerdotal law.1°¢

Justinian will later repeat similar language in the letters exchanged
with Hormisdas concerning theopaschism. Again and again, we find
Justin and Justinian acting with the belief that their relationship with
the pope will permit them a greater degree of influence over his views
and decisions than they would have had prior to reconciliation. The
relationship itself became a means of projecting influence.

Likewise, Hormisdas attempts to seize upon the goodwill he
has cultivated with the imperial court. Hormisdas’s desire from the
beginning was, of course, to secure reconciliation in terms that
would unequivocally reject the Henotikon and those involved in its
creation and recognize the steadfast commitment of Rome to ortho-
doxy. But the relationship between the court and the papacy had
more to offer than recognition of the Roman bishop and the con-
demnation of those who had opposed him. It also allowed Rome to

106 CN, 988.
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exert influence in the east, beyond its traditional jurisdiction. In im-
mediate terms, the Roman legates were able to influence the ap-
pointment of reliable Chalcedonians, including Paul as the bishop of
Antioch, by virtue of their presence in Constantinople. Hormisdas
would use his newfound rapport with the emperor to try to guide
imperial policy vis-a-vis the anti-Chalcedonians of the east. We espe-
cially see this manifest in a letter of Hormisdas which recognized
many things they had accomplished, but reminded Justin that it re-
mained for him to correct further (effectively to persecute) the re-
maining anti-Chalcedonians.'*” That the pope should regard it as the
duty of an emperor whom he approves to correct heretics is an ex-
pression of the kind of relationship he expected.

CONCLUSION: RECONCILIATION AND CONNECTIONS

The negotiation to end the Acacian Schism, like all successful negoti-
ations, involved strengthening the relationship between and among
the participants. These ties are best formed through personal con-
tact, wherever possible. Within the social and cultural context of the
sixth century, such relationships are often constructed in terms of
patronage and familial ties. Yet the expression of these ties is not
merely a polite ritual. It carries concomitant expectations of reciproc-
ity, of duties owed on account of benefits conferred. The letters
which follow, from both the imperial and papal courts, are shaped
by these expectations.

The court’s agreement to Hormisdas’s terms has been por-
trayed as a disastrous setback for imperial religious policy and the
position of the emperor relative to the church. This offers scholars a
contrast to the bulk of Justinian’s reign, marked by a more aggressive
control over the church. But the issue is more complex than this. The
court did not find agreement with Rome because they were cowed
into it, and the reconciliation was not a capitulation. Such an adver-

197 ‘quia superest adhuc uobis Alexandrinae atque Antiochenae <et> ali-
arum ecclesiarum nullo modo neglegenda correctio, in quam si se cura
clementiae uestrae demiserit, spes est, quo auctore bona cuncta credimus
incipi, eodem celeriter auxiliatore compleri.” C4, Letter 168.10



1. RESOLVING THE ACACIAN SCHISM 59

sarial picture oversimplifies matters. Constantinople agreed to the
pope’s terms because the reunion and the relationship premised
thereon was desirable. It offered the court a means of projecting in-
fluence in the west which had been lacking and it would at times
confer on Justinian’s policies the legitimacy of the pope’s name.

The end of the Acacian Schism was a step toward the peace of
the church. But it developed within a social and cultural context of
relationships and reciprocal obligations. This is the context in which
church and state relations of the period should be understood. It is
easy to read into the tensions between Rome and Constantinople a
conflict between discrete institutional actors vying to establish a
straightforward hierarchical dominance over one another, of church
dominating state just as state might be thought to dominate church
once Justinian comes into his own. This kind of reading leaves us
with a sense of a winner and a loser, which in turn offers a ready ex-
planation of policy formulation. But seeing the schism’s end as a vic-
tory for Rome and a reluctant acquiescence on the part of Constan-
tinople obscures the complexity of the situation. Both had much to
gain by agreement and expected more still in return.

A final point must be made about the connections established
through envoys. Not only were these connections important, they
were consciously recognized by actors at the time. The most direct
evidence of this fact comes from a somewhat later letter addressed
from the emperor. Justin’s chief purpose in writing is to inform
Hormsidas of the uncomfortable news that certain cities in the east
did not approve of all the requirements for reunion with the west.
Justin prefaces this problematic news with a reminder of the connec-
tion recent shared between Rome and Constantinople.

With what zeal we ever have been and are for conciliating the
sentiments of person practising the Catholic faith, that with the
same mind we all should worship the undivided light of the
Trinity, we are understood to have made known that at length
may be found a remedy for the discord of persons contending
over different viewpoints, at one time by sending voluntarily to
your Beatitude as envoy Gratus, the noble master of the secretar-
ial bureau, for this very purpose, at another time by receiving
with favourable and willing mood the most religious men,
whom the apostolic see has believed ought to be sent as media-
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tors of unity. For surely, so to speak, we have looked at peace it-
self and at them with pleasant eyes and with outstretched hands
we have thought them worthy to be embraced [...]*°3

Notice here that not only is the importance of the connection
through the envoys recognized, even as a symbol of the renewed
bond between Rome and Constantinople, but the establishment of
such a connection is portrayed as the very remedy for discord.'?

