The Pyres in Byzantium: Apropos of the Religious, Pseudo-religious and Anti-religious Aggression

The different types of auto-da-fé in Byzantium are by no means among the favorite topics for research. This applies even more to the problem of the existence of pyres in Byzantium, which we will try to approach in this study. Many explanations could be provided for this lack of interest, although, properly speaking, the majority of them are not based on the Byzantine historical reality. The pyres in Byzantium have not been studied because of the existence of an a priori conviction among the scholars that ‘authentic’ pyres did not exist in Byzantium – to be sure, not in the spirit of the Inquisition – in the same way as there was no ‘authentic’ holy war (the most complex auto-da-fé, involving, as one would expect, pyres).

Undoubtedly, the Byzantine pyres were characterized by a number of features, distinguishing them from the ‘classical’ western pyres. However, it is exactly because of these features, that the matter goes beyond the scope of pure academic interest in the topic, which has oscillated so far between the need to justify, condemn and, rarely, explain the motivation and the practices of the Catholic Church after Pope Innocent III
. In view of the lack of any clear regulation in Byzantium of the respective engagements of the institutions in such practices, a study on the pyres in the Eastern Roman Empire could not only help correct the existing concepts of the relative roles of the three powers (the state, the Church and the public opinion) in Byzantium, but also draw a clear line between violence on religious grounds, an act of terrorism and the undoubtedly appalling, but trivial, aggression of the mob.

Another important aspect of the theme under discussion is connected with the fact that the necessity for any society to define crime and punish it – whether it be at the level of the judicial-administrative system or at the level of the instinctive reaction of the masses of people – is recognized parallel with the establishment of the image of the inner other and his more or less radical excommunication.

Last but not least, such a study would introduce the needed shades into the estimation of some cases, in which the Byzantine authorities took official position of non-interference in acts of ostensive violence. Was it a matter of ‘tolerance’ or mere manifestation of a tendency to leave ‘open’ spheres of action, where the lack (often intentional) of lawful means was to be compensated by the initiative of the citizens? Was the position of the authorities a result of “keeping a reasonable distance”, “indifference” or “irresponsibility”, bordering on connivance? Or it might well be that the power simply could not help taking such a position on account of the complicated political situation, certain deficiency of authority or its inability to adequately estimate the events.

The Symbolism of the Pyre

It is obviously out of the question to spell out here in detail the various sign functions of a pyre. Not only do pyres convey radically different messages in different cultural milieus, but, depending on the circumstances, they represent different ideas within the same cultural situation. Being an extremely spectacular and at the same time markedly exorcistic act, burning of something in public – to begin with plants and animals and end with whole towns – has been present in every civilization and every epoch ever since man mastered fire. In view of the specific theme of our study, the ‘phoenix’ style ritual burning, which ensures new life rather than kills, should only be mentioned, as it is undoubtedly an auto-da-fé, aiming at radical purification, including purification from the contamination with death. This type of pyre, called “funeral
 pile” quite inaccurately, does not pertain to sacrificial or “exhortative” “giving to fire”, but guarantees almost deifying “going through fire”.

Sacrificial burning has as its purpose just the opposite effect: the victim must be completely removed, erased from the physical reality. This purpose is clearly noticeable in the “classical” gesture of throwing the remaining ashes in the air or in water. But even without this final indication the sacrificial pyre once and for good separates the victim completely from the world of Man and from the land of the living at all. The victim is pure and sacred, being purified by fire and belonging to the gods, but it is also cursed, any contact with it being equivalent to a burst between the sphere of the World and that of the Beyond and the encroacher is doomed to share its fate.

Unlike other sacrificial practices, not only did public burning create the desirable exceptionally dramatic settings for the religious ceremony, but it implied the idea of a direct, hic et nunc, presence of the deity. In the words of G. Dumezil, ‘any appearance of fire was considered a miracle’, which could be explained (alongside with the specific three-fold explanation the cited author provided
) by the fact that fire is certainly the most “unhuman” element. Any contact with it leads to an entire change of human personality, which explains the existence, for example, of the initiation ritual of “bringing children through fire”, so widespread in Antiquity, that this might well have been the reason why the Jews were forbidden by Yahweh to practice it
. We cannot but mention here the similar and by no means less popular ritual of “transition through water”. Like the “trial by fire”, the “trial by water” had initiating function as well as the power of divine verdict, rendering the condemned guilty or non-guilty. However, there is a quality characteristic exclusively to fire which justifies defining it as the most ‘unhuman’ element. Unlike in the cases of contact with water, earth, air, wood or metal man cannot stand a direct contact with fire. Not, unless gods have decided he should live on after it. 
To sum up, through lighting a pyre an irrational atavistic horror is expressed (fire being a self-originating, man-destructive element) as well as a feeling of direct divine presence and an eager demand (almost bordering on theomachy) for divine arbitrage in human affairs. Without identifying at least these three connotations, it is impossible to adequately estimate any pyre. So far as the raison d'être of the numerous Byzantine pyres is concerned, it could not be seen, unless the specific Biblical (or rather Christian New Testament) thinking on the matter is taken into consideration, together with the inherited cultural and historical traditions, in the trend of which Byzantium developed. I shall venture here to anticipate the conclusion that the latter turned out to be far more decisive for the specific, markedly dual, Byzantine attitude towards the pyres, which, more often than not, were of the ’auto-da-fé’ type, although pyres were never sanctioned as acts of the faith.

Biblical Interpretations of Fire and the Pyre

There is no need here to make detailed comments on the Biblical traditions in the interpretation of fire and the pyres
. It would suffice to outline the most important characteristics of the concepts of fire at symbolical, ritual and empirical, everyday levels. In the Holy Script as a whole the notions of “fire” and “burning”
 are not less frequently met than the notion of “God” itself, this being quite natural, if we bear in mind that fire is the “preferred” epiphany of Yahweh. The miraculous lighting of the sacred fire at the altar was thought to be a sign of Yahweh’s benevolence toward His people; whereas the celestial fire sent from above was to strike the sinners, since all impurity had to be burnt up – not as a gift offered to God, but as something defiling God with its mere physical presence in the world of God. Evidently, whatever the situations – whether it be the bush, which burned with fire without being consumed, when God appeared to Moses
, or ‘the brimstone and fire out of heaven’, which destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen. 19:24) or the one, that smashed the followers of Koreas, who rebelled against Moses, or annihilated the corpses of the killed Canaanites, or just burned the meat of the offerings in the holocaust
 – flame and burning always suggest divine presence. This is an act performed by God through authorized persons (more often priests), having as its purpose to purify the chosen people in spiritual (in the cases of sacrifice) or in purely physical aspect (in the cases of destruction by fire).

The New Testament offers almost nothing essentially different either in the use, or in the concepts of “fire” and “burning”, except for the important accent laid on fire as a metaphor of faith and, most often, of the enlightment through the Holy Spirit
. Outside this additional aspect, fire remains a sign associated with the action of God (punishment), which is to have its culmination in the most impressive purifying pyre of the Judgment Day
. There is but one exception, namely that rather strange order of Christ, which is usually left without comment by the theologians: ‘But these mine enemies, that would not that I should reign over them, bring hither, and slay them before me.’ (Luke, 19:27). Theologians are sure to have good reasons to withhold comment. All speculations about the “dualism” of Christ – His being the “God of mercy”, refusing to be offered sacrifices and denouncing all violence, and at the same time the “God of punishment”, allowing for no disobedience – would but have utterly questionable effect. Undoubtedly, the “punishment by sword”, and the whole verbal construction, was derived from the Roman law, current at the times of the first Christians. It is only reasonable to assume that no amount of further meditations on the problem would reveal any essential or unexpected characteristics of the spirit of the Christianity. They could, however, outline and explain some nuances of the Byzantine attitude towards the retribution on the crimes against the faith and particularly towards the pyres, generated by the specific character of the contact of the early Church with the Roman power. 
Pyre as a Legal Sanction

When considering the existence of pyres à  la byzantine, certain points are better made clear at the outset: to begin with, no matter the lack of modern scholars’ interest in the problem, pyres were not that rare in Byzantium; secondly, the Byzantine authors show a pronounced tendency to describe and comment on such instances. It is in the short “Breviarius” by patriarch Nikephorus only, that the descriptions of three pyres are to be found along with the descriptions of about ten other rather cautionary public executions. In other words, in so far as the contemporary Byzantine sources are trustworthy, pyres were imposed as punishment for different crimes quite often. Still, it is noticeable that this form of punishment, however spectacular, markedly religious and exorcistic in character it might have been, was less often imposed as punishment for heresy. And Byzantium always abounded in heretics. This fact is well worth considering, because the existence of a practice of organized official public burning of heretics would automatically lead to an analogy with the actions of the later papal Inquisition and would give substance to the allegations of some scholars that Justinian the Great inspired the first Inquisition and his agent John of Ephesus was the first inquisitor
.

