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Image of Late Antique Rome and the Popes
in the Chronicle of George the Monk'

Obraz péznoantycznego Rzymu i papiezy w Kronice Jerzego Mnicha

Rafat Kosinski?

Abstract: The purpose of this article is to analyse the picture of late antique Rome and
the papacy as outlined in the ninth century in the pages of the Chronicle of George the Monk.
As aresult, it can be concluded that the Byzantine chronicler’s interest in Rome drastically
declines as Emperor Constantine begins to reside in Constantinople. With the return of
Emperor Theodosius I from Italy to the Bosporus, George the Monk pays little attention to
events in the West, the only exception being the emphasised leading role of the Bishop of
Rome within the pentarchy system, especially during the subsequent Councils. However,
this applies only to the version of the so-called vulgate, while the version known from
the manuscript Coislinianus 305 ignores almost completely the role of the pope in
the ecclesial system of the empire.

Keywords: George the Monk (Hamartolos); Rome; Papacy in the fourth and fifth centu-
ries; manuscript Coislinianus 305; the Baptism of the Emperor Constantine

George the Monk was an opponent of iconoclasm, and during
the period of the iconoclastic dispute, icon defenders in conflict with
the imperial court often looked to the pope, seeing him as a defend-
er of orthodoxy independent of the emperor. Appeals for help and
intervention were made by Eastern icon defenders to Popes Hadrian
I (772-795), Paschalis 1 (817-824), and Eugenius II (824-827), among
others?®. Moreover, at the time of the Second Council of Nicaea in 787,
the main argument for declaring the decisions of the iconoclastic synod

' This article has been written under the research project financed by the National

Science Centre (Poland). Decision number: 2022/47/B/HS3/00389. This is an extended
version of my paper presented at the VII Ogoélnopolska Konferencja Bizantynistyczna,
which took place on 14-15 November 2024 in Lublin.

2 Prof. dr hab. Rafat Kosinski, Faculty of History, University of Bialystok, Po-
land; e-mail: r.kosinski@uwb.edu.pl; ORCID: 0000-0003-1245-6729.

3 See, for example, Theodore the Studite’s letters from 817 to Pope Paschal
I (Epistulae 271 and 272 (ed. Fatouros, v. 2, p. 399-403), in which Theodore informs
the Pope about the persecution of iconodules and asks him for support.
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of Hiereia (754) invalid was that this synod had not gained the support
of the Pope®.

This article is an attempt to present what image of the papacy and
Rome is drawn in the pages of George’s Chronicle, which witnessed
the last wave of Byzantine iconoclasm and its eventual collapse. In it,
I will focus on the period of late antiquity, when relations between Rome
and Constantinople remained intense and Christological disputes, in
which the views of the emperor and the pope differed, frequent. Accord-
ingly, this paper analyses the part of the Chronicle devoted to the period
from the reign of Constantius Chlorus to the end of the reign of Anas-
tasius.

1. Preliminary remarks

George the Monk’s Chronicle is a summary of world history from
its Creation to the death of Emperor Theophilus (829-842) and the be-
ginning of the reign of his successor, Michael III (842-867). Despite
this, the author has little interest in accurately reflecting past political
events, for his main aim is to give a history of the spiritual development
of the world, a description of God’s miraculous work in the world, and
in the imperial period events related to Church history become domi-
nant for him, supplemented by theological commentary taken, usually in
the form of a literal quotation or cento of quotations, from Scripture and
the works of the Church Fathers’.

4 See Refutatio definitionis synodi Hieriae, ACO 11 3/3, p. 608, 2-4: “ovk
€oye ovvepyov Tov Tvikadta Ti¢ Popaiov mémav 1| tovg mepl avtov iepeig obte S
TOmOTNPNTAOV 00TV 0VTE S EYKLKAIOL EMGTOATC, KOOMG VOLOG £0TL TaG cuvoedolg™ (“It
did not enjoy the cooperation of the then pope of Rome or his priests, neither by means
of his representatives or an encyclical letter, as is the rule for councils”, tr. R. Price,
The Acts of the Second Council of Nicaea (787), Liverpool 2018, p. 442).

> On the Chronicle of George the Monk, see C. de Boor, Praefatio, in: Georgii
Monachi Chronicon, v. 1, ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig 1904, p. V-LXXXIII; H. Hunger, Die
Hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, v. 1: Philosophie, Rhetorik, Epis-
tolographie, Geschchtsschreibung, Geographie, Miinchen 1978, p. 347-351; W. Tread-
gold, The Middle Byzantine Historians, Basingstoke 2013, p. 114-120; D.E. Afinog-
enov — A.A. Turilov — G.V. Popov, Georgij Amartol, in: Pravoslavnaja enciklopedija,
v. 11: Georgij-Gomar, Moscow 2006, p. 48-56; R. Brendel, Monachos, Georgios, in: Bi-
ographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, v. 47, Nordhausen 2024, c. 1065-1109.
At the turn of the second and third millennium, the debate about whether De Boor’s
published version of the vulgate was the original version of the Chronicle of George, or
whether it was rather the version from the manuscript Coislinianus 305 was reopened
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In the Chronicle of George the Monk, two versions can be distin-
guished, whose discrepancies, starting with the description of the end of
Emperor Julian’s reign, go beyond typical additions and corrections, indi-
cating the existence of a systematic reworking of the work. One of these
versions (version P) has survived only in the Coislinianus 305 manuscript,
a card from the Vindobonensis Theologicus graecus 121 manuscript,
and a fragment from Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ De administrando
imperio. A Serbian translation of this version, known as Letovnik, has
also survived, probably dating from the second half of the fourteenth cen-
tury. The second version (the vulgate), is present in all other Greek man-
uscripts. This version was widely used in Byzantium and forms the ba-
sis for other translations of the Chronicle into Slavonic. Carl de Boor
concluded that version P was earlier and constituted a kind of draft of
the work, while the vulgate was a later, refined version of the Chronicle.
De Boor assumed that both versions were written by George the Monk.
According to Marie-Aude Monégier du Sorbier, the vulgate is the older
version, written by George himself, while the version found in the Cois-
linianus 305 manuscript is a later revision. Finally, Dmitri Afinogenov
returned to De Boor’s concept and considered version P to be the origi-
nal, and the vulgate to be a later revision, but he attributed the authorship
of the latter not to George, but to an unknown editor. Afinogenov dates
the creation of version P to 846/847. The vulgate, on the other hand, is
usually dated to around 871/872°.

When analysing the image of late antique Rome and the papacy pre-
sented in this work, it is impossible to ignore the problem of the existence
of these two basic versions of the Chronicle, as the differences between
the two versions in relation to the issue discussed here are significant,
as can be seen in this paper. However, I would like to emphasise that
the aim of this article is not to decide which of these versions is the orig-
inal. The conclusions from the analysis carried out here may, however,
serve in the future as one of the possible clues in an attempt to determine
the relationship between the two versions’.

by Dmitri Afinogenov (The Date of Georgios Monachos Reconsidered, ByZ 92 (1999)
p. 437-447; Le manuscrit grec Coislin. 305: la version primitive de la Chronique
de Georges le Moine, REB 62 (2004) p. 239-2406).

