Sophia Patoura-Spanou

CONSTANTINE AS COMMON BISHOP (KOINOX
EINIYKOIIOX) AND AS COMMON PROTECTOR OF THE
WORLD (KOINOX TQN AIIANTAXOY KHAEMSN)

By the beginning of the 4th century, Christianity, as a social movement
and ideological current of the first centuries A.D., had expanded significantly
and had penetrated into wide strata of the Roman empire, thus creating new dy-
namics aspiring to the universal political and spiritual unification of the peoples
and “nations” of the time!. It had been made clear that it would soon constitute
the axis around which all aspects of the political, ideological and cultural life
of the empire would evolve. The great reactions, which were certainly caused
by the innovations of this “peaceful revolution”, mainly within the ranks of the
theorists of the Roman Empire, required a convincing response as possible.

The task of responding to these reactions was entrusted by history to the
bishop of Caesarea Eusebius, the biographer of Constantine the Great, who in-
spired and established the theory of divine monarchy, which predetermined the
policy of Byzantium throughout its millennium-long history until its fall2. With
a powerful, elaborately structured and politically nuanced theological language,

1 In the 4th century this new perception of politico-ideological unification through
the worldwide spread of the new religion had found warm supporters, such as Diodorus,
bishop of Tarsus, who contrasted the universality of Christianity to the fragmentation of the
idolatrous nations. With its broad dissemination, the abolition of the various kingdoms of the
empire would be possible on one hand and on the other the universal political unity could be
achieved (see G. Dagron, L’oecumenicité politique: droit sur ’espace, droit sur le temps, in
To Bolavrio wg Owovuévy, ed. Ev. Chrysos, Athens 2005, 50). The first monotheistic pagan
perceptions, such as e.g. the cult of the Sun-God (identical to Mithra of the Persians), as the
supreme and sole pagan deity (henotheism) also contributed to this climate in favor of uni-
versal political unity (see about this issue the volume, Pagan monotheism in Late Antiquity,
ed. P. Athanassiadis - M. Fremde, Oxford 1999).

2 For the life, work and political theory of Eusebius there is extensive bibliogra-
phy. I mention the following selected titles: F. Winkelmann, ‘Zur Geschichte des Authentiz-
itdtsproblems der ,,Vita Constantini®, Klio 40 (1962), 187-243; A. Dempf, Eusebios als His-
toriker (Sitzungsberichte Bayer. Akad. d. Wiss. Philosoph.-histor. Klasse 11), Miinich 1964;
J.-M. Sansterre, Eusébe de Césarée et la naissance de la théorie ,,“césaropapiste”, Byzantion
42 (1972), 131-195; R. M. Grant, Eusebius as Church Historian, Oxford 1980; T. Barnes,
Constantine and Eusebius, London 1981; F. Winkelmann, Euseb von Kaisareia, der Vater
der Kirchengeschichte, Berlin 1991.
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he presents Constantine as the light-giver of the universe.3 Constantine himself
uses the word Oikoumene very often in his letters, which he reportedly sent to
bishops of the East, and refers to the need for the salvation of humanity, through
the dissemination of the faith.4

Among the numerous titles, attributes and epithets attached by Eusebius
to his emperor,5 mainly two summarize the new political theory regarding di-
vine monarchy and capture the Christian universal dimension of imperial au-
thority: kowdg emiokomog (common bishop)¢ and koivég twv araviayod knoe-
Hov (universal common protector)’. These were the main two attributes that
distinguished Constantine from the previous Roman emperors and that added a
new dimension to his ecumenical authority.

The first title reflects, as implied by Eusebius, the firm belief of
Constantine that the unity and well-being of the Roman Commonwealth de-
pended to a large extent on the common faith of the Christians in the one and
only God.8 Therefore, his objective was to achieve and safeguard the unity of all
the Christian communities, in order to strengthen the unity of the state, which

3 Eusebius, Bioc Kwvatavtivoo 11, 19.1-2, ed. E. Winkelmann, Uber das Leben des
Kaisers Konstantm (GCS Eusebius Werke ), Berlln 1975, 55-56 (ovviimreté e mloa 00;7
g U7r0 Pco,uazovg Ewy)(ave ,uo!pa v ;cara rr]v EQav EHvo.)v Evov,uevcov Oazépw pépet, ,uz(]
TSTr] 100 ﬂthOg (xp){l’] (.ozmep vl Keqo(x/ll’] 70 Qv Karglcoa,ualro a(.l),ua ,uovap)(ucl‘]g efovmag 510
TavIwy Niodong Aopmpal T gocorOg eUoefeiac papuopoyal toig mplv kabyuévoig €v orotw xal
or1Q Bovérov paudpag mxpal)(ov n,uapag ).