In actuality, according to our sources, there were only three instances in Byzantium in which a pyre was unambiguously imposed as a punishment for a crime against the faith
. What is more, in two of the cases the punishment was suggested by the church circles, the emperors being but reluctant executors of clergymen’s decision. In one of the cases, which comes first chronologically, the wrongdoer was burned by emperors order; still, there was no official justification, no public trial, no ostentation, neither was there interference on the part of the Church. A very interesting episode is being referred to here dating back to the times of Justinian the Great (AD527–565AD), which was narrated by John of Nikiu (it has so far been either neglected by the scholars or mentioned just as curiosity
).

John, bishop of Nikiu, in the style and manner of an anecdote about a renowned event, tells of how, during the difficult war against Persia, emperor Justinian was offered an extremely unusual help: Masides, a celebrated Constantinople sorcerer, who found favor with many patricians and dignitaries at the time, offered the Emperor to provide him with an army of daemons. And, said Masides, ‘as it was a war against the Persians
, such army of daemons was not only certain to defeat the Persian army, but would also help in collecting taxes from the Persians later on.’ Despite the manifestly negative attitude of the author towards the sorcerer, it is clear from the text that Masides had not intended harm. His steps seem to have been prompted by an unfortunate outburst of patriotism, which turned out to be fatal for him: Masides wanted nothing but to ensure ‘the defeat of the Persians and the victory of the Romans’.
 

It was only natural for Justinian to refuse with indignation ‘his power to be supported by magic charms and sorcerers’. He declared peremptorily, ‘I am Justinian, in Christ Emperor, how should I ask the daemons for help? No, God is my help, and my Lord Jesus Christ, Who created the heavens and the earth!’
 Following the end of the war (which, according to John of Nikiu, was victorious for the Romans) Masides was burned by order of Justinian. Particularly noteworthy is the end of the story, where the burning of the sorcerer is clearly presented by the author as a sacrifice ex voto made at the personal command of the Emperor after his victory and as a token of his gratitude to God for His help
.

Another such story was narrated by Theophylactus Simocatta. This case dates back to the end of the same century and has the special significance of being perhaps the first instance in which the Byzantine church provided theological arguments for imposing public burning as punishment of apostates. At the time of emperor Mauritius (AD582– 602AD) and patriarch John IV the Eremite (AD582–595AD) much stir was caused by the case of Paulin, the sorcerer, who, as it seems, did not feel ill at ease overtly practicing and advertising his job. Scandalized, the Patriarch urged the Emperor to see that the sorcerer “be given to fire”. Now, it is notable, that while insisting on such verdict, the Patriarch did not refer to any classic Old Testament punishment by fire or any law, whether it be a state law from the dramatic times of Constantine the Great or a church cannon. Even if he had had such legal basis at his disposal, the Patriarch preferred to create a sort of precedent, citing as his argument the words of apostle Paul from the Epistle to the Hebrews, ‘For as touching those who were once enlightened and tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy Spirit, and tasted the good word of God, and the powers of the age to come, and then fell away, it is impossible to renew them again unto repentance; seeing they crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh, and put him to an open shame. For the land which hath drunk the rain that cometh oft upon it, and bringeth forth herbs meet for them for whose sake it is also tilled, receiveth blessing from God: but if it beareth thorns and thistles, it is rejected and nigh unto a curse; whose end is to be burned (Heb. 6: 4-8).’ However humanely prone to mercy Paulin Mauritius might have been, he could not help but yield to this argument, especially after the diabolical occupations of the sorcerer had been disclosed on investigation. Paulin, along with his son ‘who also participated in the evil deeds’, was executed. Yet, it is worth mentioning that the patriarch’s sentence, i.e. death by fire, with its marked religious implications and dramatic colour, was substituted for. Paulin was suffocated, and his son was imposed the then usual Roman sentence inflicted on criminals, that is “punishment by sward”
. It was rather cunning of Mauritius to act like that, for it both saved him a conflict with the bellicose patriarch and prevented him from interference in a trial and execution with unquestionably religious character. 

A very similar scene was played under emperor Alexius I Comnen over the burning of the Bulgarian Bogomil leader Basil. 

As all his contemporaries and modern scholars indicate, in his religious policy Alexius I Comnen (AD1081–1118AD) took to heart the idea of the “basileus being duty-bound to be equal to the Apostles”. His policy closely resembled that of Justinian the Great in many respects, as well as in the active measures against the heretics. It was marked by various steps against the Massalians, Paulikians, Manicheans and Bogomils, the focal point of his actions being the seemingly quite “Apostles like” personal travels of Alexius around the regions “infected” with heresies, his personal preaches and patient persuasions that the heretics return into the salving bosom of the Orthodoxy. Thus, in his religious zeal, Alexius exceeded even Justinian the Great, who also used to summon anti-pagan and anti-heretic councils, but instead of going himself he sent John of Ephesus as his missionary to the East, and is not known to have preached to the defeated pagans (Goths or Vandals) neither to the followers of Nestor or Origen, convicted as heretics at the Fifth Ecumenical Council.

In this respect, Alexius I Comnen was rather an exception to the general rule. Yet, he was not exceptional in that he explicitly disliked the idea of his name being connected with pyres or other demonstrative religious executions – a reluctance he shared with many other emperors of the New Rome. For that reason, even though he was utterly disappointed when Basil and some other extremely zealous heretics refused to reject the Satan and accept the saving faith of the Church, he only sentenced them to imprisonment for life, personally undertaking the daily care for their spiritual salvation
. 

Indeed, the travels, the clever methods of investigation, the exhortations and threats of Alexius I Comnen resemble, to a certain extent, the Inquisition’s instructions for caring out an inquiry
, however, with the essential difference that, while Byzantium had at its disposal a perfect secret police
, it never resorted to it or to any other special institution to conduct investigations or trials against heretics or sorcerers. As it has already been mentioned, it was on initiative of the patriarch John that the sorcerers be given to burning in the case of Paulin and his son; yet his intentions failed because of the Mauritius’s lack of religious zeal. Much the same is observed by Dmitrii Obolensky in the case of the burning of Basil. In his comments on the event (which took place in 1110AD or 1111AD) the author points out that there was a clear distinction between the position of the Emperor (Alexius Comnen), on one hand, who sent the heretics to prison, and the “non anonymous decision of the Holy Synod, patriarch Nicholas and the high monks”, who finally sentenced Basil to “burning at the stake”
.