¢ D.E. Afinogenov — A.A. Turilov — G.V. Popov, Georgij Amartol, in: Pravoslav-
naja enciklopedija, v. 11: Georgij-Gomar, Moscow 2006, p. 48-56; R. Brendel, Mo-
nachos, Georgios, in: Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, v. 47, Nordhau-
sen 2024, c¢. 1065-1109.

7 I will conclude my analysis of the relationship between the two traditions of
George the Monk’s Chronicle in the introduction to the edition of both versions of
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For the purposes of this article, I would just like to point out that
Coislinianus 305, currently considered to be a copy of the original version
of the Chronicle, is a corrupted manuscript and does not reflect the full
version P, as Dmitri Afinogenov has already pointed out on the basis of
a comparison of the aforementioned manuscript with the Slavonic trans-
lation of this version, Lefovnik, as in the passage from the reign of The-
odosius II, where the Coislinianus 305, quoting an anecdote about Ptol-
emy, mistakenly mentions the philosopher Socrates (p. 274": Zokpdtnv)
in a place where Letovnik correctly refers to Sotades (p. 274": Cwrara)®.
According to Afinogenov, Letovnik is a more complete and reliable
source than the Coislinianus 305 manuscript for version P. Furthermore,
the Coislinianus 305 ends abruptly on f. 340" during the reign of Emperor
Constantine V, more precisely on the description of the Paulician sect’, so
we cannot be sure to which year it was completed.

If we agree with Afinogenov’s thesis that Letovnik represents a better
text of version P than the Coislinianus 305 manuscript, we should note
the fact, not emphasised by this researcher, that Letovnik on f. 241",
1. 13-244v, 1. 27, departs completely from the narrative known from
Coislinianus 305, and its text corresponds to the narrative of the vulgate
present on pp. 550, 13-557, 24 of Carl de Boor’s edition. This extensive
passage concerns the reigns of Valentinian and Valens. It is completely
omitted in the Coislinianus 305'°. There are two possible explanations
for this phenomenon: either Lefovnik’s translator was familiar with both
traditions concerning George’s Chronicle and supplemented his transla-
tion of the version known from the Paris manuscript with this passage
from the vulgate, or the text found in the Coislinianus 305 is an abridged
version of a more extensive story. In the first case, Letovnik cannot be
considered a reliable witness to version P; in the second case, the Coislin-
1anus 305 provides a very corrupted copy of this branch of the tradition.

the Chronicle (including their Slavonic translations), which I am currently finalising
and which, I hope, will be published in the near future.

8 See D.E. Afinogenov, Sotad v christianskom kontekcte, in: V Mezdunarodnaja
Konferencija po Ellinistike Pamjati I.1. Kovalevoj. Moscow 2019, p. 20-26.

? See R. Devreesse, Catalogue des manuscrits grecs, v. 2: Le fonds Coislin, Paris
1945, p. 292-293. C. de Boor (Praefatio, in: Georgii Monachi Chronicon, v. 1, ed. C. de
Boor, Leipzig 1904, p. LXI) was not convinced whether the manuscript continued
on the following pages, as he noticed that the passage about the Paulicians had been
brought to an end, which makes it unclear whether the editor ended his entire story there
or whether several subsequent quaternions had been lost in the past.

10 Until the reign of Emperor Julian, as De Boor noted (Praefatio, p. LXII), there
were few significant differences between the two versions.
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There are also a number of similar minor differences between Letovnik
and the Paris manuscript!!.

However, Letovnik cannot be considered a fully reliable witness to
version P due to the many errors found in its pages. Suffice it to say that
this translation states that the Council of Ephesus in 431 was convened
against Nectarius (f. 273": na Hekrapus), not Nestorius. On numerous
occasions, the author of the translation failed to understand the meaning
of the Greek text on which he based his work. Even in the above-men-
tioned anecdote about Socrates/Sotades, which Afinogenov used as an ar-
gument for the superiority of the Slavonic version over the Coislinianus
305 manuscript, the Slavonic author makes a mistake, failing to under-
stand the Greek text, which refers to Sotades plucking lice in the sun
(f. 2747 “év MM @Beip1ldopevov”), while Letovnik says that the philoso-
pher was basking in the sun (f. 274": “dunocoda na cntiiu rphroma ce”).
In this case, it is Cosilinianus who gives the correct version'?.

Furthermore, it should be noted that, contrary to De Boor’s claim'?,
in many places the vulgate renders the sources it quotes much more faith-

" For example, in his description of the rebellion of the inhabitants of Constantino-
ple during the reign of Emperor Anastasius, Lefovnik (f. 280) reports that the population
“IajyieHusi MHOTBIMB IWMOMB CBTBOpHILC U 0yOircTBa mpbMHOra chabiaiie U nHa TakoBa
cTpamHa xe u oyxacHa (burned many houses, committed many murders and dared to
[commit] other very terrible and frightening [acts])”. The phrase about the rebels com-
mitting numerous murders (oy0Oincrsa nmpbmuora ceabnamnie) is absent in the Coislinianus
305, but appears in the vulgate (ed. de Boor, p. 620). However, some of these similarities
between the texts of the Letovnik and the vulgate, as well as the differences between
the Letovnik and the Coislinianus 305, may be due to the inaccuracy of the scribe or editor
of the latter manuscript. For example, a scribe’s mistake may be the reason why the quota-
tion from 1 Corinthians 10:25, both in the vulgate (ed. de Boor, p. 541) and in the Letovnik
(f. 236"), is more complete than in the Coislinianus 305 (f. 241").

2 There are many more examples of Letovnik’s misunderstanding of Greek. For
example, when describing the church in Chalkoprateia, he did not understand that in
the sentence: “6¢g tov év XaAkompateiolg vaov &ktice Tig Beotdkov mpdTEpOV Hvta
cuvaymynv Tovdaimv, Kai 10 yepoaiov Telyog Thg TOAemS KOTOAVOG Kol Tpocheic AL
Swothiuata dvo @rodouncev Etepov telyog O Nuepdv & (f. 273"), the phrase “to
yepoaiov telyog” refers to the walls of Constantinople, so he supplemented the informa-
tion about the Jewish synagogue with the phrase: “u nHapunaremoyto Xepcen ) and called
Chersei)”.

