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CONSTANTINE AKROPOLITES ON CONSTANTINE THE
GREAT: MOTIVATIONS AND APPROACHES*

On 25th July 1261 byzantine forces from Nicaea recovered Constantinople
bringing to an end the Latin occupation of fifty—seven years. Michael VIII
Palaiologos (1261-1282), who had already been crowned emperor at Nicaea
(1259)1, did not hasten to enter the byzantine capital, but he chose to make his tri-
umphal entrance to Constantinople, on the 15th of August, as the city’s real libera-
tor2. Historically it was a very significant day for the life of the byzantine capital,
the day of celebrating the Dormition of Theotokos, the traditional protectress of
Constantinople3. The glorious entrance of Michael was made according to byzan-
tine ceremonial, reminiscent of the traditional imperial proclamation and entry of
the byzantine emperor into the great city. The recovery of Constantinople in 1261
combined two basic elements: the link with the byzantine past* and the divine

* An expanded form of this paper is presented in the forthcoming volume dedicated
to prof. E. Chrysos.

1 Akropolites (ed. A. Heisenberg, corr. P. Wirth, Georgii Akropolitae Opera, vol. 1,
Leipzig, 1903) (=Akropolites), §77, 159.6—18. Pachymeres (ed. A. Failler, Georges Pachy-
méres, Relations Historiques, vol. I-V [CFHB 24/1-5], Paris 1984-2000), I11.6: I, 139.21-28,
141.15-22. Gregoras (ed. L. Schopen, Nicephori Gregorae Byzantina Historia [CSHB], vol.
I-II, Bonn 1829— vol. 111, ed. E. Bekker, Bonn 1855), I, 78-79. See R. Macrides, George
Akropolites The History. Introduction, Translation and Commentary [Oxford Studies in Byz-
antium], Norfolk 2007, 348.

2 Akropolites, §88, 186—188. Pachymeres, 11.31: 1, 217.9-219.5. Gregoras, I, 83.
See D. J. Geanakoplos, The emperor Michael Palaeologus and the West, 1258—1282. A Study
in Byzantine—Latin Relations, Cambridge, Mass. 1959, 92—-115. V. Puech, La refondation
religieuse de Constantinople par Michael VIII Paléologue (1259—1282): un acte politique,
in: Religion et société urbaine au Moyen—Age. Etudes offertes a Jean—Louis Biget par ses
anciens éléves, ed. P. Boucheron — J. Chiffoleau [Publications de la Sorbonne. Histoire
ancienne et médiévale 60], Paris 2000, 351-362, 358-359.

3 Akropolites, §88, 186—188. Pachymeres, 11.31:1, 217.9-219.5. Gregoras, I, 83.

4 The emperor himself was frequently practiced in making reference to his prede-
cessors. See for example his oration on the recovery of Constantinople: (Pachymeres, II, 30:
1, 209.19-25) and on his triumphal entry to the just regained capital (Pachymeres, 11,31: I,
217.11-16). Cf. R. Macrides, From the Comnenoi to the Palaiologoi: Imperial Models in De-
cline and Exile, in: New Constantines: the Rhythm of Imperial Renewal in Byzantium, 4th—
13th centuries. Papers from the Twenty — sixth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, St.
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intervention>. Current, both real and ideological, necessities absolutely needed
the evocation of the past in all levels of byzantine political life in order to be the
continuity of the byzantine tradition return to its former condition.

The first Christian emperor Constantine the Great (313-337), the founder
of Byzantium undeniably typified this continuity. Constantine, according to his
literary portrait drawn by Eusebius, the initiator of the theoretical principles of the
byzantine imperial ideology®, was the first Christian emperor, the saintly Christian
founder of the byzantine capital. He was the emperor who convened and presided
over the first ecumenical council. Eusebius composed the Life of Constantine, a
biographical account with high rhetorical elements’, thus formulating the model
of the imperial portrayal. His successors on the byzantine throne invoked this

Andrews, March 1992 [Society for the Promotion of Byzantine Studies, 2), ed. P. Magdalino,
Aldershot 1994, 269-282, here 270. Generally the past played a fundamental role in formu-
lating the political authority during the Middle Ages. Cf. the latest volume Authorities in the
Middle Ages. Influence, Legitimacy, and Power in Medieval Society, eds. S. Kangas, M. Kor-
pola, T. Ainonen [Fundamentals of Medieval and Early Modern Culture 12], Berlin—-Boston
2013, and specially the work by M. Kahlos, “But Our Customs are Older”: The Authority of
Antiquity in Late Antique Debates (in the fourth and Fifth Centuries C.E.), 27-38.

