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T. C. LOUNGHIS

SOME QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE TERMINOLOGY USED IN
NARRATIVE SOURCES TO DESIGNATE THE BYZANTINE STATE

There are a considerable number of terms used by Byzantine writers to
designate their empire, the nature of their state, its territorial extent and
boundaries, the political regime of the empire and its name!. In the study that
follows, the terms in question are gathered mainly from narrative sources, and
an attempt is made to follow and understand the evolution of each term’s
connotations through the centuries.

As one might expect, the most proper and accurate term to designate the
territorial extent of the Byzantine Empire throughout its thousand year
existence is the term ‘Popaiwv Emixpdtela, which bears the clearest and most
constant meaning among the terms included in this investigation. The term
émunpdtewa presupposes concrete boundaries, which though they may be
respected or disputed by enemies, nevertheless exist2.

1. Very useful general theoretical works: O. TREITINGER, Die ostrémische Kaiser-
und Reichsidee nach ihrer Gestaltung im hifischen Zeremoniell. Von ostrémischen
Staats- und Reichsgedanken, Darmstadt? 1956; H. HUNGER, Prooimion. Elemente der
byzantinischen Kaiseridee in den Arengen der Urkunden, Wiener Byzantinistische
Studien 1, Vienna 1964; G. ROSCH, "Ovoua Baociietag. Studien zum offiziellen Gebrauch
der Kaisertitel in spétantiker und frilhbyzantinischer Zeit, Wiener Byzantinistische
Studien 10, Vienna 1978. Cf. Héléne AHRWEILER, L 'idéologie politique de I'empire
byzantin, Paris 1974, which contains general formulations rather than data.

2. E. g. Priscus, 58S and 586-7 (ed. DE BOOR); AGATHIAS, Proem.,24 and V. 11, 6
(ed. KEYDELL, p. 28 and 177); EvaGrus, IIL 36, IIL. 37, IV. 9, V. 9 (ed. BIDEZ-
PARMENTIER, p. 135, 136, 160, 204,); Genesws, IL 5, III. 2, IIL. 3, IV. 15 (ed.
LESMUELLER-WERNER and THURN, p. 26, 37, 38, 68); THEOPHANES CONTINUATUS, 112,
277, 288, 292, 293, 298, 299, 301, 302 (CSHB); SKYLITZES, 67, 145, 154 (ed. THURN);
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The term Powpaiwv (or dopainn) doyn may be considered identical in
meaning (though with some qualifications) with the term ‘Pwpainv émxpdreia.
Further, the term ‘Popaiov &oyn frequently denotes boundaries® and is
employed in this sense by Nicephorus and Theophanes—the sources of the so-
called ‘Dark Ages’—to whom the term Pwpaiwv &rixpdtela is unknown.
Procopius of Caesarea, two centuries earlier, appears also to have been
unfamiliar with this latter usage.

In the vast majority of cases4, the term ‘Popaiwv &oyn conveys also the old
meaning of imperium romanum, to which people, territories and power belong.
Gradually, the term acquires the sense of a state limited in space, as can be
observed from Procopius to Theophanes. The phenomenon becomes more than
obvious, of course, in the last centuries of ByzantiumS, while the term

CONSTANTINUS PORPHYROGENITUS, De Administrando Imperio (=DAI), 4.3-5, 43.4-6
(ed. MORAVSCIK-JENKINS, D. 50, 188); LEON Diaconus, 1.2, 11111, X.3, 6, 7, 8 (CSHB,
p. 6, 53, 165, 169, 170, 171); ATTALEIATES, 77 and 229 (CSHB); ACROPOLITES, 167 (ed.
HEISENBERG); PACHYMERES, IV. 24 (ed. FAILLER, 397). Cf. ATTALEIATES, 120, 233
(CSHB); and CANTACUZENUS, I, 179,188, 189, 204, 205, 323, 328 (CSHB): elg v
Pouaiwv.