13- See de Boor, Praefatio, s. LXIL. It should be emphasised, however, that De Boor’s
remark concerns ecclesiastical writers (excerpta ex scriptoribus ecclesiasticis), not all
sources. It seems, however, that De Boor’s opinion can be somewhat nuanced in this
respect as well. Apart from the quotation from 1 Corinthians mentioned in the previous
footnote, it should be noted that, for example, the quotation from Gregory of Nazianzus’
speech (Oratio 4, 30, ed. Bernardi, p. 126, 1) in the vulgate (ed. de Boor, p. 543) is more
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fully and accurately than the Paris manuscript. This can be observed, for
example, in the case of both versions’ reproduction of Theodore Lector’s
Epitome. Apart from the information from the period between the reigns
of Marcian and Anastasius, which I analysed a few years ago'?, a similar
phenomenon can be observed during the reign of Arcadius, for example
in the anecdote about a Macedonian woman who sacrilegiously received
communion. The version present in the vulgate is a literal repetition of
the text of Theodore Lector’s Epitome (Epitome 285, ed. Hansen, p. 87,
10-21), while the version present in the Coislinianus 305 manuscript is
significantly shortened. This observation applies not only to the Epito-
me. For example, in the final story devoted to John Chrysostom, there is
an anecdote about a certain bishop who was taken up to heaven in ecstasy
to see the fate of the deceased John. The bishop’s name, Adelphius, is
absent from the pages of the Coislinianus 305 manuscript, but it appears
in both the vulgate (ed. de Boor, p. 603) and the Life of John Chrysostom
by George of Alexandria (Vita Chrysostomi 72, ed. Halkin, p. 272), from
which it was most likely taken.

However, this does not mean, and I would like to emphasise this very
clearly, that I definitively reject the hypothesis that the version P, preserved
with numerous errors in the pages of the Coislinianus 305 manuscript, is
the original version of the Chronicle. I am merely pointing out that this
is a more complex issue, and before a comprehensive analysis of both
versions, one should not categorically reject the attribution of the vulgate
to George the Monk's, which is in accordance with the common belief

faithful than in the Paris manuscript (f. 241"). However, these are rather minor differenc-
es, and version P offers much more extensive insertions taken from the Holy Scriptures
and the Cappadocian Fathers. In some quotations from patristic works, version P is
also more faithful to the preserved versions of these works, as in the case of the let-
ters of Isidore of Pelusium (Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. 1537 and 1538 (ed. Evieux, v. 2,
p. 222-226). In this case, the quotation in Coislinianus 305 (f. 253Y-254") is more faithful
than in the vulgate (ed. de Boor, p. 585-586).

4 R. Kosinski, The chronicle by George the Monk and its relation to Theodore
Lector s work, “Res gestae” 5 (2017) p. 46-72.

5 Even Carl de Boor, who assumed that version P was earlier than the vulgate,
believed that both were written by George the Monk. In his opinion, version P was
the first, preliminary version of the Chronicle, its archetype written by George, which
was then refined in a corrected version known as the vulgate, see C. de Boor, Praefatio,
p. LXIX. It should be noted that the author of the Chronicle is completely unknown to
us. All we know is that his name was George, he was a monk and he wrote in the ninth
century, see Brendel, Monachos, Georgios, c. 1065. It therefore seems reasonable to
analyse the content of both versions of the Chronicle, regardless of which one was writ-
ten by “real” George.
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prevailing in Byzantium, in which I follow Alexander Kazhdan and War-
ren Treadgold'®. Finally, I would like to reiterate that this article does not
claim to provide a definitive answer to the question of the interdepen-
dence of both versions, but only to draw attention to those issues of their
relationship in relation to the topic I am analysing, and I will limit myself
to these issues in this work.

2. Ambiguous description of Constantine’s baptism

Although George the Monk places the description of Constantine’s
baptism in the section on the reign of his father, Constantius Chlorus'’,
these events take place after Constantius’ death, and Constantine is al-
ready the reigning emperor in the pages of the story. One would have to
conclude that the description of the baptism at the hands of Pope Silves-
ter, so important to the opponents of iconoclasm in the eighth and ninth
centuries, both historiosophically and politically — it appears, after all,
in numerous lives of Constantine written at the time, as well as in histo-
riographical works headed by Theophanes’ Chronography'® — would be
the most important event in Constantine’s reign, which George the Monk
locates in Rome. Meanwhile, in this, relatively comprehensive, for it
occupies three pages of the Bibliotheca Teubneriana edition, the story
of the emperor’s illness and miraculous cure in the waters of baptism,
George nowhere explicitly mentions that it takes place in Rome. Admit-
tedly, this placement seems to be due to the wider context, the author also
hints at an assembly of the Senate'®, but this is the only information that

'S A. Kazhdan, 4 History of Byzantine Literature (850-1000), v. 2, ed. Ch. Angel-
idi, Athens 2006, p. 45; W. Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, Basingstoke 2013,
p. 114, n. 120.

17 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. C. de Boor, p. 485, 4-487, 20; Codex Cois-
linianus 305, f. 219,

'® On this issue see R. Kosinski, 4 Few Remarks on the Description of the Baptism
of the Emperor Constantine in the Chronicle of George the Monk, Actus Silvestri, and
the Byzantine Hagiographical Tradition, “Classica Cracoviensia” 27 (2024) p. 187-215.

' The aforementioned passus recounts how Constantine, ill with leprosy and con-
cerned about the fate of the children who were to be murdered so that the emperor could
recover from bathing in their blood, addresses the senate (“mpog tnv cvykAntov”) with
the words (ed. de Boor, p. 485, 17-21): “koAov pot pAAAGY 0Ty Ve TG cOTNPilog TOV
avartiov arobavelv madiov §| €k Tig éketvav ceayiic dpotdty Kol dndaviporov {onv
EniéEacBat, kol palota Thg €k TovTmV Vyeiag apeiforiopévng” (“It is better for me
to die to save innocent children than to choose a life of the cruellest and inhumanity by
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guides the listener to the fact that everything takes place in the imperial
capital. Also problematic is the phrase used by the author “cicfjAOev &ig
10 maldatov” (ed. de Boor, p. 485, 21-22). Indeed, the word t0 maldtiov
means Palatine, the famous Roman hill, but in later Greek it also takes
on a general meaning, simply denoting a palace®. George the Monk took
the description of Constantine’s baptism from the Actus Silvestri, the life
of Pope Silvester, who, according to the legend contained in its pages,
was to baptise the emperor. In the Latin version of the Actus Sylvestri,
published by Bonino Mombrizio?!, there is a sentence “Et haec dicens
iter quod arripuerat ad Capitolium deserens: ad palatium rediit”, which
is rendered in the Greek translation of this work in the form: “Tadta
Aéyov 6 Pacihede, ovig £mi 1O maddtiov TV mopeiay émomoato”?. As
it can be seen, the publishers regarded the word palatium not as a topo-
graphical term, but as an imperial palace, for unlike Capitolium, which in
the Mombrizio edition begins with a capital letter, palatium begins with
a lowercase letter. This was probably also how the word 16 maAdtiov was
understood in the ninth century in the East.

The only certain geographical designation we find in the legend of
Constantine’s baptism in the pages of the Chronicle of George is the un-
specified ‘Mount Serapios’, from which ‘Saint Silvester’ was summoned
to the emperor (éx 10D Xgpamiov (vel Zepaneiov) dpovg, ed. de Boor,
p. 486, 5; Codex Coislinianus 305, f. 219"). However, the mountain
probably told little to the listeners/readers of the George Chronicle in
ninth-century Constantinople, as its location is also disputed today*. In
the narrative that follows, Silvester is referred to as ‘bishop’ (but not

slaughtering them, especially since the health resulting from this [procedure] is question-
able”. All translations of passages from George the Monk’s Chronicle are my own).