This difference, if not an outright contrast, between the position of the merciful Emperor and that of the rigorous clergy headed by patriarch Nicholas III the Grammarian (AD1084–1111AD), runs consistently all through our most detailed and reliable source about the period, “Alexiadis”, written by Anna Comnena
. However, there are two more accents laid by the regal writer in her book, which are not mentioned in the otherwise detailed comment of Obolenski
. In her account Anna Comnena tries to draw attention first to the fact that, having accepted the decision of the Synod and the incorrigibility of Basil, Alexius built up an enormous pyre (πυρικαιαν μηγιστην (...) αναψας) first thing with his own hands, and secondly, the pyre was built not on the Forum Boarium
, with its awful reputation, but on the hippodrome (πυρικαιαν μηγιστην κατα τον ιπποδρομον αναψας). Thus, preparing everything himself, though against his will, the basileus did not involve anybody else with the execution: neither the army, nor the administration, nor the people, not even the Church, although it was the main inspirer of the event; the place chosen for the execution, on the other hand, took away much of its religious pathos, the hippodrome being the focal point of the interaction between the Roman emperor and the Roman people, where there was no other arbiter but the Emperor. As it will become clear later on, in the provincial towns the pyres were also lighted on the hippodromes as symbolic acts performed on symbolic places and turned the multitude into populus Romanus, which sought to legitimate its act resorting to the arbitration of the Roman basileus
. What is especially noticeable in the burning of Basil, as well as in the case of the sorcerer Paulin, is the “changed” and somewhat “diluted” roles of the secular and spiritual powers (compared to the Western Catholic modus operandi to come). It is a well established fact that in the West it was the Church, through the special establishment of the Holy Office, which was to take on the inquisition of the heretics or sorcerers and the imposition of epithymes. It was the duty of the State to punish a heretic. The Church was only present at the execution in its capacity of a highest spiritual authority, which was ready – if the heretic repented – to take him back into its bosom.

As a matter of fact, in Byzantium the Church suggested this modus operandi to the State as early as the 5th century AD. The then energetic and overly zealous patriarch Nestorius (AD428–431AD)
 issued to emperor Theodosius II (AD408– 450AD) the disturbing “crusader-inquisitor like” call, ‘King! Give me land purged from heresy and I will help you crush the Persians!’
.

As the contemporary Church historian Socrates Scholastic wrote, this call of the Constantinople prelate could well have opened the floodgates of a ‘hunt for heretics’, since ‘some simple people, feeling hatred for the heretics, gladly accepted his (of Nestorius) words’
. Besides, such somber prospect existed because of the extremely heated intellectual atmosphere in the first half of the 5th century, marked by the exile of patriarch John Chrysostom and the passionate debates about the Ephesus Council (known with its opponents as “the Ephesus brigandage”); the Antioch union, which was a compromise that satisfied neither of the sides; the Chalcedon Council, which had as a result the separation of the Monophysite churches, among which the Armenian church. The same writer went on to testify that the epoch under question was, as a whole, characterized by regular mass persecutions of heretics; however, it was not because the persecutions were characteristic of the Orthodox church, neither because of religious zeal for the Orthodoxy, but because of avarice, with the purpose of extorting money from the heretics”.

The appropriate emotional climate, that is, the abundance of “simple people”, greedy officials and corrupted clergymen ready to commit outrages on heretics, helped the unrest directed by patriarch Nestorius and the persecutions against the Macedonians and Novatians, both in the East and in Constantinople. It is important, however, to point out that in connection with those religious conflicts, which caused, as Socrates wrote, ‘death to many’, no allusion was made to any initiative on the part of the authorities, and on the part of the Emperor
, in particular. The “autocrats” (Theodosius II and his sister Pulcheria)
 fulfilled the wish of the Patriarch to deprive the Macedonians of their churches in Constantinople, but this act exhausted their religious zeal
. Soon, things returned to normal not due to some Emperor’s interference, but by ‘will of God’ or, to be precise, due to the strengthening of the mechanism which regulated the religious enthusiasm in Byzantium. Nestorius was accused of heresy and lost his position. To put it in the words of Socrates Scholastic, who did not succeed in hiding his malicious joy, ‘Nestorius, who reveled in persecutions of others, was himself banished from the Church’
.
To sum up, while there were, indeed, in Byzantium persecutions on the grounds of religious accusations and, rarely, executions on religious grounds, which satisfied certain, intellectually not very high, circles of the population, not only were these unfavorably reflected in the works of the contemporary writers, especially as far as the executions are concerned, but they were never made official, nor were they institutionalized. That is why it was quite possible to be present in Byzantium at ugly scenes of religious intolerance of the type of the anti-heretic persecutions inspired by Nestorius. It was quite possible to hear in Byzantium voices of the type of the above mentioned call of patriarch Nestorius, who dreamed of a “land purged from heresy”, or even phrases like the famous, more “inquisition like”, statement of Euthymios Zigavin, who said that, ‘a heretic must die, and in the way he will lose his soul in Hell, in the same way he must lose his body in fire.’ In Byzantium, however, to its very end, six years of excommunication
 remained the most severe sentence (according to the Church cannons) imposed for sorcery – the most serious crime against the faith. It was not, of course, as if the Church or the State stopped the masses from fanatic violence, or some individuals from rigorist acts or statements. They did not stop them, neither did they officially support them.
As an eloquent testimony in this connection, apart from the fates of the Constantinople patriarch Nestorius and the heresiarch Basil, we could refer to the account of Procopius Caesarians, who detested the ‘bloodthirsty habit’ of Justinian the Great to affirm indiscriminatingly the decisions of the clerics and put to death anybody who did not confess his faith; wrote he, ‘Justinian showed strong belief in Christ, but this excellence of his was only pernicious to his subjects. He let the priests go unpunished after violating their fellowmen, he rejoiced when they robbed their neighbors from their property, and he found it pious and pleasing to God. (…) He himself illegally appropriated the possessions of both dead and alive and immediately donated them to a temple. (…) Thus, he committed innumerous murders in his striving to bring all people together into the uniform Christian faith; thus, without reason, he killed many people, doing it under the cover of piety. For he considered it not a homicide, if the victim was a person of different faith (italic mine V.V.) (ου γάρ οι εδόκει φόνος ανθρώπων ειναι ην γε μη της αυτου δόξης οι τελευτωντες τύχοιεν οντες’)
.
What is of essence in the case of Justinian – provided the cited passage from Historia Arcana is reliable – is that the Emperor did not himself commit the “misanthropic” religious (they were to “bring all people together into the uniform Christian faith”) murders; he simply did not prevent the priests from doing unlawful acts; nor did he do so in his capacity as basileus, but he acted as a private person, secretly and unofficially. In his capacity as basileus Justinian never went beyond the commission conferred to him according to the Church tradition of the local and ecumenical councils.
The invariable reluctance of the Byzantine basileis, we have just commented upon, to engage with religious trials, and especially to punish heretics “by fire”, is quite understandable. Any involvement with such a trial would have rendered the Emperor of the New Rome identical to the emperors of the old Rome, or to Nebuchadnezzar, who commanded to cast the three Jews “into the midst of the burning fiery furnace” (Dan. 3:16-20)
, or, say, to Kawad, the Persian shah, who was a fire-worshipper and commanded to burn the Manichean at the stake
. 
Death at the stake being regarded as a disgraceful punishment, it could well be expected from the early Christian apologist to take care of discrediting this pagan outburst of religious intolerance as much as possible, if not at all rendering it diabolical. A reference to Lactantius’s somber evaluation of the inhuman cruelty of Gallerius will save us citing of many similar passages; wrote he, ‘Nulla (poena) penes levis, non insulae, non carceres, non metalla, sed ignis, crux, ferae in illo errant cotidiana et facilia’
. This passage is also eloquent as a testimony about what punishments were considered lenient, according to the mentality of the epoch, what were found severe, but otherwise justifiable, and what were regarded as unspeakably cruel. Exile, prison and forced labor in the mines were considered “lenient” in comparison with the stake, crucifixion or casting to the ferocious beasts, which were only suitable for the perverted taste of the monstrous persecutor. Strange as it is, Lactantius did not mention the most common capital punishment in Rome, i.e. death by sword (poena/damnatio ferro), which, in Roman thought, was considered a public ferocity justified by the atrocity of the crime. A possible explanation for this omission could be the fact that this “noble” death was reserved exclusively for Roman citizens. I believe, however, that the reason is to be sought elsewhere. If Lactantius had included “punishment by sword”, it would have added an element of lawfulness and humaneness to the image of Gallerius, which the author was extremely disinclined to do. On the other hand, such mentioning of the “noble” (because of its being legitimate and comparatively painless) punishment would have decreased the pathos of the holy war which the pagan prosecutor was leading against the Christian church.
Without going into detail, I would just refer here to one fact: punishment by sword was already the prevailing capital punishment according to Theodosius’s law code, and later, in the law codes of the emperors iconoclasts, this was established as the only legitimate capital punishment. What is more, following the times of Constantine the Great in the law codes a conscientious course was pursued of not providing capital punishment in the cases of crimes against the faith (which almost exclusively had to do with heretics). There was a strong tendency a case to be decided in the light of its criminal rather than its religious aspect, this trend being observed even in cases such as nun rapes.