3. Procorius, Aed., 13.2,8.5,118.11,111 1.1, 7. 10, V 8.2-3, VI 1.5, 7. 7, 7. 17, (ed.
HAURY-WIRTH p. 20, 34, 70, 82, 100-101, 168, 172, 184, 185-186); AGATHIAS, Proem.
26, 11, 18.7, 31. 2, (p. 8, 65, 81): dwpaixa dpia; EVAGRIUS, IV. 20, V. 7 (p. 170, 203);
NICEPHORUS, p. 3.8-11, 34.20-22, 37.8-10, 58.11-13 (DE BOOR); THEOPHANES
CONTINUATUS, 54; CONSTANTINUS PORPHYROGENITUS, De them., 62 and 97 (ed. PERTUSI);
SKYLITZES, 31; LEON Diaconus, IL.1, I1.11 and X.8 (p. 18, 33, 173): ‘Popaixd Soua;
ATTALEIATES, 181 (‘Popatnd Soua), 117 (td tiig Avoovitidog dpia); CINNAMUS. 79, 11-
14 (CSHB); ACROPOLITES, 113, 187; GREGORAS, 1.3, IILS, IIL5 (CSHB, p. 18, 19, 72);
PACHYMERES, 11.30 (p. 209).

4. E. g. DAL 13.135-137, 21.46-47, 22.29-30, 22.41-43 and 61-62, 30.11-13 (p. 72,
88, 94, 94-96, 96, 140); De them., 60, 62; PROCOPIUS, Aed., 11.11,9.17-18,11 6.6, 11122,
IV 22,58 (p. 7, 38, 64., 86, 108, 125); SIMOCATTES, 1II 18.3, IV 13.6 (ed. DE BOOR, p.
147, 174); THEOPHANES, 196.23-26, 215.26, 222 .4, 300.23-25 (ed. DE BOOR); EVAGRIUS,
1.22, 1113, IV.3, 19 and 21, V.14 (p. 33, 100, 154, 169, 170, 210); ATTALEIATES, 51, 99,
180, 182, 207, 310; CINNAMUS, 174.2-6, 278.6-11; NICEPHORUS, 76.1-3; GENESIUS, I11.4 (p.
25-26); THEOPH. CONT., 112, 305; SKYLITZES, 13-14, 66-67, 197, 240-241; Life of Peter
of Atroa, 85 (ed. LAURENT, 223); Fontes historiae imperii Trapezuntini, 53 and 79 (ed.
PAPADOPOULOS-K ERAMEUS). '

5. E. g. ACROPOLITES, 34, where the notorius expression: év otev® teBeauévog
odoav v Swuaiwv doxnv. Cf. ACROPOLITES, 35, 73, 74, 76, 89, 154, 156, 158, 163;
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‘Popaiwv &gy is regularly used during the Comnenian period, mainly by Anna
Comnena® (from whose text the term ‘Pwuaiwv mohiteio is totally absent, as
will be discussed below). The same remark is valid for the History of John
Cantacuzenus, where all kinds of misfortune are foreseen to engulf the
‘Pwpaiwv aoyi’.

The constitutional aspect of the term Pwpaiwv doxn needs to be seen as
closely associated with the well-known term ‘Popaiwv moAiteia, as used, in
fact, by Constantine Porphyrogenitus himself in his treatise De administrando
imperio: ‘and thereafter, whatever reforms have been introduced from time to
time in our state (1fi ®a®" Apndg moAvteiq), and also throughout the Roman
empire (¢v ndon 1§ ‘Ponaiowv dpyfi)s. The order of terms is repeated in
another chapter of the same work?, as if to confirm the affinity of both
meanings.

Generally speaking, the term Popaiwv doyn has a much broader meaning
than the term moAiteia, as this is found in Procopius, when dealing with
territorial expansion of the empire under Justinian I: ‘the emperor,” says
Procopius, ‘has considerable experience in arinexing other states (;toAttetog
£1épag) to the Roman empire (tfi ‘Ponaiwv &y i)’!°. In a famous passage of
the Gothic Warll, the same author reveals the close connexion that exists
between the preservation of a just political order in the empire (moliteia

MICHAEL PALAEOLOGUS, De vita sua opusculum, 455 (ed. GREGOIRE); PACHYMERES,
1.27, 11.25, 30 (p. 109, 187, 209); GREGORAS, VILS, XI1.12 (p. 233, 612).