108 74, Letter 232.1-2; trans. CN, 984,

129 Other examples of this recognition can be readily cited. E.g. ‘[...] qui et
ab ineunte nostro imperio sanctitudinem uestram admonendam duximus,
quo certos difigeret, ut interuentu eorum remedium aliquod his rebus
inueniri possit, et, antequam aduenerint qui destinati sunt, cuncta prae-
parauimus, quo facilius transigerentur, quae per hanc florentissimam ur-
bem disponenda fuerant.” C4, Letter 181.1. ‘Summa quidem habenda
uobis est gratia, quod alacrem operam non dubitis impendere ad colligen-
das adunandasque uenerabiles ecclesias, uerum in ea praelucet maxime
perfecta sollertia, quod homines adoptatis, qui uoto beniuolo tuae sancti-
tudinis sincero ac integro possint animo deseruire. Germanus siquidem
reuerentissimus episcopus nec non Felix et Dioscorus et Blandus uiri reli-
giousissimi tanta semet praebuerunt adtentos industria ac in tanta sapien-
tia uersati sunt, ut, quantum ad officium eorum pertinet, transactis in
plenum et elaboratis omnibus nihil altercationis superesset ulterius.” C4,
Letter 192.1-2. NB: The letter is addressed thus: ‘Tustinus Augustus
Hormisdas Papae. Nostros per legatos id est Germanum Iohannem
episcopos Felicem Dioscorum diaconos et Blandum presbyterum.” It is
unclear whether the copyist of letter understood nostri legati from the
perspective of the papacy, or whether the sender of the letter now thought
of these men as nostri legati.



CHAPTER 2.
THE DEACON DIOSCORUS AND THE
POWER OF POSITION

THE THEOPASCHITE CONTROVERSY AS PARADIGM OF
JUSTINIANIC POLICY MAKING

Policy must be enacted through people. Without understanding this
consequence of the embeddedness of institutions, much appears
mystifying. For example, a pair of strange events occurred in s19.
This year saw the growth of a theological controversy around a
group of monks from Scythia Minor, modern day Dobruja. These
Scythian monks had proposed as a solution to the theological ills of
the day a common confession that ‘one of the holy Trinity suffered’
(unus de trinitate passus est). The confession produced a strong reac-
tion. First, the monks faced hostility when presenting their ideas in
Constantinople. Seeking some confirmation, they then departed for
Rome. There, they were initially welcomed along with their ideas.
But this would not remain the case.

With the departure of the monks from Constantinople, dis-
patches were sent to warn Rome that little good would come from
giving them a hearing. Among these dispatches was a letter from the
already theologically active Justinian, the emperor’s nephew and like-
ly already the heir apparent. Justinian had a decidedly negative view
of the meddlesome monks, their confession, and their character and
so urged pope Hormisdas to expel them quickly.

And now we come to the strange part. In contrast to Rome’s
earlier reception of the monks, Hormisdas soon changed his mind
and came to reject them, causing them to leave Rome and seek allies

61
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elsewhere. Yet Justinian, within days of sending the initial and hostile
letter to Rome, wrote again arguing in the monks’ favor and even
indicating that the peace of the church itself depended upon their
ideas. Neither Hormisdas nor Justinian offer any explanation for
their swift reversals. It is under these circumstances that the notion
of position, that is the place a given person occupies within a net-
work, will prove particularly helpful. As we shall see, the position of
certain actors within the network connecting Rome and Constanti-
nople offered a high degree of informal influence over people who
might otherwise appear more powerful and influential.

The importance of this change in opinion may not be immedi-
ately evident. After all, although Hormisdas and Justinian changed
opinions concerning the Scythian monks and their formula, this
need not be more than a curiosity, worthy perhaps of a footnote and
lictle else. Yet the event takes on a significance all its own in the histo-
riography of Justinian’s reign and his relationship to the church and
theology. Whatever one’s view of Justinian’s reign as a whole, his
approach is often seen as erratic and even capricious. Few events in
his reign are more frequently used as evidence for this fact that his
sudden reversal on the matter of the Scythian monks. As we saw in
the introduction, Patrick Gray chose to highlight this event as a par-
adigm for Justinian’s attitude toward ecclesiastical policy in the
Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian.'

Likewise, in a more comprehensive treatment of Justinian’s ec-
clesiastical policy, Volker L. Menze sees something fundamental to
Justinian’s modus operandi in this reversal. After denying that one
can really analyze the personal faith of another, at least so long as the
other neglected to write a work such as Augustine’s Confessions,
Menze proceeds to consider Justinian’s image as a theologian on the
throne. This image, as Menze has it, was shrewdly crafted for politi-

! Patrick Gray, “The Legacy of Chalcedon: Christological Problems and
Their Significance,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian,
Michael Maas, ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005): 228.
This is also roughly equivalent to Gray’s earlier statement on the matter in
Gray, Defense of Chalcedon, 49-50.
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cal purposes. As evidence for an ability and willingness to use theo-
logical artifice to political ends, Menze cites Justinian’s reversal on
the Scythian monks.

It cannot be excluded that Justinian had become a connoisseur
of Christian discourses over the years and tried to force personal
persuasions onto his subjects. However, it is more conclusive to
regard his treatises first of all as works of a statesman who
wished to reach a universally accepted dogma for the Christian
Occumene over which he ruled. Within a couple of weeks dur-
ing the summer of s19, Justinian switched his dogmatic position
from opposing the theopaschite formula to strongly encourag-
ing Pope Hormisdas to accept it. Obviously this could mean a
speedy personal theological development, but it rather demon-
strates Justinian’s political far-sightedness that the theopaschite
position could be useful. Similarly, political shrewdness should
be assumed as the reason why Justinian presented himself as a
theologian on the throne.*

In a more recent work, Richard Price echoes Gray’s interpretation
directly as he acknowledges that the ‘suddenness of the change may
suggest that [Justinian] was a pragmatic broker, indifferent to theo-
logical niceties but keen to propitiate miaphysite opinion’.3 Price
does offer some modification of this view, however, suggesting that
Justinian would have been motivated chiefly by competition with
Vitalian at this stage rather than by interest in conciliating the anti-
Chalcedonians.4

While these are examples of broader conclusions scholars have
drawn from Justinian’s sudden change in opinion, some attempts
have also been made to explain the change itself. A. A. Vasiliev, for
instance, attributes the change to the influence of the prominent

*Menze, 252.