5 Michael VIII himself repeatedly stressed the divine intervention in regaining
the byzantine capital, as for instance in his Autobiography (ed. H. Grégoire, Imperatoris
Michaelis Palaiologi De Vita Sua, Byz. 29-30 (1959-1960), 449, 453. Engl. transl. and
comments on this text: G. Dennis, Kellibara I: Typikon of Michael VIII Palaiologos for the
Monastery of St. Demetrius of the Palaiologoi—Kellibara in Constantinople, in: Byzantine
Monastic Foundation Documents: A Complete Translation of Surviving Founder's Typika
and Testaments, ed. J. Thomas — A. Constantinides Hero, Washington 2000, III, 1237-1251.
See also the characteristic narration of Pachymeres, 11.30: I, 211.10-213.23.

6 Eusebius mainly penned the encomiastic image of Constantine in the Life of
Constantine and his panegyric, entitled Triakontaeterikos Logos. For the Life of Constantine,
see BHG 361x, ed. Fr. Winkelmann, Eusebius Werke, Band I/1: Uber das Leben des Kaisers
Konstantin [Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller], Berlin 1975) (=Eusebius, Life of
Constantine); engl. transl. by Av. Cameron—S. G. Hall, Eusebius Life of Constantine. Introduction,
translation, and commentary, Oxford 1999 (=Cameron—Hall). Another edition: Eusebios. Uber
das Leben des gliickseligen Kaisers Konstantin (De vita Constantini), herausgegeben, iibersetzt
und kommentiert von P. Driger [Bibliotheca classicorum 1], Oberhaid 2007 (=Dréger). The
reprinted critical edition with German translation and commentary: De vita Constantini. Uber
das Leben Konstantins, eingeleitet von Br. Bleckmann, {ibersetzt und kommentiert von H.
Schneider [Fontes Christiani, 83], Turnhout 2007 (=Bleckmann—Schneider). On Eusebius as
a scholar and a writer, see T. D. Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius, Cambridge, Mass. 1981,
ch. 2. For Triakontaeterikos Logos (ed. I. A. Heikel, Eusebius Werke, Band I, 193-259). The
bibliography on Eusebius and Constantine is vast. See for instance, N. Baynes, Constantine
the Great and the Christian Church, Oxford 1929, repr. 1972. G. Dagron, Emperor and Priest:
The Imperial Office in Byzantium, transl. by J. Birrell, Cambridge — New York 2003, 131ff.
S. Patoura—Spanou, Xpiotioviopodg kot [aykosotnta oto tpmyo Buldvtio. Amd ™ Oewpia
otV npdén [Institute for Byzantine Research, Monographs 10], Athens 2008, 54 ff, 60—66.
On Eusebius’s works with recent bibliography: V. Katsaros — G. A. Raptes, Evcéfiog Biog
Meydrov Kovotavtivov, Thessaloniki 2011, 14-65.

7 A. Wilson, Biographical Models: the Constantinian period and beyond, in:

Constantine. History, Historiography and Legend, ed. S. Lieu and D. Montserrat, London —
New York 1998, 107-135, specially 112—113.
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specific imperial prototype every time when political circumstances demanded
a revival through a “New Constantine”8. On the other hand, for the Orthodox
Church Constantine the Great was reckoned as a saint and equivalent to apostles®.

After the recapture of Constantinople, Michael VIII Palaiologos embark-
ing on a new start for Byzantium deliberately used with particular emphasis the
title “New Constantine” and introduced it in the system of the traditional im-
perial terminology!0. Relying on the image of Constantine the Great, Michael
VIII strengthened his imperial authority, mostly after the blinding of the legal
successor of the throne John Lascaris!l. Michael VIII invoked the name New
Constantine in all aspects of his political strategy!2. Andronicus II (1282-1328),
his son and heir of throne, did the same. The first did that in order for his acts to
appear morally right and acceptable, the second adopted the same focusing rath-
er on the religious dimension of his policy. Andronicus II opposing the unionist
views of his father Michael VIII displayed his passionate support to the traditional
Orthodoxy!3. He invalidated the decisions of the Council of Lyons (1274) for the
Union of the Churches immediately after his accession to the throne. Therefore
he was considered a champion of Orthodoxy, while his panegyrists called him as
New Constantine. One of his panegyrists, George of Cyprus, called Andronicus
II the “real son and heir of Constantine the Great” since they both followed the
same path of living according to Godly tenets and the true Trinitarian doctrine!4,
while another one, Theodore Hyrtakenos closely associated Andronicus II with
Constantine the Great in respect of the support to orthodox dogma, by saying that
“you are another of the same mould” (§Mog wv toyyaveis éxe,, vog)15.