6. ANNA COMNENA, L. 9, 123, 130, 137, 146, 156; 1I. 69, 73, 81 passim; CINNAMUS,
13.9-14, 118-119, 174.15-19, 201.8-13, 202.3-6, 208.9-16, 212.18-23, 231.15-19, 243 (two
mentions). CHONIATES, 246, 315, 347, 437, 475, 498, 529, 541 (ed. vAN DIETEN), where
the term obviously declines in use and meaning as well.

7. CANTACUZENUS, vol. 1, 78, 98, 114, 311, 399; vol. 11, 114, 115, 117, 147, 148, 231,
270, 274-275, 306, 307, 321, 329, 350, 371, 372, 442, 466, 475, 490, 527, 551, 568; vol.
I11, 31, 108, 149, 262, 293.

8. DAI Proem., 23-24 (p. 46).

9. Ibid., 48 22-27 (p. 226).

10. ProCOPIUS, Aed., I 1. 8 (p. 6): 6 O¢ ovm dueAérntds éotv éumopileaBou moAt-
telag érépags. moArag duéier mpooemolnoey idn tfi ‘Pwuaiwv doxi.

11. Procorius, De Bello Gothico, 1. 12, 20 (ed. HAURY-WIRTH 11, 65-66): “Ew¢ ugv
otv moMteia ‘Poualows it avt) Eueve, FaAAiag ta évidg Podavol motapuot faciies
elyev. énei 6 "O86axp0g &g Tupavvida ueTéBale, T6Te 81, TOD TUPAVVOU OEiOoLY EVEL-
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‘Pwpaiows) and the maintaining of its territorial integrity. In another equally
unequivocal passage of the Buildings!'2, Procopius makes a remarkable
distinction between the component parts of the woAiteia: under Justinian I, the
empire (wohtteia) has more than doubled its territories and other trappings of
power (Tfi te xwEq roi T GAAn duvdaper). If the term Popainv doxn
signifies the Roman empire in general, in Procopius the term soAtteia conveys
the meaning of the old res publica headed by the emperor, that is, a political
system, which, according to Priscus of Panium!3, had been invented by wise and
good men in Antiquity, who took care to maintain the laws, the army, and other
institutions. As early as the first half of the fifth century, Priscus found the laws
and the Roman political system to be good (dg ol pév véuor xaroi nai f TOAL-
1eia ‘Pwpainv dyadn), excepting a number of critical remarks prompted by the
conduct of some of its leaders!4.

There are some exceptions to the rule. Less literary sources of the second
half of the sixth century, such as the Chronography of John Malalas and the
Ecclesiastical History of Evagrius, use the term ‘Popaiwv toltela in a strictly
territorial sense, almost equivalent to the term &muxpdtela!s. This tendency
seems to become general towards the end of the sixth and the beginning of the
seventh century, when a literary source such as the History of Theophylactus
Simocattes uses the term "Popaiwv mohteia in the same sense as Malalas and
Evagrius'6. This evolution of the meaning of the ‘Popcaiwv moiiteio is of
crucial interest, not only because the tyrant Phocas destroyed the td&ig in 602,

oovrog, Evwracay I'oAdlav OvoiyotBor Eoxov uéxol “Admewv, al ta FdAAwy te Soua
xai Atyovpwv dlogifovot.

12. ProcoPIus, I 1, 15-16 (p. 7-8); AGATHIAS, I 2. 2 and 20. 3 (p. 11, 35) prefers the
term ;wolTela Qruotrh, while the term dwpatsh nardotacig (IV 26, p. 156) conveys
the meaning of the whole Roman political establishment.

13. Priscus, 136; CANDIDUS OF ISAURIA, Frg. 1: FHG 1V, 136, designates by the
same term the byzantine state under Zenon (474-491),

14. Priscus, 138.

15. MALALAS, 361, 412, 422, 449, 460 (CSHB); EVAGRIUs, I1. 9 (p. 59).

16. SIMOCATTES, II 104 and IV 11. 8 (p. 89, 170). It must be noted, however, that
the old, ‘constitutional’ use of ‘Pwuociwv mohiteia is also to be found in SIMOCATTES, 111
5.4 (p. 117). Cf. also the use of the expression 10 “Pwpoiwv mokitevua, SIMOCATTES, 111
9.6 (p. 128). All mentions in Simocattes concern the earliest part of his History, thus
they do not extend beyond Book IV, with the single exception in VIII 11.11 (p. 306).
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yevopevog émiffovhog 1iig ‘Popainiic mohttelag, according to the Chronicon
Paschale!”, but mainly because, starting from that time, the Chronography of
Theophanes the Confessor uses the term ‘Pwpaiwv tolteia in the sense of ‘the
Byzantine State’!8. In Theophanes, all uses of the ‘Pwupaiwv &oyn concern the
early Byzantine period, till the beginning of the seventh century. From then on,
it is replaced by another, more current, term.