To sum up, what is characteristic of the Byzantine attitude towards the crimes against the faith is that centuries before their western counterparts the Byzantines started to make accusations of crimes against the faith and conduct inquiries into them; they provided theological arguments in favour of the imposing of a pyre as punishment in such a case and played the whole scene in the greatest detail, including the watching crowd, the cross erected opposite the pyre with the intention to call the heretic to renounce etc. Still, it is quite understandable in view of the fact that the Romans, who were succeeded by the Byzantines, had already made a practice of the questio into religious crimes at least two centuries before Christ, while it was in Byzantium between 4th and 10th centuries BC
, that the whole set of rhetoric and symbolic gestures characteristic of the later Crusades was elaborated
. However, the Romaioi consistently and quite deliberately refrained from the advantages (respectively the disadvantages) brought by Crusades or an Inquisition.
No doubt, according to this brief presentation, the Byzantine attitude towards crime and punishment may appear to have been tolerant, humane and rather “modern”. In actuality, there is a fundamental difference between our modern tolerance and humanism and the tolerance and humanism of the Byzantines and the Byzantine state. The existence of a humane and lenient law issued by the Emperor did not necessarily mean that some punishment was provided for drastically breaking this same law. The prohibition against pyres as legal punishment imposed by the authorities
 is typical in this regard. The statutory prohibition did not lead to disappearance of the pyres; on the contrary, pyres were still imposed in many cases which did not require “giving to fire” according to the Constantine’s Law Code. Such pyres were, therefore, “illegal”, but their “illegality” by no means affected their message, which remained strictly within the framework of the classical semantics of pyres.
Illegal pyres

It would be no exaggeration, if we say that “illegal” pyres or, to be more precise, “spontaneous” pyres fired up without accusation, investigation or judgment were an inseparable component of the Byzantine townscape. The first thing to attract attention concerning this type of pyre is the complete lack of guideline as to which crimes were subject to “punishment by fire”. And while the physical person at the stake was unlawfully there, still less lawful was the juridical person who had imposed that punishment. As it has already been mentioned, this latter person never appeared in clearer focus even in the cases of “legal” pyres. The Church would not take upon itself a secular deed (such as imposing a capital punishment) declaring it sacred, for that reason, and taking away the prerogatives to investigate it; the State would not take upon itself a religious deed (such as a crime against the faith), declaring it a crime of a specific higher order. 
When studying the “illegal” (“spontaneous”) pyres it is of greatest importance to set aside one’s own emotions and prejudice and search for what the Byzantines really meant, or declared, by the ostentatiously cruel and sacred (by definition) act of public burning. In other words, what best applies here is a semiotic perusal of the historical situation; otherwise, the scenes I am going to refer to later on could be considered nothing but sinister crimes come as a result of sadistic or anarchistic instincts. 
Ira Populi – Ira Dei 
At first sight, no logical regularity is noticeable in the pyres fired up spontaneously; or, if there existed such regularity, there were but isolated cases that logically conformed to it. Patriarch Nikephorus, for example, referred to “that tyrant Phokas” (AD602-610AD) with the only purpose of relating in detail about his agonizing execution, which ended with a symbolical burning of Phokas’ relics on Forum Boarium – the traditional place for such scenes since Roman times
. Later on (in 695 AD) after the former emperor Justinian II was sent to prison in Cherson (his nose being cut off), his closest followers and adherents, the eunuch Stephan and the monk Theodotus, were dragged away to the “so called forum of the bull” and were given to fire because of their impious deeds, although it was against the Emperor’s will
. Evidently, the cases just referred to have two components in common: 1) the place of the pyre (Forum Boarium); 2) the close bond of the executed with the government. The fact that, according to the Roman tradition, apart from being an animal market Forum Boarium was the place for disgraceful executions as well as (when necessary) for sacrifices (human included), casts some light on the essence of the pyres in question. They were meant as punishment for iniquitous behavior on the part of those in power and, at the same time, as purification of the new power from the sin of the old one. It is noteworthy that in such cases the new ruler, as well as representatives of the Church, could be present at the scene, but their presence was neither required nor did it have any direct connection with the ceremony. A proven fact is that it was not on the initiative of Heraclius that the relics of Phokas were burnt, whereas the followers of Justinian II were burnt “against the will” of the new basileus Leontius who stuck to the abovementioned official Byzantine policy of non interference and manifestly kept away from “punishment by fire”. One could possibly come to the conclusion that the decisive role in such cases was played by the mob. This was exactly the conclusion reached by Theophylaktus Simokatta and patriarch Nikephorus, who explained the abovementioned brutal scenes of violence with mob psychology
. The same Byzantine mob was often inclined to take pity not only on its rulers when they showed repentance
, but also on the cruel fates of outright cutthroats
. In other words, the important question is not “what” the mob did, but “when”, and “how”, and “why” its rage could only be mitigated by the sight of a pyre. This phenomenon could be satisfactorily explained neither by the self-confidence of the Byzantines as “the new chosen people” who had unique rights and only submitted to their eternal King, Christ, nor by the specific character of the Byzantine government which was open (both in theory and in practice) to every Byzantine; still less it is explained by the standard logic of the mob driven by rage or fear, or by the shocking demonstrations of anti-piety characteristic for the Byzantine mob in particular
, since the abovementioned suggestions provide no answer to the question why it was pyre that was particularly needed. If we try to answer this question directly, perhaps, the first true answer is: a pyre as a trial and, at the same time, a ceremony, being quite literally fired up by the well-known from the Greek antiquity feeling of θαμβος
, most effectively filled up the religious and emotional vacuum created in the course of the development of the Byzantine legislation.
The Vacuum Created by the Pragmatic Humanism of Law
On this level, the pyres may seem to be similar to the classical lynch: the unwillingness or impossibility on the part of the authorities to control the crime-accusation-investigation-punishment mechanism made it necessary for not authorized people to administer justice. Such justice could have been nothing but summary justice (if under the circumstances we should call it “justice” at all, and not “a quasi-religious rite”) and the punishments could have been nothing but disgusting and spectacular shows, as they had to satisfy the lust for revenge of the wronged, as well as to serve as an example to the rest.
As it has been convincingly demonstrated in the David Nirenberg’s monograph on the problem, Communities of Violence, medieval societies existed on the basis of dichotomy of tolerance and cruelty, and massacres, including lynch, were a well-known phenomenon not to be distinguished from similar spontaneous trials, sentences and executions of later times, which were not based on written law. This dichotomy, the author insists, made it possible for different confessional, ethnic or social groups to co-exist, helping maintain the delicate balance between them, which would otherwise have been destroyed unless the “moral hygiene” of society had been observed, i.e. without observing ritual manifestation of the place in hierarchy occupied by the different groups in question
.There are ample and solid grounds for such a thesis, which aimed at proving, among the rest, that Europe did not become increasingly cruel, as the centuries passed, and it was not the cruelty of the Middle Ages that caused the 20th century Holocaust. The same idea of a “social hygiene”, where the “maintenance of public health” was thought of as eradication of all irritants (that is, foreigners, heretics, sick and nonbelievers), against whom the superfluous destructive social energy was directed, could explain a number of events in Byzantine history. However, the ritual throwing of stones into the Jewish district performed by the Christians during the Holy Week
 or a persecution against the pestilent is one thing, but the sudden decision of Christians to lynch their by God ruler and, having murdered him, to burn his relics is quite another. To put it in other words, the pyres fired up in Byzantium maintained, as it really was, certain social harmony through the ritual act of a cruel public homicide with the only peculiarity that the majority spontaneously demonstrating its superiority was the mob, while those in power were the terrorized minority. It would be appropriate here, if we are to apply the method of Nirenberg, to study not only the motives of the violators, but also those of the victims. 
This curious situation of the rulers being the terrorized minority was caused by the marked inconsistency, if I could say so, of the religious policy deliberately followed by the emperors. Unlike the mass of the Byzantine people, who stood up firmly for their religious partialities, believing them to be the unique and real Christian faith, those in authority ware compelled, over and over again, to compromise with the private religious partialities of their subordinates. This was the first level of subordination of the Emperor to his own subordinates. This religious conformism inevitably issued from the need of co-existence of the Christian Church and the principles of the emperor’s power. The second level, which put the Emperor in an even more humiliated position before his subordinates, had to do with the fact that, prior to the year 843 AD, at least half of the Constantinople emperors were “heretics”. This last meant that the people submitted to the emperors, being keenly aware of its own moral superiority. The “heretic” emperor, on his part, (as “heretics” were considered all emperors who were Monophysites, Monothelites, Iconoclasts and, later, Uniates) was clear as to the fact that his power would be absolutely precarious without the people’s tolerance of his religious views and at least the formal support of the Church. For that reason, not only couldn’t the Byzantine emperors help being inconsistent in their heresies, but they were sometimes forced to strike religious bargains which brought much discredit on them. Apart from descriptions of the inglorious dying out of the official heretic confessions (such as Monophysitism, Monothelitism and Iconoclasm), each of which was put and end to by imposing the Nicene-Constantinople Creed, the Byzantine sources provide us with a number of shocking accounts of how the emperor was unable to find arguments in favor of his position, even when that position was as much a matter of faith as of royal honor, as it was bound with an oath. Perhaps the most striking example in this regard was the bargain struck between the emperor Heraclius and the Palestinian monks, narrated by patriarch Euthycheos. Following the liberation of Jerusalem from Persia a delegation of local monks asked Heraclius to let them put the local Judaists to rout in revenge for the outrages against the Christians stirred up by the Judaists during the Persian occupation
. Heraclius should have rejected such a request, at least in order to keep the oaths he had sworn in Tiberiada, not to revenge for old sins. Yet, sensing the weakness of his political arguments, the Emperor gave to the religious “barter” suggested by the monks – the emperor to permit the massacre of the Jews and be repaid, or rather be expiated for the non-observance of his oaths, by the monks through a week’s fast before the Forty-day. In the light of this story, the restriction put by Heraclius after this “negotiated” outrage on the Jews (that Judaists should not be allowed to live in Jerusalem nor in its suburbs within three miles from the town
) seems to have had as its purpose to protect the Emperor’s subjects in Palestine against new outrages rather than be a continuation of his anti-Judaist policy, as it might be supposed. To put it in another way, Heraclius and the monks hit upon a typical Byzantine solution to the problem of the reciprocal Christian and Judaist outrages in Jerusalem – public law and conscience (in the person of the Emperor and the Church) temporarily “closed eyes”, letting the tension decrease through a controlled genocide. It was, no doubt, an unscrupulous but effective measure. Far from being satisfactory from the point of view of the Roman formula “divide et rule” (the formula in this case being rather “unite and rule”), such actions or, more precisely, inactions were actually one of the very few possible ways in which the structures of the Empire functioned.
The position assumed by Heraclius in the Judaist-Christian conflict illustrates both the principally compromise character of the figure of the Emperor and the abovementioned interdependence of the excessively lenient and tolerant laws, on one hand, and the wild outbursts of intolerance and cruelty. It should only be mentioned here that this interdependence limited the outbursts characteristic of the mob, just as it limited the rigorism inherent in the Church communities (especially the monks’ communities), as well as the intolerance of the emperors themselves. A classic example of the latter was the emperor Zeno’s respond to the desecration committed by the Christians in Antioch. The Christians vandalized Jews’ graves and burned down the bones found in them. Answering the letter sent by the worried governor of the East, comites Theodorus, the Emperor used an aphorism, ‘Why should they burn down the bones of people who should have been burned alive’
. 