8 Insightful comments on this issue by P. Magdalino, Introduction, in: New Constan-
tines, 1-9, specially 7. Macrides, From the Comnenoi, 270.

9 Baynes, Constantine, 92-94. Dagron, Emperor and Priest, 135-143.

10 A number of sources mention Michael VIII as the New Constantine. See for exam-
ple a characteristic mention penned by Manouel Holobolos, ed. M. Treu, Manuelis Holoboli
orationes. Programm des koniglichen Victoria—Gymnasiums, 2. Potsdam 1907, 11, 84.28-31:
ai 8¢ mpakelg avtai npeofedcacor TOAAAY kol Gvavtippntov giofveykav thv neldd Kol
véov Kmovotavtivov nélmodv og Aaump®dg tpocayopevechot kat dvayopedeshat. Analysis
and comments on them by R. Macrides, The New Constantine and the New Constantino-
ple—1261?°, BMGS 6 (1980), 13-41 and by D. Angelov, Imperial ideology and political
thought in Byzantium (1204—1330), Cambridge — New York 2007, 44-45. However, this ti-
tleseems to be under question by his opponents: Eleonora Kountoura—Galake, Constantine V
Kopronymos Or Michael VIII Paleologos the New Constantine? The Anonymous Encomium
of Saint Theodosia, Symmeikta 15 (2002), 183—194.

I Pachymeres, I11.10: 1, 255.23-259.5.

12 Even during the discussions over the Union of the Churches. See his chrysobull
logos written by George of Cyprus and dated to 1273, ed. V. Laurent — J. Darrouzes, Dossier
grec de I’Union de Lyon (1273—1277) [Archives de ’Orient chrétien 16], Paris 1976, 317.13—
16.

13- Pachymeres, VII,2: 111, 23.1-31. Gregoras, I, 160 ff. A. E. Laiou, Constantinople and
the Latins. The Foreign Policy of Andronicus I 1282—1328, Cambridge, Massachusetts 1972, 32ff.

14 Eykdyuov eic v aUrokparopa Kopov “Avdpévikov v Tladawoidyov, ed. J. Fr.
Boissonade, Anecdota Graeca e codicibus regiis, Paris 1929, repr. Hildesheim 1962, vol. I, 384.

15 @eodwpov 100 "Yprarxnvod mpog tov avroxpdropa [lpoopmviua, ed. Boissonade,
Anecdota Graeca, vol. 1, 252. On Theodore Hyrtakenos: PLP 29507. For the context of
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The paramount significance of the idea of continuity through references
to Constantine the Great was further advanced by literary production.

Constantine Akropolites (1250—-1321/4), the most prolific hagiographer
of the time, tried his hand to create an oration in honour of the saintly founder
of Byzantium. Constantine Akropolites was the son of George Akropolites,
the well known historian of the period!6, the prominent scholar and statesman
during the reign of Michael VIII. His son Constantine was also involved both
in scholarly affairs and in politics, since he had received the high offices of
the “logothetes tou genikou™ and of the “great logothetes” during the reign of
Andronicus II'7. However, unlike his father, he was a fervent opponent of the
Union of the Churches!8. Constantine Akropolites simultaneously with his po-
litical activity promoted his political and religious views through his writings,
letters and hagiographical pieces.

He particularly referred to his homonymous first Christian emperor not
only with respect and admiration, but also with a critical eye to the political
issues of his time. In his narration on the Life of Metrophanes, the bishop of
Constantinople (306-314) when the city was transformed as the new imperial
capital, Akropolites called the emperor Constantine as “the great founder of the
city and protector of all the Christian generation”!9; in another of his hagio-
graphical works penned on the noble roman senator Zotikos, the first orphano-
trophos of Constantinople, stressed that “God sent Constantine and anointed
him king for our salvation”20. Constantine Akropolites has not failed to make
encomiastic mention to the great emperor in another hagiographical text, the
Life of Theodosia?!. Certainly his admiration of and respect for his homony-
mous emperor was illustrated in his lengthy encomiastic piece in honour of St

panegyrics, see Angelov, Imperial ideology, 70-71, 76, 88-90.