4 elpnveusw oov 0V Jadv kol Aotaciootov ,uevszv £71'191),u(.0 U71'Ep wU KOlVOU rl‘]g
olzcovyrwyg Kol roU VTV Clvf)pwn'wv xpnoiuov, ... and in another passage: Aracav Ouol
v olkovuévyyy igp® Loumtfipt katiotpayey .. (Euseblus Biog Kwvoravrivov 11, 56.1, 59, 67,
Winkelmann, 70-71, 74).

5 The Roman imperial titles, such as dominus noster, maximus, beneficus, pacificus,
victor, invictus, triumphator omnium gentium etc. were consolidated in the imperial ideology
and preserved their validity in Byzantium, since they were used with the same spirit and the
same logic in their new Christian dimension. To the above Latin titles and to those preserved
in their Greek form (avtokpdrwp yng koi Galaoons — emperor of land and sea, koouoxpdrwp
— ruler of the world, deordtig - despot, kbpiog - master, oefactog - revered, evoefic - pi-
ous, onftTnTog - invincible, tporaiodyos — trophy bearer, Oproufevtis - triumphant, etc.) were
added, during the Early Byzantine period, the Christian ones, such as: pildypiorog (Christ-
loving), motog ev Inood Xpiotw tw Ocw Paciieis (loyal to Jesus Christ king), Oeiog (divine),
Ocopiléotarog (God-loving), Ocooreprc (crowned by God), Oedotentog, (crowned by God)
Oeoympiotog, (chosen by God) pwatip (light-giver), kijpoé e aniovovs Oeooefeiog (preach-
er of the blessed divine reverence), oletip Ocoucywv yryarwv (eliminator of god-fighting
giants), wiouoxapiogc (blessed) etc. (G. Rosch, Ovouo Baoilgiog. Studien zum offiziellen
Gebrauch der Kaisertitel in Spdtantiker und Friihbyzantinischer Zeit [BV 10], Wien 1978,
30-32; 62-75; 76-116 and Eusebius, Bio¢c Kwvoravtivov 1, 4-5, 6, Winkelmann, 17.

6 Eusebius, Bioc Kwvoravtivov 1, 44.1, Winkelmann, 38; J. Straub, Constantine as
Kowvog eriokorog. Tradition and innovation in the representation of the first christian emper-
ors majesty, DOP 21 (1967), 37-55.

7 Eusebius, Biog Kwvoravtivov 1V, 8, Winkelmann, 122-123.

8 Sophia Patoura-Spanou, Xpiotiaviouog kor Iayxoouotyza oto [pdio Bolavtio:
omo ™ Oswpio oty Tpacn, Athens 2008, 68. About the attribute ,,bishop* and its meaning,
the Claudia Rapp’s approch, (Imperial Ideology in the Making: Eusebius of Caesarea on
Constantine as ‘Bishop’, Journal of Theological Studies, NS, 49 [1998], 687-695), is very
interesting. She proposes a reading which sheds new light on the references to Constantine
as ‘bishop’, by showing that an important leitmotiv in the Life of Constantine is Eusebius’
representation of Constantine in comparison to Moses.
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was often compromised by serious disagreements and dissensions that broke
out within the ranks of the Church. For example, the following rhetorical ques-
tion, that Constantine addressed to the Church in the form of a declaration,
is characteristic: “what else is my supreme duty, in the name of the imperial
office and my imperial policy, than to dissolve the errors, to eliminate the mis-
understandings and to summon everyone to offer to the almighty God the true
religion, the honest harmony and the reverence owed to Him?””%

The cautious attitude of Constantine towards the first christological dis-
putes and dogmatic conflicts, gradually developed into direct and dynamic in-
tervention, which the emperor himself justified as his duty towards the God in
heaven.!0 Eusebius, referring to the procedure followed by his emperor when
he meddled in serious ecclesiastical issues, introduces us to these novelties with
the following phrase: “attributing special importance to the issues that con-
cerned the Church of God and because certain people from various lands had
differences between them, as a common bishop, ordained by God, he convened
Councils of the ministers of God. He presented himself at the assembly and took
part in the deliberations™.!1

Therefore, Constantine, apart from being the almighty leader of the world,
also appears as the supreme supervisor of ecclesiastical affairs, while at the
same time submitting himself to the decisions of the bishops. His intervention
consists of facilitation of the work of the bishops and of securing the unity and
peace within the Church as well as within the State. He places the mechanism
of the State to the disposal of the representatives of the Church, in order to serve
needs, such as the convocation of Ecumenical Councils, bishops’ journeys etc,
and accepts their decisions, which however he ratifies and reinforces with laws
of the State.12

In his Letters towards the bishops of various Churches, he presents him-
self as the prudent counselor and judge of their activity, but mainly as pro-
tector and great guardian of the institution of the Church, to which he clearly
alludes in a letter towards the participants of the Council of Antioch (327).13
Constantine’s intention, as J. Straub rightly believes, was to incorporate the