It is difficult to say whether Zeno truly had towards the Judaists the feelings he declared to have, or he just gave a hint to Theodorus, in a more eccentric way, that, if he took any measures against the Christian outrages, the situation could completely go out of control. In actuality, the Emperor’s personal religious position, as well as that of the official temporal and spiritual authorities, was of absolutely no consequence in this particular situation, or in other such situations. Of much greater importance were the motives of the wrongdoers themselves, who considered theirs to be acts of purification rather than of desecration. Thus the Christian authority might have had legal grounds to act, but it was lacking in moral ones.
The Pyre as an Act of Exorcism
In the case under discussion the outburst of religious enthusiasm of Antiochians was stimulated by the presence of a holy hermit in their city. The connection between this fact and the acts against the Judaists couldn’t have been but accidental – the holy man just happened to select for his seclusion a place in the vicinity of a synagogue. Impressed by the feat of the hermit, the Christians materialized their own religious zeal by burning down the synagogue. The next step was to desecrate the Judaist graves and burn the bones in public. Herewith the story ended up thanks to Zeno’s position of tacit consent with the actions of his Christian subjects. Since those in authority counted with the fact that such disgusting scenes of religious intolerance were considered by the doers as supreme acts of faith, they were rendered passive not only in regard to actions against Jews, but also when it came to demonstrative executions of Christians, including clergymen, even when the clergyman occupied a bishop’s position and was appointed by Constantinople.
Some curious instances of mob law involving executions of clergymen were connected, to a certain extent, with the aforesaid absence of radical legal measures against “infidels” and “heretics”. However, the majority of cases were connected exactly with the attempts of the power to enforce an official definition of “real faith” and “lapse from faith”, which disagreed with the ideas of “heretic” the people in the Eastern provinces had – it appears, that a “heretic” was anyone who recognized the Council at Chalcedony, that is, the Patriarch and the Emperor in Constantinople were considered as “heretics” by the Eastern Christians exactly at the time when they were regarded as “orthodox” by the Christians in the European provinces. 