Theophanes, Constantine Porphyrogenitus (who follows his great-uncle!9)
and, at times, Nicephorus the Patriarch, make use of the term ‘Pwuaiwy woht-
teia in this sense very frequently throughout the seventh century?0, up to the
year 72421, while very few echoes of its old meaning are to be detected in the
Short History. Such is the case for the year 641 (under the empress Martina),
when the author uses highly expressive language to point out his exasperation:
‘God forbid that the Roman state sink into such bad order’22, From the year 724
on, there are no references to the term ‘Pwpaiwv moAiteia and it is totally
absent from the Chronography of Theophanes?3 which covers the entire eighth
century up to the year 813, that is, shortly after Charlemagne’s diplomatic
recognition.

The beginning of the ninth century witnesses the appearance of the term
‘Pouaiov fiyepovia. Its first mentions are attributed to Genesius24 and
SKkylitzes?S almost simultaneously with the revival of the term ‘Popaiwv stolt-
tela, used alternatively by the same authors26. Here, the term Pwpaiwy JToAL-

-

17. CHRONICON PASCHALE, 707 (CSHB). According to the same source (p. 708),
Heraclius liberated the ‘Popaionv molvtela in 610.

18. THEOPHANES, 245.18-22 (a. D. 571). Cf. THEOPHANES, 299.33-34 (a D. 610).

19. Cf. T. C. LounNGHIs, Kwvotavtivov Z “[oggupoyevviitov, De administrando
imperio (I1pdg TV (dLov vidv Pwuavoy). Mia uébodog avayvwons, Thessalonica 1990,
45-49,

20. DAI 21. 52-54 (p. 88); THEOPHANES, 355.21-25, 359.17-19, 395.5-7;
NICEPHORUS, 15.11-15, 23.17-21, 50.4-6, 52.7-9.

21. THEOPHANES, 402.9-15.

22. NICEPHORUS, 28.5-8: undé doin ©eog év rovte tdEews tiv gouatxnv €ABeiv
ToAvtelav...

23. Cf. supra, note 6, on the absence of the term in Anna’s Alexiad.

24. GENESIUS, 1.9 (p. 9).

25. SKYLITZES, 12.

26. GENESIUS, 1.16 (p. 14); SKYLITZES, 47.



16 T. C. LOUNGHIS

tela seems to have lost something of its earlier meaning and to return to its
original sense?’, adapting to new realities: Pwpaiwv molteia in the ninth
century means ‘the organisation of the state’?8, not only in Genesius and
Skylitzes but also in other sources up to the twelfth century?9, whereas
‘Popaiwv fryepovia fulfills the functions of the old term “Popaiov doyn, the
imperium romanum, and is used in this sense by Anna Comnena3C. Only once
is the term moMteia (unaccompanied by ‘Pwpaiwv) to be found in Anna’s
text3! in clear juxtaposition with the term ‘Popaiwv doyn: Anna Dalassena was
able to govern the state apparatus (FtoAtteiov), not only in the Roman empire,
but also in any realm under the sun.

It could be argued, that the reappearance of the term ‘Pwpoaiwv moAtteia in
its original, constitutional sense, is attributable to the decline of the rather
confusing style of the Chronography in general and to the revival of the sounder
historiographical style, something that is very apparent in Leo Diaconus: in the
text of his History (a literary genre that reappears at the end of the tenth
century32), we have four clear mentions of the term with the meaning ‘state
organisation’33 as well as six mentions of the term Pwpaiwv (or dwpotrn)
fiyepovio. with the meaning of Roman empire, inclusive of its territories and
power34,

The History of Leon Diaconus is permeated by a belief in long-term stability
and power, which underlines the longevity of the Empire. Hence, all terms
concerning Byzantine self-determination are used very clearly3. However, just

27. Cf. supra, notes 10-13.

28. Which may be interpreted: the singularity of Byzantine state organisation.

29. DAI 13. 173-175 (p. 74): v ebyevii moAtteiov ‘Pwwaiwv; THEOPH. CONT.,
442, 446; Fontes historiae imperii Trapezuntini, 79.3-9; CINNAMUS, 281.10-12.