9 A. H. Jones, Constantine and the Conversion of Europe, London 1948, 120. Also,
in a Letter to the vicar of Africa Aelafius, he expresses exactly the same view and declares
intensely his determination to deal with ecclesiastical problems through the following state-
ment: “I consider it an absolute violation of the divine law to overlook such disputes and dis-
sensions, which can possibly enrage the supreme Divinity, not only against the human race,
but also against me, to whom by his heavenly will he entrusted the government of all the
creatures on earth. Only then will I feel truly and absolutely safe and only then will I have
faith in the well-being and happiness originating from the goodness of the Almighty, when
everyone shall worship the holy God with the appropriate honor of the catholic religion and
with harmonic brotherly reverence” (Jones, Ibid., 111).

10 Jbidem, 47. An excellent study of Byzantine imperial ideology is G. Dagron, Em-
pereur et prétre. Etude sur le ‘césaropapisme’ byzantin, Paris 1996.

11 Eusebius, Bio¢ Kwvaravtivov 1, 44.1-3, Winkelmann, 38-39.

12 P, -P. Joannou, La legislation et la christianisation de [’empire romain (311-476)
[OCA 192], Rome 1972, 26-27; Patoura-Spanou, Xpiotiaviouog xou Ioyxoouotnra, 44045.

13 T4 ye ufyv Edosfiov ypdupara, @ 10v Oeoudyv tiic éxxinoiag pdiioto pvidrrovia
épaivero (Eusebius, Biog Kwvotavtivoo, 62.2, Winkelmann, 116).
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ecclesiastical community into the ecumenical community of the Roman em-
pire, i.e. to transform the empire into a Church. In this new pattern, the special
theological and ceremonial functions were destined for the class of the clergy,
whereas the supervision (emiorxony) of the Christian laity was to be assigned to
the emperor, who governed on earth as the representative of God and therefore
as common bishop.14

The ultimate act of Constantine’s involvement with the matters of the
Church was undoubtedly the convocation of the First Ecumenical Council in
325 in Nicaea of Bithynia and indeed in the imperial palace (¢v aUz® o 0
uecartdr oixw t@v faciieiwv).15 The description of the Council’s ceremonial
protocol is indicative of the intentions of Eusebius to attribute the participation
and preeminence of Constantine at the Council to divine intervention. At the
inauguration of the Council, the emperor “walked in the middle of the hall like
a heavenly angel of God, wearing a bright dress like the shimmering of light
and adorning the body with gold and precious stones, and his soul with divine
awe and devoutness.16

Constantine’s participation in the First Ecumenical Council, which he
convened himself and over which he presided in person, constitutes, without
doubt, a revolutionary action. And it was revolutionary for two reasons: a) be-
cause until then only representatives of the Church participated in synodical
procedures, and b) because he himself had not yet been baptized at the time.17
From the point of view of semiotics, this constitutes a supreme historic mo-
ment, because it actively implies the official reversal of Constantine towards the
Church and his strong will to constitute it an ally and participant in the founding
of the new empire.

On the other hand, the Church itself, despite the continuous signs it re-
ceived of the rapid favorable developments at the highest level of secular au-
thority, seems to have remained cautious and suspicious towards the imminent
religious conversion of Constantine. For this reason, various written sources
(Acts of the First Ecumenical Council, Letter to bishops and the Church),!8 the

14 Straub, Constantine as xowdg emiokomog, 55. Constantine’s objective found its
complete realization later, mainly during the time of Justinian, who indeed incorporated the
Church into the mechanisms of the State, by in fact using the representatives of the Church
as official bearers of his external policy. However, at this early stage, it seems that the Church
and orthodoxy forced the emperor to submit himself to their system, since the Roman idea
during this transitional period had been significantly weakened and the state did not have
serious ideological foundations, apart from the survival and revival of certain models of the
Hellenistic period (Patoura-Spanou, Xpiouaviouog xou Iloykoouiotyro, 46-47). See, also,
Rapp, Imperial Ideology in the Making, 687, who examines the case of Moses as the model
of the perfect bishop.

15 Eusebius, Biog Kwvoravtivov 111, 10.1, Winkelmann, 87.

16 Eusebius, Bio¢ Kwvoravtivoo 111, 10.3-5, Winkelmann, 86.

17 Eusebius, referring to the end of his emperor’s life, mentions his wish to be bap-
tized, which he is reported to have expressed with the followrng words: u)pa Kol r],uag aro-
/laUmxlrr]g @bavaromoiol a(opayléog, (Dpa wU oOTPIOD GPPaYIoUATOS, ou ,uema)(slv énl Pei-
Opwv Iopéavov 7r07:0c,u0U £vevoouvy moté, Eq) Wv xal 0 awtl']p slg r],usrapov tomov ol onrpou
uetacyev pvuovedetai ...(Biog Kwvoravtivoo 1V, 62.1-3, Winkelmann, 145-146).