It is a well-known fact that a religious zeal of extremely high degree was characteristic of Alexandria, which was once the holy seat of Mark the Evangelist, and which was the epicenter from where the Monophysite confession spread. The appointment of the “orthodox” patriarch Proterius stirred up a large-scale disturbance, to which the local authorities responded by closing down the baths and taking other restrictive measures. The Alexandrians, in their turn, incited a revolt, in which many soldiers “were thrown into flames alive near the ruins of the Serapeion
. There followed a decree of the emperor Marcian (455AD), condemning all apostasy from the Orthodox faith. The citizens responded by putting up Timotheos Eluros for alternative patriarch of Alexandria. The events that followed would be impossible to understand, unless looked at through the prism of an awareness of the markedly exorcistic character of the pyre, at the sight of which the believers felt strongly the presence and benevolence of God. This meaning is quite clear in the abovementioned case of burning the synagogue, which was a par excellence auto-da-fé as an expression of religious enthusiasm; and to search in it for some specific anti-Jewish public feelings other than these characteristic of the epoch in question would be a rough speculation. In a few words, during the Passover baptismal festivities tens of people went to Timotheos, while only five persons went to Protherius. The mob sensed it to be an undisputable sign from on high that the Alexandrians’ decision to submit to Timotheos 
 rather than to the patriarch appointed by Constantinople was approved of. Refusing to leave the temple voluntarily, poor patriarch Protherius was killed in the fight that followed. In accordance with the logic typical for such executions, after the body of the murdered patriarch was exposed for profanation on the Tripylon, the mutilated relics were “given to fire” and “the ashes were scattered in the wind”
, as the bishops wrote in detail in their letter to the Emperor.
The whole tragedy ended up with an official investigation of the incident and exile of Timotheos Elurus. Emperor Leo refrained even from sending reproachful letters to the Alexandrians, as once Julian the Apostate did under similar circumstances (the murder of the Alexandrian patriarch George. Even if the emperor and the patriarch in Constantinople had wished more radical punishments to be imposed (after all, it were imperial soldiers that were first burned, and then the officially appointed patriarch), they kept it as their personal opinions. 
There were basically two reasons why it was impossible for those in authority to follow in such cases both the prescripts of the laws against murder and their own emotions: 1) the crime committed by the mob was anonymous and as such it was impossible to punish; 2) the presence of a pyre, clearly identifying the murder as a religious act, was not just a mitigating circumstance, alleviating the guilt of the fanatical crowd. The pyre was unassailable alibi and very often granted the wrongdoers non-punishability, as it was a sign that the climax of the physical and emotional strain was reached and the authority could open the floodgates of a real religious war, if this alibi was not accepted. 
The Pyre as an Alibi for Crime
The senses of the modern European are hardly tuned to the appropriate frequency to catch all subtle nuances of the emotional behavior of the Medieval man, for whom religion was not a speculative and theoretic concept but the very essence of life – life itself. Still, observing history with our different (and for that reason imperfect senses), we could see that, while being an act, which established religious identity, the pyre was often used to justify murders which had nothing to do with religious passions. In other words, kindling a pyre was a quasi-sacred ritual, the performance of which legitimized almost every sort of crime. This explains why the emperors who had ascended the throne after a coup legitimized their authority by firing up pyres.
As it has already been mentioned, during the enthronement of Leontius the followers of Justinian II were burned; Heraclius assumed power after the relics of the tyrant Phokas were burned etc. On one hand, this scene symbolized purification of the new authority from the sins of the previous one. However, and not less significantly, it served as a ritual purification through fire after committing a criminal act – in the Bible, homicide is a taboo and it got never rehabilitated in Byzantium. No matter how impious the former emperor had been, the purification from the committed sin was a must – likewise in the Odyssey, Ulysses was obliged to purify the palace in Ithaca by burning sulfur, after he had killed the suitors. Therefore, in such cases the pyre was an alibi for the purity of the authority, at the same time not being an alibi for committing murder in general, no matter how necessary the murder was. 
Things looked different still, when a pyre was used without religious motive altogether – in cases where the burning could not have had a religious motivation, judging from the victim’s public and confessional status. Here are, in brief, three such plots selected by me at random among many like examples; they unmistakably illustrate the nature and the fixedness of this practice: to present as an auto-da-fé a clear criminal action, which cut across not only the elementary ethical norms, but also the basic principles of faith. Being presented as an auto-da-fé, the crime went unpunished.

During the reign of Mauritius, on the initiative of the strategos Komentiolus, Sitas was burned “in order to pay for his sins”, accused by the claimant Hozroi (the future emperor Hozroi II) of giving the town of Nisibia to Hormizid
. Some time later, during the reign of Phokas, the famous general Narzes (a namesake of Justinian’s general) revolted and fortified his position in Hieropolis. The Emperor’s brother serving as a mediator, Narzes was persuaded to come back to the capital city only to be atrociously tortured and later burned on the stake, although he had been granted safety
. Five centuries later Byzantine infantrymen burned an “allemande”, who had taken shelter in an Adrianople monastery because of a disease
.

Evidently, the incidents referred to follow quite different logic. And yet, recurrent are two significant moments. First, the initiator
 of the action was not a factor irresponsible in itself (such as, say, were the rigorist monks or the enraged, offended army, or the exalted incensed mob). The basileus, the strategos and the soldiers alike should have acted in accordance with the traditions (the basileus should have kept his promise and shown mercy), law and military discipline (Sitas should have been punished by sword, and the soldiers, in theory, shouldn’t have come across the sick allemande at all). It was this discrepancy between the existence of law in theory and the reality of action, that resulted in the second element these three stories have in common – i.e. a pyre. Burning the victims in public was a prerequisite absolutely needed to justify the breaking of the traditions, law and discipline. Here the pyre is no longer an edifying or symbolic act. It is a mask, rendering sacred a crime which violated both human and divine law.
The psychological motivation of these “false” pyres is to be sought on three levels: 1) making use of the symbolism of the old religious ceremony; 2) finding justification through creation of an artificial mystic atmosphere, stimulating the feeling of θαμβος; 3) arousing sympathy (hence non-punishability) among the fellow-believers, responsive to the created religious atmosphere because of the common cultural background. Such pseudo-religious actions sometimes found support in one’s own cultural milieu: none of Narzes’s soldiers took revenge for his commander; none of Sitas’ followers for him; and it would just be guesswork to say how the Adrianople monks reacted to the impious (by all standards) murder committed by the soldiers. What is more, the pseudo-religious murders under discussion, when performed with due attention to detail and relevant rhetoric, turned, to put it in the words of Komes Marceline, into a ‘pleasant show for good citizens’. However, the outside spectators of such scenes took them at face value, that is, as brutal violation of elementary humane and moral norms. For example, Conrad, the commander of the German troops, immediately opened hostilities against the Byzantines in response to the plunder and murder of his compatriot. It was no doubt, quite natural and justifiable, that he react, as he did, despite Kynam’s comment that the conflict was due to the “allemandes treachery”. However, in such situations it was not revenge itself that was the most dangerous thing. What revenge did was just to restore justice and offended honor. The consequences were much more serious, when the response to a pseudo-religious act involved demonstrative sacral gesture. That’s precisely what Conrad did. Learning about the incident, he ordered the monastery (the place of the allemande’s death) to be burned down. Here, of course, one could object that as early as at the time of the First Crusade the pilgrims of the Crusaders already had lust for plundering and burning the rich eastern temples, which lead to accumulation of fiery negative energy in their interrelations with the local Christian brothers. Despite this fact the final break up, after the sacking and burning of Constantinople by the Western knights (on April 13th, 1204 AD), came mostly as a result of triggering of the perfidious mechanisms of consecration of acts and conflicts with markedly political, social, individual and even criminal character. 
As to the Byzantine attitude towards the opportunity for consecration of purely profane acts and conflicts, one could judge it from the unambiguous examples we have just provided. However, the consistent position of the Byzantine State and Church should be emphasized: the State and the Church allowed for, and in situations of crisis (in order to reduce the social tension) even tacitly tolerated such “mixing of the two swords”. Nevertheless, not only was this “mixing” never legalized and institutionalized in Byzantium, but it was never thought of as a possible alternative to be given an illusionary-real life through bringing into public and openly defending. That’s why Byzantium did have pyres, but it did not have Inquisition, nor did it have “witch-hunts”; it had all the rhetoric and practice of the holly war, but it did not launch Crusades; it experienced bloody religious riots, however, none of them leading to a Religious war
. 
� As a matter of fact, although Innocent III was considered to be the “father” of the Inquisition, he had nothing to do with the traditional practice of burning the heretics condemned by the Inquisition. Pyres were legitimized as state punishment for heretics by Frederic II in 1224. Soon Pope Gregory IX, perhaps in order to compete with the Emperor in his religious zeal, also stood for burning of the condemned heretics. In detail about the religious policy of Frederic II – its being both tolerant of the Muslims and the Jews (i.e. the external enemy) and relentless towards the heresies (i.e. the internal enemy) cf. Kantorowicz, E., L’empereur Frédéric II, in Kantorowicz, E., (Euvres, Ed. Quatro Gallimard, 2000, 9-641. ). The author does not dwell upon the connection between the law enacted in 1224 AD and the similar law of Diocletian from 287 AD that the Manicheans should be punished on the stake, which was cited as a precedent by the Emperor’s lawyers; nor does he speculate on the influence which the Emperor’s law exerted on the position of Pope Gregory IX. However, he examines in detail the theological motives for imposing no other punishment for heresy but pyre (p. 252, sqq.).


