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Abstract

Although the Sacred Arsenal (Ἱερὰ Ὁπλοθήκη) is one of the most important and voluminous remaining Byzantine inedita 
of the 12th century, it has as yet scarcely been studied. The dating of the Sacred Arsenal by Andronikos Kamateros has 
remained fluctuating between 1166 and 1175. However, the date of composition of Kamateros’ text can be determined 
with much more precision by taking into account George Skylitzes’ dedicatory verses, Oration 7 for Michael III “ Anchialos” 
by Eustathios of Thessalonica and the correspondence between Nerses “ The Gracious” and Manuel Komnenos. 

Résumé

Bien que l’Arsenal sacré (Ἱερὰ Ὁπλοθήκη) se range parmi les inédits byzantins les plus importants et les plus 
volumineux du 12e siècle, il a été à peine étudié jusqu’à présent. La datation de l’Arsenal sacré d’Andronikos Kamatèros 
est restée fluctuante entre 1166 et 1175. Cependant, la date de composition du texte de Kamatèros peut être fixée avec 
beaucoup plus de précision si l’on prend en compte les vers dédicatoires de Georges Skylitzès, le Discours VII pour 
Michel III d’Anchialos par Eustathe de Thessalonique et la correspondance entre Nersès le Gracieux et Manuel Comnène. 
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NEW HISTORICAL EVIDENCE FOR THE DATING
OF THE SACRED ARSENAL

BY ANDRONIKOS KAMATEROS

Alessandra BUCOSSI

The Sacred Arsenal (Ἱερὰ Ὁπλοθήκη) is one of the most important
remaining Byzantine inedita of the twelfth century. Written by the Megas
Droungarios Andronikos Kamateros for the Emperor Manuel Komnenos, it is
the second of three distinctive products of the Komnenian era, “stockpiles” of
theological texts to be used in combating the enemies of Christian Orthodoxy:
the Dogmatic Panoply by Euthymios Zigabenos, the Sacred Arsenal by
Andronikos Kamateros and the Treasury of Orthodoxy by Niketas Choniates.
These three texts are all extremely significant for understanding the theologi-
cal and political issues of the twelfth century, but of these only the Sacred
Arsenal remains completely unpublished and has as yet scarcely been studied.
The first scholar who had the intention of editing Kamateros was
Hergenröther, but as he stated in Monumenta graeca ad Photium (1869),
since the amount of work was too vast he decided to dedicate himself to it at a
later stage, and then, unfortunately, he failed to do so.1 In recent times, three
scholars have written more substantial contributions on the Sacred Arsenal:
J. Darrouzès, J. Spiteris and A. C. Cataldi Palau.2 Amongst those issues that
have been almost neglected, the dating of the Sacred Arsenal has remained
fluctuating between 1166 and 1175.3 However, as this article will demon-
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1. J. A. G. HERGENRÖTHER, Monumenta graeca ad Photium ejusque historiam pertinentia,
quae ex variis codicibus manuscriptis collegit ediditque J. Hergenroether, Regensburg 1869,
p. 7 n. 2.

2. Here are the titles of their respective studies: J. DARROUZÈS, Les documents byzantins du
XIIe siècle sur la primauté romaine, REB 23, 1965, p. 72-78; J. SPITERIS, La critica bizantina del
primato romano nel secolo XII (OCA 208), Rome 1979, at p. 177-194; A. C. CATALDI PALAU,
L’Arsenale Sacro di Andronico Camatero, il proemio ed il dialogo dell’imperatore con i cardi-
nali latini: originale, imitazioni, arrangiamenti, REB 51, 1993, p. 5-62. I add also my D. Phil.
thesis entitled Prolegomena to the critical edition of Ἱερὰ Ὁπλοθήκη – Sacred Arsenal by
Andronikos Kamateros available for consultation at the Bodleian Library, Oxford.

3. J. DARROUZÈS (Les documents byzantins, p. 74) wrote: “On peut estimer que l’ordre impé-
rial relatif à la composition des deux ouvrages de Camatéros et d’Ethérien est de peu postérieur
à 1166 et certainement antérieur à 1170”. J. SPITERIS (La critica bizantina, p. 185) wrote: “Opera
composta per ordine di Manuele Comneno tra il 1170 e il 1175”. A. C. CATALDI PALAU

(L’Arsenale Sacro di Andronico Camatero, p. 11) wrote: “Andronico Camatero la compose, su
ordine dell’imperatore Manuele Comneno (1143-1180), per combattere le eresie dei Latini e
degli Armeni, ad una data compresa tra gli anni 1166-1171”.



strate, the date of composition of Kamateros’ text can be determined with
much more precision.