20 See E.A. Sophocles, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods (from
B. C. 146 to A. D. 1100), Leipzig 1900, p. 832 s.v. [laAdtiov — 1. Palatium, the Palatine
hill; 2. Palatium, palace, the imperial residence.

21 B. Mombritius, Sanctuarium seu vitae sanctorum, v. 2, Paris 1910, p. 511, 25.

22 F. Combefis, lllustrium Christi martyrum lecti triumphi vetustis Graecorum
monumentis consignati, Paris 1600, p. 275.

% It is not known whether this is Monte Soratte (Latin: Soracte), located about
45 km north of Rome. Louis Duchesne, publisher of the Liber Pontificalis, recognised
that the original name of the mountain in the Silvester legend was Syraptim, but that
it was subsequently corrected in the East to Soracte as late as the seventh century, see
Le Liber Pontificalis, v. 1, ed. L. Duchesne, Paris 1886, p. CXIX. This is confirmed by
both versions of the Actus Silvestri published by Wilhelm Pohlkamp concerning this
passage (see W. Pohlkamp, Kaiser Konstantin, der heidnische und der christliche Kult
in den Actus Silvestri, “Frihmittelalterliche Studien” 18 (1984) p. 369, n. 46): in A(1)
there is a version ‘Soractem’ in version B(1) ‘Sirapti’. According to Pohlkamp, the B(1)
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pope, although George is familiar with and uses the term)**, but without
any indication of his seat. It should also be noted that Silvester is not
referred to at all in the earlier chapters of the Chronicle, here he appears
for the first time, and the phrase “méuyov ovv Kai petakdAesal TOV &ylov
Y{APeotpov €k 10D Zepamiov dpovs” (“Send therefore and summon
Saint Silvester from Mount Serapion”) may mislead the audience about
the city of which Silvester was bishop. The whole description is, as it
were, suspended in space and, in a sense, also in time, due to the shifting
of the story to the time of Constantius. The purpose of this last manoeu-
vre seems clear — the author wanted to attribute all Constantine’s activi-
ties, in his view glorious, to Constantine the Christian.

In the next chapter of the Chronicle, dedicated directly to Constantine,
George includes two other tales taken from the Actus Silvestri (a total of
more than eight pages of the Teubner edition, almost 20% of the entire
chapter on Constantine), in the first the bishop defeats a dragon inhabit-
ing a cavern on the Roman Capitol (ed. de Boor, p. 490, 18: “’Ev 6§ ye 1®
Kometolio Pounc”), this time explicitly placing events in the capital®.
In the case of the second story — the Pope’s extensive disputation with
Jewish leaders — again, no information is included about where it took
place”. The story, moreover, takes on a rather universal character, show-
ing the superiority of Christianity over Judaism; the place of action is
secondary for the author.

3. Rome as a pagan centre

Thus, as can be seen, in the Chronicle of George the Monk, Rome is
mentioned explicitly only in the one of the stories dedicated to Silvester,
which mentions the traditional cult (“’Ev 6¢ ye 1® kanetwAi® Pounc (...)
Tveg TV EAMMVILOVTOV” — “In the Roman Capitol (...) certain pagans”).

version may have been created in the second half of the fifth century at the earliest, see
Pohlkamp, Kaiser Konstantin, p. 371, n. 57.

2 For example Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 575, 9-10: “¢€mi
Aopdoov mémo Poung”; p. 612, 2-3: “fg fyodvro Adoviog pév 1od aytotdTov méma
Pounc”; p. 612, 17: “100 Podung ndma Aéovtoc”; p. 629, 4: “ént Brythiov 100 dylioTtdton
nano Poung”: p. 726, 3-4: “Aydbovog nama Poung”; p. 748, 19: “Omod I'pnyopiov t0d
mama”’; p. 769, 15: “Adprovod mana Poung”.

% Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 490, 18-491, 11; Codex Coislin-
ianus 305, f. 221v-222".

%6 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 491, 12-499, 8; Codex Coislin-
ianus 305, f. 22252257,
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Indeed, George seems keen to link Rome with paganism, which he
does not mention a word in Constantinople. An example of this pagan
Rome in the pages of the Chronicle is the description of the usurpation
of Eugenius during the reign of Emperor Theodosius I?’. Interesting-
ly, this story, which demonstrates the author’s considerable knowledge
of the events described, is only present in the version of the vulgate;
the manuscript Coislinianus 305 not only omits it, without a word about
the pagan reaction in Rome, Arbogast, Eugenius or Nicomachus Fla-
vianus, but moreover gives a completely erroneous story, according to
which Theodosius at the river Phrygidus fought not against the Roman
usurper, but against the Goths (f. 257": “Meta 6¢ tadta Katd ['dtOmv &ig
v Evpomnv otpatonedevcas”).

However, George the Monk does not forget the genetic connection
between pagan Rome and Christian Constantinople, as we can see in his
description of the latter city’s foundation. In this description he includes
the following information:

However, seeing that such a great city had few inhabitants, he chose illustrious
people from Rome and other places and gave them the opportunity to live
in the city, [moreover] he built them huge houses. He also built a palace,
a hippodrome and two grand stands, as well as a forum in which he set up
a column that was all of porphyry and made from a single block of stone. It
was brought from Rome in a highly admirable manner?.

This not very elaborate passus begins a new era in the Chronicle, in
which the Constantinople — New Rome (although this term does not fall
anywhere in the Chronicle) will already play a dominant role.

4. Rome as the first patriarchate

In accordance with the ecclesiology that emerged in the fifth cen-
tury and was cemented during the reign of Justinian in the idea of

¥ Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 590, 22-591, 9.

2 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 499, 18-500, 7; Codex
Coislinianus 305, f. 225-225": “dAlyovg d& TOVG oiknTOpag TPOG TO péyebog TG
TOAE®G OpDV Amd 18 Pdung tovg dEloddyous EKAEAEVOC Ao TE TOTOV ETEPOV
ovvobpoicag kol oikovg pHeyloTovg 0ikodOUNCOG OVTOIG KOl YOPLCAUEVOS OIKETV
™V oMV €moinocev. kticag 6& Kol 10 moAdTiov Kol immikov kail tovg B peydAovg
2uporovg kol TOV eopov, &v @ kiova povordov kel dromdpeupov GTHGOG, OV GTd
Poung éxopioev aidyostov ceoddpa’.
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the so-called pentarchy”, George the Monk presents the participants of
the councils or their representatives according to the hierarchy of their
seats: Rome — Constantinople — Alexandria — Antioch — Jerusalem even
when Constantinople did not yet exist and Jerusalem was a subordinate
bishopric.