3 Price, Acts of the Council of Constantinople, 1.9.

+ Price also cautions against regarding Justinian as a mere politician on
religious matters, pointing to the ‘consistency with which he subsequently
defended Cyrillian Chalcedonianism’. Price, Acts of the Council of Con-
stantinople, 1.9-10.
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Chalcedonian and master of soldiers, Vitalian.s Regrettably, howev-
er, he only offers this attribution as a suggestion and does not pro-
pose a detailed argument in its defense. A similar suggestion is made
by Aloys Grillmeier who focuses rather on Justinian’s first opinion,
attributing it to the passing influence of papal legates in Constanti-
nople.® These suggestions do not need to be considered mutually
exclusive, as we shall see. For now it is most important to emphasize
that the matter has been given little attention beyond the sugges-
tions. This leaves us in a position where great significance is placed
on a single change in Justinian’s opinion, but little detailed explana-
tion is given for the change itself. Indeed, broad conclusions about
Justinian’s outlook are drawn from this largely unexplained change,
conclusions which beg the question when applied to the the-
opaschite controversy. From a documentary perspective, the the-
opaschite controversy is the beginning of Justinian’s long involve-
ment in theological politics. The reasons for his opinions and his
changes in opinion demand examination and explanation on their
own merits, avoiding wherever possible arguments which depend on
later eras and circumstances. The remainder of this chapter will seek
a detailed explanation and, in so doing, will consider a new way of
looking at the problem as a whole. But first we must consider some
of the background of the theopaschite controversy.

sVasiliev, 193.

¢ “Where did Justinian stand? When Pope Hormisdas demanded from his
legates a report of success, Vitalian and Justinian seized the opportunity to
report to Rome about the monks, concerning whom the papal legates
themselves made some very critical remarks. No doubt influenced by the
negative attitude of the papal legates, in the heat of the moment Justinian
wrote a letter, in which the names of the monks are mentioned and clearly
warned against.” Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition: Volume
2: From the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory the Great (590-603):
Part Two: The Church in Constantinople in the Sixth Century, trans. by
Pauline Allen and John Cawte (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John
Knox Press, 1995), 322.
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THE THEOPASCHITE FORMULA

As discussed in the first chapter, ecclesiastical relations between
Rome and Constantinople had been strained for the past few dec-
ades. The first major schism between old and new Rome began in
484 during the reign of the Patriarch Acacius. Only under the new
Chalcedonian emperor Justin did negotiations to heal this schism
begin in earnest. To this end, Pope Hormisdas sent a delegation to
Constantinople to oversee the reunion which would be effected by
st9 with the aid of imperial court. The delegation sent by Rome is
already familiar to us, including as it did the two bishops, Germanus
and John; a priest, Blandus; the deacon, Felix and, most prominent
in our sources despite of his formally low rank, the deacon Diosco-
rus.

The theopaschite controversy of the sixth century following on
the heels of the end of the Acacian Schism was short-lived and in
many ways uneventful enough that it scarcely merits the term con-
troversy.” Yet we shall see the insight it offers to the development of
religious policy is disproportionate to the controversy itself. The
theopaschite controversy was a dispute over a formula proposed by a
group of Scythian monks as a possible solution to the divisions over
Chalcedon which had greatly disturbed the east. The solution was
new, clever, and would in spirit become the cornerstone of Justini-
an’s conciliatory approach to unity. Up to this point, several ap-
proaches to unity had been tried and found wanting. Outright rejec-
tion of Chalcedon, even if Justin and Justinian had considered it an

7 By ‘theopaschite controversy of the sixth century’ I mean, of course, to
distinguish it, at least for the moment, from the much larger fifth-century
controversy surrounding the trisagion and certainly from the unrelated
patripassianist controversy of the third century. “The designation “The-
opaschite’ originated as an insult among their enemies (notably the pro-
Roman Acometae monks at Constantinople), but it is particularly mis-
leading in so far as it suggests some form of theological connection with
the third-century Patripassions, when there is no such relation whatsoev-
er.” McGuckin, 239. The former is related to but distinct from the sixth-
century theopaschite controversy.



66 JUSTINIAN’S INDECISION

option, would alienate the Chalcedonians. Papering over the issue as
the Henotikon had attempted to do had only delivered temporary
results when first attempted and would only fare worse now that the
strategy was recognized. Yet a straightforward imposition of Chalce-
don by the openly Chalcedonian imperial court would only provoke
resistance and eventually revolt in the east. A fresh approach came in
the form of the Scythian monk’s suggestion that all confess together
‘Unus ex Trinitate passus est carne.” While the Scythians believed
Chalcedon was essentially correct, they thought this confession
would assuage the concerns of anti-Chalcedonians that the fourth
council was Nestorian.® Hereafter, a strategy of seeking to build
common ground between Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians
based on a mutually acceptable confession would be a constant ele-
ment of conciliatory negotiations in the court of Justin and Justinian.

Despite the conciliatory intention behind it, the theopaschite
formula would be treated with disdain—and its formulators with
disgust—by the papal legates. It was be approached with caution and
confusion by the imperial court. The pope himself equivocated and
rejected it. It would take a decade and the papal condemnation of
monks long allied to Rome before the matter would be settled. Itis a
sign of the times that this should be so, that every new attempt to
secure unity should instead produce division. This tendency toward
conflict persists even as all parties ostensibly work toward the same
goal. For the source of the tendency, we must look to the structures
of communication upon which these discussions depended.