1. – THE TEXT

Two main manuscripts of this work, which is about 300-folia in length,
have survived: Monacensis graecus 229, 13th century,4 and Venetus
Marcianus graecus 158 (coll. 515), 14th century.5 There are also at least 8
manuscripts that preserve passages from the first half of the Ἱερὰ Ὁπλοθήκη:
Mosquensis Synod. gr. 239, 1330 AD;6 Genuensis Urb. 32, 16th century;7

Parisinus gr. 214 A, 14th century;8 Monacensis gr. 28, 16th century;9 Athous
Philotheou 249, 14th century;10 Atheniensis 204 Μετόχιον τοῦ Παναγίου
Τάφου, 1598 AD;11 Venetus Marcianus gr. Z. 150 (coll. 490), 1431 AD;12

Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 409, 1550 AD.13 This massive text is still unpu -
blished,14 except for a small part (about 63 of 309 folia), which appears in
Migne’s Patrologia Graeca as part of the work written by John Bekkos,
Refutationes adversus D. Andronici Camateri Viglae Drungarii super scripto
traditis testimoniis de Spiritu Sancto animadversiones.15

The Ἱερὰ Ὁπλοθήκη is clearly divided in two parts. The first part,16 dedi-
cated to the Latin Church, opens with a proem that explains the circumstances
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4. I. HARDT and J. C. ARETIN, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum graecorum Bibliothecae
Regiae Bavaricae, II, Munich 1806, p. 490-497.

5. E. MIONI, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum Codices Graeci manuscripti. I, Thesaurus
antiquus, codices 1-299, Rome 1981, p. 230-231.

6. Different numeration 366/353; VLADIMIR, Sistematicheskoe opisanīe rukopiseĭ Moskovskoĭ
sinodal’noĭ (patrīarsheĭ) biblīoteki, Moscow 1894, p. 311-314; B. L. FONKICH and
F. B. POLIAKOV, Grecheskie rukopisi Moskovskoĭ sinodal’noĭ biblioteki: paleograficheskie,
kodikologicheskie i bibliograficheskie dopolneniia k katalogu arkhimandrita Vladimira
(Filantropova), Moscow 1993, p. 86-87.

7. A. CATALDI PALAU, Catalogo dei manoscritti greci della Biblioteca Franzoniana (Genova),
Rome 1990, p. 90-126, at p. 111-112, 124-126.

8. H. A. OMONT, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque nationale et
des autres bibliothèques de Paris et des départements. III/1, Ancien fonds grec, Paris 1886,
p. 24.

9. V. TIFTIXOGLU and K. HAJDÂU, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Bayerischen
Staatsbibliothek München, Wiesbaden 2003, p. 171-179.

10. P. VAN DEUN, L’Athous, Philotheou 249: un miscellaneus important du XIVe siècle,
Bollettino della Badia Greca di Grottaferrata 54, 2000, p. 301-306.

11. A. PAPADOPOULOS KERAMEUS, Ἱεροσολυµιτικὴ Βιβλιοθήκη, IV, St Petersburg 1891,
p. 180, no 23.

12. MIONI, Bibliothecae Divi Marci, p. 213.
13. H. M. STEVENSON, Codices manuscripti Palatini Graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae descripti,

Rome 1885, p. 265-267.
14. The complete critical edition of the Sacred Arsenal is in process, at the moment only the

first half of the text is accessible in a transcription that constitutes the Appendix of my D. Phil.
thesis.

