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Abstract:

The period from the First Council of Constantinople (381) to the Council of Chalcedon (451)
is considered to be a formative one in the development of Constantinople’s self-identity and
confidence as an ecclesiastical authority. Traditional representations of Constantinople during
this era portray a see that was experiencing meteoric growth in episcopal authority and was
increasingly attempting to assert supremacy over the churches of the east as well as challenge
Rome’s authority in the west. However, it is the contention of this thesis that such a view is
informed by a highly teleological perspective of Constantinople’s earliest history.
Constantinople’s future significance as the centre of eastern Christianity and foil to Rome
have seen perceptions of the Constantinopolitan see of the late fourth and early fifth centuries
subsumed into the broad and far-reaching narratives that are synonymous with the city and its
Byzantine legacy.

By re-examining this seventy-year period through a close consideration of the unique
theological, political, and demographic characteristics specific to the Constantinople of the
time, this thesis will argue that the city’s political importance and imperial symbolism
significantly preceded the development of a bishopric with the necessary institutional
strengths to cope with the city’s meteoric growth. The intermingling of imperial and
episcopal politics, the city’s lack of theological heritage, and the diversity of the city’s
mushrooming population would cause the Constantinopolitan bishops of this period
immeasurable difficulties. Eschewing the supra-narrative of Constantinople’s rise to global
prominence, and repositioning the councils of 381 and 451 and the decades between them
within a local Constantinopolitan context, | argue that the pronouncements of both canon 3 of
Constantinople I and canon 28 of Chalcedon are not indicative of a see growing in geo-
ecclesiastical confidence but were in fact responses to systemic weaknesses internal to a
struggling episcopate.
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Reading Councils Backwards

Introduction

“One imposing requirement for interpreting the past is to forget the
future. In hindsight the actual course of events may seem to have been a
natural, almost inevitable, outcome...this sort of retrospective teleology
thoroughly obscures the underlying contingency of past events and the
fundamental uncertainty of our modern interpretations.”*

Despite the city’s conquest by the army of Mehmed Il and the disintegration of the empire
that it had governed, Constantinople’s spectre continues to loom large over the cultural and
religious history of the western world and beyond. The city holds the rare honour of
having become synonymous with the cultural and ideological ideals of an entire
civilisation — emblematic of all things of Byzantine heritage.? Constantinople’s preeminent
place within cultural memory rests upon dual pillars. Firstly, with the city having so
evocatively borne the stamp of its founder, Constantinople became closely associated with
the religious changes Constantine’s reign instigated. Being the first emperor to profess
loyalty to the Christian faith and embedding it within the official mechanisms of the
Roman state, Constantine’s reign set in motion a process that would eventually see
Christianity forming the foundation of western thought, politics, and culture for centuries
to come. The association between Constantinople’s founding and the rise to prominence of
Christianity was further accentuated by Byzantium’s subsequent historical position as a
location where Christian civilisation came into contact with other world religions. The
second cultural significance associated with Constantinople relates to the city’s place
within this newly developing Christian world. As Constantinople gradually emerged as the
preeminent centre of orthodox Christianity in the east, and Rome cemented its ideology of

! Raymond Van Dam, The Roman Revolution of Constantine (Cambridge: CUP, 2007), 9.

2 An attribute it holds in common with its partner and oft quoted rival in the west. However, it should be
noted that this view of the essentiality of Constantinople to the ideology of the Byzantine Empire has
recently come under attack, see Anthony Kaldellis, “From Rome to New Rome, from Empire to Nation-
State: Reopening the Question of Byzantium’s Roman Identity,” in Two Romes: Rome and Constantinople in
Late Antiquity, ed. Lucy Grig and Gavin Kelly (Oxford: OUP, 2012), 387—404. In a similar vein to the
themes of this thesis, it is Constantinople’s later political and cultural symbolism that Kaldellis argues has
obscured traditional assumptions of Constantinople’s past.
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primacy in the west, the bishops of these two religious centres became the foci for tensions
between the divergent theological strains of the east and west, as well as for clashes over
ecclesiastical jurisdiction. Such tensions would lead to a series of schisms that would
permanently divide the Christian world.

The cultural symbolism linked to Constantinople has not been consigned to the past
but continues to resonate today. Constantinople’s place at the heart of eastern Christianity
remains a topic of contemporary relevance, with Pope Francis and Ecumenical Patriarch
Bartholomew recently reigniting hopes of reconciliation between the Catholic and
Orthodox churches. Modern Istanbul also continues to be marked out by its importance as
a cultural crossroads between the east and west, and despite its Islamic status, the city is
for some still an evocative symbol of Christianity’s place in history.>

This long-lasting cultural legacy has inevitably shaped modern perspectives of
Constantinople’s past. The city’s symbolism as both the flagship of the Constantinian
revolution and a focal point for the divergence between eastern and western Christianity is
a prominent theme that weave its way throughout the city’s historiography. In particular,
histories of Byzantium place concerted emphasis on events that would prove key turning-
points in Constantinople’s ecclesiastical development and the long divergence between
eastern and western Christians.* It is the weight given to such themes in Byzantine
historiography that has not only seen the ecumenical councils of 381 and 451 take
prominent place in Constantinople’s early development but has significantly influenced
our view of them. Through a reappraisal of these two councils and the decades between
them, this thesis seeks to peel back such post factum perspectives, arguing that
Constantinople in the fourth and early fifth centuries has been all too easily subsumed into
the broad and far-reaching narratives that are synonymous with the city’s later Byzantine

legacy.

3 Recently, the city’s symbolic associations with Rome and the Christian empire of the west have seen it
loom large in the apocalyptic ideology and military stratagem of Islamic State militants, “What ISIS Really
Wants,” The Atlantic, accessed April 21, 2016,
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2015/03/whatisisreallywants/384980/

4 Such as the Acacian schism of 484 to 519, the Great Schism of 1154, and the sacking of Constantinople by
the western forces of the Fourth Crusade.



1. 381-451: Prelude to Primacy or Period of Crisis?

Constantinople I and Chalcedon: Stepping Stones to Constantinople’s Pre-eminence

With Constantinople occupying such a prominent place within the cultural, political, and
religious landscape of world history, it is unsurprising that so many scholars have sought
to chart the city’s development as both a Christian capital and a rival to Rome. In
particular, great effort has been expended in pinpointing the origin of Constantinople’s
later significance.® Generations of scholars have looked back to Constantinople’s earliest
history to discern the nature of its Christian identity and uncover the seeds of divergence
from the west.®

Many of these scholars conflate the dual symbolisms of Constantinople, arguing
that Constantinople was from its inception intended to be a new Christian capital of the
empire and successor to Rome.” Within this perspective, the very act of Constantinople’s
foundation set the city on a course of inevitable divergence from Rome. In more recent
times, this image of clear continuity between the city’s earliest sense of mission and its
later status has become decidedly more muddied, with scholars bringing Constantinople’s
earliest decades into line with a more nuanced understanding of Constantine’s
Christianity.® According to this approach, Constantinople’s Christian identity was not so
clear-cut, but rather evolved alongside broader changes surrounding Christianity’s place in
the empire and the city’s role as a symbol of imperial power. However, what is largely
undisputed by both these schools of thought is that the period from 381 to 451 was a
crucial one for Constantinople’s ecclesiastical development. The significance attached to
this 70-year period is due to the two ecumenical councils that straddle it, with the First
Council of Constantinople and the Council of Chalcedon both issuing canons that are
hailed as pivotal moments in Constantinople’s episcopal ascendance.

The First Council of Constantinople in 381 marked an important moment in the

history of both the city and the empire. Theodosius’ decision to convene the council at

5> See Henry Chadwick, East and West: The Making of a Rift in the Church (Oxford: OUP, 2003).

6 A slew of scholarship on the topic originates from the 1960’s when the Second Vatican Council brought the
topic of reconciliation to the fore: Donald Nicol, Byzantium: Its Ecclesiastical History and Relations with the
Western World, Collected Studies (London: Variorum, 1972); Steven Runciman, The Eastern Schism: A
Study of the Papacy and the Eastern Churches during the XIth and XlIth Centuries (Oxford: Clarendon,
1955); Francis Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy (New York: Fordham University Press, 1966);
O. Rousseau et al., Le concile et les conciles: contribution a I'histoire de la vie conciliaire de I'eglise (Paris:
De Chevetogne, 1960).

" See Chapter 2, section 1.

8 See Chapter 2, section 2.



Constantinople came as a result of his decision to make the city his base of operations.
This marked a key turning-point for the city. The emperors who followed Constantine had
chosen not to reside at Constantinople, relegating the city’s role to more of an imperial
staging-post rather than a capital; however, under the Theodosian dynasty, the status of
Constantinople as an imperial residence was cemented, marking its transition from the city
of Constantine to the capital of the eastern empire.® The council of 381 is also significant
in signalling the end of the eastern imperial association with Arian theologies, through its
establishment of the Nicene Creed as the defining statement of imperial Christianity.
Situated neatly between these two significant developments is the council’s issuing of
canon 3 which endowed Constantinople with the prerogative of honour after Rome. This
canon, the first official document to bestow Constantinople with the epithet of “New
Rome”, is traditionally seen as bearing witness to the see’s patriarchal pretensions.°
Despite ongoing debate over whether this canon bestowed any tangible advantages or was
merely an honorific, canon 3 is conventionally considered as representing the opening
volley in Constantinople’s campaign to assert its ecclesiastical dominance over the east.!

The Council of Chalcedon, convened seven decades later, also presents an
important historical turning point. Called in response to a period of pronounced theological
and ecclesiastical conflict, Chalcedon represented an attempt to forge a new unity by
establishing a theological statement of faith that was intended to unify the warring factions
of the Nicene east. Canon 28 of the council made a clear statement that the bishop of
Constantinople was to play a significant part in the new order envisioned at Chalcedon.
Drawing on the precedent set at the council of 381, canon 28 further bolstered
Constantinople’s status as New Rome by elaborating on the city’s links with Rome in
order to justify expanded geo-ecclesiastical jurisdiction over the metropolitans of Pontus,
Asia, and Thrace. It is this canon that saw Constantinople definitively established as one of
the most influential episcopal centres, with rights and scope comparable to the likes of
Antioch or Alexandria.

The significance attached to these two ecumenical canons has seen them

consistently paired as pivotal events in Constantinople’s ecclesiastical development.*2

® As will be shown in the next chapter, previous to Theodosius’ arrival, Constantinople can be perceived as a
dynastic city rather than imperial capital.

10 Previously the term had only been employed in works of poetry, John R. Melville-Jones, “Constantinople
as ‘New Rome’,” BYZANTINA YMMEIKTA 24 (2014): 247-62.

11 See Chapter 3, section 1.

12 Although 381 and 451 have always loomed large in the histories of Constantinople’s rise, some earlier
scholarship differ on which councils present a definitive statement of Constantinople’s maturation as a
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They are viewed as sitting at either ends of a trajectory along which Constantinople’s
episcopal authority increased exponentially.®® The council of 381 is positioned as the
moment that marked the beginning of Constantinople’s “struggle for ecclesiastical primacy
in the East”, while Chalcedon is situated as representing the final realisation of this vision:
“[In 451] Anatolius completed the work begun at Constantinople in the council of 381,
elevating the see of the dynastic city to the first rank of the episcopacy.”** Much of modern
scholarship adheres to the assumption that by the time we reach 451, canon 28’s
pronouncement of Constantinople’s patriarchal status was a mere formality. In the words
of Cyril Mango: “the Council of Chalcedon was merely confirming a fait accompli by
granting to the patriarch of Constantinople parity with the Pope of Rome.”*® Touted in
such a way, canon 28 is presented as a culmination of decades of Constantinople’s steadily
increasing episcopal power. In fact, one adjective frequently used to describe

Constantinople’s rise up the episcopal ranks during this period is “meteoric”.1®

patriarchate. Several works traced the development to Justinian’s reign: J. Pargoire, L 'Eglise byzantine de
526 a 847 (Paris, 1905); Philip Sharrard, The Greek East and Latin West (London: Denise Harvey, 1959).

13 See Neil McLynn, ““Two Romes, Beacons of the World’: Canonizing Constantinople,” in Two Romes:
Rome and Constantinople in Late Antiquity, ed. Lucy Grig and Gavin Kelly (Oxford: OUP, 2012), 345-63.
Some of the foundational works to have championed this view include: Ernest Stein, “Le développement du
pouvoir patriarcal du siége de Constantinople jusqu’au concile Chalcédoine,” Le monde slave 3 (1926): 80—
108; Thomas A. Kane, The Jurisdiction of the Patriarchs of the Major Sees in Antiquity and in the Middle
Ages (Washington: CUA Press, 1949); John Bagnell Bury, History of the Later Roman Empire from the
Death of Theodosius I to the Death of Justinian, Vol. 1 (New York: Dover, 1958), 358; Joseph Hajjar, Le
synode permanent (Synodos endemousa) de I' Eglise byzantine des origines jusqu' au Xlé siécle (Rome:
Orientalia christiana Analecta 164, 1962); Adolf Martin Ritter, Das Konzil von Konstantinopel und sein
Symbol (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965).

14 Norman Russell, Theophilus of Alexandria (London: Routledge, 2007), 12; Kenneth G. Holum,
Theodosian Empresses: Women and Imperial Dominion in Late Antiquity (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1990), 214.

15 Cyril Mango, “Review: Naissance d'Une Capitale. Constantinople et ses Institutions de 330 a 451 by G.
Dagron,” JRS 66 (1976): 255-56, 255.

16 Many works have considered Constantinople’s rise up the ecclesiastical ranks to have begun long before
381: R. Janin, “Formation du patriarcat cecuménique de Constantinople,” Echos d'Orient Année, vol. 13, 83
(1910): 213-18; Hermes Donald Kreilkamp, “The Origin of the Patriarchate of Constantinople and the First
Roman Recognition of its Patriarchal Jurisdiction” (PhD diss., Catholic University of America, 1964);
Patricia Karlin-Hayter, “Activity of the Bishop of Constantinople Outside his Paroikia between 381 and
451,” in Kathegetria: Essays Presented to Joan Hussey, ed. J. Chrysostomides (Camberley: Porphyrogenitus,
1988), 179-210. Many others have gone as far as to consider 381 as the definitive moment that marked “the
emergence of the see of Constantinople to pre-eminence over the eastern sees of Christendom”: Deno John
Geanakoplos, “The 2™ Ecumenical Council at Constantinople (381): Proceedings and Theology of the Holy
Spirit,” in Constantinople and the West: Essays on the Late Byzantine (Palaeologan) and Italian
Renaissances and the Byzantine and Roman Churches (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989), 152—
72, 152; Christopher A. Beeley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God In Your
Light We Shall See Light. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 52. However, most modern scholarship
subscribes to the view that it is the granting of the title of Patriarch in 451 that represents the true culmination
of this process whereby Constantinople had “gradually claimed for its bishop the status that seemed
appropriate to a seat of government”, Philip Rousseau, The Early Christian Centuries (Michigan: Taylor &
Francis Ltd., 2002), 190.



Constantinople 381 — 451: An Episcopate in Crisis

Despite the entrenched assumption that a linear trajectory can be charted between 381 and
451 in which Constantinople’s ecclesiastical star steadily rose, a cursory survey of the
period in between these two conciliar bookends uncovers several challenges to this
perspective.