8 Thus Gray, Defense, 51: ‘In effect, a new type of reconciliation was being
proposed. Previous emperors had attempted to reconcile the Chalcedoni-
ans to the anti-Chalcedonians and vice-versa by variations on the approach
of the Henoticon. Such an approach had always implied an unacceptable
by-passing of Chalcedon. Justin and Justinian proposed, instead, to recon-
cile the anti-Chalcedonians to Chalcedon ; the attempt to reconcile, rather
than to correct or neglect, was the new feature of their policy.’
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The Scythian Monks and their Connections

To receive any sort of hearing of in Constantinople, one might ex-
pect that powerful connections would be necessary. The importance
of ‘who you know’ remains a perennial theme. In the case of the
Scythian monks, this was certainly the case. We have explicit evidence
of the connections which elevated their prominence, and consquent-
ly, their formula. The monks’ access to Constantinopolitan policy
makers was furnished by their connection to the magister militum
Vitalian. The papal legate Dioscorus reveals in Letter 216 of the Col-
lectio Avellana that at least one, though possibly more, of the Scythi-
an monks could claim kinship to Vitalian.® Dioscorus also makes it
clear in another letter that it was the magister militum who ensured
that the Scythian monks would have ample time to make their case.*

The Scythian monks’ ability to leverage their informal connec-
tions to secure a sympathetic hearing in Constantinople tells us
something important about how theological discourse develops.
Knowledge of ideas and arguments is necessary to understand the
development of theological expressions of a period, and the conciliar
and imperial dictates that enforced them, but it is not sufficient. To
explain the development of theological discourse and the imperial
and ecclesiastical policies associated with it, we need both to under-
stand the arguments and the structures by which the arguments were
disseminated. In this case, the connection of blood and geography
between the Scythian monks and Vitalian was of crucial importance
in shaping discussion of religious matters at court.

9¢[...] monachos de Scythia, qui de domo magistri militum Uitaliani sunt
[..] isti monachi, inter quos est et Leontius, qui se dicit parentem esse
magistri militum [...]” C4, Letter 216.5-6. Cf. PLRE 2, 673, ‘Leontius
26

© He writes thus concerning the arguments over the monks: ‘isti de sua
prouincia episcopos accusant, inter quos est Paternus Tomitanae ciuitatis
antistes. Petitiones obtulerunt et coacti piissimi principis et domni Uit-
aliani magistri militum iussione frequenter ad audientiam causae conuen-
imus, non quasi uolentes in his negotiss nos occupare [..]” C4, Letter
217.6.
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As much as his prominence in Constantinople was important
to secure a hearing, other facts about Vitalian’s person and history
made him a desirable ally of the Scythian monks." Vitalian himself
had a keen interest in maintaining Chalcedonian orthodoxy and in
being seen as one of its champions. Yet, Ruscu’s article, “The Revolt
of Vitalianus and the ‘Scythian Controversy,” presents this fact as a
puzzle.

It remains unclear, however, how a warrior from the outskirts of
the Empire became interested in the theological disputes—even
more so since there were no major differences between the Chal-
cedonian theology and Severian Monophysitism like for in-
stance between Arianism and Orthodoxy.™

Unable to explain why a military man in the sixth century would be
interested in theological rather than strictly political conflicts, Ruscu
ultimately settled on what might be fairly described as a nationalist
explanation for Vitalian’s interest.’® Such an interpretation is quite

1 From what we know, I do not think it too much to call him an ally. As
Ruscu, 782, notes: “The loyalty of the Scythian general to the monastic
party led him to oppose the bishop of Scythia himself, Paternus of Tomis,
as a letter of the papal delegation of 519 shows.” Ruscu refers here to Let-
ter 217 which indicates only that a division occurred between Vitalian and
Paternus on account of the monks, though it does not give details about
how the division occurred. Even the fact of the division itself is only de-
duced from the emperor’s intervention in forcing a peace between Pater-
nus and Vitalian. ‘et quia nobis diu laborantibus et illis nullam suscipient-
ibus rationem nihil proficiebat, in quo tendebamus, clementiismus impe-
rator in conuentu publico, ubi et nos interesse iussit, Paternum praedic-
tum episcopum et magnificum uirum Uitalianum reduxit ad gratiam [...]’
CA, Letter 217.7. Given the other remarks Dioscorus makes about the
Scythians in this letter (to which we will later attend), one could justly
speculate that his silence concerning Vitalian’s advocacy was to avoid asso-
ciating such a credible personage with the monks. Even in his admission of
a kinship between Vitalian and Leontius, Discorus sounds reluctant if not
skeptical (v.s.).

2Ruscu, 775.

3 This, of course, was discussed in chapter one. ‘Accordingly, Vitalian
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unfair to Vitalian, who had every reason to be interested in matters
theological. Besides positing a division between theology and politics
which is untenable—especially in the context of Late Antiquity—
this conclusion is built on problematic assumptions. Ruscu never
explains why a warrior in general would have no interest in contem-
porary theological matters, but he does offer some argument about
why Vitalian in particular would not. He claims that ‘the pontifical

must be regarded as a Romano-Gothic national of mixed race from Do-
bruja, who defended the interests of his native province. In the religious
conflict in which he became involved, Vitalian is thus the political instru-
ment of the Scythian monasticism, who defends first Orthodoxy against a
Monophysite Emperor, and later becomes a factor of political pressure,
defending Eastern tradition against Rome’s exaggerated demands.” Ruscu,
785.