30. ANNA COMNENA, I 10,57, 72, 106, 127, I1 72, 73 passim. Cf. also supra, note 6.

31. ANNA COMNENA, 1 123,

32. T. C. LouNGHIs, H ideoloyia tne Bubaviiviic Iotogioypagiag, Athens 1993,
172.

33. LEoN Diaconus, II1. 3, 5, VL. 2, VII, 7 (p. 40, 42-43, 95, 124).

34. LEON Diaconus, II1. 6, IV. 1, V. 1, 7 and 8 VIL 7 (p. 44, 56, 77, 88, 90, 124).
Similar use of the term in ATTALEIATES, 131 and 194,

35. Cf. the combined use of three terms in order to describe the empire’s growth in
LEON DIACONUS, IIL6 (p. 45): xat mpooétt Ta puéyLora Ty moAiteiav dvijoovia, xal Tiig
Pwuaixic doxfic tv émxpdteiav avErncovra. The double use in LEO Diaconus, IX .4
(p. 146): v Tiig fryepoviag dgxnv, presents no difficulty. It must be noted, however, that
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the opposite occurs in Michael Attaleiates, Anna Comnena and Nicetas
Choniates, whose historiographical texts constitute the beginning and end of a
particular period of ‘Roman’ history: the term ‘Pwpaiwv molteia is totally
absent from their texts, literary though they may be. The term exists, however,
in the History of John Cinnamus, in whose time the empire was not on the brink
of destruction, as it was in the case of Anna and Nicetas. In the History of John
Cinnamus the term ‘Pwpaiwv mohitela acquires, as a rule36, a meaning which
includes state organisation and society3” and which will later also be found in
George Pachymeres38 and Nicephorus Gregoras3?. Last, but not least, we have
to take into account the fact that the term Pwpaicwv fiyepovio means
indisputably the Byzantine empire in Gregoras+0, but not in Pachymeres, who
uses the rather ambiguous expression 1 xpdypata tiig 1@V Pwpaiwv fryepo-
viag#l. The term t& ‘Pwpaiwv (sc. mpdypata) is known by its broad use in the
History of Nicetas Choniates4Z, to whom the term ‘Popaiwv mohlteia is totally
unknown (as already pointed out). A similar example is to be found in John
Cantacuzenus in the fourteenth century43.

The term, which almost imperceptibly replaced ‘Pwpaiwv moliteia in
Byzantine narrative sources, is not 10 Pwpaicnv mpdypato, but the very
commonly encountered expression ‘Pwpaionv Baoieia, also very frequent in
Nicetas Choniates* and designating the nature of the Byzantine political

in LEON D1acoNus, V.3 (p. 81): duvaotela dwuaix denotes the successive emperors,
the line of sovereigns, and not the dynasty.

36. Not in the case of note 29, supra.

37. E. g. CINNAMUS, 276-277, 275, 285.

38. PACHYMERES, 1.27 and I11.21 (p. 109-111, 289).

39. GREGORAS, 11.6 (p. 42). Cf. also supra, notes 3 and 5, for the meaning of the
term ‘Popaiwv &oyn in Gregoras.

40. GREGORAS, 1.2, 4, 17,111, V5, VL6, 11, VIL.1, 5, XIL2 (p. 13, 13-14, 20, 77,
24-25, 144-145, 187, 208, 208-209, 214 [two mentions], 215, 234, 579); GREGORAS, Epp.
90.41-49 and 130, 11-19 (ed. LEONE, p. 242 and 331).

41. PACHYMERES, L.17 (p. 77).

42. CHONIATES, 46, 96, 194, 223, 436, 438, 472, 507, 510, 522, 551, 572.
ATTALEIATES also uses this expression, though not so often (199, 223).