If 451 represented a culmination of seven decades in which the Constantinopolitan
episcopate had rapidly moved towards eastern primacy, we would expect to see the
bishopric increasingly growing in authority and influence in several key areas. Firstly, on a
geo-ecclesiastical level, we would anticipate that the bishop was increasingly able to exert
his influence over sees beyond the Theodosian Walls. Secondly, on a local institutional
level, we would presume to find the bishop firmly ensconced at the head of a largely
unified and loyal episcopal hierarchy, with the bishop being the foremost spiritual
authority within the city. Finally, for the Constantinopolitan church to be moving towards
a position of clear leadership, we should expect that the bishop was increasingly looked to
as a theological authority and the see considered a centre of orthodoxy within the Nicene
world. However, a brief glance at these three indicators suggests that, far from increasing
in standing, 381-451 was in actuality a particularly turbulent time for the
Constantinopolitan bishopric, one punctuated by depositions, external interference, and
internal schisms.

In terms of broad ecclesiastical sway, the Constantinopolitan bishops of this period
did exert influence over other sees; however, such instances were confined largely to
neighbouring sees and were instigated by request.!” Attempts by Constantinopolitan
bishops to influence ecclesiastical politics on a broader scale were not only very few
during this period but met with a high level of failure.'® The bishopric up to 451 certainly
never managed to achieve the same level of influence over the wider east that it had
exerted in its pre-381 Arian incarnation.'® Far from the Constantinopolitan bishops
gradually imposing their prerogatives elsewhere, this period in fact witnessed Alexandrian

bishops increasingly, and with ruthless efficiency, interfering in the ecclesiastical life of

17 See Chapter 3, section 4.

18 As will be discussed below. Jurisdictional tensions with Rome, such as the brief dispute between Boniface
and Atticus over dominion of Illyricum Orientale, were rare and invariably saw the bishop of Constantinople
back down from pressing claims of authority (as in the Illyrian case). John Chrysostom’s and Nestorius’
extra-jurisdictional activities served to increase opposition that would see them lose office.

19 Constantinople’s Arian bishops, such as Eusebius of Nicomedia and Eudoxius, were able to exert
considerable influence over the ecclesiastical politics of the eastern empire. See Chapter 3, section 4.
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the capital. The machinations of Peter, Theophilus, Cyril, and Dioscorus are considered
largely responsible for the deposition of four prominent Constantinopolitan bishops in this
period: Gregory of Nazianzus, John Chrysostom, Nestorius, and Flavian.?’ We even find
incidents of Alexandrian influence over ecclesiastical politics at Constantinople steadily
increasing during this period.?* The seeming ease with which Alexandrian bishops were
able to control the ecclesiastical politics of the capital cannot be put down to the
Egyptians’ adroit politicking alone, but reveals significant internal instabilities within
Constantinople’s episcopal institution. In all four instances, the Alexandrians worked in
close association with elements within the city, both ecclesiastical and imperial, to
undermine the Constantinopolitan bishop’s authority.

The Constantinopolitan bishops of this period consistently faced stern opposition
from within their own see.?? The clergy and monks of Constantinople proved to be only
intermittent bed-fellows with the local bishop, willing and uniquely positioned to oppose
him when it suited their interests. Members within the Constantinopolitan clergy such as
Maximus the Cynic, Severian of Gabala, and Proclus played a central role in destabilising
the leadership of their respective bishops. So too, Constantinople’s powerful monastic
archimandrites, Isaac, Dalmatius, and Eutyches, by utilising their unique autonomy and
political involvement, also played a central role in seeing three Constantinopolitan bishops
deposed.? In addition to such rebellious ecclesiastical elements, the city’s powerful
political elite did not necessarily provide the boon to local episcopal authority that has
often been supposed. Instead, they often had a highly disruptive influence on the local
church. On several occasions we find opponents of the bishop leaning on powerful patrons
at court in order to usurp local episcopal authority — such as Eutyches using his influence
with the powerful Chamberlain Chrysaphius to ensure Flavian’s fall, or Severian of Gabala

being protected from episcopal censure by the intervention of the empress Eudoxia. Even

20 Maximus the Cynic’s attempt to wrest the city’s episcopate away from Gregory was sanctioned by Peter,
bishop of Alexandria, and supported by Alexandrians in the city. The Synod of the Oak which led to
Chrysostom’s first loss of the bishopric was spearheaded by Theophilus. Cyril was central to rallying
resistance to Nestorius’ teachings and oversaw his fall from grace at Ephesus. Similarly, it was Dioscorus
who presided over Flavian’s deposition at Ephesus 1.

21 From Nestorius’ tenure onwards the Egyptian bishops were consistently able to bring their influence to
bear at Constantinople, see Karlin-Hayter, “Activity,” 195-98. The influence that the Alexandrians managed
to achieve over the Constantinopolitan church by the eve of 451 is demonstrated by the fact that the city’s
bishop Anatolius, who presided over the Council of Chalcedon, was essentially an Alexandrian agent, put in
the role through Dioscorus’ influence over the capital, see Henry Chadwick, “The Exile and Death of Flavian
of Constantinople: A Prologue to the Council of Chalcedon,” JTS 6 (1955): 23-24.

22 All the incidents mentioned here will be examined in the following chapters.

2 Gilbert Dagron, “Les moines et la ville. Le monachisme & Constantinople jusqu’au concile de Chalcédoine
(451),” Travaux et Mémoires du Centre de Recherche d'Histoire et Civilisation Byzantines 4 (1970): 489—
568.



the imperial presence itself, so often assumed to be advantageous to the bishop, often had a
destabilising effect on the episcopate during this period. Chrysostom and Nestorius, whose
failed episcopates left deep divisions at Constantinople, were both appointed through
imperial initiatives. Particularly destructive for the episcopate was the development of rifts
in imperial support for the incumbent bishop, such as Pulcheria’s active opposition to
Nestorius, despite the bishop receiving continued support from the emperor.

In the theological arena also, Constantinople of 381 to 451 presents a divided and
far from complimentary picture. When Theodosius’ reign instigated a new pro-Nicene
climate, Constantinople was at a distinct disadvantage. While the majority of Nicene
churches across the east had survived the machinations of Arian-leaning emperors, at
Constantinople decades of Homoian dominance had eradicated almost all trace of a Nicene
community there, with the few that persisted lacking both a church to worship in or a
bishop to minister to them. This shortcoming was not overturned quickly. Despite the
efforts of the Nicene bishops who followed Gregory of Nazianzus in 381, Constantinople
remained a hub of Arian activity throughout this period.?* In fact, in contrast to the
developing patriarchates elsewhere, early Constantinople remained the preeminent eastern
stronghold for many groups that stood outside of the Nicene fold, such as the
Apollinarians, Macedonians, Novatians, Messalians, and Eunomians.?®

Not only was Constantinople’s Christian community exceptionally diverse but the
Nicenes of Constantinople themselves lacked clear unity. While as we move closer to
Chalcedon we begin to perceive the seeds of a later Constantinopolitan brand of Marian
theology, in the first half of the fifth century the Nicenes of the city went through
something of a theological identity crisis. Lacking the spiritual heritage of ancient sees of
apostolic origin, Constantinople’s expanding and geo-culturally-diverse population

vacillated between Alexandrian and Antiochene theological perspectives.?® Far from being

24 See Chapter 3, section 2 and Chapter 4, section 2.3. It is of course disingenuous to the many diverse beliefs
represented at Constantinople to apply the blanket label ‘Arian’. For example, the Homoians and Eunomians
belonged to two distinctly different theological categories. The employment of the term ‘Arian’ was as a
construct of Nicenes who wished to tar several non-Nicene communities with the ‘heresy’ of Arius. For this
reason, the use of the term has fallen out of favour in modern scholarship. However, the heavy employment
of the term in the primary sources surrounding those at Constantinople makes it difficult to employ an
accurate alternate, for this reason, throughout this thesis I will use the term Arians in cases where it is not
clearly discernible from the primary sources what non-Nicene community is being discussed. See David M.
Gwynn, The Eusebians: The Polemic of Athanasius of Alexandria and the Construction of the Arian
Controversy (Oxford: OUP, 2007); Mark Weedman, “Hilary and the Homoiousians: Using New Categories
to Map the Trinitarian Controversy,” Church History 76/3 (2007): 491- 510.

% The Novatians were officially Nicene; however, they remained independent from the state-sanctioned
Nicene church (see Chapter 4, section 2.3).

26 See Chapter 5.



increasingly looked to as a centre of Nicene orthodoxy, as were Alexandria and Rome,
Constantinople made less of an impact as a bastion of orthodoxy than it did as the
residence of some of the period’s more maligned heresiarchs. The form of dyophysitism
preached by Nestorius, Eutyches’ brand of monophysite Christology, and Eunomius’
extreme Arianism — theologies that each sat decidedly outside imperial Christianity by the
time we reach Chalcedon — all found their primary expression at Constantinople. Neither
could Constantinople of 381 to 451 lay claim to vigorous defenders of Nicene orthodoxy
of the same calibre as a Cyril, Damasus, or Basil.?” While Proclus provides a notable
exception, the longest serving and most successful bishops at Constantinople during this
time were not known for their theological sophistication.?®

As this brief survey shows, many characteristics of early Constantinople appear
incongruent with the image of a see on a fast track to eastern primacy. It is difficult to
reconcile the crises experienced at Constantinople in 381 to 451 with the image of a see
that was experiencing meteoric growth in standing. Over the course of seven decades,
Constantinople was a see experiencing a prolonged crisis in authority. Four of its bishops
had been deposed amid schisms that continued to rankle up to the eve of 451. In fact, the
two decades before Chalcedon show a marked increase in the city’s religious upheavals,
with theological tensions, Alexandrian interference, monastic dissidence, and a breakdown
in relations between emperor and bishop reaching a crisis point that made Chalcedon
necessary.?® The many internal and external challenges to the bishop of Constantinople’s
authority point to an episcopate experiencing pressures far beyond the teething pains of an
awakening episcopal giant. Rather than riding a triumphant wave of increasing influence,
the church of Constantinople arrived at 451 battered and bruised.

Despite the upheavals experienced at Constantinople between the councils of
Constantinople | and Chalcedon, conventional scholarship continues to adhere to the
assumption that 381 and 451 sit at either end of a period in which Constantinople’s
episcopal development increasingly foreshadowed its later significance. In order to
reappraise this period, it is essential to understand why scholars have so consistently
overlooked the shortcomings of Constantinople’s episcopal authority during this time in

favour of an image of a see on the rise.

27 Despite his failure as bishop we cannot of course overlook Gregory’s contribution to Trinitarian theology,
although it was not until Proclus’ time that we find a uniquely Constantinopolitan voice.

28 As will be explored in Chapter 4, section 3.

29 The council of 451 was in fact just the most recent in a series of councils (Ephesus I and I1) that attempted
to heal theological and ecclesiastical conflicts, the destructive effects of which the Constantinopolitan
bishopric had suffered the most.



2. Teleological Perspectives of Constantinople’s Rise

That Constantinople’s ecclesiastical institution experienced significant upheavals during
this early period should not be surprising. Despite the city’s later predominance, early
Constantinople’s unique development meant that it faced many challenges in defining its
place within the wider oikoumene. Due to the scale of the city’s reinvention, early
Constantinople did not fit in easily amongst the other cities of the east. Byzantium’s
transformation into Constantinople was so thorough that it disrupted cultural continuity
with the old city’s heritage.®° It was essentially a new city and such novelty saw it stand
out as “somewhat out of place, an artificial capital, an adolescent interloper among the
great cities of the East”.3! This novelty put the developing church at Constantinople on the
back foot. On a practical level, the tide of diverse newcomers to the city witnessed a
pronounced lack of religious homogeneity amongst the city’s early populace.®? The city
was also at a distinct disadvantage on an ideological level, with its lack of notable
Christian heritage problematic in a world that prized ancient ancestry and shunned novelty.
Compounding such difficulties was the fact that the period in which Constantinople came
to the fore was one of social and ecclesiastical flux as the empire and church struggled to
define the parameters of the new Christian empire. Questions over the definition of faith,
the principles of ecclesiastical organisation, and the role of the emperor in the church all
came to fore in the late fourth and early fifth centuries.®®

%0 Gilbert Dagron, Naissance d 'une Capitale: Constantinople et ses institutions de 330 a 451 (Paris: Presses
universitaires de France, 1974), 521-22. The effects of the city’s unique demography will be explored in the
subsequent chapters.

31 Raymond Van Dam, Rome and Constantinople: Rewriting Roman History During Late Antiquity
(Cambridge: CUP, 2010), 65.

The city’s status as a new-comer and outsider to both the east and west led to some outspoken criticism of
the city. Such opinions were not helped by the drain on resources the construction of Constantinople placed
on the rest of the empire. Contemporary reactions encompassed both open scorn, such as that of Libanius of
Antioch or studiously ignoring the city altogether, as was the tactic of Ammianus Marcellinus: Gavin Kelly,
“The New Rome and the Old: Ammianus Marcellinus’ Silences on Constantinople,” The Classical Quarterly
53, 2 (2003): 588-607; Lucy Grig and Gavin Kelly, “Introduction: From Rome to Constantinople,” in Two
Romes: Rome and Constantinople in Late Antiquity, ed. Lucy Grig and Gavin Kelly (Oxford: OUP, 2012),
18-19.

%2 Religious diversity was certainly a characteristic of all cities of the period. However, as we will see, the
sectarian spiritual environment of Constantinople was more pronounced than elsewhere.

33 This period witnessed numerous disputes over the jurisdictional authority of individual sees and shifting
ecclesiastical boundaries (such as with Cyprus, Palestine, Illyricum, Sasima, and Jerusalem). There were
many exceptions to the rule. Moreover, the underlying nature of a see’s power was yet to establish a clear
ideological anchor. The importance of a see’s apostolicity was not, in the fourth and fifth centuries, the
overriding consideration that it would later become. Adaptation to the secular political hierarchy drew much
credence in the east: Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy; Francis Dvornik, The Idea of Apostolicity
in Byzantium and the Legend of the Apostle Andrew (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1958).

10



Yet despite the ambiguities of Constantinople’s early identity and the changing
shape of Christendom in the early fifth century, modern perspectives tend to treat the
bishopric of early Constantinople as a coherent institution that, across a large span of time,
projected a clear sense of purpose and an intention to rise to patriarchal supremacy. How
has this happened? The answer is revealed by considering 381’s and 451°’s perceived place
within the wider trajectory of Constantinople’s evolution. W.H.C. Frend, in considering
the council of 381, remarked that “the seeds had been sown for controversy between Rome
and Constantinople that would stretch down to our day”.3* Such assertions of significance
through pre-emption of future events are commonplace when dealing with the councils of
381 and 451, and provide the key to understanding traditional perspectives of
Constantinople’s development. Such pre-emption of later outcomes is of course a natural
component of historical analysis. Philip Rousseau’s assertion, “that events can be made
sense of as much by looking at their future as by looking at their past” makes perfect
methodological sense, as it allows us to uncover causality and continuity by revealing
“what components of that earlier period most obviously lean forward”. 3> However, the
danger of such an approach is when it is applied to a subject in which the historical
outcomes are seen as so overwhelmingly inevitable that they stifle dynamic engagement
with the past. The longue durée perspective of Constantinople’s rise to dominance and rift

with Rome presents just such a danger.

New Rome and Old

Teleological readings of Constantinople’s development are not a modern phenomenon but
a long-standing feature of the city’s history. A central and persistent element of the city’s
reimagining over the centuries has been its association with Rome.

Comparisons between Constantinople and Rome have deep roots. When
Constantine founded his city he appropriated many features of Rome, repositioning them
in a Constantinopolitan context.®® By doing this, Constantine sought to imbue his new city

3 W.H.C. Frend, The Rise of Christianity (London: Longman & Todd, 1984), 629.

35 Philip Rousseau, “Inheriting the Fifth Century: Who Bequeathed What?”” in The Sixth Century: End or
Beginning?, Byzantina Australiensia 10, ed. Pauline Allen and Elizabeth Jeffreys (Brisbane: Australian
Association for Byzantine Studies, 1996), 1-19, 1.