4]t is not only Vitalian’s military career that makes Ruscu doubt his per-
sonal interest in and knowledge of theology. He also holds that Vitalian’s
national origins make an interest in these matters unlikely. ‘Upon reaching
the outskirts of the capital, Vitalian began negotiations with the Emperor’s
envoys. His requests deserve a closer look. First, Vitalian demanded that
the subsidies for the foederati be reinstated, thus touching on the revolt’s
initial reason. The second request, however, is surprising given the fact
that it was coming from a general of Barbaric origin, who reached the walls
of Constantinople with an army of Huns and Bulgarians, among whom
Christian must have been rare—namely that the Emperor should defend
the true faith.” Ruscu, 774-75 (emphasis mine). Ruscu footnotes the
‘Barbaric origin’ claim with a brief discussion of the historiography of
Vitalian’s ancestry, concluding that the most plausible argument is that
‘Vitalian was a2 Romano-Gothic half-blood.” This is not the place to dis-
cuss whether there is any merit in assuming that those of ‘Barbaric origin’
ought not to be expected to have any interest in the true faith or even in
the value of the idea of a ‘barbarian’ as it appears here. I would, however,
note that based upon Ruscu’s assumptions, Vitalian’s requests should be
unsurprising. If a man’s barbarian or Roman origins in any way determine
his interests, then the fact that Vitalian makes two requests is fitting. The
‘half-blood’ general requests money and the defense of the true faith, as on
these premises ought to be expected of one who is both barbarian and
Roman.
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correspondence clearly prove the religious motivation of Vitalian’s
uprising.”s This does not indicate an interest in theological disputes,
however, because the interest was not Vitalian’s own. This claim de-
pends on the premise that Vitalian changed theological positions for
non-theological reasons.

[T]he religious demands did not originally belong to Vitalian—
they were concerned with the regulation of doctrinal aspects
which he was in all likelihood little familiar with—, but some-
body else inspired them. Moreover, as we have seen, within the
Theopaschite controversy, Vitalian, who for several years had
been the main champion of Papal policy in the East, went over
to the monks side and implicitly to the anti-Roman party. This
attitude change clearly indicates that the loyalty of the Danubian
general to his compatriots was more important to him than the
vindication of a certain doctrinal issue.””

The claim here that Vitalian changed positions on theological mat-
ters, and therefore had no loyalties in these matters, relies on the no-
tion that there was always a theological position that could be de-
scribed simply as pro-Roman. Based on this notion, Vitalian’s
change from favoring an end to the Acacian Schism, a pro-Roman
position, to favoring the Scythian monks and their formula, an anti-
Roman position (though why is unclear), appears to be the act of
one who cares little for theology. It is, moreover, from his loyalty to
the Scythian monks and his primary concern for his apparent home
province that Ruscu produces his nationalist explanation.'®

5 Ruscu, 783.

1¢ Incidentally, this is an exact parallel for arguments about emperors, in-
cluding Constantine and Justinian. Such arguments always begin by as-
suming a radical and anachronistic division between theology and politics
and always end by concluding that the emperor favored one to the detri-
ment of the other. These arguments tell us more about ourselves than our
subjects, as they reflect the modern doctrine that religion might be sepa-
rated from other aspects of culture, such as politics.

7 Ruscu, 784.

18 About Vitalian’s primary concern for his home province, Ruscu says
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In fact, Vitalian was keenly interested in championing Chalce-
don and, so long as we do not assume it a ‘slight likelihood that a
military man [...] was well versed in the theological controversies of
the age,’™ it is not difficult to explain. I rather agree with Ruscu that
one ‘must not overlook [Vitalian’s] links with the circle of the Scyth-
ian monks™® in seeking an explanation for his loyalty to Chalcedon,
but this need not imply that the interest was not also his own. There
is nothing about the profession of a soldier that necessarily implies a
lack of interest in the nature of God, especially in an age when sol-
diers look to that God for victory in battle.>* But one point of Vital-
ian’s biography gave him more than a usual motivation to be inter-
ested in theological controversy. His uncle was the Patriarch Mace-
donius who, though willing to sign the Henotikon, was a convinced
Chalcedonian.?* Macedonius’s support of Chalcedon may have been
what earned him an order of exile from the emperor Anastasius in
si1.3 There is textual evidence that the deposition of Macedonius

this: “Vitalian’s political outlook was rather narrow: he contented himself
with the command of the troops in Thrace at a time when he could have
asked for much more, even if only to extort as much as possible from the
besieged Emperor. This attitude reveals a military commander whose in-
terests were restricted to his own world, which is a provincial one—
Vitalian did not seem to intend to make politics on Imperial level.” Ruscu,
784. Of course, Vitalian’s failure to secure lasting victory, his defeats in the
field, and his inability to produce a larger revolt or to build a coalition
against Anastasius might also help to explain why his concerns remained
provincial.

¥ Ruscu, 784.

20 Ihid.

2 Nor, it should be added, is it enough in this world to worship just any
God. A leader’s incorrect beliefs about God can lead to military disaster.
See the Arian emperor Valens’s disastrous defeat and fall at Adrianople in
Walter Kaegi, Byzantium and the Decline of Rome (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1968), 224-28 and also Rochelle Snee, ‘Valens’ Recall of
the Nicene Exiles and Anti-Arian Propaganda,” Greek, Roman and Byzan-
tine Studies 26 (Winter 1985): 407.

22See ODB, ‘Vitalian.’

23 As Bury has it, “The Monophysites represented him as plotting against
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precipitated or at least provided an excuse for Vitalian’s revolt.>+ The
memory of Macedonius would be one of the keys to the restored
unity between Rome and Constantinople and by 518 had already
become a rallying cry of the Chalcedonian populace of Constantino-
ple.s That the nephew of this Macedonius would not himself have a
personal stake in Chalcedon is implausible. If this seems to imply a
personal rather than a purely theological interest in theological con-
troversy, I would say that it shows rather that theological controver-
sies were also personal.

Whatever his interests or loyalties, circumstances produced in
Vitalian a symbol of Chalcedonian orthodoxy. The Scythian monks
were well placed, therefore, with their connection to Vitalian, to re-
ceive a sympathetic hearing of their claims. Vitalian’s prestige offered
some protection against doubts about their own orthodoxy, while at
the same time lent credibility to the claim that they too were acting
in defense of Chalcedon. But as important as this connection to
Vitalian was it was insufficient to ensure that the Scythian monks’
views were approved. Above all, as we have seen, Vitalian’s prestige
was inadequate to overcome the strength of Dioscorus’s position. It

the Emperor, while the orthodox asserted that he was deposed because he
declined to give up the profession of orthodoxy signed by the Emperor at
his coronation.” Bury, 1.438.