16 Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner [Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft. Abteilung 1: Byzantinisches Handbuch, 5], I, 447-453. Macrides,
George Akropolites, 5 ff.

17 Pachymeres, VI1.26: II, 625.15-22 D. Nicol, Constantine Akropolites. A
Prosopographical Note, DOP 19 (1965), 249-256. R. Romano, Costantino Acropolita:
Epistole, Napoli 1991, 18-19.

18 Nicol, Constantine Akropolites, 249. M. Hinterberger, Hagiographische
Metaphrasen. Ein mdoglicher Weg der Anndherung an die Literardsthetik der frithen
Palaiologenzeit, oto: Imitatio — Aemulatio — Variatio. Akten des internationalen
wissenschaftlichen Symposions zur byzantinischen Sprache und Literatur (Wien, 22.-25.
Oktober 2008), herausg. von A. Rhoby — E. Schiffer [ Verdffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung
21], Wien 2010, 137-151, specially 146-148.

19 Life of Metrophanes, ed. Fr. Winkelmann, Die Metrophanes Vita des Konstantinos
Akropolites, BHG1278z, in Studia Byzantina. Beitrdge aus der byzantinistischen Forschung
der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik zum XIII. Internationalen Byzantinistenkongref in
Oxford 1966, ed. J. Irmscher, Halle 1966, 79-102), 96.24-25: 6lov 100 katd Xpiotdv 10D
YEVOUGS TOTHP.

20 Life of Zotikos, ed. T. S. Miller, The legend of saint Zotikos according to
Constantine Akropolites, AB 112 (1994), 4.10-11, p. 350.

21 Akropolites, Life of Theodosia, ed. S. Kotzabassi, Das hagiographische Dossier
der heiligen Theodosia von Konstantinopel [Byzantinisches Archiv 21], Berlin—New York
2009), 124.6-9, 124.34.
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Constantine Ei¢ 0v Qyiov kai Oeoorentov Baoiléa Kwvaraviivov tov Méyov?22,
It is worth noting that this hagiographical work was preserved in 18 manu-
scripts, an evidence of its wide dissemination, a fact which also denotes the
particular interest in Constantine the Great during the late Byzantine period,
as a model which established a perfect link with the glorious byzantine past.
Akropolites himself commented on his frequent references to the great emperor
in his autograph supplement of the code?3, which contains many of his works
and was copied under his own supervision. In the same manuscript is also pre-
served a poem in honour of his namesake emperor and saint, whom Akropolites
regarded as his own protector24. Writing on him Constantine Akropolites was
fully aware that he was presenting a great political and religious physiognomy,
clearly seen already by the title of his rhetorical text.

The Life of Constantine by Akropolites contains all the achievements
of the great emperor coexisted with allusions to corresponding ideological as-
pects. Speaking with pride on his specific rhetorical text in two untitled letters,
Constantine Akropolites appears to make a kind of promotion to it. In one of
these letters had asked the addressee, who probably was the well known histo-
rian and high ecclesiastical official George Pachymeres, to arrange for his liter-
ary work to be delivered as a sermon in the Church of St. Sophia on the saint’s
memory day (21st May)?25.

Although he confessed that this work did not add anything new concern-
ing the first Christian emperor26, he recited all the visions and myths surround-
ing crucial turning points of his historical life and he enumerated Constantine’s
military exploits27. The hagiographer highlighted all references related to the
foundation of Constantinople insisting even on the emperor’s active involve-

22 BHG368:http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/rech_oeuvre/resultOeuvre/filter_auteur/2871/
filter_oeuvre/60 (22/12/2010). For this research we have used the edition by C. Simonides,
The panegyric of that holy apostolic and heaven crowned king Constantine the Great com-
posed by his head logothetes Constantine Acropolitis, London 1853, 1-37 (=Akropolites,
Life of Constantine). Although the aforementioned editor was condemned for forgery (A.
Papadopoulos—Keramaeus, ispocolvuitixn fiffAio0nkn: firor kardAoyog TV €v taic Pifrioo-
K0ig 100 GywtdTon dmrootolikod e kol kaboliko® phodiolov marpiapyikod Gpovov QY ie-
pooolbpwv kai waong Iolorotivg drokeuévaov EAnvikdy kwdikwv, Sankt Peterburg 1897,
repr. Bruxelles 1963, vol. I, 122), we checked one of the manuscripts (Docheiariou 69 (2743),
ff. 265-290) and we have not found any alteration in the text.