The reference to the Council of Nicaea, present only in the vulgate,
is constructed in this way. It is otherwise also the only model example
of this view:

The First Synod, held at Nicaea, took place in the twentieth year of the reign of
Constantine the Great and brought together three hundred and eighteen holy
fathers. It was presided over by the presbyters Biton and Bikention — envoys
of Silvester, bishop of Old Rome, Metrophanes of Byzantium, Alexander of
Alexandria, Eustathius of Antioch, Macarius of Jerusalem against Arius*®.

In the case of other councils, however, this model order required
the author to make appropriate modifications, usually due to the fact that
individual patriarchs were not present at the council or were themselves
condemned by the assembled bishops. There is, for example, an interest-
ing construction of the reference to the Council of 381, again known only
from the vulgate, where the absent Pope Damasus is placed by the author
before the mention of the participants in the Council:

2 Emperor Justinian attempted to bring order to the structure of the Church by in-
troducing a system of so-called pentarchy, i.e. five patriarchates, which were to encom-
pass with their authority all areas of the Christian oikumene within the Roman Empire.
The idea of one emperor and five patriarchs was already indicated in Novel 6 Quomodo
oporteat episcopos et reliquos clericos ad ordinationem deduci, et de expensis eccle-
siarum 8 of 1 April 535 (Corpus Iuris Civilis, t. 3, Novellae, ed. R. Schoell — G. Kro-
11, p. 46), which stated that the metropolitans should be subordinate to the patriarchs.
The idea of a pentarchy was explicitly stated in the proemium of Novel 109 De privilegi-
is dotis haereticis mulieribus non praestandis of 7 May 541 (Corpus luris Civilis, t. 3,
Novellae, ed. R. Schoell — G. Kroll, p. 518, 5-8: “6 1€ 1fic €omepiog Poung kol tavtng
ti|g Paciiidoc mTorewg Kol AheEavdpeiog kol Beovmorems kol Tepocordpwy, kol TavTeS
ol v’ avToLG TETAYUEVOL OGtdTaTOol €nickomol” (“the Western Rome, this sovereign
city, Alexandria, Theoupolis and Jerusalem, and all the most holy bishops under them”,
tr. Miller/Sarris) and is also present in later legislation.

3 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 509, 3-8: ““H 8¢ mpdtn 60vodog
véyovev v Nikaig cuveABovtov tin” ayiov totépov Etel ¢ Kovotavtivov tod peydiov
Bactieiog k. tavTng 1fyodvto Zirféctpov tod TG TpecPfutépag Poung tomotnpntai
Bitov «oi Bwevtiov mpecPotepotr, Mntpoedvng tod Bulavtiov, AAEEavopog
AreEavdpeiog, Evotdbiog Avtioyeiog, Makdpilog Tepocorvpmv katd Apsiov”.
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The Second Synod of one hundred and fifty fathers was held in Constantinople
during the <third> year of the reign of Emperor Theodosius, when Damasus
was pope in Rome. It was presided over by Timothy of Alexandria, Meletius
of Antioch, Cyril of Jerusalem and Gregory the Theologian, against
Macedonius (...)*".

Completing the list of participants with this seemingly merely dating
insertion enabled George to obtain the arrangement of episcopal seats:
Rome, Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem and Constantinople, even though
the council was not attended by papal legates. What is most puzzling
about this arrangement is the placement of Gregory of Nazianzus in last
place rather than second, which is inconsistent with the hierarchy of pat-
rimonial capitals in the ninth century, however obviously consistent with
the realities of the fourth century.

In a different way, George dealt with the pope’s absence at the Coun-
cil of Ephesus in 431:

The Third Synod was held at Ephesus, attended by two hundred fathers, in
the thirteenth year of the reign of Theodosius the Younger, son of Arcadius.
It was presided over by Cyril, [bishop] of Alexandria — who took the place
of Celestine, [bishop] of Rome — and Juvenal, [bishop] of Jerusalem, against
Nestorius, bishop of Constantinople, who was also present at Ephesus and
claimed that Holy Mary was not the Mother of God but the Mother of Christ*.

As it can be seen, George emphasises the first place due to Pope Celes-
tine, followed by Alexandria and Jerusalem. Nestorius, whose doctrine was
considered erroneous in the deliberations of the Council, could not be among
the leaders of this assembly, before which, moreover, he refused to come.
Similarly, the Bishop of Antioch, John, who, together with the Eastern bish-
ops, refused to participate in Cyril’s gathering, was omitted by the author.

31 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 575, 8-12: “Aevtépa 6hvodog
véyovev év Kmvotavtivoundrer tdv pv’ matépwv £tel Tiig Bgodociov tod peydiov
Bacieiag <y™>, émi Aapdoov méma Poung, N fyodvro Tipddeog AdeEavdpeiag,
Mehétiog Avtoyeiag, Kopilhog ‘Tepocoldpwmv koi I'pnydploc 6 ®egohdyoc, Kotd
Moxkedoviov (...)”.

32 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 605, 11-17: “Tpitn c0dvodog
véyovev &v 'Epécm cuvelBodoa 10 mpdtepov ¢ matépmv Etet TG O@godociov Tod Hikpod
Bacireiag viod Apkadiov 1y, fig Nyodvio Kdpihhog Akelavdpeiog Siénmv kol toOv
tomov Keheotivov 100 Popng, Tovevdiiog Tepocoidpwmv, katd Neotopiov Emokonov
Kovotavivoumoiemg mapdvtog koi odtod év Eeécw, Aéyovtoc pn elvar 0£0toKov TV
aylov Mopiav, Ala xpiototokov (...)".
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The entry for the Council of Chalcedon, absent from the manuscript
Coislinianus 305, is similarly constructed in the vulgate:

The Fourth Synod was held at Chalcedon, attended by six hundred and thirty
fathers, in the first year of the reign of Marcian. It was presided over by
bishops Paschasius and Lucentius — <legates> of Leo, the most holy Roman
pope — and the presbyter Bonifacius, Anatolius [bishop] of Constantinople,
Juvenal, [bishop] of Jerusalem, against the archimandrite Eutyches and
Dioscorus®.

In enumerating the leading hierarchs of the Council, this passus
also omits the Dioscorus deposited at Chalcedon, who should have been
mentioned in the third place, nor does it mention the bishop of Antioch,
Maximus, perhaps because he replaced Domnos, who was deposed at
the Council of Ephesus in 449. This latter assembly of bishops is not
mentioned at all in the Chronicle.

It should be stressed that all the passages discussed above are
found only in the vulgate; these passages are not present in the ver-
sion known from the manuscript Coislinianus 305, which reports only
briefly on the Council of Ephesus in 431 (“At Ephesus took place
the Third Council of two hundred fathers, against Nestorius”)** and
the Council of Chalcedon in 451 (At Chalcedon took place the Fourth
Council of six hundred and thirty fathers against Dioscorus, [bishop]
of Alexandria)®. The latter passus is also preserved in the vulgate. This
difference in the presentation of the Councils in the two versions of
the Chronicle has already been pointed out by Carl de Boor, who put
forward the conjecture that they are a later addition, proving the origi-
nality of the text of the Chronicle of George in the version known from
the Paris manuscript®.