24 Thus the chronicler Victor Tunnunensis, whose entry for this year is
both short and important enough to quote in full: ‘Boetio v.c. consule,
Vitalianus comes Patricioli filius, fidei catholice subuersionem et sinodi
Calcidonensis damnationem remotionemque orthodoxorum episco-
porum atque successiones hereticorum cognoscens, uirorum fortium
ualidam manum congregat et Anastasii imperio rebellat.” Victoris Tun-
nunensis Chronicon cum reliquiis ex Consularibus Caesaraugustanis et
ITohannis Biclarensis Chronicon, ed. C. Cardelle de Hartmann. CCSL 173A
(Turnhout, 2001), a. 510. Cf. Ruscu, 773, fn. 4.

> Thus the crowds, clamoring for the restoration of Chalcedon upon the
death of Anastasius, had shouted, ‘6 Aelyavov Maxedoviov TijL
gxxdola &v TovTolg del vixoelg. Edpruiov kel Maxedoviov ta vépatt dptt
Tyt TeAelay fopTipy TAL éxxhnolan. Todg Yevdoudtvpag Maxedoviov Ew
Q)ODLE.’ ACO 3.5.27.74.36-75.2.
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may, however, have led to another connection which would eventu-

ally effect such approval.

THE THEOPASCHITE FORMULA REJECTED

The theopaschite controversy itself begins with a group of monks
who had arrived in Constantinople before the delegation of
Hormisdas.2¢ Much of what we know about the beginnings of the
controversy, however, must be gleaned from the reports the delega-
tion sent back to Rome contained in the Collectio Avellana.?” In a
way, this places us in a situation similar to that of Hormisdas, de-
pending primarily on the witness of the deacon Dioscorus and his
colleagues, the main difference being that we have access to later
writings of the Scythian monks to compare with Dioscorus’s claims.

From his earliest reports on the Scythian monks, Dioscorus is
kind enough to the historian to make his biases clear. In Letter 216 of
the Collectio Avellana, after discussing some advances made in
achieving the Roman See’s goals with regard to Antioch, Dioscorus
mentions the monks for the first time.

And since these things are being advanced, and in them the
catholic church daily prevails, the ancient plotter has stirred up
the monks of Scythia, who are of the house of the magister mili-
tum Vitalian, enemies of the prayers of all Christians, whose dis-
turbance begets not a few obstacles to the unity of the church
and a great many to the ordination in the aforementioned Anti-
ochian church.28

26 “Ujctor diaconus dicitur: quidam cum isto, antequam nos Constantino-
polim ingrederemur [...]” C4, Letter 224.2-3.

27 The paucity of primary sources on the subject is bested only by the pau-
city of secondary sources. The most complete narrative summary of events
remains E. Amann, ‘Scythes (Moines), Dictionnaire de théologie
catholigue 14/2 (Paris, 1941): 1746-53.

28 ‘et quia ista aguntur et in his cotidie proficit ecclesia catholica, insidiator
antiquus excitauit monachos de Scythia, qui de domo magistri militum
Uitaliani sunt, omnium Christianorum uotis aduersarious, quorum inqui-

etudo non pauas moras generauit unitati ecclesiarum et magnopere de
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That the devil is responsible for the activities of the Scythian monks
cannot be doubted if we are to take Dioscorus’s word. For when one
discusses the Council of Chalcedon, these obscurantist monks, ene-
mies of Christian prayers, only showed it to be ‘doubtful and un-
sound and opened to the error of all heresies.” 2 If we take Diosco-
rus’s word, the monks appear openly opposed to Chalcedon. In his
first letter on the Scythian monks, both in tone and in content, Dios-
corus does not attempt to report events at Constantinople so much
as to shape perceptions in Rome.

The difference in tone can be seen most clearly when it is com-
pared to the report sent at the same time in the name of the bishops,
Germanus and John, the priest Blandus, as well as Dioscorus.3* This
report is clearly opposed to the Scythian monks, for reasons we will
discuss momentarily, but it is also more detailed and does not engage
in the kind of invective we find in Dioscorus’s letter. The worst de-
scription of the monks is ‘impediments’ to the unity of the churches,
a heavy charge but at least rhetorically not on the level of an outright
alliance with the devil. 3

Recognizing therefore that the earliest reports on the Scythian
monks sent to Rome were opposed to them and their activities, we
can turn to the specific charges. After mentioning the Scythian
monks’ opposition to the Antiochian ordination, though not, it
should be said, saying why they objected, Dioscorus levels the first of
five charges against them. He warns that these monks ‘hasten to
Rome hoping to have a number of capitula confirmed by your beati-
tude.”s* For Dioscorus, the most objectionable of these seems to be

praedictae ecclessiae Antiochenae ordinatione.” C4, Letter 216.5.

29 ‘non, quasi non intellegentes, nisi conantes per subtilitatem ad hoc nos
adducere, ut disputetur de synodo Calcedonensi. Quod si factum fuerit,
dubia et infirma ostenditur et haereticorum omnium patuit errori.” C4,
Letter 216.9.

3°L.e. Letter 217, dated June 29, 519, along with Letter 216.

3 ‘harum tamen tribulationem prouisores et socii et unitatis ecclesiarum
impedimenta monachi de Scythia fuerunt [...]” C4, Letter 216.5.