23 Papadopoulos—Kerameus, ipocolvpitich fifflio6nkn, vol. 1, 122—123.

24 Papadopoulos—Kerameus, igpocodvptixi fifflio6nkn, vol. 1, 122.

25 Letters 14 and 40 (ed. Romano, Acropolita), 115, 138-139. Bi. C. N.
Constantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and early Fourteenth
Centuries (1204—ca.1310), Nicosia 1982, 40. S. Lampakis, I edpyrog [oyouépns [pwtéxoikog
Kol Aikaropvrol. Eiloaywyikd Aokiwo [Institute for Byzantine Research, Monographs, 5].
Athens 2004, 23, specially 36 note 88.

26 S. Paschalides, 'O 13e®dng Avtokpdropas. ‘O Méyag Kovotaviivog oth pecofu-
Covtvi aylodoykn ypappoteio kai Toltikn idgohoyia, in Nis i Bizantija/Nis & Byzantium.
Symposium V (Ni§, 3—5 June 2006), [Zbornik Radova V], Ni§ 2007, 39-49: http://www.ni.rs/
byzantium/doc/zbornik5/PDF-V/Simeon%20Pashalides.pdf.

27 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 33-34.
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ment in the design of the city28. Such references by Akropolites, who as a young
man had experienced the Latin occupation of Constantinople, aimed at consoli-
dating the concept that the Byzantines through Constantine the Great were the
authentic heirs, the rightful owners of the byzantine capital2°.

The Life of Constantine by Akropolites written according to the conven-
tions of an imperial encomium, includes all the appropriate rhetorical and not
only issues: the emperor’s homeland30, family and the extraordinary circum-
stances of his birth with the relevant fictional points (e.g. appearance of sun
during the night)31, reference to his physical well being32, to his nurture and
education33. Akropolites presents Constantine’s deeds in war, which in com-
bination with the divine insignia made the great emperor the unquestionable
ruler throughout the entire world (oikoumene) 34. A significant point showing
that our hagiographer approached with critical thinking his sources is his com-
ment on the great variety of myths involved with the name of Constantine the
Great35. However he did not fail to include in his account all the characteristic
virtues that embellish the imperial image: bravery36, justice37, philanthropy (¢:-
Aoavipwma)38, sympathy and mildness towards his subjects39. A key element
in the imperial portrayal was the close relationship of the emperor with God.
Following this Akropolites presented the emperor as the imitator of God40, as

28 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 28: koatd t6v deryOévra 10010 TOmOV, TEPIEYPOWEY,
Eoynudrioe, kal ToAVTEADS oikodounoar mpooéraley.

29 The Byzantines considered that Constantinople was a “bastard homeland” for the
Latins: Gregoras I/1, 86.

30 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 4. On the myths relating to the emperor’s birth
place: A. P. Kazhdan, “Constantin imaginaire” Byzantine Legends of the Ninth Century
about Constantine the Great, Byz 57 (1987), 196-250, here at 212-215. S. Lieu, From History
to Legend and Legend to History, in Constantine. History, Historiography and Legend, ed. S.
Lieu and D. Montserrat, London — New York 1998, 158.

31 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 7. Concerning the particular concept of Sun in
the political ideology of Constantine the Great: Eusebius, Life of Constantine, 1, 43. See N. H.
Baynes, Constantine the Great and the Christian Church, London 1929, repr Oxford 1972,
95-103. J. Straub, Vom Herrscherideal in der Spatantike [Forschungen zur Kirchen— und Ge-
schichte 18], Stuttgart 1939, repr. Darmstadt 1964, 129—134. This tradition also passed to his
successors: H. Hunger, Prooimion: Elemente der byzantinischen Kaiseridee in den Arengen
der Urkunden [Wiener byzantinische Studien 1], Wien 1964, 75-83.

32 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 8-9, as also portrayed by Eusebius, Life of Constantine
, I, 19-20. See Cameron—Hall, 197-198. Dréger, 317. Bleckmann—Schneider, 172-174.