� Let’s take, for instance, “rogus”, the Latin word for “funeral pile”. Rogus was sometimes used to denote “grave”; its literal meaning, however, is derived from the verb “rogo” – “inquire”, “search for”, “obtain by prayer”, “make s.th. or smb. come”. It was a historic irony that the polysemantic religious idea of the Roman pyre should be formally present later in the Inquisition trials, where an investigation and inquisition preceded the giving of the heretic to fire.


� Dumézil, G., Mythe et Epopée, I, II, III, Ed. Quarto Galimard, 1995, III, p. 1093. Unfortunately, George Dumézil treated fire in quite a different context, laying emphasis on its triple nature – fire being simultaneously expressed by earth and water in so far as its visibleness is embodied in burning wood, which in turn owes its life to earth watered by water. 


� 4Kings 17:17; Jeremiah 7:31; Ezekiel 16:21; 23:37;


� On the evolution of the concepts of fire as means of punishment cf. Le Goff, J., La naissance du Purgatoire, Ed. Galli, ard, 1981, Coll. Folio histoire, p.18-23.


� The idea of fire used as a means of punishing individuals is extremely rarely met in the Holy Script – five times in the Old Testament and once in the New Testament. Cf. Job, 13:27; 33-11; Jeremiah, 20:2-3; 29:26; Acts, 16:24. In the Bulgarion version of the Holy Script fire is explicitly mentioned by the word “klada” (the Bulgarian for “pyre”) as opposed to “nervo” in Jerome’s Latin Vulgate and “stocks” respectively in the English version, which metonymically indicate the same torture.


� Ex. 3:2; 19:18;


� Cf. the divine fire mentioned as a sign that an offering has been accepted: Gen. 15:17 (the offering of Abraham); Jud. 13:19_29 (of Manoah); 3Kings 18:38 (of Eliah) etc.   


� Math, 3:11; Acts, 2:3;


� 2Petr 3:7;


� This thesis has most consistently been contended by Zinaida Udaltzova. Cf. the way her arguments go in: Razwitie istoricheskoj misli (Development of Historical Thought), in: Cultura Vizantii IV – pervaya polovina VII (Byzantine Culture of 4th /second half of 7th centuryAD), Moscow, 1984, p. 227-242; and especially pp 230-231, where Udaltzova calls Justinian “inquisitor” as many as six times.


� Here it’s necessary to point out that in Byzantium (completely in accordance with the modern theories) it was the act that was liable to punishment, not the person himself; the pyres as a form of auto-da-fe were reserved for their works rather for the heretics themselves. The heretics were liable to confiscation of their property, exile and, in some extreme cases, disinheritance. Cf. Prokoshev, P., Tzerkovnoe sudoproizvodstvo v period Vselenskih soborov (Accisatio) I vlianie na nego rimsko-vizantiiskogo processualnogo prava (Church Legal Procedure in the period of the Ecumenical Councils (Accisatio) and Its Impact on the Roman-Byzantine Procedure Law), Kazan, 1900, Pril. p. 196 ff and passim.


� A. Ducellier, for example, only uses the story of John of Nikiu as a proof of the surprising longevity of the taste (and the real opportunity) for practicing pagan magic in Byzantium. Cf. Duceliler, A., Le Drame de Byzance, p. 304.


� Despite the modern scholars’ inclination to overdramatize the Byzantine wars against Persia, in the context of which the “first crusader” (Justinian) appeared, in actuality, the conflicts between Byzantium and Persia were seldom anything more than overly nervous insistence on receiving certain amounts due according to previous treaties, or some joint engagement to defend the Caspian gates. 


� Cf. The Chronicle of John, Bishop of Nikiu, transl. from Zotenberg’s Ethiopic Text by R.H. Charles, D. Litt., D.D., Oxford, 1916, CX. 54-56 (p. 139).


� Ibid., XC. 58 (p. 140).


� Ibid., XC. 60 (p.140).


� Theophylactus Simocatta, Historia, Ed. C. de Boor. 1887, I. XI, 3-21. It is interesting to notify, however, that in his account of the same story the patriarch Photius made two important amendments: he asserted that Paulin was also “punished by sward” and did away with the theological argumentation of the patriarch John, reducing it to the mere phrase, “he mixed his speech with apostles’ saynigs”. Cf. Photius, Bibliothèque, I, Texte et trad. par R. Henry, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1959, р. 81.26-33


� Anna Comnena, Alexiadis libri XV, vol. II, ed. L. Schopenus, cons. B.G. Niebhurii, CFHB, Bonnae, 1967, Vol. II, XV. 9 (p. 369). 


� The Inquisition’s methods of investigation and inquiry are most consistently and clearly described in the special “Handbook of the Inquisitor”, written in 1503. Cf. it new critical edition: Nicolau Eymerich, Francisko Pena, Manuel des inquisiteurs, Ed. Albin Michel, 2001.


� On the Byzantine secret police and spy system in the neighboring countries see in detail Dvornik, F., Proizhod na razuznavatelnite sluzbi (The Origin of the Secert Services), Bulg. transl. Sofia, 1997, pp 144-210 (with the main sources and bibliography – pp 211- 214).


� Obolensky, D., Bogomilite. Studia varhu balkanskoto novomaniheystvo (The Bogomils. Study on the Balkan new-Manichaeans), Bulg. transl., Sofia, 1998, p 141.


� In detail on the personages and institutions engaged with the decision to burn Basil see: Anna Comnena, Alexiadis,  XV. 10, 1-5 (p. 361).


� Obolensky, D., Bogomilite…, p. 141-143; 


� Cf. Anna Comnena, Alexiadis, XV. 10, 5-7 (p. 361).


� Exceptionally detailed analysis of the different symbolical levels and various functions of the hippodrome, which (along with St Sofia and the Sacred Palace) was one of the three symbols of the Byzantine religious and political model, is provided by Dagron. Cf. Dagron, G., Architectures et rituels politiques. La création d’espaces romains hors de Rome. Le cirque - hippodrome, in: Da Roma alla Terza Roma, Studi – V, 21 april 1985. Roma fuori di Roma: Istituzuioni e immagini, Roma Università degli studi “La Sapienza”, p. 121-128. Idem, Constantinople imaginaire. Etudes sur le recueil des « Patria ». Presses Universitaires de France, Paris, 1984, p. 82-84, 171, sq., 161-190. Idem, Empereur et prêtre. Etude sur le « césaropapisme »  byzantin. Ed. Gallimard, 1996, p. 85- 90., 112, sq., 99, sq., 


� Incidentally, it was the inexhaustible energy of Nestorius, which urged him to deliver speeches on all church and dogmatic matters, that later led to his accusation of heresy and condemnation (at the Chalcedonic Council in 450 AD). At least Socrates the Scholastic thought that the reason for his strange formulas was to be sought not in his alleged heresy, but in his strife for eloquence, which proved to be inappropriate and dangerous. 


� Socr. Schol., Hist. eccl., VII. 29.


� Ibid. 


� Socr. Schol., Hist. Eccl., VII. 3. The accusations of Socrates the Scholiast concern, more particularly, ‘certain Theodosius’, the bishop of Sinad, who constantly tormented the followers of Macedonius, and (like Nestorius) was soon discharged from high duties. It would hardly be pointless to remember that many a contemporary with the Inquisition, as well as some modern scholars, believe that the majority of the trials, including the much discussed trial against the Templiers, were motivated by the desire to confiscate the fortunes of the condemned. 


� In theory, under Theodosius’s, and later Justinian’s, law codes the state undertook to impose capital punishment for sorcery, but it did not have any consequence in practice. The state invariably displayed reserve in its attitude towards the internal church disputes (which often ended in mutual anathemas), and kept away from the nebulous accusations of “performing magic”, in which the arguments against a “sorcerer” were often extremely difficult to distinguish from those giving substance to worshipers’ belief that certain person was a saint wonderworker. 


� For some unclear reason, Emperor Theodosius’s wife fell into disgrace and spent great part of her life in Jerusalem, where she finally died. The most significant figure in the government of Byzantium from 408 AD till her death in 453 AD was Pulcheria, the sister of Theodosius.