18 Gelasius, Historia Ecclesiastica 11 7, ed. L. G. Loeschke - M. Heinemann (GCS
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emperor is reported, at least in words, not as trying to use the Church to consoli-
date his authority, but on the contrary, as placing himself at its service and with
a series of decrees and laws!9 to be helping it accomplish its mission. However,
he himself, the almighty ruler of the world and common bishop, appears as the
supreme supervisor of ecclesiastical affairs, by evidently submitting himself to
the bishops.

Therefore, with his deeds, Constantine was rightfully characterized not
only as ,,common bishop®, but also ,,bishop of the outside®, in accordance
with the precise description of Eusebius. The “architect” of Byzantine politi-
cal theology and biographer of the first Christian emperor attributes this title
to Constantine himself, by maintaining that he was an ear-witness of the spe-
cific self-proclamation, when he addressed the members of the Council and told
them: “you will be the bishops within the Church on one hand, whereas I, on the
other hand, have been appointed by God to be the bishop outside the Church”.20
He continues by clarifying the above phrase with the following interpretation:
“with the thought that his deeds must be consistent with his words, the emperor
supervised all of his subjects with episcopal care (emeoroner) and he encouraged
them with all of his power to follow a pious life”.2!

In recent historiography the title ,,bishop of the outside* has caused much
discussion and various interpretations have been proposed for its content.22
However, this title is inevitably linked to other titles ascribed by the political
theology of the time to Constantine, such as, for example, “guardian” and “pro-
tector” of the world, and its content acquires a universal dimension, at least at a
spiritual level. As a result, the “bishop of the outside” had at least the spiritual
duty to oversee and guide all humans, within or beyond the empire, to the true
faith, konny mpO¢ Aravrac Evdeikviuevog matpiklv kndeuoviay.23

All of the above constitute, without doubt, basic elements on which
Eusebius and his theological environment based the foundations of the new

28), Leipzig 1918, 40; Eusebius, Biogc Kwvorovtivoo 11, 46, 47- 111 17, 62, Winkelmann, 67,
74, 89-90, 116-117.

19 For a classification of the religious decrees and laws of Constantine and his suc-
cessors in chronological order, see Joannou, Legislation et christianisation. Three letters (one
addressed to the bishop of Carthage Caecilian and two to the proconsul of Africa Anylinus)
are the earliest testimonies concerning the attitude of Constantine at a very early stage to-
wards the Church, thanks to which he took favorable measures with his legislation (A. Kar-
pozilos, Bvlavtivor iotopikol kai Xpavoypa’cq)oz 4og - 70¢ ai., vol. 1, Athens 1997, 69-70).

20 "Ev@ev alkorwg adrOg €v E(maaaz 7[018 5sfzooy8vog Emmconovg Aoyov Clqor]icav O.)g
Gpa Ical aUrOg eln Emovcon’og, Woé 7z'|’] aUroIg sln'(.ov pn,uaozv E(p r],uerepalg Clkoalg ,, CIM
U,uglg uEv 10 elow ¢ Exrinoiog, &y 0€ 1@V €xtO¢ Und Og00 kabsorauévoc €miokomog Gv
elpv* (Eusebius, Bio¢ Kwvoravtivov 1V, 24, Winkelmann, 128).

21 Eusebius, Biog Kwvoravtivoo 1V, 24, Winkelmann, 128.

22 For example, J. Straub (Kaiser Konstantin als exiokorog twv extog, Studia Patristi-
ca I [Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur 63], Berlin 1957,
678 k. €.) claims that with the specific title Constantine implies the overseeing (exioxonnv) of
all humans within the empire, both Christians and non-Christians. P.-P. loannou (Legislation,
32-33) limits the extent of the term “outside” and believes that it implies those outside the
Church, i.e. the pagans.