36 Whether or not this signals Constantine’s desire for Constantinople to supersede Rome is unclear. It will
be argued in Chapter 3 (esp. section 4) that Constantinople’s association with Rome during its first century
can be aligned much more closely with attempts at imperial and dynastic legitimisation than competitive
statements of civic ambition.
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with a cultural and imperial lineage that stretched back to the foundation of the Roman
Empire and beyond.3” Thanks to a quirk of history that would see the two cities take
opposing trajectories, this early pairing of Constantinople and Rome would have a
significant impact on the way in which Constantinople’s rise would be conceptualised by
later commentators.

Constantinople grew in prominence during the same period in which Rome and the
wider western empire began its long decline. This contrast in the fortunes of the two cities,
combined with Constantinople’s symbolism as New Rome, ensured that their respective
fates would become conceptualised as causally linked. As Constantinople gradually took
up the mantle of the preeminent city of the early medieval world, its inhabitants looked
back to its earliest history in order to verify that such a destiny had been innate from its
inception. Naturally, the contraction and disintegration of the western empire served to
strengthen Byzantine traditions that highlighted the city’s rightful place as the political
successor to Rome.®® Linking Constantinople’s foundation to the decline of Rome proved
an evocative historical narrative, long outliving the Byzantine Empire itself. In the west,
Voltaire, Guicciardini, Bruni, and Machiavelli all contributed to the pervasive narrative
that the downward spiral of Roman power was intimately linked to Constantine’s decision
to found a new Rome in the east.>® The legitimacy of viewing Constantinople’s founding
as contributing to Rome’s demise has long been rejected. However, the relationship
between Rome and Constantinople has continued to play a central role in the
historiography of early Constantinople, thanks to the religious schisms between them.

The re-writing of Constantinople’s history to serve a specifically Christian context
also has a long lineage. As we will see in the next chapter, by the first half of the fifth
century, Christian narratives began to compete with and eventually crowd out pagan
accounts of the city’s early identity.*® Constantinopolitan voices, such as Socrates’, leaned

on earlier Christian accounts of Constantine’s rule to reposition the city’s foundation

37 See discussion of Van Dam’s works in Chapter 2, section 2.

38 Much of the view of Byzantium that has come down to us is informed by medieval Byzantine
perspectives, see Paul Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin: notes et remarques sur enseignement et
culture a Byzance des origines au X® siécle (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1971); Peter Schreiner,
Konstantinopel: Geschichte und Archéologie (Minchen: C. H. Beck, 2007), 8.

39 Unsurprisingly, the western view was not complimentary to the Byzantine perspective: Patricia Osmond
de Martino, “The Idea of Constantinople: A Prolegomenon to Further Study,” Réflexions Historiques, vol.
15, 2 (1988): 323-36.

40 Competing pagan traditions of Constantine’s decision to build at Byzantium can still be discerned in
historical accounts from as late as the early sixth century (see Chapter 2, section 1). Dagron’s work has been
instrumental in challenging the impact of Byzantine tradition on the view of Constantinople’s earliest
development: Dagron, Naissance.
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within a firmly Christian tradition. Such revision of the city’s early Christian heritage in
reaction to changing religious climates continued to be a feature of Constantinople’s story
in subsequent centuries. For example, by the seventh century, Constantinopolitans could
boast that the city’s religious predestination far predated Constantine, thanks to the
developing legend of their church’s apostolic origins.** Again, it was association with
Rome that was central to this gradual re-reading of the city’s past.

The contours of Constantinople’s Christian past changed in reaction to wider geo-
ecclesiastical developments. As the bishops at Constantinople gradually accumulated more
influence and the Muslim conquests of the seventh century removed their episcopal rivals
in the east, ecclesiastical influence across medieval Christendom crystallised around Rome
and Constantinople. In this climate of growing competition with Rome, Constantinople’s
earlier associations with its western counterpart took on increasing significance. Later
Byzantine perspectives were read back into the city’s earliest history, such as when the
twelfth-century Constantinopolitan canonist Theodore Balsamon used the councils of 381
and 451 to argue against Roman primacy, stating that the councils proved that primacy had
passed from Rome to Constantinople.*? It is this incorporation of Constantinople’s early
political comparisons with Rome into later claims of ecclesiastical leadership that
established a clear narrative of continuity that could be traced from the city’s earliest
decades to its later ecclesiastical position. It is a theme that persists today.

With the rivalry between Constantinople and Rome eventually becoming a
permanent rift that has left such a lingering mark on the Christian world, the relationship
between Constantinople and Rome has continued to be a central theme in studies of
Constantinople. Andrew Louth’s assertion that the moment the Church split, “Christians
looked back to justify their position in that tragedy”, can be extended down to the present
day as successive generations of scholars, both religious and secular, have attempted to

explicate the processes that led to the division.** As Deno John Geanakoplos put it: “the

41 Dvornik, Apostolicity in Byzantium; Milton V. Anastos, Aspects of the Mind of Byzantium: Political
Theory, Theology, and Ecclesiastical Relations with the See of Rome, ed. Speros Vryonis and Nicholas
Goodhue (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001), 7-9. Such rewriting of the past was of course not limited to the east; at
around the same time as Andrew was being positioned as founder of the church at Byzantium, in the west
Constantine’s memory was subsumed into narratives that asserted the bishop of Rome’s privileged position
as with the Donatio Constantini. For the developing narratives in the west, see George E. Demacopoulos,
The Invention of Peter: Apostolic Discourse and Papal Authority in Late Antiquity (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 2013).

42 Clarence Gallagher, Church Law and Church Order in Rome and Byzantium: A Comparative Study
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002), 166—74.

43 Andrew Louth, “Unity and Diversity in the Church of the Fourth Century,” in Unity and Diversity in the
Church, Studies in Church History 32, ed. R. N. Swanson (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996), 4-16.
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schism is an underlying theme running through the political, social, and cultural as well as
religious development of Byzantine history”.** It is this pervasiveness of the topic that has

seen the city’s earliest decades viewed through a teleological lens.

The Distortions of Destiny

Anticipation of Constantinople’s later destiny is such an ever-present theme in studies of
Constantinople that it not only places undue emphasis on moments that lean forward but
distorts the underlying contingency of such moments by situating them along a road that
invariably leads to primacy and schism. It is this tendency that has seen the councils of 381
and 451 effortlessly incorporated into a narrative spanning a thousand years, and
interpreted with reference to their position within this wider arc. Central to this thesis is the
contention that teleological perspectives of Constantinople’s development have had a two-
fold impact on the traditional outlook of the period 381-451.

Firstly, retrospective consideration of Constantinople’s rise has led to the see’s
ascendance being situated too early. Foreknowledge of the later tensions between
Constantinople and Rome has seen attempts to pinpoint the genesis of divergence form a
common theme in studies of Constantinople. Edward Gibbon dated the development of the
schism back to the Iconoclast conflict of the eighth century; however, subsequent centuries
of study have seen that date pushed significantly further backwards, with the
Constantinopolitan church’s ambitions of ecclesiastical supremacy often considered to
begin almost at the moment of Constantinople’s foundation.*

This is problematic as it encourages a tendency to inject the city’s later symbolism
into its early history, ignoring the significant ideological differences underpinning the
Christianity of Constantine and the conceptual world of his successors. Discussing
Constantine’s re-founding of Byzantium, Henry Chadwick stated that “the erection of a
parallel church authority in the Greek east imported into the political tension a difference
in ecclesiology, with the Latin West thinking of the Church as a sphere or circle with

Rome at its centre, the East understanding the Church of the empire as an ellipse with two

4 Deno John Geanakoplos, “Edward Gibbon and Byzantine Ecclesiastical History,” in Constantinople and
the West: Essays on the Late Byzantine (Palaeologan) and Italian Renaissances and the Byzantine and
Roman Churches (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989), 133-51, 134.

45 Some have gone as far as to trace the roots of divergence as far back as the Apostolic Age: Chadwick, East
and West, 7. Gibbon sees the religious schism as a product of a much older ingrained enmity that the Greeks
felt towards the Latins: Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, vol. 6 (New York:
AMS Press, 1974), 381-2.
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foci, virtually equal in jurisdictional power”.*® While Professor Chadwick’s observation
was made in relation to Constantine’s long legacy, the persistence of such close
association of Constantinople’s founding with its future implications encourages a
distorted reading of the city’s early development. His image of two conceptions of the
church pre-empts not only the refinement of the ideology underpinning Constantinople’s
authority by more than a century but overlooks the fact that, at the time of
Constantinople’s foundation Rome itself was far from developing a clear theory of geo-
ecclesiastical papal authority.

Such retrojection of later tensions onto the see’s early development also encourages
overenthusiastic evaluations of the Constantinopolitan bishop’s standing. The assertion
that, from the moment Constantine founded his capital, its church began “its sudden rise in
the ecclesiastical hierarchy”, establishes a presumption that Constantinople’s episcopal
ambition was bubbling away under the surface of the city’s earliest episcopal development
even when not represented in extant sources.*’ Some historians even consider that by the
early fifth century, contemporaries already implicitly understood that the
Constantinopolitan bishop was the equivalent of the bishop of Rome.*® Giusto Traina (on
the appointment of Nestorius in 428) says that, “theoretically, he was just a bishop...yet
everyone knew that this episcopal throne had the same importance as Saint Peter’s in the
West”.49

This thesis will question the validity of such over-enthusiastic evaluations of the
bishop’s standing prior to 451, not only by highlighting many examples that suggest the
see was lacking in the authority and stability required to challenge the more established
sees of the east, but also by revealing instances in which evidence traditionally used to
demonstrate Constantinople’s growing status has been taken out of context. Such
reassessment is important, considering the second impact of teleological perspectives of
Constantinople’s rise.

Reading Constantinople’s later position into its earliest history and endowing its

bishops with a concerted desire to challenge the ecclesiastical hierarchy from the outset

4 Henry Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society: From Galilee to Gregory the Great (Oxford: OUP,
2001), 189.

47VVan Dam, Rome and Constantinople, 65.

4 Kelly hints that such a status was all but officially established by John Chrysostom’s time; J.N.D. Kelly,
Golden Mouth: The Story of John Chrysostom, Ascetic, Preacher, Bishop (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1995), 106-109. It is this assumption that also underpins assumptions of Alexandrian jealousy, see
Chapter 5, section 2.

4 Giusto Traina, 428 AD: An Ordinary Year at the End of the Roman Empire (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2009), 27.
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has led to the formation of a narrative that highlights continuity over contingency. The
focus on Constantinople’s later predominance encourages a sense of inevitability — that the
moment Byzantium was transformed into an imperial residence, its bishop “was certain to
become the leading bishop in the east, threatening the independence of sees”.>® This
certainty about Constantinople’s future engenders a historiographical perspective in which
the see is seen as in constant forward motion, always moving towards inevitable
dominance in the east and schism with the west. Constantinople’s medieval primacy
provides a supra-narrative that inhibits active engagement with the past by overlooking the
unique context of individual events in the city’s development, in favour of conforming to a
broader geo-ecclesiastical narrative, a narrative that plucks out common threads from a
millennium of political, geographical, philosophical and theological changes.! It is this
tendency in particular that has served to misread the city’s episcopal status between 381
and 451.

Despite being divided by seventy years, canon 3 of 381 and canon 28 of 451 have
become intimately associated. This is unsurprising. Chalcedon’s use of Constantinople I in
justifying endowing Constantinople with patriarchal status ensured that the councils would
be forever linked as important milestones in the see’s development. However, the
inclination to view such instances as part of a cohesive institutional lineage has obscured
the individual circumstance and contingency underlying these two very different councils.
It is assumed that the councils are joined not only by mutual significance but linked by a
linear progression in the see’s status. The two assemblies are considered as forming a neat
arc of New Rome’s episcopal coming of age: “The struggle for ecclesiastical primacy in
the East between Constantinople and Alexandria that was to end in catastrophe for the
Egyptians seventy years later at Chalcedon began in 381.”%% So pervasive is this
perspective that it obscures the true nature of both councils. While the circumstances and

intention behind the formulation of canons 3 and 28 were very different, the tendency to

50 J. H. W. G. Liebeschuetz, Barbarians and Bishops: Army, Church, and State in the Age of Arcadius and
Chrysostom (Oxford: Clarendon, 1990), 161-62.

51 This process not only marginalises specific and localised context but places undue emphasis on aspects
that relate to the later schism. A clear example of such overemphasis has recently been noted in the history of
the Acacian Schism. The emphasis on relations between Constantinople and Rome during the affair has led
to it being regarded as a disaster for the Byzantine church. But as W. H. C. Frend and Philippe Blaudeau
have demonstrated, this ignores the fact that papal attitudes were of little interest to the Byzantines during the
schism, W. H. C. Frend, “Eastern Attitudes to Rome during the Acacian Schism,” in The Orthodox Churches
and the West, Studies in Church History 13 (Oxford: Blackwell, 1976), 69-81, 79; Philippe Blaudeau,
“Between Petrine Ideology and Realpolitik: The See of Constantinople in Roman Geo-Ecclesiology (449—
536),” in Two Romes: Rome and Constantinople in Late Antiquity, ed. Lucy Grig and Gavin Kelly (Oxford:
OUP, 2012), 364-85.

52 Russell, Theophilus, 12.
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connect them within the broader narrative of the rise of Constantinople has led to the
impetus behind them being portrayed as one and the same — an attempt to assert
Constantinople’s authority within the wider ecclesiastical world.>

This perceived uniformity in Constantinople’s episcopal rise not only distorts
events surrounding the councils themselves but informs our view of the decades that
connect them. The notion that the councils were linked by a linear upswing in
Constantinople’s standing establishes an interpretive basis for viewing the episcopate in
the intervening decades. The processes underlying the proclamation of the canons are
considered to be so homogeneous that they are used in some starkly teleological historical
analysis to evaluate the authority wielded by the Constantinopolitan bishops.>* For
example, J. N. D. Kelly justifies his statement that, as bishop of Constantinople, John
Chrysostom’s influence reached far beyond the capital, by giving an account of how such
rights were bequeathed to the bishop at Chalcedon in 451, almost half a century after
Chrysostom was deposed.® Throughout the historiography of the period, we find the
position of the Constantinopolitan bishop and the see’s relationships with other major
centres constantly contextualised by reference to the see’s future status.

Such an anticipatory historical perspective not only exaggerates the bishop’s
importance but deeply colours assessment of events surrounding the episcopate and its
bishops. The danger is not only of pulling such threads into the wider tapestry of a schism
in the making but also of minimalizing uncooperative evidence. The assumption that the
two statements of Constantinople’s standing were intimately linked as part of a coherent
process has fostered an approach to Constantinople between 381 and 451 in which any
contextual details that sits obstinately outside such expansive and forward-looking
ecclesiastical perspectives is treated as anomalous. It is this tendency that has seen 381
451 universally regarded as a period of exponential growth for the Constantinopolitan
episcopate, in spite of evidence to the contrary. Moments that conform to the assumption

that Constantinople was undergoing a dramatic increase in episcopal authority are

53 See Chapters 3 and 5.

% S0 intimately linked are these canons that they are not only viewed in terms of a clear continuity but are
treated as virtually contextually interchangeable: Brian E. Daley’s analysis of canon 3 of 381 uses a close
reading of the acts of the Council of Chalcedon, seven decades after the council of 381, to “form the broader
context” for understanding the canon: Brian E. Daley, “Position and Patronage in the Early Church: The
Original Meaning of ‘Primacy of Honour’,” JTS 44, 2 (1993): 529-53. Inevitably, such an approach
diminishes the significant differences that divides the councils and their context.