33 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 7-8.

34 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 9, 10, 1415, 19, 20. Eusebius, Life of Constantine
, I, 28. See Bleckmann—Schneider, 96—-106
5 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 5: 014 t6v molbv €v Adyoig o010 Gpdiiov.

6 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 6, 14, 29, 34.

7 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 23. Cf. Eusebius, Life of Constantine, 11, 37—40.
8 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 16. Cf. Eusebius, Life of Constantine, 11, 20. See
Cameron—Hall, 153—154. Bleckmann—Schneider, 76.

39 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 16. Cf. Eusebius, Life of Constantine, 11, 22.

40 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 27, 30. Eusebius, Life of Constantine, 1, 5. See
Hunger, Prooimion, 58—61. P. Agapetos, y €lkovo 10D abtokpdtopa Bactleiov A™ ot

WL W W
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specially marked out and selected by God to obtain the empire4!, divinely au-
thorized, as being on friendly terms with God42, while the divine providence
supported all his deeds43. Akropolites in order to present the excellent qualities
of Constantine the Great used the rhetorical model of comparison with known
historical and biblical personalities bearing similar properties44. Needless to say
that the first byzantine emperor was superior to all. However it might be per-
ceived as an indirect message alluding to Michael VIII’s not very really legal
accession to the throne.4>

Akropolites focused much of his attention on painting the great emperor
in an extremely Christian light. He underlined Constantine’s building holy sites,
as well as the religious problems he faced. The hagiographer concentrated, al-
ready from his prologue, on the absolute praise of emperor’s piety (eusebeia),
by saying that “he could not laud highly any other for the pious zeal only the
Emperor Constantine46. Following the model of Eusebius, who linked the first
Christian emperor with the utmost piety47, Constantine Akropolites spoke re-
peatedly about this specific feature of the emperor by labeling him as: “fervent
fighter for piety”48, “the solid ground of piety”, “the mainstay of the faith™49,
“the most pious king”, “pious king”30, “loving God and loved by God>!.
Furthermore, due to Constantine’s efforts to eradicate heretical beliefs and to
support Orthodoxy called him “the general of Christ” 52. Piety along with the
divine power and the close relations with God are the most visible virtues of

puropakedovikn ypappoteio 867-959, Hellenica 40 (1989), 285-323, here 293.

41 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 7: Ostov 6v dinddg xal o1é Ocot onuaviev, Thv
000001 100 yevvnoouévov cap®s mPodetkvoov AaunpotnTo, kol Aduyiv 1000 ToyKOoUIOY.
See also pp. 11, 12, 17, 20, 21, 26, 27, 36. Cf. Hunger, Prooimion, 49-58.

42 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 29. Life of Zotikos, 10.4, 6. 356.

43 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 13, 14,21, 22.

44 Akropolites compared specific virtues of the emperor Constantine with those
of Cyrus, Alexander, Octavius (sic) Augustus and from the Old Testament of Moses, king
David, Solomon: Life of Constantine, 34-35. Eusebius in his Life of Constantine had also
used the same rhetorical system of “synkrisis”. Discussion over the figures under comparison
in Eusebius, Life of Constantine: Cameron—Hall, 31-32. Wilson, Biographical Models, 109
ff. Patoura—Spanou, Xpioriaviouog xou IHoykoopiotnro, 60-66.

45 See above

46 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 1.

47 Eusebius, Life of Constantine, 1, 4: didookaliov Ocooefols vmodelyuaros tOv
Qvdpa @ Bviptd yéver mpofefinuévog; 1, 5; 1, 39; IV.14. See Cameron—Hall, 69-71,216-219.
Patoura—Spanou, Xpioriaviouog ko Hoykxoouiotyta, 56—60.

48 Life of Zotikos, 4.12, p. 350. Life of Metrophanes, 99.

49 Akropolites, Life of Theodosia, 124.33-34.

50 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 19.

1 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 29. Life of Zoticos, 10.4,p. 356. Cf. G. Bonamente,
Apoteosi e imperatori cristiani, in / cristiani e [’'impero nel IV secolo, G. Bonamente — A.
Nestori (eds.), Macerata 1988, 107—142.

52 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 14: atpatnydg oVtog, 1 Amwootpdtnyos €D yop Aé-
yerv g kai ovveotpatnyel 1ovT® Ocdg. The term «dmootpdtnyog» (=retired general, Lampe,
s.v) seems to be used under the metaphorical notion that Constantine had retired from the
army administration while God had undertaken its responsibility.