23 Eusebius, Biog Kwvotavtivov 1V, 1.1, Winkelmann, 120; Patoura-Spanou, Xpiozia-
vieuog ko Hoykoouiotnra, 70-71.



574 Sophia Patoura-Spanou

political theory of the christianized empire. At a practical level, Constantine,
as a homo politicus par excellence, who, as it turned out, was distinguished
by realism and prudence, realized from the beginning of his religious reversal
the obligation to respect the traditions and the need for compromise between
Christians and pagans, with mutual tolerance, to which he himself contributed
with his ambivalent attitude. Compromise and consensus were sought after in
various ways, through the speeches, letters, ceremonies, symbols and finally the
exact political decisions and practices of the emperor. In the domain of cult, a
characteristic example of compromise is the acceptance by the Christians of the
supreme sacred symbol of the Roman pagans, the Sun-god.24 The Christians
adopted this symbolism through the depiction of Christ as the “Sun of Justice”
and visualized, like Constantine himself, Christ the Savior in the form of the
Sun.25 Another example of the policy of compromise and of the sensitive equi-
librium that Constantine maintained towards the Christians and the pagans- in
their ceremonial practices this time- is the emperor’s refusal to perform the
traditional sacrifices to Zeus on the Capitol, during his triumphal reception by
the people and the senators,26 and at the same time the assignment of a Roman
pagan orator to pronounce the panegyric to the Emperor, upon his arrival to
the eternal city, after his victory on the Milvian bridge.27 It is noteworthy that
in his speech the pagan orator spoke freely of the supreme God who judged
Constantine worthy of his heavenly revelation, without however naming any of
the known ancient Gods.28 Likewise, Constantine intentionally avoided men-
tioning Christ the Savior in these ambiguous ceremonies, in order not to align
himself with one or the other side.29

It is true that during this crucial transitional period, neither the senate
and the traditional political forces of the Roman empire, or the Church were
ready to come into accord with an emperor with ambiguous religious beliefs.
On the other hand, Constantine realized very soon that in order for his risky
experiments to succeed, he was obliged to secure the agreement and the mutual
tolerance of both sides.

In the field of foreign policy, Constantine did not conduct wars of ag-
gression (apart from some brief interventions, as in the case of the civil war
of the Sarmatians),30 but as a bishop of the outside, according to his own term

24 For the cult of the sun in the greco-roman world and its identification with the God
Mithra of the Persians, see R. Turcan, Les dieux et le divin dans les mysteres de Mithra, in
R. van den Broek - T. Baarda - J. Mansfeld (ed.), Knowledge of God in the Graeco-Roman
World, Leiden 1988, 243-261; idem, Les cultes orientaux dans le monde romain, Paris 1989,
193-241, where the author approaches the subject of the cult of the god Mithra-Sun from the
standpoint of monotheism as well.

25 For the sun as a Christian symbol, see M. Feuillet, Aefixo ypioriavikdv ooufioiwv
(transl. Alexandra Lappa, ed. Antouanetta Kallegia), Athens 2007.

26 Eusebius, Bio¢ Kwvaravtivov 1, 39.1-3, Winkelmann, 36; cf. G. S. Aldrete, Ges-
tures and Acclamations in Ancient Rome, Baltimore - London 1999, mainly §9-114.

27 Panegyricus dictus Constantino filio Constantii, ed. R. A. B. Mynors, Oxford
1964, 271-290.

28 J. Straub, Konstantins Verzicht auf den Ganz zum Kapitol, Historia 4 (1955), 297f.

29 Patoura-Spanou, Xpiotiavioudg kou Ioykoouidtyra, 42-43.

30 Excerpta Valesiana 1, 32, ed. J. Moreau, Leipzig 1968, 6.
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recorded by his biographer, he focused his attention on the protection of the
Christians throughout the world. Sensing the importance of the new religion
and the role it was bound to play, he dynamically intervened in Persia in order to
stop the persecutions launched by the king Shapur against the Christians of the
Persian empire.3! As Sozomenos characteristically mentions, “Constantine, in
the capacity of guardian of Christians worldwide —Romans and foreigners- sent
a letter to the Persian king, trying to convince him to treat the Christians and
the Christian religion with lenience.32 Invested with the virtues and attributes of
the savior, of the persecutor of all tyrants, of the liberator of the universe,33 he
intervened, as common bishop, to the Persian monarch demanding to be treated
as 70v t@v 0Awv deomotny [i.e. himself] zpQov, lew and eUueviy.34

He appeared as the leader of all the Christians worldwide, demanding this
role based on the identification “according to divine will” of the ecumenical
Church with the ecumenical empire. Thus, in addition to its political character,
the universality of his authority also acquired a religious content, which as-
signed to him the task of disseminating the faith throughout the world. In other
words, Constantine inaugurated, through his ideological, political and diplo-
matic interventions, the implementation of a Christian foreign policy, which he
incorporated into the “international affairs” of the time. Ecclesiastical authors
of the 5th century mention christianizations of a limited scale during his reign
(Iberians, Indians=Ethiopians, Saracens) at a time when —it must be noted— the
population of the empire itself remained to a great extent pagan.35

Thus, it seems that the great theorist of 4th-century political theology and
biographer of Constantine, Eusebius, who lived and was active concurrently
with the emperor, shaped the specific imperial ideology through the experience
of the first Christian emperor’s administration. As theologian, but mainly as
political philosopher and propagandist of the new politico-philosophical sys-
tem that was slowly being established within the ranks of the new empire, he
aspired to its long-term perspective, with its implementation at least during the

31 H. Delehaye, Les versions grecques des Actes des martyrs persans sous Sapor 11,
PO 2 (1907), 401-560; P. Devos, Les martyrs persans a travers leurs actes syriaques, in La
Persia e il mondo greco-romano, Rome 1966, 213-225.