3 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 611,20-612, 6: “Tetdptn yéyovev
€v XaAkndovi 6uvodog cuvelBovimv YA matépwv £t Tijg Mapkiovod facireiog TpdTom,
g fyodvto Aéovroc pév tod dytwtdtov mhmo Poung <tomotnpnrai> Hooydolog kol
Aovkivolog énickomot kKai Bovigdrtiog mpesPitepog, Avatoiog Kovotavtivourndremg,
TovBevaiog ‘Tepocordpmv, kota Evtuyodg tod yeyovdtog dpyyrovdpitov kol
Al0G6K6pov”.

3 Codex Coislinianus 305, f. 273" “kai 1| Tpitn cHVoS0G TAV S10KOGIOV TATEPWOV
év 'Epéom yéyove katd Neatopiov”.

3% Codex Coislinianus 305, f. 276" : “xoi 1 tetdptn yéyove oOvodog T@V YA’
matépov v XoAkndovt katd Atookopov AdeEavdpeiog”.

3¢ C. de Boor, Praefatio, p. LXIV-LXV. De Boor considered that the mentioned
notes on the councils were taken by the author of the vulgate from some compilation of
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As an aside, it is also worth noting a significant difference in the de-
scription of the Constantinopolitan Council of 553, which can be found
in the part of the Chronicle not covered by this analysis. Not only is
the text known from the manuscript Coislinianus 305 (f. 281"Y) signifi-
cantly shorter, it focuses, moreover, on only one aspect of the council’s
decisions. In the vulgate (p. 629, 1-630, 5), after listing the participants in
the assembly, the author provides information on the council’s condem-
nation of Origen, together with a characterisation of the views attributed
to him that were considered heretical, and then lists the so-called Three
Chapters, i.e. the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret and Ibas
of Edessa, condemned by the council, before returning again to the issue
of the condemnation of Origenism by quoting Justinian’s edict against
them. In contrast, the text on the pages of the manuscript Coislinianus
305 informs us that the council was convened against the Origenists and
Theodore of Mopsuestia, also quoting Justinian’s edict. At first glance,
Coislinianus 305 seems more coherent, since in the vulgate the charac-
terisation of Origenism is separated from the content of Justinian’s edict
condemning it by a fuller sentence on the Three Chapters®’. This impres-
sion is apparent, however, as the shorter version still has a residual ver-
sion of this sentence, limited only to information about the condemnation
of Theodore of Mopsuestia and the silence of Ibas and Theodoret (“kai
Kotd ®g0ddpov Mopyoveatiag, ddackaiov Nestopiov™). Coislinianus
305 also lacks the characterisation of Origenism present in the vulgate.
A detailed analysis of the nuances in the presentation of this council goes
considerably beyond the scope of this article and will be discussed else-
where. Here, let us merely note that, regarding the role played at this
council by the Bishop of Rome, the vulgate also lists the leading par-
ticipants in the council in the order of the pentarchy?®, whereas the text

them, such as the Acta Conciliorum, and placed in the appropriate places in the earlier
version of the Chronicle.

37 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 630, 1-5: “€t1 8¢ xoi kotd
®eoddpov 10D Mopyoveaotiag, ddackdiov yeyovotog Necstopiov tod iovdatdppovoc,
avebepdtice peta i Aeyopévng “Ifa €motodfic Kol Tveov cuyypappdtov ©@godmpnton
10D €miokomov Kvpov cuyypapéviov kota tdv 1 keparaiov Tod pakopiov Kvupidiov”
(“In addition, they also proceeded against Theodore of Mopsuestia, who was the teacher
of the Judaising Nestorius, [whom] they condemned together with the so-called Epistle
of Ibas and certain writings of Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrrhus, written against the Twelve
Chapters of Blessed Cyril”).

3% Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 629, 4-9: “TIIéuntn cHvodog
véyovev &v Kovotavtivovndret pée” ayiov matépov €1et g Tovatviavod tod peydiov
Bactieiog kK™ €mt Brytdiov 100 dyiwtdtov mamo Poung dua APériov v dpbnyv mictv



IMAGE OF LATE ANTIQUE ROME AND THE POPES IN THE CHRONICLE 227

present in the manuscript Coislinianus 305 does not mention them at
all. This version satisfies itself with a short sentence (Codex Coislin-
ianus, f. 2817): “Koai 1| wéuntn yéyove obvodog 1V pEe’ matépmv &v
Kovotavtivovnoder” (“The Fifth Council of 165 fathers was held in Con-
stantinople™). It should also be mentioned that the author of the vulgate
again skilfully obtains the hierarchical order by mentioning that the coun-
cil took place under the pontificate of Pope Vigilius, who then approved
the council’s provisions, even though in fact the pope not only did not
participate in the council, but also denied its provisions for a long time,
whose acceptance was eventually forced upon him by Justinian.

The aforementioned passages in which Rome is referred to as the seat
of the Pope are therefore linked to the successive Councils. As a sort
of supplement showing some of the authority of the Bishop of Rome
that George perceives may be the passages concerning Pope Innocent,
who, after the deposition, exile and death of the Bishop of Constantinople
John Chrysostom, was to write to the Emperor Arcadius reproaching him
for his injustice and to speak out boldly against the Augustan Eudoxia.
In doing so, Innocent was very simply stripped of any epithet as Roman
Pope (nanag Poung Tvokévtiog)®.

5. Arsenius
Another case in which the Chronicle of George devotes some space

to Rome 1is the story of Emperor Theodosius I’s appointment of Arse-
nius*’ as tutor to his sons Arcadius and Honorius. According to this story,

kvpodvtog, Ng fyodvro Evtiylog Kovotovivovndreme, Amolvaploc AleEavdpeiog,
Adpvog Avtioyeiag, Ztépoavog éniokomnog Papsiog, Iedpylog énickonog tiig Tifeprotdv
more®g Kol Adapovog émiockonog Zmlondiems, tomotnpntal Evtuyiov Tepocorivpmv”
(“The Fifth Council of 165 holy fathers was held in Constantinople in the 26™ year
of the reign of Justinian the Great, under the most holy pope of Rome, Vigilius, who
approved the true faith by libellus. It was presided over by Eutychius [bishop] of Con-
stantinople, Apollinaris [bishop] of Alexandria, Domnus [bishop] of Antioch, Stephen
bishop of Raphaia, George bishop of the city of Tiberias and Damian bishop of Sozop-
olis, [who were] representatives of Eutychius [bishop] of Jerusalem™).

3 Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 600, 15.

40" Arsenius was a Roman deacon who came from a senatorial family and was well
versed in Latin and Greek literature. According to the hagiographical accounts dedicated
to him, he was summoned by Theodosius I to Constantinople to teach his sons Arcadius
and Honorius. At the age of 40, Arsenius became a monk in the Egyptian desert, where
he lived for another 55 years, dying at the age of 95, cf. A.H.M. Jones — J.R. Martindale,
The Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire, v. I, Cambridge 1971, p. 111 (Arsenius
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the ruler was unable to find a suitable person in the East, so he was forced
to turn to the unnamed Emperor Valentinian for help*'. The latter, in turn,
unable to cope with the task, turned to the (also unnamed) Pope for help*.