[
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Constantine the Great stressed by our hagiographer. Closely interwoven with pi-
ety is the adherence to the orthodox doctrine, two main features of the imperial
ideology, which established the good governance33. In this concept, Akropolites
declared that the most important achievement done by Constantine was nei-
ther his victorious campaigns, nor his heavenly signs, but his “brilliant feat”
was the “antiparataxis”, that is his confrontation of Arius’s heretical teaching54.
By using this warlike terminology and a strong language against the dogmatic
disputes, Akropolites, who himself was steadfast of the traditional Orthodoxy,
declared his firm stand for the orthodox doctrine to be maintained. Besides, it
was a particular method to express his warm approval and admiration of the
religious policy of the emperor Andronicus II, due to which he was praised as a
“New Constantine”>5.

Furthermore, Akropolites gave too much emphasis on fully speaking about
Constantine’ s significant role to settle peacefully the heretical opinions during
the Council at Nicaea (325)36. For this reason, the hagiographer compared the
Great emperor with Moses57, the biblical lawgiver, saying that Constantine by
convoking the Council in Nicaea put the good ground on which the true dogma
was based>8. The author turning then his narration on Constantine’s relations
with the ecclesiastical authority made reference to their intimate relations, while
he portrayed the emperor as the “founder of the church”59. The Great emperor
is presented as a mediator to reconcile the disputants60.

Constantine Akropolites, as a well educated high scholar of the period,
paid close attention to his rhetorical work and wrote the Life of Constantine
within a literary as well as a political framework. As it appears, the hagiogra-
pher used the Life of Constantine to engage relevant religious concerns of his
own times. The impulse behind his narration was highly political and particu-
larly connected with his own days, as the time of creating this text coincided

53 A telling reference to this concept in Akropolites, Life of Zoticos, 10.10-11, p.
356. Cf. K. Pitsakis, Sainteté et empire. A propos de la sainteté impériale: formes de sainteté
“d’office” et de sainteté collective dans I’Empire d’Orient?, Bizantinistica. Rivista di Studi
Bizantini e Slavi, Serie seconda, 3 (2001), 155-227, specially 183ft.

4 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 28-29.
55 See above, p.
6 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 28-30.

57 Wilson, Biographical Models, 109 ff. Cl. Rapp, Imperial Ideology in the making:
Eusebius of Caesarea on Constantine as ‘Bishop’, Journal of Theological Studies 49/2
(1998), 687 ff.

58 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 30.

59 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 36: tai¢ avto0 mpaleor 0 ¢ €krinoiog
1e0suelicotar 10 Xpior®. Here Akropolites seems to echo the famous testimony of Eusebius
(IV.24) on the status of Constantine as common bishop. Cf. J. A. Straub, Constantine as
Kowdég Emioromnog: Tradition and Innovation in the Representation of the First Christian
Emperor’s Majesty, DOP 21 (1967), 37-55. D. de Decker — G. Dupuis—Masay, L’”episcopat”
de ’empereur Constantin, Byzantion 50 (1980), 118-157. CI. Rapp, Holy bishops in late
antiquity: the nature of Christian leadership in an age of transition [The transformation of
the classical heritage 37], London 2005, 236-240. Drager, 3534,

60 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 30: Eipyveberv mpéc ¢Alsdovg Yiaotov dvowmey,
Ka... T£¢ kot ¢AAjAwv dtapop£s mopideiv.
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with the reestablishment of Orthodoxy by Andronicus II in 128261, Thus, all his
verbose discussion on the true dogma through the connection with Constantine
the Greatt2 appeared quite relevant.

On the other hand Akropolites’s arguments on peace in Church consisted
a very appropriate theme also matching properly with his contemporary time.
They reflected