32 Sozomenus, Historia Ecclesiastica 11, 15.5, J. Bidez - G. C. Hansen, Sozomenus
Klrchengeschlchle (GCS 50) Berlin 1960, 70: TozaUm Zaﬁwpl‘] YPAYOS vaamvrlvog Emer-
plto meibery a0TOV 0voely rr] OpnoxeiQ. mieioth yap Exphro kndeuovia mepl toUg wavroyol
XpiotriavoUg ‘Pouaiovg kal Qllogblove. CE. 1. Vogt, Constantin der Grosse und sein Jahr-
hundert, Miinchen 1960, 237-238, 245-246.

33 .. tobdtov 100 Oeol rf]v Sdvoyuav Exav auy,ua)(ov €x 10 nspam)v 100 Quceavol
Clpga,us‘vog nloay Ego&fr]g v olkovurvnv ﬂfﬂazotg cwpiog Eimion 51;7;)&‘1,005 w¢ aravra Goa
V40) waovrozg TOPOVVOIG OEOOVA a),uava Tolg Ka@n,usplvalg o‘v,u(popalg Evédvra Efmyla Eyayo-
vel, talta mpoclafovia My v korv®v Exdikiav Womep €k Tivoc Ospameiac Avalwmopndi-
vai(Eusebius, Bio¢ Kwvotavtivov IV, 9, Winkelmann, 123).

34 Eusebius, Bio¢ Kwvorovrivov 1V, 13, Winkelmann, 125. Constantine would have
undoubtedly discussed with the bishop of Persia John, who attended the Council of Nicaea ,
about the situation of the Christians of Persia (see, Marie-Louise Chaumont, La christianisa-
tion de l’empire iranien des origines aux grandes persécutions du IVe siecle, Louvain 1988,
147-154).

35 Patoura-Spanou, Xpiotiavioudg kou Haykoouiétyra, 127-128.
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reign of Constantine’s successors. In order to support his argumentation and
render his words comprehensible and susceptible to a world that, during this
transitional period, was justly in confusion, he proceeded from the theoretic
and abstract theological patterns to more specific narrations and images, whose
credibility he undoubtedly based on the exact political and religious practices
of Constantine.

Thus, in his narration Eusebius attempts a comparison between Constantine
and two great personalities of history: the king of the Persians Cyrus the elder
and the Macedonian king Alexander. Through a brief reference to the former,
he downgrades the value preserved by tradition regarding his personality and
reign, expressing his reproach for his aigypOv xal €moveidiorov death, inflicted
by a woman.36 He then continues with Alexander the Great, whose image he
stains, and completely deconstructs his profile as conqueror and his reign, with
arguments pertaining to the ethics of war.37 Constantine’s superiority in com-
parison to Alexander, at the level of universal domination, that characterizes the
reign of both historic personalities, lies, according to Eusebius, in the fact that
the former, i.e. his emperor, conquered the world peacefully, whereas the latter
through military expansionism. To the abundance of Christian epithets and God-
given attributes (victor, non-battled, invincible, god-loving and sublime, pious
and prosperous, light-giver and high-sounding missionary of felicitous piety,
teacher of all nations, universal bishop, et.al.) he attributed to Constantine,38
he contrasted a series of degrading, humiliating and harsh attributes, which, as
Eusebius maintains, characterized the military achievements of Alexander. He
did not hesitate to characterize the until then legendary universal ruler an “elim-
inator of all nations”, a ,,drunkard and murderer of youths®, “6texvov, Goppilov
Ko avéoTiov®, whose destiny, thankfully, cut the thread of his life and who did
not have time to complete the total destruction of the human race.39

It should be remarked, regarding the above, that Eusebius expressed this
specific criticism towards the person of the great Macedonian king, in order to
construct the new, Christian-inspired, model of the world ruler in the person
of Constantine.40 In the conscience of the world of the time, but also in that of

36 Eusebius, Bio¢c Kwvaroavtivov 1, 7.1, Winkelmann, 17-18. Cf. M. A. Dandamaev, 4
political History of the Achaemenid Empire, Leiden 1989.

37 Eusebius, Biog¢ Kwvaravtivov 1, 7.1-2; For the creation of the empire and Alex-
ander’s conquests, see A. B. Bosworth, Conquest and Empire. The Reign of Alexander the
Great, Cambridge 1988.