43. CANTACUZENUS, vol. L. 17,219, 391, 425, 450; vol. II. 34, 35, 44, 110, 119, 202,
203, 230, 381; vol. I11. 11, 258.

44, CHONIATES, 120, 127, 238, 327, 433, 477, 557, 571.
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system, starting from the second half of the sixth century, that is at the same
time that Malalas, Evagrius and Simocattes begin to alter the original,
constitutional meaning of the old term ‘Pwpaiwy stohteiass, The first mention
of the term ‘Pouaiowv Bacikeia in the sense of the Byzantine political system,
and not the reign of a given sovereign, which is current much earlier?, is to be
seen in Evagrius of Epiphaneia4’, followed by the Chronography of
Theophanes8 and its Continuators49, just once by Nicephorus the PatriarchSo,
by the emperor Constantine VII PorphyrogenitusS!, John Skylitzes52, Michael
Attaleiatess3, Anna Comnena’4, John Cinnamus (who, using the term ‘Pwpaiwy
moALteioss, seldom uses Paoiheiads), Nicetas ChoniatesS? and, afterwards,
George Acropolites8, George PachymeresS?, Nicephorus Gregorast® and the
emperor John Cantacuzenusé!, who prefers both the term Popaiowv dgoyms?,
and, more importantly, ‘Pwpaiov fiyepovia, which is mentioned some seventy
times in his work® in the sense of the Roman empire, in most cases coinciding

45. Cf. supra, notes 15 and 16.

46. Cf. e. g. PRISCUS, 584; PROCOPIUS, Aed., 11T 1. 11 (p. 83-84).

47. EVAGRIUS, 111.44, p. 146-147 (if not EVAGRIUS, I1.8, p. 55). Cf. also IV.25, p.
171-172.

48. THEOPHANES, 68.2-3, 115.22-25, 220. 2-9, 290.12-16, 291.4-6, 294.1-7 (passim),
326.16-20, 386-387, 456-457, 482.16-17.

49. THEOPH. CONT., 51, 84, 96, 162, 172, 184, 429, 458.

50. NICEPHORUS, 35-36; cf. also Life of Peter of Atroa, 63. 1-3 (p. 187).

51. De them., 62; DAI, 22.81-82, 29.58-61, 63-66, 72-73 (p. 98, 124, 126).

52. SKYLITZES, 29, 56, 97, 115, 130, 145, 197, 204, passim.

53. ATTALEIATES, 45, 139.

54. ANNA COMNENA, L. 9, 10 (alternately with Pouoiwv fryenovia), 18 (two
mentions) 92, 130, 132, 144; II, 43. II. 63, 73, passim.

55. Cf. supra, note 37.

56. CINNAMUS, 229-230.

57. Cf. supra, note 44.

58. ACROPOLITES, 84 (as in the case of Cinnamus).

59. PACHYMERES, 1.3, I1.30 (p. 115, 209).

60. GREGORAS, I1.3, I11.2, VILS, XIIL3 (p. 28, 59, 242, 644, passim).

61. CANTACUZENUS, vol. I 13, 15, 18, 486, 487, 543; vol. II. 12, 21, 54, 76, 364; vol.
IIl. 16, 17, 60, 79, 151, 173.

62. Cf. supra, note 7,

63. CANTACUZENUS, vol. I 114, 115, 117, 184, 220, 223, 280, 335, 392, 430, 502,
505, 523; vol. 11 15, 24, 43, 59, 67-68, 80, 131, 151, 201, 203, 209, 210, 257, 264, 269,
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with the term ‘Popaiwv dpyf, which only in relatively few examples draws
nearer to the official term ‘Pwpaiwv Bactieia. It is also worth pointing out that
in the History of John Cantacuzenus, the term ‘Popaiwv Baotheia is used to
designate the old, Roman age®. The historical work of Cantacuzenus, replete
with a steady devaluation of the old, traditional terms, consists of an epilogue
worthy of the best Byzantine administrative traditions. The author seems so
conscious of the decline of all ‘Roman’ realities that, instead of a substantive,
he ventures to use an adjective, 10 ‘Popaindvés, earlier used only by
Attaleiates%6. The adjective, 10 Popaindv, which tends to be an equivalent of
10 xowdv t@v Popainv, also used by Cantacuzenus®?, has the meaning of
what today we —in a non-Roman world— would call ‘the Roman element’ or
‘the Roman community’, an element which clearly has weak dimensions, as the
empire dies away.