55 Kelly further dilutes the logic by stating that there is no way of knowing how this developed, but that
Chrysostom clearly played a prominent part: Kelly, Golden Mouth, 129.
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ensconced within the narrative of Constantinople’s rise, while instances that do not fit this
narrative are marginalised as unique one-off moments, accidents of circumstance.

In an examination of this crucial period in Constantinople’s ecclesiastical
development, this thesis seeks to reinstate the importance of such marginalised context. It
attempts to remove the pervasive presence of future consequences by fixing its gaze on the
local Constantinopolitan context of the events of 381-451 and what it tells us of the city’s

episcopate on the ground.

3. Approach and Methodology

Councils

With the history of early Constantinople ensconced so firmly within a wider narrative of
the city’s rise to prominence, this thesis takes a deconstructionist and Foucauldian-inspired
discourse analysis approach to identify and remove the underlying assumptions that drive
teleological perspectives of the see’s development from 381-451.%® Using the ecumenical
councils as a framework for identifying distortive assumptions is particularly appropriate
in this endeavour as not only are the councils of 381 and 451 traditionally considered
pivotal indicators of Constantinople’s growing ecclesiastical standing, but ecumenical
councils themselves encourage a uniquely teleological historical perspective.

It is unsurprising to find ecumenical councils at the forefront of investigations into
Constantinople’s ecclesiastical status. The councils present us with key moments in the
development of the early church and late Roman politics. It was the forum in which church
leaders grappled with divisive theological questions and where crucial moments in inter-
church politics were played out. As Hubert Jedin asserted, these synods represent “the
throbbing pulse of the early Church”.®’ It is the distinguishing quality of these councils to
mark significant turning-points in the history of the Church that has seen them utilised by
modern commentators as a way to chart the long-term developments of the ecclesiastical
landscape. This is particularly true for histories of the early Christian period in which the

frequency and seemingly neatly interconnected nature of the ecumenical councils has seen

% George E. Demacopoulos recently used a Foucauldian-inspired discourse analysis to challenge similar
narratives surrounding the inevitability and continuity of a rise in papal power during this same period, see
Demacopoulos, Invention of Peter.

5" Hubert Jedin, Ecumenical councils of the Catholic Church: An Historical Outline, trans. Ernest Graf,
(Freiburg: Herder, 1960), 8.
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them used as vehicles to navigate the complex religious conflicts of this tumultuous
period.*®

However, the use of councils to provide “an essential lifeline in church history”
presents dangers.>® The risk of relying on ecumenical councils to chart long term historical
developments is that it can imbue such phenomena with an undue sense of continuity or
cohesion. By connecting councils across centuries-spanning developments, it is easy to
overlook their individual context, privileging unifying threads of long-term history over
specific circumstances and accidents of history. As Phillip Hughes noted, it is impossible
to treat councils “as though they were sections hewn from the one same log”.%° Each was
vastly different from the last, a unique product of the interaction of distinct crises and
personalities. Despite the designation “ecumenical”, suggesting a degree of uniformity
across the councils, these assemblies lacked cohesion even on an organisational level. The
regularity of their convocation, their size, the extent of their geographical representation,
and the authority that presided over them all differed greatly.®* Even more misleading is
the status of being “ecumenical”. The title offers little surrounding contemporary opinions
of the councils as the sobriquet could be posthumously removed from a council or,
conversely, attached to councils that were never intended as such.%?

The fluid nature of the title “ecumenical” points to yet a further danger of aligning
councils within broad processes — it is easy to overlook that their appearance of continuity
was a carefully managed construct. By relying on councils labelled as ecumenical to chart
a linear progression, such as the rise of Constantinople, we risk falling into the trap of
validating meticulously constructed ancient narratives. Dealing with theological or

episcopal crises entailed a difficult balancing act for church leaders. In the classical and

58 «The first six — Nicaea | to Constantinople I11 (680-81) — cannot be separated from one another...the
challenges each of these six general councils faced flowed out of one and into the next”, Christopher M.
Bellitto, The General Councils: A History of the Twenty-One General Councils from Nicaea to Vatican Il
(New York: Paulist Press, 2002), 15.

59 Bellitto, The General Councils, 1.

80 Philip Hughes, The Church in Crisis: A History of the Twenty Great Councils (London: Burns and Oates,
1961), 1.

61 Joseph Francis Kelly, The Ecumenical Councils of the Catholic Church: A History (Collegeville:
Liturgical Press, 2009), 1-8; Jedin, Ecumenical councils, 3-4.

A survey of the participants reveals the extent of this diversity (Tanner, Decrees, 16):

Nicaea — 318 Pope’s legates, Spain, Egypt and rest from Greek speaking East.

Constantinople 1 — 150 all from the eastern church

Ephesus — Eastern and African church plus two papal legates

Chalcedon — 500-600 easterners except 2 Africans and 2 papal legates

62 Such as the failure of the councils of Sardica (343) and Seleucia and Rimini (359-360) to achieve the
status of ecumenical that was clearly their intention. Conversely, the First Council of Constantinople,
originally intended to pertain to the eastern empire only (although | argue in Chapter 3 that its scope was
significantly smaller) was later accorded the rank of ecumenical.
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ancient Christian world, authority was deeply entwined with notions of ancestry and
continuity with the past. Innovation was an evil that was to be vigorously avoided. This
held especially true for councils considering their role as forums in which Christian
tradition was safeguarded. Participants therefore faced the challenge of dealing with novel
theological questions and changes to the geo-ecclesiastical landscape without being seen to
deviate from established tradition.®® Subsequently, any contemporary statements of a clear
relationship between different councils must be treated with extreme suspicion as the
sources surrounding them were careful to construct a sense of continuity with the past.®*

The need to establish continuity did not just influence current councils but also
meant reconceptualising past ones as the councils that came before were revised in
response to the requirements of the present. As Giuseppe Alberigo makes clear in his
introduction to Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, the convocation of a new ecumenical
council automatically recasts and reprioritises the findings of previous ones.% Such
retrojective repositioning was rife in the conflicted environment of the early church, as
preceding councils were consistently re-imagined and re-written to conform to the present.
It is this re-ordering of the past that not only dictated which councils would become
ensconced within a trajectory of significant moments in church history and which would
fall to the wayside, but lay at the heart of the emerging concept of the ecumenical council
in the mid-fifth century. This process would have a direct impact on the conventional view
of Constantinople’s early development.

Despite the prevailing sense that the councils of 381 and 451 represent moments of
equally universal significance, 381°s ecumenical status came as a direct result of the
reconceptualization of ecclesiastical history in 451. Prior to 451, the Council of
Constantinople was just one of many synods of the early church. Its size and make-up does

not suggest anything particularly unusual.®® Even the term ecumenical itself does not

83 Richard Price, “The Second Council of Constantinople (553) and the Malleable Past,” in Chalcedon in
Context, ed. R. Price and M. Whitby (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009), 117-32.

64 Norman P. Tanner, The Councils of the Church: A Short History (New York: Crossroad, 2001), 18. Not
only did competing factions at the councils express their views in ways that aligned them with past traditions
and accuse enemies of invention, but the surviving conciliar records bear the mark of the victor’s heavy
editing in terms of espousing unanimity and the triumph of continuity, see David M. Gwynn, “Truth,
Omission, and Fiction in the Acts of Chalcedon,” in Chalcedon in Context, ed. R. Price and M. Whitby
(Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009), 92—-106. It is difficult to perceive the extent to which
continuity was carefully manipulated because the available records lack insight into process. In Ramsey
MacMullen’s words, “outcome counted, not process”: Ramsey MacMullen, Voting about God in Early
Church Councils (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2006), 8.

8 Giuseppe Alberigo, “Introduction” to Tanner, Decrees, Xiii.

% Neither did its proximity to imperial authority. Several synods were attended by the emperor without that
endowing them with any privileged status. Bishops had been meeting to rule on various issues of church
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suggest anything about a council’s contemporary importance during this period. While the
term had been applied to some councils in the early fifth century (Nicaea was not
originally termed ecumenical), the moniker was yet to carry any technical implication.®’
Councils such as Nicaea and Ephesus were not originally set apart by any special
endowment of extra-ecclesiastical authority. Neither was Constantinople 381, which was
evidently largely forgotten in the seven decades after convocation.® Rather, a council’s
importance was determined by the importance and longevity of its pronouncements alone.
This, however, was to change at Chalcedon which for the first time singled out and
numbered the councils that were deemed as having had special ecumenical status.

The make-up of the list of ecumenical councils that was formulated in 451 was
specifically attuned to the new history being written at Chalcedon. Erased was the stain of
the Arian-contaminated councils of the late fourth century, as was the pro-Eutychian synod
of recent memory. In their place the councils that established Nicene ideals and
condemned the views of Nestorius were imbued with special status.®® The marginalised
synod of 381 was amongst those privileged councils. The council was elevated and set
alongside the most significant moments in church history, providing a bridge between the
holy councils of Nicaea and Ephesus I. With the then current council of 451 concluding
the list, the councils of 381 and 451 were directly linked as important milestones in church
history, a connection strengthened by Chalcedon’s reference to the third canon of
Constantinople in its pronouncement of the primacy of the bishop of Constantinople.

With the traditional tracking of Constantinople’s ecclesiastical growth closely
associated with the pronouncements of major councils, and the status of 381 so dependent
on the retrospective vision of 451, it is understandable that the notion that both councils
provide a neat trajectory of Constantinople’s rise has remained so firmly entrenched. In
order to undo that carefully manicured view of ecumenical history, this thesis seeks to re-
align these councils with a perspective from within Constantinople. Rather than
highlighting elements of the councils that lean forward, it places concerted emphasis on
the contemporary pressures that were at play within the city in the years leading up to the
councils. Such an approach will bring the councils into line with the many tensions

experienced at Constantinople during this period. In re-evaluating the tumultuous events

practice from the moment that there was a Church to speak of, with the Council of Jerusalem (50 C.E.)
providing the prototype.

67 Tanner, Councils of the Church, 14.

8 Tanner, Councils of the Church, 14.

% The Second Council of Ephesus, held three years previously, had affirmed a miaphysite Christological
outlook that was condemned at Chalcedon.
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between the two councils, | highlight features of Constantinople’s development that
Chalcedon’s ordering of the ecumenical councils sought to side-line. I argue that the
decades of Arian, Nestorian, and miaphysite influences at Constantinople, so decisively
shunned in 451, are just as integral to the story of Constantinople’s ecclesiastical
development as the councils of 381 and 451, and that such context casts the
pronouncements of these councils in a light that is far less indicative of a see growing in
standing. To achieve this, we must attend closely to what was happening on the ground at

Constantinople.

Local Perspectives

Because the analysis of early Constantinople has been driven by long-term global
perspectives, investigation into the city’s ecclesiastical standing has largely focussed on
evidence of a broad conceptual and ideological nature. Previous works, whether they
confirm the idea of a steep ecclesiastical rise or present a picture of a patchier
development, place great emphasis on conciliar pronouncements of ecclesiastical rank, the
city’s symbolic representation as New Rome, or instances where the bishop intervened
outside of his jurisdiction.”® While these are all important historical endeavours, it is the
intention of this thesis to eschew such a concerted focus on broad symbolism or the
fastidious collation of instances of Constantinople’s external episcopal intervention. Such
an emphasis on Constantinople’s activity on the world-stage is a product of teleological
perspectives and can be misleading for two reasons. Firstly, with such a broad outlook
there is a danger of stringing together failures or successes of the bishopric that fit the
presupposed contention of the see’s development. This is an especially relevant problem
given the perceived inevitability of Constantinople’s rise and the subjective nature of the
sources. Secondly, and more importantly, such a broad perspective approach ultimately
detracts from the consideration of the institution at the ground level, a deficiency this
thesis seeks to rectify.

While surveys of Constantinople’s geo-ecclesiastical reputation and relationship

with sees beyond the city’s environs will be present in the background of this study, this

0 The assumption of Constantinople’s episcopal mission has been deeply influenced by analyses of the city
that emphasise civic symbolism, such as that of: Jocelyn M. C. Toynbee, “Roma and Constantinopolis in
Late-Antique Art from 312 to 365,” JRS 37 (1947): 135-44; Clifford Ando, “The Palladium and the
Pentateuch: Towards a Sacred Topography of the Later Roman Empire,” Phoenix, vol. 55, 3/4 (2001): 369—
410.
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thesis seeks to approach the topic by looking at the events and culture of the episcopate
with a concerted focus on their local Constantinopolitan context. Rather than focussing on
external politics and ideological representations, | ask what were the fundamental
institutional strengths and weaknesses of the Constantinopolitan episcopate and what can
this tell us of the church’s standing? Re-injecting into the evaluation of the
Constantinopolitan episcopate important evidence that has been sidelined by teleological
perspectives, central to this endeavour will be an examination of the tenures of the failed
Constantinopolitan bishops.

As noted above, the teleological approach to Constantinople’s ecclesiastical
development has served to sideline consideration of evidence that is contrary to the
narrative of a see growing in authority. The decades between the councils of 381 and 451
were eventful ones in Constantinople’s episcopal life. The crises surrounding the
deposition of several bishops during this period were not isolated incidents but
encompassed tensions that were a persistent feature of the city’s early ecclesiastical
landscape. Significant heterodox congregations, theological tensions amongst the city’s
Nicenes, and rifts within the ecclesiastical ranks pervaded Constantinople’s spiritual life.
However, due to the enduring theme of Constantinople’s rise, these internal tensions have
not impacted on the view that this was a period of exponential growth in confidence for the
Constantinopolitan see. The teleological approach to the period has ensured that such
instances that are incongruent with the image of a see increasing in power are perceived as
isolated incidents. This has led to the traditional historiography of Constantinople during
381-451 as having two separate components that do not tend to mingle. Investigation into
divergence with Rome’s and Constantinople’s rise through the ecclesiastical ranks sits at
one end, while historical investigation into the events and controversies surrounding
bishops such as Chrysostom sits at the other: the former often provides a cursory backdrop
to the latter, but they do not interconnect in any meaningful way. The discrepancy between
the customary view of Constantinople’s growing episcopal confidence and the many
internal conflicts and depositions that punctuated Constantinople’s early ecclesiastical
history is covered over by the tendency to focus on the conflicts at Constantinople at an
individual rather than institutional level.

In particular, historiographical approaches to the troubled tenures of Gregory of
Nazianzus and Chrysostom, the Nestorian controversy, the hostility of the Alexandrians,
and the deposition of Flavian tend to emphasise the agency of the personalities involved

rather than a broader consideration of the contributing role of Constantinople’s
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institutional architecture. Personal peculiarities take centre stage in the controversies.
Failed bishops are characterised as being politically naive simple ascetics, such as
Gregory, or over-zealous and fiery, such as Chrysostom (or both, as in the case of
Nestorius). Likewise, it is the unscrupulous and conniving nature of Alexandrian bishops,
such as Theophilus, that has often been front and centre in explaining the escalation of
conflicts between the bishops of both sees.”* So too the involvement of imperial authorities
in the many crises at the capital is often concentrated on unique personality traits, such as
the Machiavellian qualities of empresses such as Eudoxia and the weak-willed or easily
influenced natures of emperors such as Theodosius Il. So much focus on individuals to
explicate the conflicts at Constantinople mitigates investigation into the conflicts at a
broader institutional level. The upheavals surrounding the tenures of those such as
Chrysostom are positioned as driven by unique circumstances, leaving the broader
assumption that Constantinople was an episcopate growing in standing largely untroubled.
It is the intention of this thesis to bridge this gap.