38 Patoura Spanou, Xpioriaviouog xou loyxoouiotyza, 60-61.

. &ydoper OE O al,uam)v Gvr]p mcnm'ou 5lm1v G(pm&wg‘ Eé’wy Kal moleig Olog r]/)’ﬂBOv
%avépanoéz(oysvog Gpn o€ ,unchv Ov@oumyg ald) iig (.Opag Kol 70 woudid: wevholva ()szv(.og 70
xpev EmorQy Arexvov Clppl(ov Qvéomiov én’” Allodarl\g kal wodeuiog altOv, W Qv un &g forpOv
Jopaivorto 10 GvyrOv yévog Npdvilev (Busebius, Biog Kwvetavtivov 1. 7.2, Winkelmann, 18)

40 Tt must be observed that Eusebius’ criticism towards the person of Alexander the
Great is an exception and that it contradicts the general image preserved by Byzantium re-
garding Alexander, with numerous positive references to his name and his historic and fic-
tional activity, see about, G. Galavaris, Alexander the Great, conqueror and captive of death:
his various images in Byzantine Art, Revue d’art canadienne /| Canadian Art Review 16/1
(1989), 12-18; S. Gero, The Alexander legend in Byzantium: some literary gleanings, DOP
46 (1992), 83-87; Maria Kambouri, O pofog tov Meydhov AAEEAVIPOL GTN YPIOTIAVIKY
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Eusebius, the perception of the uniqueness of Alexander the Great, as the real
until then universal ruler and therefore the only historic personality that could
overshadow the brightness of his emperor was well-established and this is prov-
en also by the fact that he ignores the great Roman emperors of the previous
centuries and considers the beginning of Constantine’s reign as the continuation
of that of the Macedonian world ruler: 0 §’ Nuétepog faciielg € Exeivov uev
Apyeto, €€ oUmep O MaxedWv Ercieita.4]

By contrasting the violent subjugation of foreign nations to the conqueror
Alexander with the spontaneous and almost voluntary submission and surrender
to Constantine of several chieftains, satraps and kings of various nations, he
aims to underline Constantine’s peaceful conquest of the world, which reached
70 tfig OA¢ oikovuévig tépuara.42

Although Eusebius, as other Christian writers, enriched the imperial ide-
ology with models and elements of Hellenistic philosophy,43 he wanted to de-
fine the essence of the new era through this schematic approach, the comparison
of Constantine to Alexander. An era that rose under the light of Christianity
and the guidance of the heavenly God, but also under the prudent and merciful
administration of his only representative on earth, the Christian emperor.44 He
returns, with a stubborn, I would say, insistence on the subjugation and tam-
ing of savage nations, which praised 0v xkallivikov, T0v Oeocefi}, 1OV Ko1vOV
eUgpyémnv, recognizing with one voice and one mouth the universal brilliance
of Constantine, given by the grace of God as general benevolence to all humans
(korvOv Ayafdv AvOpidroig).45

It is worth adding to the religious attributes ascribed by the theology of
the time to Constantine, the synonyms apostle46 (amdorolog) and equal-to-apos-
tles (toamdorolog) as well.47 The content of the title apostle —i.e. continuator of
the activity of the Apostles of Christ beyond the frontiers of the empire — partly
includes the concepts of both attributes on which the present contribution fo-
cuses: those of the common bishop and those of the universal guardian. It is
obvious that the title of apostle had greater gravity than that of bishop, whereas

Avartoa ko to IoAdy, in the volume Opyaviouog Hoiitiotikng lpwtedovoas e Evponng
., Ocooalovikny 1997, Thessaloniki 1997, 201-236. The basic medieval source for the life
and activity of the great military commander is the variation of the Romance of Alexander by
Pseudo-Kallisthenes. The Alexander romance or Pseudo-Kallisthenes (see Maria Kambouri-
Bamboukou, To ,,Mv0ietopnpa tov Ade&dvdpov 1 0 YevdokaAAcOEVNG Kot o1 omEKOVIGES
tov o¢ Pulavivd xewpdypaea, in Apiépwua oty uviun tov Lotipy Kicoa [ EMnvicr Etot-
peia Zhapikdv Meretmv], Thessaloniki 2002, 101-133).

41 Eusebius, Bio¢c Kwvoravrivov 1, 8.1, Winkelmann, 18.

42 Eusebius, Bio¢c Kwvoravtivov 1, 8.3-4, Winkelmann, 18.

43 Patoura-Spanou, Xpiotiaviouog kou Iloykoouiétnro, 33-53.

44 Patoura-Spanou, Xpiotioaviouocg kou Iloykoouidtyra., 66.

45 Eusebius, Bio¢c Kwvoravtivov 1, 41.2, Winkelmann, 37.

46 Joannis Damaskenos, Emioroln eigc Osopiiov, PG 95, col. 348 b-c.

47 The term equal-to-apostles (10amdorolog) is not encountered in texts or hymns
before the 5t century (see Straub, Kowdg emiokorog, 45, n. 44). For an interesting approach
to the subject, see Dagron, Empereur et prétre, 148-153.
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its use created the common acceptance that it was the emperor’s apostolic duty
to act in the interest of the Christian faith both within and beyond the frontiers
of the empire.43