32 ‘isti monachi [...] Romam festinant sperantes aliquanta capitula a beati-
tudine uestra confirmari.” CA4, Letter 216.6.
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the explicitly theopaschite chapter, but it is telling that his objection
is not to the theopaschite formula, as such, but to something else. ‘It
is in these, among other things, where they want to say, “One of the
Trinity [was] crucified,” which is said neither in the holy synod nor
in the letter of holy Pope Leo nor in ecclesiastical custom.’3 This is
telling for several reasons. First, it reminds us that the theopaschite
controversy, indeed I would go so far as to say most of the controver-
sies in the sixth century, is not about theology in a narrow sense.
What we have here, rather, is a reflection of the phenomenon Patrick
Gray explicated in ““The Select Fathers’: Canonizing the Patristic
Past.”3+ By the sixth century, it is not uncommon for the criterion of
truth for theological claims to be its verbal inclusion in a text by one
of a select canon of patristic texts. Theological argument in this con-
text does not concern itself strictly with the truth or falsity of ab-
stract propositions about God. At heart, most theological arguments
in this period are about canon and therefore ultimately about au-
thority. Dioscorus scoffs at the Scythian suggestion not because it is
untrue per se or even because it is not a natural extension of princi-
ples approved in the canon he accepts, but because it does not derive
explicitly from a canonical text.

A second reason Dioscorus’s complaint is so telling is in how he
chooses to describe the canon. The theopaschite formula, thus stat-
ed, is ‘neither in the holy synod nor in the letter of holy Pope Leo
nor in ecclesiastical custom.” The west generally, and Dioscorus act-
ing as representative of Rome particularly, had a peculiar way of
viewing the Council of Chalcedon. It was the holy synod, certainly,
but statements such as this, so frequent in this material, consistently
imply that it was a holy synod because it confirmed the letters of holy
Pope Leo. Yet as Gray has shown elsewhere, and as the east under-
stood, Chalcedon was in important ways a Cyrillian council.3 This

33 ‘est in ipsis inter cetera, ubi uolunt dicere unum de trinitate crucifixum,
quod est nec in sanctis synodis dictum nec in epistolis sanctis papae Leonis
nec in consuetudine ecclesiastica.’ /bzd.

3+ Patrick Gray, ““The Select Fathers: Canonizing the Patristic Past,’
Studia Patristica 23 (1989): 21-36.

3 Gray, Defense of Chalcedon, passim.
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fact is most graphically illustrated in how the Tome of Leo is ulti-
mately received at Chalcedon. To be sure, the acts famously record
that it was greeted with shouts of ‘Peter has uttered this through
Leo.” But the standards by which the fathers of Chalcedon judged

Leo’s Tome quickly becomes clear.

Peter has uttered through Leo. The apostles taught accordingly.
Leo taught piously and truly. Cyril taught accordingly. Eternal is
the memory of Cyril. Leo and Cyril taught the same. Leo and
Cyril taught accordingly. Anathema to him who does not be-
lieve accordingly! This is the true faith.3¢

Leo is received in this context as teaching the true faith because the
Tome is judged compatible with Cyril’s teaching. This is the way
eastern Chalcedonians continued to view Chalcedon and it doubtless
shaped the strategy of the Scythian monks when they presented the
theopaschite formula which itself derives directly from a Cyrillian
text.

Dioscorus’s first complaint points us therefore to a fundamen-
tal problem in the theological discourse of the age. Gray rightly stat-
ed that ‘sixth-century theologians conceived of themselves as the or-
ganizers and harmonizers of the sacred and intrinsically complete
tradition.’’” While Gray’s article was focused on the east, especially
the Chalcedonian east, I would suggest his statement applies equally
well to the west. But the west’s conception of that sacred and intrin-
sically complete tradition, that is of the canon itself, differed from

3¢ Price trans., Council of Chalcedon, 2:24-25. Price and Gaddis point to
another equally telling passage as well: “Theodoret of Cyrrhus, the cham-
pion of the Antiochene party, defended Leo by pointing out, “There is a
similar instance in the blessed Cyril which contains the words, “He be-
came man without shedding what was his own, for he remained what he
was; he is certainly conceived as one dwelling in another, that is, the divine
nature in what is human”.” (I.26) Nothing could be more indicative of
the mood of the council than the fact that even Theodoret had to defend
the Tome by appealing to the authority of Cyril.” Price trans., Council of
Chalcedon, 1:65-6.

37 Gray, ‘Select Fathers’, 35.
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the east’s. Thus one person’s traditionalist claim becomes another’s
destructive innovation. The Roman delegation’s failure to under-
stand Chalcedon as the eastern Chalcedonians had made it impossi-
ble for them to understand what was central to the Scythian monks’
position: that the theopaschite formula was a defense of Chalcedon.
Far from rejecting the Council which had aftirmed the Tome of Leo,
the theopaschite confession was calculated to show that the Council
and its supporters were above reproach. Instead of trying to under-
stand this in his role as papal representative, correspondent, and con-
fidant, Dioscorus attempts to guide Hormisdas’s view of the the-
opaschite formula, even as the Scythians monks are en route to
Rome.

Dioscorus’s second complaint against the Scythian monks is
that their formula, if approved, ‘would produce no small number of
dissensions and scandals among the churches.”® His complaint again
is not primarily concerned with the truth or falsity of the formula.
Even so, it is not inappropriate that he, who was sent as part of a del-
egation to end a schism, should be concerned to avoid anything that
might precipitate dissension and scandal. It is somewhat ironic that,
outside the dispute with Paternus which began the controversy, the
greatest dissension and scandal over the theopaschite formula would
be produced in the delegation itself. Even so, seeing the dispute as it
played out with Paternus might have led Dioscorus to the conclusion
that broader controversy among Chalcedonians would be inevitable
should theopaschism become an issue. It is only in light of this that
his third complaint can be explained. For the third complaint, if we
assume the truth of the theopaschite formula was the primary at is-
sue, is a textbook case of the genetic fallacy.