The term ‘Pwpaiwv éEovoia in the sense of ‘the Roman power’ or ‘the
Roman domination’ appears in the Byzantine narrative sources from
Nicephorus the Patriarché8 to Anna Comnena%?, that is from the mid-eighth to
the end of the eleventh century, in other words during the period of the so-called
‘limited oikoumene’, which starts with the papal political secession from the
Empire and the forgery of the Constitutum Constantini, and ends around the
time of the first Crusade. The term Pwpaiwv EEovoio is used mostly by
Byzantine sources close to the ideology of the Macedonian dynasty, that is the
Continuators of Theophanes?, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus’' and John

273,274, 276, 292, 310, 365, 366, 388, 396, 398, 403, 411, 449, 472, 481, 507, 508, 535;
vol. III 12, 20, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 40, 41, 48, 63, 110, 138, 140, 143, 148, 149, 257, 263,
264, 280, 350-351.

64. Cf. the cases in the examples cited in note 61.

65. CANTACUZENUS, I 422.

66. ATTALEIATES, 76, 141, 163, 233.

67. CANTACUZENUS, I 228, 283, 393, 505; III 253.

68. NICEPHORUS, 64, 10-12.

69. ANNA COMNENA, II 55.

70. THEOPHANES CONTINUATUS, 277, 291, 346.

71. DAL 27.3-6,29.213-216, 31.26-27, 32.21-23, 29-30, 44.122-124, 50.130-132 (p.
112, 134, 148, 152, 154, 204, 238).
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Skylitzes2, and underlines very clearly the fact that the Byzantine Empire rules
territories and peoples beyond certain limits, that is, it points to Byzantine
expansion. This, however, is not the subject of our discussion here: it is enough
merely to compare the term with the ‘Popotxéy in the world of the fourteenth
century, when the é£ovoia belonged to others.

In the second half of the sixth century, the Oriental chronicler John Malalas
used the term "Popovia in order to depict the eastern provinces of the Empire,
that is the Eastern Roman Empire itself, since his use of the term does not
embrace the reign of Justinian?3, At the beginning of the seventh century, in the
Chronography of Theophanes, the term ‘Pwpavia replaces the term ‘Popaiowv
aoyn, which is henceforth totally abandoned. The term ‘Pwpovia in the
territorial meaning of the Empire is more than frequent throughout
Theophanes’s text’4. In a single mention, the Continuators of Theophanes
inform us that the glorious general of the tenth century, John Courcouas, has
doubled the size of ‘Romania’’s. The term seems to have been preferred by
Skylitzes76 and \bspecially by Constantine Porphyrogenitus’’, for whom
‘Popoavia has precise boundaries, such as with Armenia’. It seems natural to
conclude, therefore, that, for those same authors who also employ the term
‘Popavia, the ‘Popaiov éEovoia represents a notion of Byzantium that goes
far beyond the boundaries of ‘Popavia, a term that had restricted the ‘Pwpaiwv

72. SKYLITZES, 146-147, 156, 167. An echo of the achievements of the Macedonian
dynasty en bloc in Fontes historiae imperii Trapezuntini, 79, where &gy, moAiteio and
¢Eovolo are dprvupo (i.e. Roman).

73. MALALAS, 398, 400, 407, 408, 409.

74. THEOPHANES, 304.24, 332.15, 345.25, 348.10, 17, 23, 26, 349.1, 363.19, 364 .4,
367.1, 10, 11, 370.2, 18, 372.2, 377.16, 383.2, 27, 31, 384 .4, 389.5, 392.8, 393.24, 25,
403.27, 404.16, 409.24, 4103, 30, 411.10, 15, 415.23, 416.16, 430.9, 431.3, 444.28,
445.16, 446.19, 24, 447.6, 449.9, 451.4, 452.22, 463.15, 473.24, 482 .2,

75. THEOPH. CONT., 426-427: xai tiv ‘Pwuaviav Surhilv xateotioaro.

76. SKYLITZES, 135, 154.

77. DAL 9.111-113,22.21-22, 46.128-135, 46.135-142, 47.23-25, 53.530-532 (p. 62,
94, 220, 220-222, 224, 286).

78. Cf. DAI, 44.125-128 (p. 204): puéoov Pwuavias xai "Agueviag; cf. also DAI,
46.15 (p. 214).



TERMINOLOGY QUESTIONS 21

aQyn at the beginning of the seventh century and which resulted in debasing the
value of the term Pwpaiwv moltein, predicted once by Procopius of
Caesarea.