When we examine these events with a concerted focus on the way in which
Constantinople’s internal episcopal structure contributed to the conflicts highlights several
commonalities in the failed bishops’ tenures. These patterns reveal institutional
characteristics of Constantinople that raise questions about the strength and stability of the
Constantinopolitan episcopate. If Constantinople was a developing force of Nicene
authority, why did it remain a stronghold for so many non-Nicene views? If the presence
of the emperor strengthened the authority of the city’s bishop, why do we find imperially-
managed appointments and depositions at the heart of several controversies within the
city? If the bishop was growing in his authority over the sees of the east, why were so
many of Constantinople’s bishops deposed at the hands of those from beyond the city?
Such questions pose blatant contradictions to several themes intrinsic to the traditional
assumptions of Constantinople’s episcopal strength.

Chapter 2 will flesh out three themes that pervade modern literature on
Constantinople’s ecclesiastical rise to predominance.’? The first theme is a highlighting of
Constantinople’s identity as a new Rome, which is seen as a driving influence in the see’s
rise. Closely aligned to this is the second theme common in the literature surrounding

Constantinople’s rise — that the city’s status as the residence of the emperor was of

"L Even on a broader geo-ecclesiastical level the Alexandrian see’s relationship with Constantinople is
infused with emotive terminology, with the Alexandrian bishops often described as jealous, see Chapter 5,
section 1.

2 These three themes will be examined in more detail in the following chapter.
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fundamental advantage to the growth of the bishop’s authority. These two themes feed
directly into the third common thread. It is frequently considered that from 381 to 451,
Constantinople’s ecclesiastical policies were motivated by a desire for its bishops to take
up a position of dominance over the other sees of the east. In particular, the
Constantinopolitan church’s long-standing rivalry with Alexandria is seen as by-product of
the see’s meteoric growth and indicative of its intention to head the churches of the eastern
empire. So prevalent are these themes in the traditional view of Constantinople’s rise, they
provide an ideal hermeneutical framework for the following revisionist approach to the
period of 381-451. Aside from identifying these themes, Chapter 2 will also place
particular emphasis on charting the scholarship on Constantinople’s pre—381 development.
Despite being outside 381451, the reason for this focus is that perspectives on
Constantine’s re-invention of Byzantium cast a long shadow over the decades under
consideration in this thesis. Many of the traditions surrounding the city’s special status and
episcopal mission have their origin in this scholarship and, as the chapter will show, more
recent challenges to the traditional reading of Constantinople’s earliest decades have yet to
carry over to scholarship concerning 381-451.

Chapter 2’s examination of debates over Constantinople’s earliest history will
provide a pertinent jumping-off point for Chapter 3’s examination of the First Council of
Constantinople; much of the literature on this council adheres to the assumption that by
381 a coherent process underpinning Constantinople’s ecclesiastical ascent was already
well under way. The council fits neatly into the accepted historiographical trajectory of the
Constantinopolitan see gaining in confidence and attracting the jealousy of the more
established ecclesiastical centres. However, this chapter argues that over-emphasis on such
wide-ranging geo-ecclesiastical politics misrepresents Constantinople’s episcopal
development by ignoring the localised context of the council. Through analysis of Gregory
of Nazianzus’ failed mission at Constantinople, this chapter seeks to reconstruct the
context of the council of 381 by realigning it with the preceding decades rather than with
those to come. It will be argued that reliance on geo-political explanations for the council
has not only led to a misinterpretation of the nature of Alexandrian activity at the council
but has masked the fact that the church at Constantinople was not poised to assert its
authority, but was in fact fragile, deeply divided, and the weakest amongst the major sees
of the east. Rather than an announcement of the city’s international credentials, this

chapter argues that the council’s convocation was an attempt to address its episcopal
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shortcomings, and canon 3’s pronouncement of the city’s status as New Rome needs to be
contextualised with Theodosius’ attempts to rehabilitate his own imperial authority.

Having considered in Chapter 3 the impact that imperial politics had on the shape
of the council of 381, Chapter 4 will take a close look at the role of the emperors in the
see’s broader development by examining the tumultuous religious conflicts at
Constantinople during the decades between 381 and 451, with particular focus on the
interaction between sacerdotium and regnum at the city. Despite being one of the most
widely cited and unquestioned explanations for the bishop of Constantinople’s increase in
authority, this chapter questions the assumption that the bishop’s proximity to the emperor
was advantageous for the bishop during this period. While the challenge of how
ecclesiastical and imperial power structures would interact in the post-Constantinian world
were experienced throughout the empire, it was at Constantinople that such difficulties had
their most direct and disruptive expression. Not only did the city’s episcopate bear the
brunt of ill-advised imperial machinations into religious affairs more than any other, but
the emperor’s need to negotiate his image as a pious Christian with the wider needs of
state saw the preferences of the bishop constantly take a backseat to those of the ruling
dynasty. This chapter will highlight both the extent to which the controversies during the
tenures of Chrysostom, Nestorius, and Flavian were driven by politics of a very imperial
nature, and argue that the location of the court at Constantinople had a persistent influence
on the broad nature of the episcopate. The high politics of the capital disrupted the lines of
patronage and authority that were the bedrock of a bishop’s authority at sees elsewhere. It
will be argued that a direct line can be drawn between the power struggles at the court and
the high incidence of internal and external challenges to the bishop’s authority, as well as
to the continuing strength of Constantinople’s non-Nicene communities. Finally, the
chapter will conclude that the interaction between government and episcopacy, far from
guaranteeing that the Constantinopolitan bishop’s authority was increased, instead ensured
that Constantinople was an environment in which only mild bishops prospered.

Having outlined in Chapter 4 many of the institutional weaknesses that plagued the
Constantinopolitan bishopric, Chapter 5 turns its attention to Chalcedon. The conflicts at
Constantinople that led to the depositions of Chrysostom, Nestorius, and Flavian are
traditionally seen as driven, in large part, by the interferences of Alexandrian bishops
jealous of Constantinople’s meteoric rise. Within this interpretation, canon 28 of the
Council of Chalcedon, which established Constantinople as the pre-eminent see of the

East, is seen as clear justification of the threat felt by the Egyptians. However, this chapter
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argues that the focus on such broad geo-ecclesiastical conflict has again diverted attention
from the many tensions that existed primarily within the city itself. Once we consider the
abnormal episcopal setting of Constantinople, and the uniquely fragile position of its
bishops, we find that it is impossible to view the conflicts in terms of a dichotomy between
Alexandrian and Constantinopolitan interests. With particular focus on the role of
Constantinople’s monks as agents of episcopal disruption, this chapter argues that, rather
than Constantinople’s strength attracting interference from outside forces, it was in fact the
fragility of the bishopric and the presence of local tensions that invited external
interference and, in the process, made the see a battle-ground for Alexandrian and
Antiochene interests. In this light, canon 28’s statement of Constantinople’s prestige,
alongside many other of the council’s canons, can be perceived not as a declaration of the
see’s growth in power, but rather an attempt to invest the city’s bishop with an authority
that until that time had been lacking.

In the seven-decade period of 381-451 it is impossible to deny that
Constantinople’s ecclesiastical institution grew in importance. The city was a focus for
imperial and ecclesiastical petition, it sat at the nexus of the political mechanisms of the
eastern empire, and its bishops had access to a vast wealth of resources. It is such
importance that led to the theological views and political alignment of those who sat on the
episcopal chair at Constantinople being of significant interest to bishops across the
Christian world. However, it would be a mistake to assume that behind such increase in the
see’s importance lay an episcopate growing in strength and authority at an even pace.
Importance and power do not always develop concurrently and, as this thesis will show,
Constantinople’s political importance and imperial symbolism preceded the development
of a bishopric with the necessary institutional strengths to cope with the city’s meteoric
growth. Many of the features of the city’s unique episcopal landscape that would later be
essential to the bishop’s pre-eminence were in this period a source of great disruption. The
intermingling of imperial and episcopal politics, the city’s lack of theological heritage, and
the diversity of the city’s mushrooming population caused the bishops of this period
immeasurable difficulty. It is in response to such systemic shortcomings that we should
approach announcements of New Rome’s enhanced status, rather than subsume them into

broad and far-reaching narratives synonymous with the city’s Byzantine legacy.
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2

New Rome Wasn'’t Built in a Day

Literature Review:
Constantinople 330-381

While Constantinople occupies a position of majesty and rich symbolism in the cultural
imagination of the west, the city’s earliest form and function remains tantalisingly elusive
to modern viewers. The greatness of the city’s founder and the uniqueness of its features
seem to suggest that its future status as a prominent Christian centre and beacon of
Byzantine culture was written into its very foundation, yet the surviving sources are
ambiguous as to its originally intended function. Its unique position on the road between
the east and west and its highly defensible geography provide many commentators with
reason enough for the city’s creation. The city possessed all the hallmarks of the imperial
residencies of the Tetrarchic era, right down to imitation of Rome in its close proximity of
the palace to the circus, but the city’s size, senate, and corn dole suggest it was intended as
something more.! Debate about what this something more might be is complex and
multifaceted, with characterisations of the city ranging from its creation as a Christian
capital for Constantine’s new Christian empire to a hastily thrown together imperial
staging post. This chapter will survey the scholarly debate over the form and function of
early Constantinople with a focus on its perceived symbolic importance as a Christian city.
Canon 3 of 381 is typically treated as marking a coming of age for Constantinople.
The canon is commonly conceptualised as the opening act in Constantinople’s
international episcopal career. The staking out of the city’s status as second only to Rome
is often presented as the result of a process already well underway: “The ecumenical
council that met at Constantinople in 381 finally acknowledged the city’s eminence as
‘New Rome’, and it defined a ‘seniority of honour’ for the bishop of the capital.”? Canon 3
is thought to reveal an intention for Constantinople to rival the ecclesiastical authority of
Rome, an intention that is assumed to have been bubbling away under the surface from the

beginning: “[ Constantinople’s] status as New Rome, largely implicit for the first 50 years

1 vVan Dam, Roman Revolution, 58.

2 Raymond Van Dam, “Bishops and Society,” in The Cambridge History of Christianity: Vol. 2 Constantine
to c. 600, ed. Augustine Casiday and Frederick W. Norris (Cambridge: CUP, 2007), 343-66, 354, emphasis
mine.
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of its existence, was made explicit at the church Council of Constantinople (381)”.3

However, despite this confidence that 381 marks the fulfilment of a preconceived role for
Constantinople, modern works that deal with Constantinople from Constantine’s reign to
the arrival of Theodosius in 379 do not present us with any reliable picture of the city’s
development as a Christian city.

Scholarly work on early Constantinople presents an odd state of affairs. While a
copious amount has been written about the city, there have been very few attempts to
construct a political history of the city in its own right.* Rather, the story of Constantinople
in its earliest phase has been told mainly through two particular types of studies. The first
are institutional monographs that focus on the city itself, sketching civic development and
character. Works by scholars such as Cyril Mango have proved highly valuable in
mapping out the physical development of the city through analysis of monumental,
archaeological, numismatic and literary evidence.® The second type of inquiry is through
works on prominent personalities, such as studies of Constantine, Athanasius, or
Themistius. These latter works obviously do not consider Constantinople in itself but deal
with the city within the scope of their topic. Recent years have seen this deficit rectified
with two excellent studies on Constantinople and Rome that touch on Constantinople’s
earliest years.® Still, works that focus on the role of the city during this period remain
surprisingly scant and, in order to reconstruct from modern sources a picture of the city’s
evolution, we must read widely on topics that intersect with the city.

The picture of Constantinople that emerges from such studies is very much dictated
by the availability and nature of the sources. Discussion of the city’s significance and the
trajectory of its development has crystallised into two particular phases: Constantine’s
foundation of the city (324-330) and the promotion of the eastern senate under Constantius
I1 (337-361). There is a relatively rich amount of sources available on Constantine’s life.
The emperor’s Christianity is a central theme in these sources, and the modern discussion

of the city’s foundation, in line with discussion of the emperor himself, has largely centred

3 Paul Magdalino, “Byzantium = Constantinople,” in A Companion to Byzantium, ed. Liz James (Oxford:
OUP, 2010), 43-54, 51.

4 Dagron’s Naissance d une Capitale stands virtually alone; however, many works on diffuse topics
incorporate substantial discussion of Constantinople, such as, Malcolm Errington, Roman Imperial Policy
from Julian to Theodosius (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2006).

5 See in particular, Cyril Mango, Le développement urbain de Constantinople (IVe-Vlle siécles), 3rd ed.
(Paris: De Boccard, 1985).

® Lucy Grig and Gavin Kelly (eds), Two Romes: Rome and Constantinople in Late Antiquity (Oxford: OUP,
2012) and Van Dam, Rome and Constantinople.
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on the extent to which Constantinople was or was not conceived of as a Christian city.’
After the reign of Constantine ended in 337, the city comes into focus very rarely in the
sources. This is perhaps due to the fact that the city fell out of geo-political prominence,
with emperors using the city in most part as a convenient temporary residence. The few
literary sources we do have are highly hostile towards the city, sometimes even to the
extent of actively ignoring its existence.® It is only with the arrival of Theodosius in 379
that a clear narrative of events in the city can again be picked up.

However, we are not entirely without a Constantinopolitan perspective for this
period thanks to the works of Themistius. Unsurprisingly, being a pagan orator and
operating in the sphere of imperial bureaucracy, Themistius does not shed light on
Constantinople’s role as a Christian city but rather has provided a rich source of
information on the development of Constantinople as an administrative centre. In
particular, Themistius’ works provide an insight into the evolution of an eastern senate at
Constantinople. Thanks to several recent studies on Themistius, the expansion of the
senate under Constantius in the 350s has been increasingly marked as a key moment in the
city’s evolution into a centre of government for the east. However, just as with his father
Constantine, the extent to which Constantius’ reign marked a turning-point in the city’s
function is contentious.

Due to Constantine’s legacy as the first Christian emperor and the city’s later
claims to ecclesiastical pre-eminence, Constantinople’s status as a predominant Christian
city is easily taken for granted in the period between Constantine and Theodosius I.
However, by surveying the modern literature on Constantinople’s early development, this
chapter will show that, despite the assumption that 381 marked a milestone in a process
that had prior momentum, there is in fact very little consensus amongst scholars on the role
of Constantinople in general during its earliest period, and even less for any specific
Christian role for the city. Yet despite the disparity in views about Constantinople’s pre-
Theodosian character, the historiography of the city from 381 onward adheres to an
assumption that the city’s episcopal development was the fulfilment of a vision that was

implicit from its foundation.

" For discussion of the sources, see Bruno Bleckmann, “Sources for the History of Constantine,” trans. Noel
Lenski, in The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Constantine, ed. Noel Lenski (Cambridge: CUP, 2005):
14-32.

8 The city’s status as a newcomer and outsider in both the east and west led to some outspoken criticism of
Constantinople, see Chapter 1, section 2, n.31.
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1. Constantine’s City: Christian Novelty or Imperial Continuity?

Given the revolutionary changes of Constantine’s reign and the future status of
Constantinople, it is no surprise that for many scholars the city’s foundation represents a
clear break with the past and the birth of a new Christian Empire. D. A. Miller evocatively
sums up the traditional view of the historical significance of Constantinople’s foundation:
«...created in the 4™ century A.D. as a Christian-Imperial city...[Constantinople] shook
free almost immediately from the skein of history, even Christian history”.? While the
view that Constantinople instantly shifted the ideological contours of the Roman world has
fallen out of favour in recent decades, modern literature on early Constantinople remains
roughly divided into two camps: those who see the foundation of the city as representing a
clear break in the pre-existing historical tradition, and those who see the city as just one in
a long line of regional capitals, rising to prominence gradually due to a variety of pressures
and processes. The central sticking point between these two views is the extent to which
Constantinople was conceived from the outset as a Christian capital. Those who consider
Constantinople’s foundation as representing a clear break with the past tend to promote the
uniquely Christian nature of the city and its intended role in providing a capital for
Constantine’s revolutionary vision of a new Christian empire.