Andronicus’s decisions and measures related to the provoked struggles
and disagreements within the Church. First, the replacement of the unionist
Patriarch John Beccos (1275-1282) with Joseph I, who earlier occupied the
patriarchal throne, aroused strong hostility. Although Joseph I had anti—unionist
sentiments, he was considered by a party of the clergy, that is the Arsenites, as
usurper, because of his illegal ascension®3. Another reason of disruption with-
in the Byzantine Church was the refusal of some churchmen to accept those
clerics who had taken the oath to the pope®4. Thus, the peaceful restoration of
Orthodoxy by Andronicus was rather a dream, as Pachymeres says,5 and the
beginning of a complicating time. The sources of the time reflect perfectly the
lack of unity in the church66. Akropolites appears to echo this atmosphere in the
epilogue of his work on the great emperor, as at this point commented on prob-
lems of his own time sometimes openly, sometimes hinting, but always embit-
tered. The hagiographer in his final stage addressed Constantine the Great using
the first person and asking him “to keep dogma unchanged so as to not leave
place for disputes”. The hagiographer having a marked style intended to create a
particular emotional effect and launched an appeal to the first Christian emperor
“ for peace and love one to another67. In the same train of thought he continued
asking God through the offices of saint Constantine “to move away from us and
to throw in deep oblivion the anomaly of the times and the prevailing confu-
sion”. The context of the abovementioned requests in any case match to a typi-
cal closing of a hagiographical text. They simultaneously correspond to the par-
ticular means of the reign of Andronicus II, when the new regime intended for
a smooth transition from the pro—unionist policy to Orthodoxy with full peace
among the opponent parties. For Akropolites emperor Constantine symbolized
the ideal emperor in all his glory, who through peaceful means and harmony in
his relation with the Church exceeded doctrinal problems. Akropolites couched
his ideas rather as a politician than a scholar considering that Andronicus II as
“New Constantine” should imitate the real model.

61 See above note,
62 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 36-37.

63 A. Riebe, Rom in Gemeinschaft mit Konstantinopel: Patriarch Johannes XI
Bekkos als Verteidiger der Kirchenunion von Lyon (1274) [Mainzer Verdffentlichungen zur
Byzantinistik 8] Wiesbaden 2005, 101ff.

64 A. Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium. The Filioque Controversy in the Patriarchate
of Gregory II of Cyprus (1283—1289), Revised edition, Crestwood 1997, 83-105.

65 Pachymeres, VII.11: I, 47.20-21.

66 Pachymeres, VIL.9: 111, 43.22-45.7; VII.15: 111, 59.30-61.4; VII.16: 111, 61.12. See
Lampakis, Pachymeres, 100—102.

67 Akropolites, Life of Constantine, 36-37.
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Eneonopa Kynrypa Nanaku
KOHCTAHTHH AKPOIIOJIUTA O KOHCTAHTUHY BEJIMKOM: MOTUBAIIUJE
N IIPUCTYIIN

JKuBommcar je CBOjUM H3paXkajHIM CTHIIOM HaMEpaBao Ja CTBOPH oce0aH EeMOTHBHU
YTUCAK U YIYTH MOJIOY MPBOM XpHUIIThaHCKOM Lapy ,,3a MHp U y3ajaMHY Jby06aB“. Y ucTOM
MHCAOHOM HU3Y HAaCTaBHO je Ja monu bora kpo3 cBoje obpahame CBetoM KoHCTaHTHHY ,, 712
YKJIOHH OZ Hac M 0alu y Jajekd 3a00paB CBEe aHOMaJHje OBHX BpeMeHa U mpeoBnalyjyhy
koH(}y3ujy“. KOHTEKCT rope MOMEHYTHX MOJIOM y CBaKOM CIy4ajy OAroBapa THIIMYHOM
3aBpHIeTKy Tekcra xutHja. OHe WCTOBpeMeHO oaroeapajy onpehenuM cpexcTBuma
BlagaBuHE AHApOHUKA II, Kaja je HOBH pexXHM HaMepaBao J1a CIPOBEIE JIaraHy TPaH3HUILIN]y
01 TPOYHUOHHUCTHYKE MOJIMTHKE NIPeMa MPABOCIIABIbY y3 MOTIYHH MUp Mel)y TPOTHBHHYKNM
cTpaHama. 3a napa Akporonuta, KoHCTaHTHH je cuMOOIN30Ba0 njaeal napa y cBoj CBOjOj
ClIaBU, KOjH je MUPHHM U ycKiIa)eHHM IyTeM Yy CBOM oaHOCy ca LlpkBom mpeBasumao
npobiemMe JOKTpHHe. AKPONONHT je GpopMyincao CBoje Hieje mpe Kao MOIUTHYap Hero Kao
yuemak 003upom na je Araponuk II xao ,,HoBu KoncTanTHH Tpebano ga UMHTHpPA MPaBH
MOJEIL.