The last Byzantine author to employ the term Pwpovia? is George
Pachymeres80, in whose times the decline was not yet so marked. Later,
however, with Cantacuzenus, a humbler polity seems to be implied by 10
Popotrdy.

79. Cf. A. CARILE, Impero Romano e¢ Romania, Da Roma alla Terza Roma.
Documenti e studi, Studi I1: La nozione di «Romano» tra cittadinanza e universalita,
Naples 1984, 247-261.

80. PACHYMERES, 1.31, V.3 (p. 123 and 125, 443).



22 T. C. LOUNGHIS

T. K. AOYITHE, TXeTird PE TNV OQOAOYIC TV AQNYNUOTIXDV TINYHV
Y10, TO XOQAXTINOLORG Tov Bulaviivol xedtovug

1. O 60og Pwuaiwv emitxpdteia TQOVTOBETEL CUYKEXQLUEVA CUVOQX HOL
yonowormoteitar o oAdxAnon tnv vmegLitet Lon tov Buavitvou
%XQATOVG.

2. O 6005 Pwuaiwv agyrn meoiinobdéter oivopa HoOvo oIn StdoxeLa Twv
«OXOTEWVAV QLOVOV» XOL OVILX0OL0TEd 0T0 Nun@dQo xot 010
Oeodvn tov 60 Pwuaiwv émxpdteia. Babuaia, 0 000g VITOVOEL
TO QWNOTRG KQATOC TEQLOQLOUEVO OTO XMQO, aWtd TV Avva Kopvnvi
wg Tov Iwdvvn Kavraxovtnvo.

3. O 600¢g Pwuaiwv agyr eival evQUTteQog O€ TEQLEXOUEVO 0Tt TOV OQO
Pouciov moliteic  (TIgoxdmiog 1, oxdua, IMpioxog IMavitng).
Avtifeta, otov Iwdavvy Maldha, otov Evdypio xotw otov
OeoUAoxto ZIUOXATTN, O 6Q0g Pwpaiwv moAtteio éxel edogixn
onuooic. H ovviBeto avtn B0 vioBetnBel oL amrd tovg Nuxngdo
matoudQym, ©cogdvn xat Kwvotaviivo [Moggugoyévvito ywa va
aTTOdWOEL HATAOTACELS G TO 724.

4.  Amo6 g 0Qxés ToU 90u awwva gp@avitetar o 6Qog Pwuaiwv nyeuo-
via (Tevéorog, ZHUALTING), TOUTOXQOVA UE TNV ETAVEUQPAVLOT TOV
000V Pwuaiwv moliteia pe eAa@E SLoQOQETLXY £VVOLO TOQA (KO-
T oQydvawon). Zmmv Avvo Kopvnvi xar oto Nixita Xovidtn, o
0006 ‘Pwuaiwv moAiteia asovoLlaleL, eV ATAVTATOL OF KEUEVA TOV
astomvéouv BuCaviuvr) XQOTuXYy OUVEXELR %Al oTaBedtnta (Afwv
Avdrovog, lwdvvng Kivvapog).

5. H perétn mooomabel vo TooxohovBel TV evorhayn Twv amoxQmos-
WV TG EVVOLOG TWV TTLO JTTEVW 00wV O ovTLoToLyia pe Tnv eEEMEN TNg
BuCavtivig mOALTIXNG LOeOAOYiOG OtV eEMTEQLRY TTOALTIXY.
TTpdxeLtal Yo TEOoWELVE ovpreQdouata, dlaitega oe 6, TL aPoed
v eE€toon twv 0wy Puuaiwv Pactieia, 10 douaixdv, Puuavia
AT
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