The disagreement over whether Constantinople was founded as a Christian city is
closely intertwined with the debate surrounding the Christianity of Constantine. Given that
the city not only bears his name but also his architectural stamp, it is understandable that
the story of Constantinople is wrapped up with that of its founder. However, the city and
the reign of Constantine became linked in a much deeper sense. The monumental nature of
Constantine’s reign rests on two innovations: his adoption of Christianity and the
foundation of Constantinople. These two innovations became irreversibly linked in the
decades after his death as the watershed nature of Constantine’s religious change became
increasingly apparent, as the Christian religion moved ever closer to the centre of the
imperial world-view. It did not take long for the memory of Constantine to be shaped to
encapsulate more fully his perceived role in ushering in this new era of Christian rule and,
through this process, the story of Constantinople became entrenched in narratives of
destiny and divine providence. By the time of the accounts of Socrates and Sozomen, the

foundation of the city is presented as unquestionably the manifestation of God’s will, its

° D. A. Miller, Imperial Constantinople (New York: Wiley, 1969), 9.
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spectacular growth a direct result of the piety of the builder and its inhabitants.® The
memory of Constantine became so intrinsically linked to his promotion of Christianity that
even pagan authors represented the foundation of the city as motivated by the emperor’s
adoption of Christianity (albeit with negative connotations).!* As Constantine’s reign
became increasingly obscured by the passing of time, legends surrounding the Christian
foundation of Constantinople continued to be elaborated and reinvented. While these
stories outgrew Constantine’s period, reaching further back to claim apostolic foundation,
Constantine’s role in establishing the Christian city remained so central that by the
eleventh century a historian at the furthest edge of the former Roman empire recounted
how Constantine was urged to found Constantinople in successive dreams: first by a
personification of Rome and then by Pope Sylvester.'2

Modern commentators take into account the factors that led to Constantinople’s
foundation that are well outside of the sphere of the emperor’s spirituality, such as the
city’s proximity to two of the empire’s most threatened frontiers and the natural
advantages of the site. Even so, the idea that the city was to some extent a result of the
emperor’s Christianity has continued to be a central theme. Where the debate lies rather is
with questions over the precise character of Constantine’s Christianity. This has been a
topic much discussed by scholars with debate surrounding the extent to which Constantine
supported Christianity and whether this endorsement was borne out of genuine piety, mere
political pragmatism, or even acute megalomania. While it is generally accepted that
Constantine indeed deserves the label of Christian, questions over the extent to which his
beliefs influenced imperial policy and in what way, have had an impact on the historical
debate over Constantinople’s foundation. Responses to the question of whether the city
was expressly created as a Christ-loving city or New Jerusalem hinge on a scholar’s
reading of the extant primary sources, which show the emperor’s Christianity as the
driving force behind the transformation of Byzantium.

Despite criticism over the reliability of the Eusebian portrayal of Constantine as a
devout Christian, many scholars have perceived a deep sense of Christian mission in

Constantine’s actions.'® Scholars such as Andrew Alféldi, Harold Mattingly and Norman

10 Socrates, HE 1.17 (SCh 270.164-69); Sozomen, HE 2.3 (SCh 306.236-44).

11 As will be seen below in relation to Zosimus’ account.

2 William of Malmesbury, Chronicle 5.

13 Such scepticism has a long lineage. Jacob Burckhardt, writing in the mid-nineteenth century made a
scathing attack on Eusebius’ reliability, and cast Constantine’s Christianity as driven by political pragmatism
alone, a position later taken up vigorously by Henri Grégoire. Jacob Burckhardt, Die Zeit Constantins des
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Baynes have claimed that Constantine’s religious convictions were at the forefront of his
actions, arguing that accounts of the emperor’s conversion and Christian governance
contain essential insights into his genuine spiritual convictions.'* Such views of
Constantine’s driving motivation continue to pervade scholarship on the topic.!®> One
recent study by Thomas Elliott even goes as far as doing away with the need for the
emperor’s conversion, suggesting that Constantine’s parents were closet Christians who
brought up their son in the faith.!® Once Constantine’s dedication to the Christian religion
Is assumed to be genuine, it is easy to draw a line from Constantine’s Christianity to his
vision for Constantinople.'’

For Charles Odahl, the nature of Constantinople’s foundation leads directly on
from his view of Constantine’s sense of providence. Odahl, taking the appraisals of
Eusebius more or less at face value, interprets the emperor’s actions as motivated by a
belief that God had entrusted him with a divine mission. Odahl suggests that Constantine’s
spiritual convictions were so fervent that only impracticality dissuaded him from actively
persecuting the empire’s pagans.*® For Odahl, Constantinople was central to Constantine’s
God-given mission “to transform a pagan state into a Christian empire”.® The city was
constructed with the express purpose of being “a centrepiece of [Constantine’s] religious
program”, not just as a symbolic gesture, but as “a Christian capital city in the east which
would...mark the triumph of his faith and the Christian future.”?° Here we find
Constantinople’s future status as the capital of the eastern Christian empire foretold in its
earliest origins.

The contention that the foundation of the city contained the seed of the Christian
empire to come is also held by one of the foremost authorities on Constantine. Timothy D.

Barnes presents the city as instantly achieving prominence: “By the mere fact of its

Grossen (Basel: E.A. Seemann, 1853); Henri Grégoire, La "conversion” de Constantin (Bruxelles:
Secretariat de la Revue de I'Université, 1931).

14 Andrew Alfoldi, The Conversion of Constantine and Pagan Rome, trans. Harold Mattingly (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1948), 32-33; Norman H. Baynes, Constantine the Great and the Christian Church (London: H.
Milford, 1931), 27-28.

15 See below.

16 Thomas Elliott, The Christianity of Constantine the Great (Scranton: Fordham University Press, 1996),
327.

7 Discerning Constantine’s intentions in his founding of Constantinople is made even more challenging
when considering the question of at what point in the city’s development to situate such intention: his
attitude in the six years between the city’s foundation and dedication may well have changed significantly:
Salvatore Calderone, “Costantinopoli: la ‘seconda Roma,” in Storia di Roma, ed. A. Momigliano and A.
Schiavone (Turin: Giulio Einaudi, 1993), 723-48, 723-33.

18 Charles Odahl, Constantine and the Christian Empire (New York: Routledge, 2004), 231-2.

19 Odahl, Constantine, 232.

20 Odahl, Constantine, 232.
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existence, Constantinople immediately became the capital of the Eastern Empire and one
of the main cultural centres of the Greek world”.?! Following the Eusebian line, Barnes
describes the vision at the heart of this prominent new capital as an exclusively Christian
one, offering a clear break with the past and a stark statement for the future: “The new
capital was to be a Christian city in which Christian emperors could hold court in an
ambience untainted by the buildings, rites, and practices of other religions”.?? Barnes’
Constantinople asserts an “aggressively Christian ethos”, with Constantine refusing to
begin construction until every remnant of pagan Byzantium was removed.?®
What is striking in the works of Barnes and Odahl is the degree of foresight and

agency attributed to Constantine in positioning his new city as the centre of a new
Christian empire. Constantine in such works is presented as a conscious architect of the
long-term changes he was instigating, adroitly aware of “the new Christian Empire that he
was so carefully shaping”.?* In some older accounts of Constantine’s foundation of the
city, such as that of A. H. M. Jones, the emperor is portrayed as taking on a more passive
role in the Christianisation of his city. Taking his lead from the origo constantini, rather
than Eusebius, Jones restricts the Christian vision of the city’s foundation to its function as
a memorial to the emperor’s military success and the God who handed him victory.? Jones
contends that the city at this early juncture was nothing more than an imperial residence
reminiscent of the Tetrarchic-style capitals of Diocletian’s era.?® While he does see the city
as specifically dedicated to the new faith and sees no reason to doubt the claims of
Eusebius that “the city was provided with a galaxy of magnificent churches”, Jones
contends that this was just a natural consequence of the emperor’s Christian leanings and
not the result of a specific spiritual vision for the city.?’

In recent years, scholars have increasingly argued that Constantine was very active in

moulding the form of Christianity he promoted. It has even been suggested that the

21 Timothy D. Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981), 222.

22 Barnes follows the Eusebian view that only when Byzantium was entirely swept clean of all traces of
pagan worship did Constantine proceed to construct his Christian capital: Timothy D. Barnes, Constantine:
Dynasty, Religion and Power in the Later Roman Empire (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2011), 111; Barnes,
Constantine and Eusebius, 212.

23 Barnes, Constantine and Eusebius, 222. Barnes’ depiction of Constantine pursuing an aggressive policy of
Christianisation is in tension with more recent readings of the emperor’s religious policies which perceive in
them a more inclusive and tolerant political ethos; H.A. Drake, Constantine and the Bishops: The Politics of
Intolerance (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2000), 192—-308; H.A. Drake, “Constantine and
Consensus,” Church History 64, 1 (1995): 1-15.

24 John Julius Norwich, Byzantium: The Early Centuries (London: Folio Society, 2003), 326.

2 A, H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire: 284-602 (Oxford: Blackwell, 1973), 83.

26 Jones, Later Roman Empire, 688.

27 Jones, Later Roman Empire, 83.
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decision to build his capital at Byzantium was specifically dictated, not by its strategic
location or its commemoration of military victories, but by the spiritual malleability of its
inhabitants. This theory is usually linked to a wider argument that Constantine set up
Constantinople in retaliation against a Rome that had exhibited only lukewarm enthusiasm
toward him.?® Henry Chadwick and Vasiliki Limberis both argue that the site of
Byzantium was chosen for its potential as a blank spiritual canvas.?® Rome was dominated
by its pagan heritage, and the Christian church there was already established enough to
assert an authority independent of imperial interference. Byzantium, on the other hand,
“offered scope and space for a new and Christian foundation”, a place where Constantine
could “easily mould his own religion”.%

However, not all those who attribute to the emperor a sincere sense of Christian
mission allow that this spiritual vision was central to the construction of his city. For
Elizabeth Key Fowden, Constantine’s actions after becoming sole emperor were very
much driven by his religious convictions as he actively and with increasing intent sought
to establish a universal Christian empire.3! So all-encompassing were Constantine’s
convictions that, Fowden argues, it is essential to approach analysis of his imperial policy
through the lens of his universalist theological beliefs.3? Yet despite this emphasis on
Constantine’s Christian mission, Fowden does not assume any particular Christian
inspiration in founding Constantinople. Rather, she sees the city as part of the Tetrarchic
trend in palace building, constructed due to its strategic position between east and west.*?
Instead of Constantinople, Fowden argues that it was Jerusalem that Constantine made
“the epicenter of his own universal Christian empire”.3* The difference of opinion between
scholars such as Chadwick and Fowden is so wide that, before moving on to survey other
accounts of Constantinople’s foundation, we must first ask how such starkly opposing
views can exist.

Sketching the historical figure of Constantine is a difficult endeavour due not only

to the emperor’s status as a saint of the Orthodox Church but because of three particular

28 This argument is linked to debate over the extent to which Constantinople was conceived as a replacement
for Rome. This is a complex debate that will be discussed below..

29 Vasiliki Limberis, Divine Heiress: The Virgin Mary and the Creation of Christian Constantinople (New
York: Routledge, 1994); Chadwick, Church in Ancient Society.

30 Limberis, Divine Heiress, 21; Chadwick, Church in Ancient Society, 189.

31 Elizabeth Key Fowden, “Constantine and the Peoples of the Eastern Frontier,” in The Cambridge
Companion to the Age of Constantine, ed. Noel Lenski (Cambridge: CUP, 2005), 377-98, 378.

32 Fowden, “Constantine,” 378-9.

33 Fowden, “Constantine,” 381.

34 Fowden, “Constantine,” 382.
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difficulties inherent in the available sources. Firstly, surviving contemporary accounts of
Constantine’s reign give a severely partisan perspective of the emperor’s Christianity. Our
main contemporary account of Constantine’s reign comes from Eusebius of Caesarea who,
as we would expect of a bishop with close links to the imperial regime, puts a premium on
the glorification of not just the emperor but the church.® The other main surviving
contemporary account, that of Lactantius, does little to correct the propagandist
perspective of Eusebius because his Christian sensibilities also led him to glorify
Constantine through emphasis on his Christian virtue — in particular, by comparing his
favourable rule to that of the wicked Diocletian.3® Both of these authors, therefore, not
only want to put the emperor in the best Christian light but also emphasised on the
revolutionary break that Constantine’s rule represented. Reading these accounts it is easy
to forget that, as Garth Fowden points out, for many people (especially those outside the
ecclesiastical sphere from which these sources originate) the changes instigated by
Constantine’s policies were not likely to have even been immediately noticeable.®” Relying
on such sources it is therefore very difficult to gauge the extent to which the monumental
changes of Constantine’s reign were perceived and played out against the wider Roman
mindset of the time. For Eusebius, Constantinople was constructed as a clear expression of
the new order of the world; however, the extent to which this message was apparent to the
vast majority of the empire’s inhabitants, or even the inhabitants of Constantinople,
remains speculative.

Surviving accounts outside of the overtly Christian accounts of Lactantius and
Eusebius are of a much later date. The fact that these sources are written at a later stage in
Constantinople’s history presents the second major set of interpretative problems. The
distance between the authors and the period on which they were writing naturally raises

serious questions over reliability. As mentioned in the previous chapter, many of our

35 A pertinent example of how this relates to views of Constantinople’s origin is the interpretation of
Eusebius’ comments about the many pagan works of art that were stripped from the cities of the east for the
adornment of the new city (an operation corroborated by Jerome in his Chronicon). Eusebius claims that
pagan art was brought to Constantinople with the express purpose of it being publically ridiculed and
denounced as nothing more than representations of fake deities; Eusebius, Vita Constantini 3.54 (SCh
559.422-24). Eusebius’ explanation for the influx of pagan works has been taken up wholeheartedly by
historians such as Henry Chadwick who see in Constantine’s founding of Constantinople a deeply Christian
mission. However, many other historians have noted that Eusebius’ explanation is an attempt to conceal his
unease at Constantine’s less than perfect dedication to the Christian god. See Van Dam’s more nuanced view
below.