To summarize what we presented concerning the two protagonists of this
crucial transitional period, whose political activity and philosophical regard
changed the course of history, we may conclude the following:

Constantine, who was distinguished by insight and, especially, political
realism, succeeded in inaugurating a new historical era with the cooperation of
the only organized Church of the time, the Christian one,49 without abolishing
the existing Roman system, and is justly considered the founder of the great
Byzantine empire. Therefore, during the transitional period, in which the new
capital coexisted with the old one, Christianity went along with paganism and
the Christianization of the empire remained incomplete, Constantine dared to
proceed with dangerous innovations and to take risky decisions, which essen-
tially summarize his great “peaceful” revolution. He interfered directly in the
matters of the Christian Church, showing at the same time his respect for and
great interest in the Roman cult, the institutions and the traditions of the Roman
empire. In spite of his oscillating attitude between the old and the new, he ap-
propriated attributes (common bishop, bishop of the outside, universal guard-
ian, etc.) particularly popular among the Christian element of the empire and
embraced ideas, whose content transformed the existing Roman ideology.

On the other hand, Eusebius proved to be an efficient insprirer and pro-
pagandist of the dominant Christian perception regarding the special mission
of the emperor -in this case, of Constantine-, and at the same time a competent
interpreter of his exact political intentions and his deeds. With the supreme tri-
partite doctrine concerning “divine monarchy” as central axis, he proceeded to
the idealist-theoretical construction of the political philosophy of the 4th cen-
tury, painting at the same time the portrait of the ideal Christian ruler, with
the addition of new ingredients to those already familiar from previous phi-
losophies.50 With the plethora of verbal patterns, flattering characterisms and
mainly of divine attributes he ascribed to Constantine, he set the foundations for
the Byzantine political theology and introduced the common belief regarding
one emperor — a divine man, the sole representative of God on earth, entrusted
with the supreme duty to protect and salvage the world.-

48 Patoura-Spanou, Xproniaviouds kai IHoykoouiotnra, 72.

49 The system of political orthodoxy of the 4th century was undoubtedly shaped through
the reciprocal relations between political administration and Church. Of course, during the
sole reign of Constantine the ambiguous character of this system appeared from the first stage
of its formation. J. Straub (Constantine as xoivog erniokorog, 40) rightly stresses the dialectic
character between Church — State, after the conversion of Constantine, whereas H. Drake, in
a relatively recent study goes further; he stresses the identification of the Church and the State
in the conscience of Constantine and the people of the time? See H. A. Drake, The Impact of
Constantine on Christianity, in N. Lenski (ed.), Age of Constantine, Cambridge 2006, 112.

50 Patoura-Spanou, Xpiotiavioudg ko Iaykoouidtyra, 36-39.
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Codwuja ITaroypa-Crnianoy
KOHCTAHTUH KAO 3AJEJJHUYKHN ETIMCKOIT (KOINOZX EITIXKOIIOY) U KAO
3AJEAHUYKU 3AIITUTHUK CBETA(KOINOZ TQN AITANTAXOY KHAEMQN)

VY 1V Beky, kaga je XxpumhaHcTBO, Ka0 WACOJIOMIKH U APYIITBEHN MIOKPET MPETXOXHUX
BEKOBA, IPOAPJIO y IIMPOKE CJIOjeBE PUMCKOI LApCTBA M IONPHMMIO HOBY AWHAMUKY,
norpeba 3a yHHUBEp3aJIHUM IIOJUTHYKHM W JYXOBHHM jEIMHCTBOM Hapoiga H ,Haiuja‘“
TOTa BpeMeHa IoCTana je uMmiepaTus. [[Be BelnKe JUYHOCTH TOra BPEMEHa OJroBapaie cy
0Boj criennuyHoj moTpedu: enuckon Kecapuje JeBceBuje, yreMesbuBad U TBOPAL[ TEOPHje
,,O0)KaHCTBEHE MOHapxuje, u puMmcku nap KOHCTaHTHH, OCHHMBa4 HOBOT XpuIhaHCKOT
napctBa. J[Be mepudpactuuHe OCOOMHE Hajipe NpunucaHe KoHCTaHTHHY On cCTpaHe
HErOBOT Ororpada, KowoceEmioKOTOGHKOVOCTMVATAVTOXOVKNOEUMV(3ajeTHIYKH SITHCKOI U
3ajeJHMYKH 3alITUTHUK CBETa) CyMHPAjy IIEIOKYIIHY ITOIUTHYKY (rito3odujy Tora BpeMeHa
BE3aHO 33 YHUBEP3AJIHM KapaKTep PUMCKOT 1IapCTBa Ha MOJIUTHYKOM H PETMTHO3HOM HHBOY.