� Socr. Schol., Hist. Eccl.,  VII. 29, 31.


� Ibid., VII. 31.


� On the problem, in detail see: Ducellier, A., Le Drame de Byzance, p. 330. The author provides a series of eloquent examples, proving the tolerance of the Byzantine church on principle. However, I don’t find appropriate his mentioning among them the figure of John the Anchoret. As it has already been said, it was the the patriarch that suggested pyre as a punishment of Paulin, the Sorcerer, and it was not as if the Church just “allowed the punishment” as Ducellier thinks.


� Procopius, Historia Arcana, in: Procopii Caesariensis, Opera omnia, III, Ed. Rec. J. Haury, Lipsiae, 1963, An. 13. 1-20 (p. 85).


� It is not altogether impossible that the basileis should have been rather reluctant to be identified with nobody but Nebuchadnezzar himself, in view of the ceremony of the Furnace action, which used to show, on the Palm Sunday (Sunday proceeding Passover), the delivery of the three serfs Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego from the “Babylonian fiery furnace”. An interesting treat of the theme provided Yanakieva, S., in: Kam vaprosa za sastestvuvaneto na teatralni I kvazi-teatralni formi vav Vizantiya (On the Existence of Theatre or Quasi-Theatre Forms in Byzantium), Arhiv za srdnovekovna istoriya I kultura, svitak IX (Archive for Medieval History and Culture, Vol. IX), Sofia, 2003, p. 125-151. 


� The adoption of this measure by Kawad was necessitated by the conversion of his son, Tasaarsan, to Manichaean faith. Here again a criminal motif added to the religious one: the monarch’s son was accused of conspiracy, instigated by the Manichaeans, to kill his father. Theophanes, Chronographia, Rec. C. de Boor, Lipsiae, 1883, 169. 27 – 170,24. 


� Luii Caecilii liber ad Donatum Confessorem de mortibus persecutorum, XXII, 2. 


� It is significant that while under Constantine the Great burning was imposed as punishment for any rape of a virgin, under the Macedonian Dynasty the punishment depended on whether the rapists had been armed, i.e. whether they had created a threat to society. It is a proven fact that burning on accusation of seduction with magic was practiced until late in Byzantine history. Such cases were narrated by Nykita of Honea as late as the end of 12th /the beginning of 13th century AD.


� The first official persecutions against sorcerers (the so called “trial against the matrons-poisoners”) took place in Rome in 311 BC. In 168 BC already, in connection with the persecutions against the participants in the Bacchanalia (who turned out to be more than 7 000 Roman citizens), clear judicial rules were formulated for accusation, investigation and punishment of adherents to this officially forbidden religious practice (Livius, Ab Urbe condita, VIII. 18; XXXIX. 14-41).


� Cf. Vatzkova, V., Tradizii na svestennata voyna v ranna Vizantiya (The Holy War Traditions in Early ByzantineTimes), Sofia, Gutenberg, 2004. Dagron, G., Byzance entre la Croisade et le Gjihad (Quelques remarques), in: Le Concile de Clermont de 1095 et l’appel à la croisade. Actes du Colloque Universitaire International de Clermont-Ferrant (23-25 juin 1995). Ed: Ecole Française de Rome, Palais Farnèse, 1997, p. 325-337. 


� As far as the church cannons pertaining to the problems under discussion are concerned, it could be added that except for the abovementioned church punishment for heresy of six years of excommunication the church law in Byzantium never had the validity of the state law, which, on the other hand, treated most cases concerning the Church. This situation resulted in creation of specific ecumenical (sacred) lawcourts, where equal rights to sit were given to both laymen and clergymen, who had the authority to try all sorts of cases. On the problem in detail see the study of Sokolov, I., Vselenskie sudii v Vizantii (Ecumenical Judges in Byzantium), in: O Vizantinizme v cerkovno-istoricheskom otnoshenii. Izbranie patriarhov v Vizantii. Vselenskie sudii v Vizantii, St Petersburg, 2003, p. 22 -269.


� Patriarch Nikephorus, Brief History, p. 22. It is well-known that in 330 AD all symbols of the Eternal City were transferred to Constantinople. The New Rome was planned after the old Italian Rome in all relevant details. Forum Boarium (The Forum of the bull) was also preserved, as well as its double function. It is significant that Constantine V Copronym also used Forum Boarium (or rather the pit of the disgraceful death, which was there) to punish some of the most zealous adherers to the icon reverence (Breviarius, p. 83, ff).


� Patriarch Nikephorus, Brief History, p. 54. 


� Theophylaktus Simokatta, Historia, III.V.10. Patriarch Nikephorus, Brief History, p 85 (year 766)..


� Let’s remember the deferential and humble appearance of repenting Athanasios, who, despite everything, was a monophysite and remained such till his last day.


� Theophylaktus Simokatta tells in detail of how the mob defended a killer condemned to be torn to pieces by beasts. 


� These questions, framing the intensity of the Byzantine holy war and explaining, to a certain extent, the pyres in Byzantium, were dealt with in detail in the chapters: The Basileus and the Patriarch between the mission of the charismatic person and the routine duty of the steward;, The pyres in Byzantium. The role of the inner and outer bishop of the Churc; The pious tyrants and the choleric character of the flock of God and Charismas uncharacteristic for the Byzantine basileus, in: The Traditions of the holy war in early Byzantium, pp.267-315.


� It is extremely difficult to convey in modern terms the idea of this notion. In general, θάμβος was the feeling of both horror and exaltation felt in the immediate presence of a deity. 


� Niernberg, D., Communities of Violence, Princeton University Press, 1996 / Trad. Fr. Violence et minorités au Moyen Age, Presses Universitaires de France, Paris, 2001


� This ritual described by the author is far from being characteristic exclusively of Aragon or other regions with mixed (Christian-Muslim) population. The same tradition established in the eastern Byzantine provinces is almost parallel to the establishment of the Christian state.


� Eutyhii Patriarchae Alexandriae Annales, PG, t. III, col. 1089, sq.


� Theophanes, Chronographia, 328.27.


� Johannes Malala, Chronographia, Bonn, 1831, p. 35


� Euagrius, Hist. Eccl., II. 5.


� Timotheos Elurus was officially proclaimed patriarch by the monks in 457 AD.


� Euagrius Hist. Eccl. 2:8. According to Evagrius the Scholastic these outrages were urged not by the mere number of the baptized that much as by the news of the death of Marcian “who had left all people a royal gift” (ibid., here the Chalcedonian credo was meant). 


� Symocatta, IV. XV.15-17. 


� Theophanes, Chronographia, 292. 17-25. 


�Ioannis Cinnami, Epitome rerum ab Ioanne et Alexio Comnenis, Rec. A. Meineke, Bonn, 1836, II. 13


� The story about the burning of Basil shows certain outward similarities with the discussed; however, in it the initiator of the burning (the Church) and the doer (the emperor Alexius) do not coincide. As far as the burning of Masides on the order of Justinian is concerned, it was a personal act performed in a context other than that of a public pyre.


� This is one explanation why the Byzantine warriors could be found throwing Turkish babies in hot water in revenge (for more examples of Byzantine “xenophobia”, with comments see: Ducellier, A., Le Drame de Byzance. Idéal et échec d’une société chrétienne, Pluriel, Hachette, 1976 et 1997, p. 221-228), but they never came to eating them, as the Western Christians did in Maarrat-al-Numan, to the greatest horror of the few who survived. Certainly, we can not be sure that the Byzantines never did such things. What matters is that nobody dared to describe such a scene. Just by way of comparison, letu’s remember the detailed account of the cannibalism in Maarrat, given by the author of the anonymous chronicle of the First Crusade without the slightest nuance of reproach or at least natural nausea (Chronique anonyme de la Première croisade, Arléa, Paris, 1998, p. 136, sq.). About the impression the incident made on the Muslims, with comments see: Maalouf, A., Les croisades vues par les Arabes, Ed. J.-C. Lattès, Paris, 1983, chap.III, Les cannibales de Maara p. 53-69).
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