3 |_actantus, De Mortibus Persecutorum, see Bleckmann, “Sources for the History of Constantine,” 24

37 Garth Fowden, Empire to Commonwealth: Consequences of Monotheism in Late Antiquity (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1993), 85; Ramsay MacMullen also points out that the effect of Constantine’s
conversion on the vast majority of his subjects would have been nil; Ramsay MacMullen, Christianizing the
Roman Empire A. D. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984), 44.
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sources for this period originate from the medieval period and, as such, are obscured by
later Byzantine perspectives. Much of the information on early Constantinople contained
in works such as the Parastaseis Syntomoi Chronikai and Scriptores originum
Constantinopolitarum, from the eighth and ninth centuries is anecdotal, attributing to
Constantine a far greater number of building projects than are accurate.®

However, it is not just time that distorts the post-Constantinian sources. A much
bigger issue than historicity exists within works that originate from after the fourth
century. As already mentioned, in the decades after his rule, the memory of Constantine
took on new resonance. With the growth of Christianity, Constantine’s legacy became a
battleground for the competing religious perspectives of Christians and pagans. Written
within this milieu of competing dialogues, later accounts of the foundation of
Constantinople were strongly influenced by contemporary issues. The Christian
perspective of historians such as Socrates and Sozomen led them to locate
Constantinople’s Christian heritage at the centre of the city’s virtues. In these accounts it is
divine inspiration that is at the forefront of the emperor’s decision to found Constantinople
and such virtuous beginnings are used to explain its continued prosperity.® On the other
hand, pagan historians such as Zosimus used accounts of Constantinople’s foundation as
an opportunity to attack the moral integrity of Constantine and his chosen religion.*°
Zosimus recounts that Constantine decided to reside in Constantinople to escape the curses
of the pagans at Rome who were angered at Constantine’s adoption of Christianity in order
to escape the guilt he felt over the murder of his wife and son.**A pertinent example of
how misleading these competing traditions can be are the differing accounts of what relics
Constantine had placed within his column at Constantinople. Socrates states that it
contained a fragment of the True Cross,*? while Malalas claims that it was the Trojan

38 The speed with which the origin of buildings in the city was obscured by legend is made clear by
Sozomen’s statement that the Church of St Paul, which was named in 381 after Theodosius | translated there
the relics of the city’s Nicene bishop Paul, was in the 440s assumed to hold the relics of the apostle Paul.
Sozomen, HE 7.10 (SCh 516.110).

% Socrates, HE 1.17 (SCh 477.178-80).

40 Zosimus, who was writing in the early sixth century, relied heavily on a lost history by the pagan historian
Eunapius of Sardis for the period of Constantine; as such Zosimus’ account may well preserve traditions that
pre-date the church histories of Socrates and Sozomen; Alan Cameron, The Last Pagans of Rome (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2011); Daniel C. Scavone, “Zosimus and His Historical Models,” Greek,
Roman and Byzantine Studies 11 (1970): 57-67.

41 Zosimus, Historia nova 2.29-30 (ed. Mendelssohn, 85-88). English translation in, Ronald T. Ridley
(translation and commentary), Zosimus: New History, Byzantina Australiensia 2 (Canberra: Australian
Association for Byzantine Studies, 1982), 36-37.

42 Socrates, HE 1.17 (SCh 477.178-80).
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Palladium that lay buried beneath it.** As Jonathan Bardill points out, these traditions were
not concerned with historicity but rather reflect contemporary tensions between Christians
and pagans over the city’s heritage.**

Many of the deficiencies in the textual evidence could perhaps be highlighted and
corrected by archaeological evidence but, unfortunately, the lack of physical evidence is
the third problem that is faced by historians of early Constantinople. Due to a paucity of
surviving buildings, as well as a limited opportunity for excavation work, we are left with
little physical evidence of Constantinople.*® Evidence of Constantine’s foundation is
almost non-existent; the (Great) church that preceded St Sophia, Constantine’s mausoleum
and the Church of the Holy Apostles have not survived. Some sparse remnants of
Constantine’s palace and column do survive, along with the Hippodrome; however, their
condition makes interpretation limited.*® Paul Magdalino adds that not only is there a lack
of evidence but the topographical study of the city as a whole is only a very recent
endeavour.*” With the lack of surviving material we are again forced to depend on textual
evidence. Topographical descriptions of the city are very rare and often unhelpful, with the
earliest reliable source not appearing until the fifth century.*®

The lack of such key evidence and dependence on unverifiable material has
allowed much incongruity in the works devoted to the topic of Constantinople’s
foundation. Of course disagreements and a multiplicity of interpretations are part of
scholarly endeavour but the importance of Constantine’s reign and the nature of the

sources have made it a particularly thorny topic, giving rise to a myriad of competing

43 Malalas, Chronicle 13.7; cited in English translation by, Elizabeth Jeffreys, Michael Jeffreys and Roger
Scott The Chronicle of John Malalas: A Transaltion, Byzantina Australiensia 4 (Melbourne: Australian
Association for Byzantine Studies, 1986), 174.

44 Jonathan Bardill, Constantine, Divine Emperor of the Christian Golden Age (New York: CUP, 2012), 252.
4 Schreiner, Konstantinopel, 9-16; Grig and Kelly, “From Rome to Constantinople,” 5-6.

46 The period after Constantine fares little better — the base of a column from the reign of Arcadius and
remnants of the Great Church from the Theodosian-era are the period’s primary remains at Constantinople.
Richard Krautheimer, Three Christian Capitals: Topography and Politics (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1983), 50-61. However, for an analysis of previously understudied floor mosaics dating
from second to sixth century Constantinople, see Orgii Dalgig, “Late Antique floor mosaics of
Constantinople prior to the Great Palace” (PhD diss., New York University, 2008).

47 Magdalino does admit, however, that individual buildings have come under close scrutiny; Magdalino,
Byzantium, 44; Some important studies include: Averil Cameron and Judith Herrin, Constantinople in the
Early Eighth Century: The Parastaseis Syntomoi Chronikai (Leiden: Brill, 1984); Paul Magdalino, Studies
on the History and Topography of Byzantine Constantinople (Aldershot: Variorum Ashgate, 2007); Cyril
Mango, Studies on Constantinople (Aldershot: Variorum Ashgate, 1993).

4 This being the Notitia Urbis Constantinopolitanae. For a recent appraisal, see John Matthews, “Notitia
Urbis Constantinopolitanae,” in Two Romes: Rome and Constantinople in Late Antiquity, ed. Lucy Grig and
Gavin Kelly (Oxford: OUP, 2012). For discussion of visual representations of Constantinople in comparison
with those of Rome, see Lucy Grig, “Competing Capitals, Competing Representations,” in Two Romes:
Rome and Constantinople in Late Antiquity, ed. Lucy Grig and Gavin Kelly (Oxford: OUP, 2012) 31-52.
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interpretations. With little evidence of the Christian character of early Constantinople,
arguments over the city’s status rely on marginal slivers of evidence.*® Barnes’ contention
that Constantinople was indeed established as an exclusively Christian city makes much of
little evidence, such as the statement by Himerius that the pagan emperor Julian
established alien rites in the city, which Barnes interprets as proof that until that point only
Christian rites had taken place.

The lack of evidence pointing to a strictly Christian ethos at the heart of
Constantinople’s creation, combined with debate over the extent of Constantine’s
Christianity, is further complicated by evidence that indicates the city was centred on the
glorification of Constantine himself. The imperial palace and Hippodrome appear to have
been priorities in the city’s construction and, in addition, in the middle of Constantine’s
Forum — arguably the symbolic centre of the city — the emperor erected a column topped
with a statue of himself.>! Even Constantine’s naming of the city after himself points to a
very traditional expression of imperial vanity. It is such evidence that has led many to
consider the role of early Constantinople outside of it having any particular Christian
significance.

Gilbert Dagron in his monumental work Naissance d 'une Capitale was the first
modern scholar to question seriously and systematically the centrality of Christianity in
Constantinople’s foundation. Rather than any form of Christian capital or memorial,
Dagron sees the city’s foundation in purely utilitarian terms. For Dagron, the location of
the city can be attributed to its strategic military value in protecting the Bosporus.>? Once
strategic considerations had established the location of the new city, Dagron contends,
Constantine set about constructing a city to serve his political ends. The city was
constructed so as to glorify his imperial person and establish him at the head of a new
dynasty. Founded as a dynastic capital, the character of early Constantinople was
fundamentally linked with that of its founder. For Dagron, the city only took on

prominence in its own right — divorced from that of the person of Constantine — very

4% An interesting recent article postulates that Constantinople could be considered the setting for some of the
epigrammatist Palladas of Alexandria’s works and that, as such, they point to the fact that Constantinople
was from its inception considered a Christian city; Kevin W. Wilkinson, “Palladas and the Foundation of
Constantinople,” JRS 100 (2010): 179-94.

% Timothy Barnes, “From Toleration to Repression: The Evolution of Constantine’s Religious Policies,”
Scripta Classica Israelica 21 (2002): 189-207, 115.

51 The religious symbolism of Constantine’s column has been a point of contention, but Bardill’s recent
study provides a compelling argument that the statue had no particular religious affiliation; Bardill,
Constantine, 253.

52 Dagron, Naissance, 27-29.
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gradually and as a result of several coalescing political processes.>® Dagron’s explanation
of the symbolic resonance of early Constantinople as a dynastic capital has remained
highly influential.>*

Following on from Dagron, Malcolm Errington’s Roman Imperial Policy from
Julian to Theodosius offers an assessment of the city’s development that very different
from that of those that view the city’s foundation as representing a break with the past. In
Errington’s account, the impetus behind the city’s early development lies not in its
potential to be a capital of the east, spiritual or otherwise, but merely a pawn in dynastic
struggles and imperial politics.> In line with Dagron, Errington shows Constantine
establishing Constantinople as a means to cement his hold on power and establish a
dynastic legacy.®® For Errington, not only was the city bereft of any particular Christian
character but it was not until Theodosius’ reign that it could be said to have taken on the
role of a capital.>” Previous to Theodosius, the city was merely a temporary imperial
residence, of the same ilk as the capitals of the Tetrarchic era. In Errington’s account, key
instances in the city’s development during this period are detached from the context of a
deliberate program to promote the status of a capital “on the make” and presented rather as

a side-effect of imperial politics and providential circumstance.*®

2. New Approaches to Constantine: A Synthesis

As we have seen, the literature surrounding Constantine’s foundation of Constantinople
has been traditionally divided between two positions. On the one hand are those who argue
that in Constantinople’s foundation we can discern a clear template for the shape of the
empire to come, while on the other are those who argue that it can be principally
considered a Tetrarchic-style capital founded primarily for strategic and/or political gain.
Previously the difference between these two positions turned on a scholar’s opinion of the
extent to which the emperor’s Christianity featured in his vision for Constantinople.

However, in recent decades a new trend in studies of Constantine has significantly
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reconfigured the contours of this debate. In line with a broader move within patristics, and
thanks to the works of scholars such as H. A. Drake, studies on Constantine have moved
away from viewing the emperor’s Christianity in a monolithic sense.>® Eschewing the
assumption that the emperor’s Christian vision can be easily aligned with that of later
centuries, combined with a growing tendency to view Constantine as a product of the
decades preceding him has had an important impact on assessments of the role of
Constantinople.

Recent works on Constantine, such as those by Raymond VVan Dam and Jonathan
Bardill, examine Constantine in the context of the decades and even centuries preceding
his reign rather than those that follow.%® The result is a more integrated view of the
emperor, one in which he is positioned not merely as the founder of a new empire but also
as an heir to Diocletian. This approach has enriched our perspective on the uniqueness of
Constantine’s Christianity. As Ramsay MacMullen points out, what is often too easily
forgotten is that Constantine, being the first Christian emperor, did not have a template to
follow.®! The expression of his imperial Christianity was a unique blend of ideas both old
and new. With this in mind, the question then becomes not whether Constantine was truly
Christian but rather: what kind of Christian was he?%? By appreciating the uniqueness of
Constantine’s reign, the foundation of Constantinople is opened up to a much wider range
of interpretations. Constantine’s vision for the city can be understood in terms of both a
break with the past as well as a continuation, rather than one or the other.

One study that provides an excellent synthesis between the two traditional
positions is found in Richard Krautheimer’s Three Christian Capitals in which
Constantine’s imprint on Constantinople is assessed in terms of both the novelty of his
Christianity as well as the cultural inheritance of past emperors.®® In Krautheimer’s
opinion, Constantine’s capital would have disappointed Eusebius. Church building was

minimal, precedence was given over to the construction of the palace and Hippodrome,
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pagan shrines were left intact, and ancient pagan statues were set up.®* In line with Dagron,
Krautheimer asserts that first and foremost the city glorified the person of Constantine.
Krautheimer points out that even Christian ritual in the city was centred on veneration of
the emperor, with the Mass celebrated at the base of Constantine’s column and prayers and
supplication offered to Constantine rather than the Christian deity.®°

However, for Krautheimer this does not point to Constantine’s Christianity being
insincere or unapparent in the city’s construction. In line with writers such as Barnes and
Odahl, he assigns a strong sense of Christian mission to Constantine’s reign and situates
the foundation of Constantinople as central to this Christian vision. Krautheimer asserts
that Constantine felt he was “entrusted with the mission of spreading the faith and creating
a homogeneous and Christian, and centrally ruled empire”.®® The foundation of
Constantinople, he contends, was a result of Constantine’s conviction that, “Such an
empire required a permanent and Christian capital.”®” While the prayers offered to
Constantine and the emphasis on imperial rather than ecclesiastical building at first glance
suggests a city dedicated to Constantine rather than God, Krautheimer shows that in the
religious setting of the early fourth century these two functions were not mutually
exclusive. Constantine expressed the dedication of his city to God by presenting himself as
a manifestation of Christ.®® While this overt glorification of the person of the emperor may
appear an act of sacrilege to observers used to the imperial Christianity of later years, in
the eyes of Constantine this was the right and traditional expression of an emperor’s
spirituality. He was following the well-established custom of expressing an emperor’s
power through espousing a personal relationship with the divine.®® Krautheimer’s schema
of viewing Constantinople’s foundation as a unique melding of Christian and imperial
ideology presents a way of understanding Constantine’s vision for Constantinople that
undoes the need for it to be viewed as either a Christian or dynastic capital. Instead, he
portrays Constantinople as a city with both Christianity and imperial imagery at its heart;
not Christianity as Eusebius understood it but Christian nonetheless.

Van Dam’s recent work on Constantine further elaborates on the extent to which
Constantine set himself at the centre of his brand of Christianity, showing how he

increasingly portrayed himself as a personification of Jesus, even incorporating aspects of
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Christ’s story into his own familial traditions.’® In line with Krautheimer, Van Dam points
out that the novelty of Constantine’s rule has often been overemphasised and needs to be
placed within the context of the cultural world he inherited. However, he places much
more emphasis on situating the emperor specifically within a Tetrarchic paradigm. He
asserts that Constantine was “in fact the scrupulous heir of Diocletian.”’* Van Dam even
shows how Constantine’s religious representations remained within the Tetrarchic
model.”

Van Dam’s account highlights not just how Constantine was a product of the
cultural and political world that preceded him but also how he manipulated it to his
political advantage. In taking on sole custodianship of the empire, Constantine brought to
an end the Tetrarchic system that had provided much-needed stability for a troubled
empire. In a time when there was a very real fear of a return to the great upheavals of the
third century, Constantine required a nuanced propaganda campaign to solidify his rule
and justify the novelty of his regime. He had to walk a delicate line between establishing
continuity with the past and offering the hope of a new era. As Van Dam shows, the
emperor did this by portraying himself as an heir and continuer of the Tetrarchic system in
some instances, while in others cutting links to his predecessors and showing himself to be
something altogether new and unique.”® By viewing Constantine’s reign through this lens,
Van Dam reveals a very different conception of the symbolism of Constantinople.