So the Emperor summoned the Pope and, having shown him a letter from
the Emperor Theodosius, said: ‘It is unacceptable not to grant such a request
to one who rules with us. For it is a shame for our power not to find in
the greatest Rome such a man’*.

It was not until the Pope identified a suitable candidate — a certain
Arsenius, who was a celibate deacon. In the pope’s opinion, he was

4) and Prosopographie chrétienne du Bas-Empire, v. 2, ed. Ch. Pietri — L. Pietri, Proso-
pographie de I'ltalie chrétienne (313-604), Roma 2000, p. 196 (Arsenius).

4 The story in the vulgate begins with the words ‘in those days’ (Georgius Mona-
chus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 567, 1: ““Ev taig nuépaig”), while the preceding passus
is devoted to the restoration of Valentinian II to the throne after the defeat of Maximus.
Although Dmitri Afinogenov (K proishozhdeniju legendy o sv. Arsenii — vospitatele
imperatorov Arkadija i Gonorija, “Vestnik drevnej istorii” 1 (2004) p. 54) believes
that the emperor in question could only have been Gratian, this ruler died on 25 Au-
gust 383 (PLRE I, p. 401 (F1. Gratianus 2), while Honorius was born on 9 September
384 (PLRE I, p. 442, F1. Honorius 3). Valentinian II was 13 years old at the time, for he
was born in 371 (PLRE I, p. 934, Flavius Valentinianus 8). The vulgate, however, over-
laps with one of the versions of the Life of Arsenius — BHG 167z — preserved in several
manuscripts, including the Codex Vaticanus Graecus 1589 and Vatopedi 84, which are
dated to the late ninth and early tenth centuries. However, since the Lives also begin
with the phrase 'Ev taig fjpuépatg, rather unusual at the beginning of an autonomous ha-
giographical work, it is possible that it represents a kind of excerpt from the Chronicle
of George, as Afinogenov believed (K proishozhdeniju legendy o sv. Arsenii, p. 52). In
contrast, a different opinion is expressed by Marie-Aude Monégier du Sorbier in her
unpublished doctoral thesis: Recherches sur la tradition manuscrite de la Chronique
de George le Moine: la tradition directe, Paris 1985, p. 495-500. However, this issue is
beyond the scope of this article and will be analysed in another study.

“2 From the wording of this story, it is unlikely that the pope in question was Dama-
sus, who died on 11 December 384, a little over three months after the birth of Honorius,
so the reference is to Siricius, who sat on the episcopal throne in Rome from 15 Decem-
ber 384 to 26 November 399, i.e. for the rest of the reign of Theodosius I, cf. F.R. Gah-
bauer, Siricius, in: Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, v. 10, Bautz 1995,
c. 530-531.

# Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 567, 25-568, 1: “0 o0v Boaciledg
TPOCKAAEGAUEVOG TOV TATaY delkvuoty adTd T Ypdupoto To0 Pacthéns Osodociov
elmOv 6tr AvévoekTdv €0TL Un| motfjcat @ cvuPactievovtt UV TV aitnow TavTnv.
aioybvn yap €oTt ToD NUETEPOL KpATOVS U1 evpebijvar €v 1) peyiotn Poun dvBpomov
ToodToV”.
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the ideal candidate to teach all knowledge — both divine and human. On
hearing this, Theodosius ordered him to be brought to Constantinople,
to which, after much persuasion from the western emperor and the pope,
Arsenius agreed.

In the description of the legend concerning Arsenius, the manu-
script version of Coislinianus 305 is different, which is especially true
of the description of finding in Arsenius the ideal candidate for the pre-
ceptor of the imperial sons*:

VIII 1.1. After Gratian, then, Theodosius the Great, who was Spanish in
origin, reigned for sixteen years. 2. Having immediately crowned his two sons,
Arcadius and Honorius, he proclaimed the former emperor in Constantinople
and the latter in Rome. 3. They were excellently educated by the blessed
Arsenius, who then went to Jerusalem, where he embraced an ascetic and
solitary life. 4. For this pious and illustrious man, of Roman origin, whose
parents were of good birth and boasted of wealth, distinguished as he was
in the other manifestations of life**, proved to be a noble fruit. 5. His house
has been preserved until now — although not in its entirety — for how could
it have survived so many years? However, even those remains stand out for
their size, as they are divided into three hundred cells for the inhabitants.
This suffices to shows how illustrious, rich and famous he was*. 6. As such,

4 Codex Coislinianus 305, f. 249: “VIII 1.1. peta 8¢ Ipotiavov éPacilevce
®€0806106 0 péyas Kol Znavog Td yEvel £ 167, 2. 06 €00V ToLS 50 ViV avTOD GTEYC,
Apxadiov kai ‘Ovoprov, tov pev &v Kovotavivoumorel avnyopsvce Poaciléa, tov 68
é&v Poun 3. obg 0 pokdplog Apcéviog ékmardevoag dpiota Koi mpog ta Tepocdivpa
TOPOYEVOUEVOS TOV BOKNTIKOV Te Koi povadikov doméletal Piov. 4. odtog toivuv
0 Be0popoc kal mepPomtog Popaiog pHev 1d yEvel TuyxavmV, eDYEVOV 08 YEVVIITOP®V
Kol TAOVT® KOUMVTOV, Kol Tfj Aowi] mepipaveig tod Plov AmoceuvuvOUEVOG, KOPTOG
g0KAENC avadédeiktar 5. o 1 oikia péypt koi viv mepieotv 0dy OAOKANPOC, THC Yop
av T0G0oVTOLG £TECL 01€0€0MGTO; AAA’ Txvn Tvd kol tocodtov peyébetl dapépovta, MG
&v TproKooiong kEALLG dinpnuéva tolg oiknitopoty, E0pkodvTog TovToL EMdNADGCAL,
dc0¢ v mepidoéog kol moAvdAPLog doidipoc. 6. Torodtog 8¢ dv, vrfipye Ko Tf) Taudedoet
oméptepoc, EAMvik te kol Popaixf] copig Oavpalopevog. 7. émel odv dénkovodn @
peydr® Ocodocio ta mepl avtod, {NTodVTL TOVTOYOD TUdELTNV EMGTHGOL TOODTOV TOlG
£€a0TOD V101G, MG TAVTOV TPOTIOTOG Gyetal 610 PacIAKod TPOoTAYLATOG APGEVIog v
@ Bulavtio, teccapakovtaetég vmdpywv”. The internal numbering is derived from
the forthcoming critical edition of the manuscript.

4 Cf. Theodorus Studita, Laudatio S. Arsenii anachoretae 3, PG 99, 852AB:
“g0yev@V YevvNTOpOV GTELEXOC, TAOVTM KOUDOVI®V Kol Tf) Aourf] tepipaveia Tod Piov”.