The emperor Anastasius hastened particularly to impose this
upon the catholics, and the disciples of Eutyches proposed it in
the Synod of Chalcedon, since whenever the fathers debated
concerning the Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son, they

38 ‘quod si permittitur fieri, mihi uidetur dissensiones aut scandala non
mediocria nasci inter ecclesias.” CA, Letter 216.6.



78 JUSTINIAN’S INDECISION

said the Son of God, the Word consubstantial with the Father
was homoousios with the Father.39

We should take this complaint to mean that the appearance of the
claim, rather than its substance, is objectionable on account of its
connection to Anastasius and the ‘disciples of Eutyches.” To read this
otherwise would be to suggest uncharitably that this Dioscorus re-
garded a basically Nicene claim as false merely because those he re-
garded heretics had said something similar. The association of this
language with Anastasius and Eutyches, if we read this charitably, is
probably meant to reinforce the prior claim that the Scythian monks’
formula would lead to dissensions and scandals. Indeed, recalling
how the Akoimetoi would oppose the theopaschite formula, much
as they had the earlier changes to the Trisagion, we may see that Di-
oscorus at least sized up the pro-Roman monks of Constantinople
well.

Dioscorus’s fourth and fifth complaints against the Scythian
monks tell us quite as much as the earlier complaints. The hard line
Dioscorus takes comes out most clearly when he describes what
would in fact be acceptable for the monks to say.

Whence it seems to me there is no other sound response to give
that is both useful and in keeping with the peace of the church
except that “The holy synod of Chalcedon suffices, wherein also

% ‘istud Anastasius imperator magnopere catholicis imponere festinauit,
istud et Eutychetis discipuli in synodo Calcedonensi proposuerunt, quia
quotienscumque patres de dei filio domino nostro Iesu Christo disputau-
erunt, fililum dei uerbum consubstantialem patri, homousion patri dix-
erunt.” C4, Letter 216.7. Indicating that there are theological implications
to this, Dioscorus proceeds to say, ‘iste autem sermo ideo numquam est in
synodis a patribus introductus, quia procul dubio catholicae fidei minime
poterat conuenire. cuius si subtiliter adtendatur intentio, ad quantas
haereses pateat et quae mala per eu possint disputationibus ecclesiasticis
introduci, quoniam longum est, praesentes insinuare poterimus.’ zbid.
216.7-8. Unfortunately, despite his continual implications, Dioscorus
never explains to us either how this would lead to heresy or to what here-
sies it would lead.
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the others synods are maintained; the epistles of Pope Leo suf-
fice, which the synod confirmed; we neither wish nor ought to
introduce innovation into the church.”4°

Much of the letter has been building up to this complaint. Dioscorus
will quickly contrast his position, that Chalcedon suffices, with that
of the Scythian monks. What is evident here, however, is a kind of
inflexibility that makes negotiation impossible, perhaps intentional-
ly.# A statement such as this may reflect in part of the position of the
delegation itself. One recalls what strict instructions they were sent
with. Given such instructions, the slightest deviation would un-
doubtedly seem to risk the project as a whole. Indeed after the fifth
and final complaint Dioscorus indicates as much, warning a failure

of all they had tried to accomplish.

Among other things, if after the Chalcedonian synod, if after the
epistles of Pope Leo, if after the /ibelli which bishops gave and
give and by which they have made satisfaction to the apostolic
seat again some new thing is added, so it seems me that whatever
was built up is torn down.4*

Acting under strict instructions from Rome as ambassador to a peni-
tent Constantinople, it is little surprise that Dioscorus should be so
hardened in his position.+

40 ‘unde sanum mihi uidetur et utile et ad pacem ecclesiarum conueniens
nihil aliud responsum dare nisi ‘sufficit sanctum Calcedonense concilium,
in quo et aliae synodi continentur; sufficiunt epistolae papae Leonis, quas
synodus confirmauit; nouitatem in ecclesiam introducere nec uolumus
nec debeumus’.” CA, Letter 216.8.

# Recall that the delegation was instructed not to negotiate.

+ ‘inter alia si post synodum Calcedonensem, si post epistolas papae Leo-
nis, si post libellos, quos dederunt et dant episcopi et per ipsos satis-
fecerunt sedi apostolicae, iterum aliquid nouum addatus, sic mihi uidetur,
quia quicquid factum est destruitur.” C4, Letter 216.10.

4 That Dioscorus was anxious make clear to Hormisdas how closely he
was adhering to the instructions is evident from an earlier passage concern-
ing the choice of Paul for the See of Antioch: ‘uolerunt et temptauerunt
hic eum ordinare; ego iussionis uestrae non immemor contradixi dicens
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Even so, if Dioscorus’s fifth complaint has any veracity, he had
every reason to believe that negotiation with the Scythian monks
would not be a productive use of time. The fifth complaint is a clear
contrast with the fourth. Where Dioscorus would say that ‘Chalce-
don suffices’, the monks slyly attacked Chalcedon by saying that it
did not suffice against Nestorianism.#+ According to Dioscorus, they
customarily proceed to ask that Chalcedon be explained to them only
in an effort to point out the council’s inadequacies.

This image of the Scythians as meddling, undiplomatic trouble-
makers, is seconded by the letter addressed to Hormisdas from the
whole delegation sent along with Dioscorus’s letter. Yet the language
of this letter presents us with an interesting comparison, as was hint-
ed above. On the one hand, Letter 217 has less tendency to attach
unnecessary invective to its complaints about the Scythian monks
and offers more details in its stead. On the other hand, a careful look
at the language hints that, although the letter was addressed from the
whole delegation, its main author may have been none other than
Dioscorus.

The first evidence for this claim comes from Disocorus’s habit-
ual use of magnopere which also makes an appearance also in 217.45
Likewise, intentio is frequently used in both letters to cover a relative-
ly wide range of cir