Constantine’s Christianity had a dual political use. It brought legitimation to his
rule in a way that would be understood by those used to the Tetrarchic system, but also
glorified his person in a way that differentiated him from his predecessors. The message
that Constantine represented something new is clear in his building program at Jerusalem.
Jerusalem’s links to the life of Jesus gave Constantine a perfect canvas to display his
Christian convictions and distance himself from the previous regime. At Jerusalem,
Constantine went to great lengths to cut all links to his predecessors and mark himself as
patron of the Christian religion. By building churches and destroying pagan shrines, the
emperor conveyed a clear physical message of his disconnect from the Tetrarchic

emperors who had so violently persecuted Christ’s followers.”*
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Van Dam suggests that such radical transformation of the ideological symbolism of
Jerusalem was acceptable, without loss of the city’s significance, as Jerusalem had for
many years been part of the Roman world — it needed no justification of its position as an
integral component of the empire.” Constantinople, on the other hand, was new and
lacked the same degree of Greco-Roman heritage that other capitals could boast. It was out
of place.”® It is for this reason that Van Dam suggests that at Constantinople Constantine
did not promote his reign as one that was different from his predecessors, but rather
emphasised his connections with his Tetrarchic predecessors. For Constantinople to be
taken seriously as an imperial capital, Constantine needed to import a Greco-Roman
cultural heritage. Constantine imbued his city with artefacts that were connected to Rome’s
Hellenic and pagan past, such as the Serpent Column from Delphi. Far from distancing
himself from his Tetrarchic predecessors as he did at Jerusalem, Constantine even set up a
statue of Diocletian in the Hippodrome.”’ This importation of antiquities emphasised
Constantine’s “imperial pedigree” as well as his Tetrarchic background.”® It showed
Constantinople to be a centre with a Greco-Roman cultural inheritance and Constantine as
one in a long line of emperors that protected such culture.”® The central role of
Constantinople here is very much the opposite of a new capital for a new empire; rather, it
is a symbol of imperial rule legitimised through tradition and continuity with the past.

By comparing the conception of Constantinople in the works of both Krautheimer
and VVan Dam, we see that, while the recent approach of charting the novelty of
Constantine’s Christianity as well as placing him in the context of his predecessors
certainly enriches interpretations of the city, it still does not offer any more coherent
consensus on the city’s primary symbolic role. The ambiguity of the sources and the highly
subjective nature of the topic make any narrowing of interpretations unlikely. It seems that
perhaps the only way forward is through studies geared towards open-ended interpretation.
Jonathan Bardill’s recent study on Constantine presents just such an approach. Bardill
makes good on his introductory promise not to just “present a personal interpretation but
also to explore the difficulties of analysing the available evidence, the differing inferences
that might be drawn, and the ambiguities present.”® In his chapter on Constantine and

Christianity, Bardill examines many of the important buildings and artefacts in
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Constantinople but stands back from trying to fit them into a unifying statement of
Constantinople’s role. Bardill shows the establishment of Constantinople as inspired by a
mix of ideas both new and old. The city’s creation is shown to have been inspired by the
same imperial vanity that had motivated emperors and kings stretching right back to
Alexander, and that in glorifying Constantine, the city symbolised the restoration of
Rome’s ancient glory as well as specifically commemorating the defeat of Licinius.®
However, Bardill does concede that the city was also established not just to suggest a
return to ancient glories but to reconfigure the empire, to establish an eastern capital that
was an equal to Rome.??

In response to the question of the extent to which Constantine’s Christian faith was
evident in his city, Bardill approaches the topic and sources cautiously, outlining that
which is unknowable and that which is unlikely. Bardill is wary of Eusebius’ claims for
Constantinople, without dismissing them entirely. He places much more weight on the
pagan Palladas’ recognition of Constantinople as “the Christ-loving city”.3 In his
discussion of such sources, Bardill never strays from consideration of the physical
evidence and, while he assigns to Constantine’s reign more churches at Constantinople
than scholars such as Averil Cameron do, he indicates the likelihood that Constantine’s
Constantinople was not overtly Christianised.3

Bardill’s assertions that the evidence does not point to an overwhelmingly
Christian symbolism at Constantinople fits well with his overall assessment of
Constantine’s Christianity. Bardill concludes that Constantine was indeed a devout
Christian who expressed a desire that the pagans under his rule convert to his faith.%
However, following on from Drake, for Bardill this desire was not matched by aggressive
proselytising.®5 He contends that the emperor was cautious in pushing his faith, opting for
persuasion over coercion.®” Such a view of Constantine’s spiritual ideology allows for a
nuanced interpretation of Constantinople’s early identity. Bardill concedes that
Constantine’s Christian prerogatives would have been evident at Constantinople, but that

his approach to the spiritual life of his empire meant that the pagan traditions of the city
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would have continued unmolested.® With the transformation of Byzantium, Constantine
“was not starting with a fresh canvas and he did not attempt to create one”.°

Perhaps what this study demonstrates, in the context of the wider literature
surrounding Constantinople, is that there is a propensity to treat the city as if it were a
singular artefact that can be interpreted one way or another. Attempts to construct a
unifying role for the city as a whole result in portrayals that are inevitably anachronistic
and unhelpful. In contrast, Bardill approaches the city as a collection of many buildings,
statues, and spaces, with just as many particular functions.

Bardill’s appreciation of the mainly pagan world in which Constantine was
operating and Krautheimer’s and Van Dam’s outlining of the novelty of his Christianity
work against the notion that any cohesive connection can be drawn between the nature of
Constantinople’s foundation and its later rise to ecclesiastical predominance. Even if a
specifically Christian vision can be considered to be at the heart of Constantinople’s
foundation, and the city was indeed intended as a Christian capital, studies such as
Krautheimer’s show that attempting to link the city’s foundation with its destination is a
deeply flawed initiative. The Christianity of Constantine was a novel expression of
traditional imperial tropes and new Christian ideas operating in a world where the
relationship between a monotheistic religion and imperial rule was uncharted territory. In
the decades after Constantine, the continued entwinement of Christianity and imperial
governance saw a swift evolution of the ideology underpinning this relationship. In the
space of only a few decades, the expressions of imperial Christianity and the relationship
between Church and secular government were already fundamentally different to that of
Constantine’s day.® If we are to find a trajectory leading to the claims of canon 3 we must

look beyond Constantine’s residency.
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3. Constantinople after Constantine

Modern consideration of Constantinople’s Christian symbolism during the period of four
decades between the death of the city’s founder and the council of 381 is lacking.”* The
emperors between Constantine and Theodosius were not averse to interfering in the
spiritual life of their empire, and there was certainly much cause to do so with the
continuing controversy over Christ’s relationship to God causing increasing dissension.
However, most of the action unfolded outside the sphere of Constantinople, meaning that
little about Constantinople’s Christian status can be ascertained from the sources. The
underlying causes of this lack of visibility of Constantinople’s religious function are two-
fold.

Firstly, the city moved away from centre stage after Constantine, as its prominence
appears to have waned in the minds of subsequent emperors. Once we reach the death of
Theodosius in 395, it is undeniable that Constantinople had become essential for the
administration of the eastern government as well as playing a central role in the culture and
imperial ceremony of the eastern half of the empire.% It had become, in the words of the
Spanish historian Orosius “the seat of our most glorious empire and chief city of the entire
east”.% To many this would appear to prove a clear continuation of Constantine’s original
vision for the city. However, recent scholarship has shown that the intervening years were
marked by a much more piecemeal and pitted development. In fact, as Bryan Ward-
Perkins and Malcolm Errington have stressed, it was not until the fifth century that
Constantinople’s status as the primary economic and cultural centre of the east began to
take shape in earnest.%

When Theodosius was made emperor in 379, not only was the cultural function of
Constantinople unclear but its role as a residence for the emperors was yet to be
established, with the preceding decades having seen Antioch as the favoured residence of

the eastern emperors.®® The frequency of imperial visits to the city was surprisingly low,
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with evidence suggesting it was treated primarily as a transit camp.® In fact, in the forty-
three year period between the death of Constantine and Theodosius’ entry into the city, an
emperor wintered there only five or six times.?” Constantine’s son Constantius resided
mainly at Antioch and Milan, only briefly staying at Constantinople. His successors, Julian
and Valens, appear to have been even more reluctant to stay there, while Theodosius I,
despite initiating many projects at the capital, resided there only marginally longer than his
predecessors.? The longest stay of an emperor during this period lasted barely over half a
year (and he was a usurper at that).*® Valens appears to have actively shunned the city,
avoiding staying there even when it would have provided the most convenient location.1%
While the city’s civic growth carried on, thanks to imperial munificence, such
development was mainly centred on civic amenities, and can be ascribed to infrastructural
necessity rather than any specific evolution of Constantinople’s symbolic status.'® Given
the attitude of the post-Constantine emperors towards Constantine’s city, it is not
surprising that we find evidence of genuine concern amongst the Constantinopolitan elite
that the city would be passed over by the newly-crowned Theodosius.'2 While the
evidence for a marked drop in Constantinople’s status as a prominent imperial city is not
conclusive, it can be said with confidence that the city did not exhibit an obvious evolution
towards the status of the permanent imperial capital of the east; for nearly seven decades
“the future of the city trembled in the balance”.1%

The second reason for the sparse evidence of Constantinople’s ecclesiastical status
is due to the character of the city’s dominant Christian community during this period. As
will be explored in the following chapter, when Theodosius arrived in 379, the Christians

of Constantinople were overwhelmingly non-Nicene. Under the reigns of Constantius and
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Valens, the city had become the undisputed centre of the imperially-backed Homoian
movement.1% While the Nicene churches of the rest of the east had been able to resist the
advances of the state-sanctioned Homoian church, the Nicene community at
Constantinople was reduced to an almost non-existent state, with the few Nicenes who
remained, left without church or bishop.1% The lack of a significant Nicene faction at
Constantinople meant that in the new pro-Nicene climate instigated by Theodosius, the
city’s church faced a marked disconnect from the see’s immediate episcopal heritage. The
post-381 bishops of Constantinople had little Nicene heritage to propound, and the
dominance of the Homoians had ensured that the see had not participated in any broader
ecclesiastical or theological dialogue between the Nicene communities of the empire.1%
Having sat so long outside of the Nicene networks that now came to dominate the
imperial-ecclesiastical politics of the empire, and having been associated with the
episcopates of several prominent Arian bishops, when the Constantinopolitan church
assembled at Constantinople in 381 they would have discerned little in the preceding
decades worth commemorating without side-lining their relevance in the new Nicene
order. It is this break in Nicene continuity at Constantinople that clouds any assessment of
the church there under Constantius and Valens, and we must therefore look outside
scholarship on the church at Constantinople to pick up on the debate over the city’s

development.

4. Constantinople as a Second Rome

While the religious function of Constantinople between the death of Constantine and the
arrival of Theodosius lacks substantial discussion in modern works, the symbolism and
function of the city outside the ecclesiastical sphere has continued to receive attention. As
is clear from the works cited above, debate over Constantinople’s position in the wider
empire is by no means limited to Constantine’s Christian mission alone but is also deeply
entwined with questions over the extent to which his city was intended as a new capital for
the empire. As the Christian symbolism of the city drops out of view during this period,

discussion about the city’s role as a sister, or rival, to Rome comes to the fore. Such debate
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over the city’s civic function runs along two lines: one focussed on Constantinople’s
symbolic association with Rome, the other its institutional imitation of the western capital.
Although these studies avoid discussion of the religious life of the city, they are still
fundamental to conceptions of the city’s later ecclesiastical status, because the imperial
status of Constantinople and its function as a Rome for the east is seen as instrumental in
the development of the city’s episcopal institution.

Discussion about Constantinople’s symbolism revolves around the implications of
the city’s ideological associations with Rome. Intentional allusions to Rome permeated the
city’s physical and symbolic landscape from its inception, so much so that parity or even
competition with Rome is argued to have been an implicit component of the city’s identity
from the beginning.'%” The debate over whether the pairing with Rome was an expression
of deference or competition is hampered by the same limited evidence as the debate over
Constantine’s Christianity, ensuring that scholarly opinions over what the terms “New
Rome” or “Second Rome” implied is equally divided.'® It is to the political development
of Constantinople that we must turn to find more reliable evidence for the city’s
development during this period.

Despite a general paucity of sources for Constantinople in the period after
Constantine, we have a significant voice from inside Constantinople, thanks to the
philosopher and statesman Themistius who sheds light on one of the most important
developments of early Constantinople — the formation of a senate for the east. The
establishment of a senate in the city was one of the key features that marked
Constantinople out from other imperial residences, suggesting an ambition to rival Rome
in more than just physical resemblance. Debate about the development and maturation of
the senate has been a central theme in questions of the intended role of Constantinople.
For many scholars the development of the senate is a key to the transformation of the city
into a true capital. Alexander Skinner recently wrote on the historical significance of the

senate: “the establishment of a senate at Constantinople deserves to signal, for the modern
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historian, the beginning of a trajectory of change in which the Roman empire in the East
was transformed into the ‘Byzantine’ empire.”*%® However, as with most aspects of early
Constantinople, any consensus over the function and chronology of the senate has proved
elusive. With a variety of opinions on the stages of development and significance of the
senate, there is much contention over what it tells us about the city’s perceived function.
While the intricacies of the debate are too complex to delineate here, it is important to
sketch out its broad contours in order to understand the challenges in attempting to
construct a trajectory for the city’s development into a capital.

Due in large part to the surviving works of Themistius, scholars have marked the
350s as a crucial period in the development of the senate at Constantinople. Around 357,
Themistius was tasked by Constantius to recruit a large contingent of senators to
Constantinople. Also at this time there appears to have been a transferral of senators from
Rome to Constantinople.!!° This explosive growth has led scholars such as John
Vanderspoel to claim that for Constantinople, “everything changed in 357.71!
Vanderspoel sees no reason to suppose that Constantinople was founded for any reason
other than its militarily strategic location and accordingly, does not attribute the senate that
existed under Constantine with any particular significance.*'? On the other hand, he
contends that the development of the senate during Constantius’ reign put Constantinople
on a par with Rome.!® Vanderspoel perceives two phases behind the expansion of the
senate. Constantius, he argues, enhanced the status of Constantinople from the 340s as a
counterweight to his brother and rival Constans’ control of Rome.'** The second phase of
the development of the eastern senate came from the pressure of eastern senators. Once
Constantius took sole possession of the empire, he resided mainly in the west; however,
Vanderspoel believes it was due to persistent lobbying from Themistius and the eastern
senators that Constans allowed the city’s increased standing to endure.!!®

Peter Heather and David Moncur see the development of the senate under
Constantius in a different light. In their reading of Themistius, they see the endeavour as

entirely orchestrated by Constantius. While Vanderspoel reads Themistius’ oration at
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Rome on the advantages of Constantinople and its position as a subordinate ally to Rome
as a plea to the emperor not to forget Constantinople, Heather and Moncur see Themistius
as a mouth-piece for imperial policy, easing the way at Rome for the establishment of an
equivalent senate in the east.1*® The impetus driving this policy is here assessed as an
attempt to woo the rich eastern curial class in order to strengthen Constantius’ rule in the
east while he was busy in the west.'*’

While Heather also considers the 350s as key to the development of the senate, he
does not assign it the singular importance that Vanderspoel does. Approaching Themistius’
claims of the explosive growth of the senate with caution, Heather charts three key phases
of the senate’s gradual development up until the reign of Valens.**® Unlike Vanderspoel,
Heather traces the senate’s original development back to Constantine’s foundation, and
while here too he puts the development down to the emperor’s attempt to grow an eastern
support base, he does not discount the possibility that Constantine’s intentions were also
inspired by a grand ideological statement of providing a new Rome for a newly unified
empire.!® The view that the establishment and form of the senate can be attributed to
Constantine’s era — as was argued by Chastagnol*?° — for a long time fell out of favour, but
has recently found a new champion in Skinner. For Skinner, Constantine’s vision of
Constantinople as a capital led him to establish the essential framework for the growth of
an eastern capital, and Constantius expanded his father’s original vision.

Running contrary to this line is Errington who argues that there was no senate
established by Constantine, merely senators of Rome resident at Constantinople.*?* In line
with Vanderspoel, Errington argues that the creation of the senate was a result of
Constantius’ rivalry with Constans.?? This fits well with Errington’s broader thesis that
Constantinople did not take on the role of a functioning capital until Theodosius’ reign and
that any devel