% Cf. Theodorus Studita, Laudatio S. Arsenii anachoretae 3, PG 99, 852B: “o0
€otio uéypt Tod VOV mepieaTtiv ovy OAOKANPOS TAS YOp v Kol 1EGECMOTO TOGOVTOLS
£teotv; Tyvn 6¢ kol T000VT® pHeyEhet Sapépovta, MG &V TPLOKOGialg KEAALG dlopodoa
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he was outstanding in his learning, arousing admiration through his Greek
and Roman wisdom?’. 7. So when the great Theodosius heard about him,
while seeking everywhere to appoint such a man as a tutor for his own sons,
Arsenius was brought to Byzantium by imperial edict as the foremost among
all of them, being then forty years old*.

In the version present in the Coislinianus 305 manuscript the begin-
ning of the story of Arsenius was taken, largely verbatim, from the Lau-
datio S. Arsenii anachoretae, written by Theodore the Studite. The author
then moves on to the story of the conflict between Arsenius and Arcadius,
analogous to that presented by George the Monk in the vulgate. As can be
seen from the above quotation, the differences between the two versions
are significant, most notably in the manuscript version of Coislinianus
305 the role of both the western emperor and the pope in finding Arsenius
is omitted — it was Theodosius himself, having heard of him, who brought
him to the palace. There is no word about his role as a deacon in Rome,
but it is emphasised that he came from a wealthy Roman family, and
that his house still exists. It seems, therefore, that the author of this ver-
sion deliberately combined the two narratives (the vulgate and Theodore
the Studite) in order to remove the role played in the story by the Western
Roman emperor and pope.

Given that the author of this version also omits the involvement of
the popes from the residual information he included about the two coun-
cils, it can be concluded that its author limits information about the bish-
ops of Rome to a minimum, which may suggest that it was written during
the period of the dispute waged against the papacy by the patriarch of
Constantinople, Photius, who explicitly emphasised only the symbolic
superiority of the bishop of Rome over the patriarchs of the East*’, and

10i¢ oikfTopot. dEapkodviog ToVToL EmMSNAMGL, 6GOC NV TEPLPAVTG Kol TOAVOAPOC
0 doidyog ™.

47 Cf. Theodorus Studita, Laudatio S. Arsenii anachoretae 3, PG 99, 852B:
“1010016¢ € DV, LIPYE Kol Tf] TodevoeL VIEPTEPOG, EAAN VKT Te kol Popaixf) copiq
Bavpaldpevog”.

“ Cf. Theodorus Studita, Laudatio S. Arsenii anachoretae 4, PG 99, 852C: “énei
0bV 10 TYViIKaDTa O£080061p Td peydho Paciievovt EEnkovodn To mepl avTod, (nTodvTt
TOSELTIV TOLOVTOV EMOTHCOL VIOIG VTOV ApKadim kol ‘Qvopiw, O¢ ein TpovpyLEcTEPOG
amdvtov: dyetat 6 Apcéviog T Tod Kpatodvtog pomi) &v @ Bulavtio, kol taporafaov
GULPOTEPOVG TOVG TaidaG, Avijyev avtovg &v 1e ffectv kol modevpacty, apicTovg
ATodEIKVUG ApeoTEpmBeY. Méxpt 8¢ T0D TecG0paK0sTOD ETOVG THG NAKiog(...)”.

4 On Photius’ conflict with the papacy see F. Dvornik, The Photian Schism:
History and Legend, Cambridge 1948; H. Chadwick, East and West. The Making of
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consequently affect the dating and determination of the relationship be-
tween the two versions of the Chronicle.

6. Conclusion

Rome, in the section describing the late antique Christian empire,
appears in the pages of the Chronicle of George the Monk mostly as
the seat of the pope, participating in events not necessarily taking place
in the city on the Tiber. As the political centre of the empire moves to
the East, the author’s interest in Rome clearly wanes, only to lose in-
terest in the city altogether with the reign of Theodosius I, the last em-
peror residing in the East, who went to Rome in person. George links
Rome with Constantinople, which is born out of Rome and replaces it in
playing a leading role in history. Along with the emperor Constantine’s
foundation of Constantinople, the heart of the empire in the Chronicle’s
description thus moved to the East. The last political event taking place
in Rome mentioned in the Chronicle of George the Monk is the triumph
of Theodosius after his victory over the usurper Maxentius™.

a Rift in the Church. From Apostolic Times until the Council of Florence, Oxford 2003,
p. 153-192.

% Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, p. 566, 15-22: “v & 1® pnéo® g
UNTPOc avTod TEevTnoaonc, ®@e0ddatog 61 TV oty Thg faciieing Thg ypnotdTnTog
Kol T®v evepyest®v ['patiavod pepvnpévog eig Apovay Tdoalg Thg AvVaToAfg SuvAaLesty
8Eatlag £Eediknoe 1O dikotov aipa kai TOv OVEAEVTIVIAVOV dmekaTéoTnoey &Ml TV
Bactieiov EkPaidv v TVpavVida. aOTOG O peTd Tadta icelbav gig v Pounv kol
Oprappedoag v vikny gig v dlav Poaciielav énavilOev” (“In the meantime, after
the death of his mother, Theodosius, remembering the benevolent faith and favour
of the Emperor Gratian, led all the forces of the East in revenge, avenged the just
blood, and, having ended his tyrannical reign, restored the imperial power to Val-
entinian. And he himself, after these events, came to Rome and, having triumphed,
returned to his own empire [sc. to his own part of the empire]”). This description
was omitted from the manuscript Coislinianus 305. Constantine also celebrated his
victory over Maxentius in Rome, cf. Georgius Monachus, Chronicon, ed. de Boor,
p. 488, 18-489, 2; Codex Coislinianus 305, f. 2217 “0 8¢ Oelog Kwvotavtivog 0ed
101G €pyolg avopvnoag €nt Pounv pet’ énvikiov elcelavvel maviov afpowg avTov
apa kopdtn vnmiolg kol yovai&l kot oOv mavl MU Popaiov eadpoig dppact Kol
WOYOIG oo ADTp TV Kol 6oTfipd Te Kol 0epyETnV PeT’ EDENUIBY Kol GTAYGTOV Yopdc
vmodeyopévov” (“Whereas the divine Constantine, having glorified God with deeds,
entered Rome in triumph, when all together — little children, women and the whole
Roman people — received him with joyful eyes and souls as liberator, saviour and
benefactor, amidst shouts and unbridled joy”).
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Throughout the fifth century, no more events take place in Rome. Nor is
George interested in any calamities that befell the western capital in the fifth
century. He does not report on the occupation of Rome by the Goths and Van-
dals, not a word about the occupation of Italy by Theodoric. From the late fourth
century onwards, the city essentially functions only as the seat of the pope,
which is linked to the participation of papal legates in successive councils.

The author of the version present in the manuscript Coislinianus
305 was guided by his own vision of the past, abridging the historical
account and developing theological reflections. This anonymous author
is generally not interested in events in the West.
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