15. PG 141, 396-613.
16. All the secondary sources indicate the Monacensis 229 manuscript as the only full copy

of the Sacred Arsenal, and thus this is the only manuscript quoted when reference is made to the



in which the text was composed and exalts the emperor’s piety and ortho-
doxy. Kamateros introduces then a dialogue, which he claims to be the verba-
tim transcription of a real encounter between Manuel Komnenos and the car-
dinals sent from Rome to discuss a possible agreement between the two
churches. The topics under discussion cover only two of the points of dis-
agreement between Catholicism and Orthodoxy: the primacy of the Roman
Church and the procession of the Holy Spirit (Filioque). The dialogue is fol-
lowed by a vast patristic anthology that contains 151 quotations mostly from
the Greek Fathers of the Church (three Latin Fathers are also included:
Gregory the Great, Augustine and Jerome). A first epilogue concludes the
patristic anthology and introduces the third section dedicated to the Latins,
which is a compilation of 42 syllogisms collected from five authors who
wrote about the procession of the Holy Spirit between the ninth and the
twelfth century (Photios, Eustratios of Nicaea, Theophylact of Ochrid,
Niketas of Byzantium and Nicholas of Methone). The first part of the Sacred
Arsenal ends with a panegyrical epilogue.

The second,17 and longer, part of the Sacred Arsenal substantially follows
the same pattern, although after the dialogue it is divided into many more sec-
tions of anthologies and syllogisms. It begins with a proem, followed by a
discussion between the emperor and the Armenian Teacher Peter, and then
comes a series of anthologies, allocutions and exhortations. Each part ends
with a panegyrical epilogue. Nevertheless, the second part introduces a varia-
tion – while the dialogue is completely dedicated to the Armenian Church, the
following collections of quotations and syllogisms refute together with the
Armenian Monophysitism four other Christological heresies: Monotheletism,
Theopaschitism, Docetism and Aphthartodocetism.

The importance of Kamateros for his contemporaries, and therefore for us,
lies precisely in the fact that he was a great collector of previous wisdom on
the procession of the Holy Spirit and on Christological issues. He summa-
rized the theological discourses on the intra-Trinitarian relation between the
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit and on the relation between human and
divine natures in Christ that had been created up until the twelfth century.
And he did so on the eve of a period, from 1204 onwards, in which the
Byzantine Church would have been in great need for a ready collection of
theological “weapons”, especially against the Latins. Indeed his Sacred
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Sacred Arsenal. Hence, to avoid confusion when I refer to the manuscript I refer only to
Monacensis’ folia (= M). However, the collation against the Venetus Marcianus graecus 158
demonstrated that M is not a complete version either of Part I or of Part II of the Sacred
Arsenal.
M f. 1-3r, l. 4 George Skylitzes’ iambic poem on the Sacred Arsenal; f. 3r, l. 5-4v, l. 16 Protitlosis; f.
4v-7v, l. 16 Proem; f. 7v, l. 16-27r, l. 25 Dialogue; f. 27r, l. 26-28r, l. 11 Epilogue / Exhortation; f. 28r, l. 12-
81r, l. 17 Quotations; f. 81r, l. 18-82v, l. 9 Epilogue; f. 82v, l. 10-91v, l. 4 Syllogisms; Final Epilogue omit-
ted: see Venetus f. 70v-71r.

17. Part Two - Two natures of Christ M f. 91v-309r; f. 91v, l. 5-92r, l. 14 Proem; f. 92r, l. 14-106v, l. 1

Dialogue; f. 309r, l. 11-25 Epilogue.



Arsenal became the most important book that an Orthodox theologian could
read in order to face the Roman Church. Furthermore, the text of Kamateros,
as had been the case with the Dogmatic Panoply of Zigabenos, was an imper-
ial commission, and later readers were certainly aware of this. For example,
Bekkos draws attention to the fact that Manuel himself had ordered the com-
position of the Sacred Arsenal, and that it was perhaps for this reason that a
wise man, as Kamateros was in his opinion, wrote a book full of theological
mistakes – he meant to say, full of statements made only to please the imper-
ial authority.18 Nevertheless, from this fortunate mixture of theological cul-
ture, imperial sponsorship, and perfect timing Kamateros gained considerable
fame until at least the fifteenth century. John X Bekkos, Patriarch of
Constantinople in the period that follows the unionist council of Lyon 1274,
as we have just said, knew this work very well and refuted it in his
Refutationes adversus Andronici Camateri…;19 Markos Eugenikos, who fer-
vently opposed the attempt of reunification of the council of Ferrara-Florence
1438-39, had this text amongst his sources20 and Cardinal Bessarion, titular
Latin patriarch of Constantinople from 1463, possessed a copy of the Sacred
Arsenal (today in the Biblioteca Marciana in Venice).

2. – THE AUTHOR: ANDRONIKOS DOUKAS KAMATEROS

Given that the Sacred Arsenal is a theological text and given the similarity
with the title of the Panoplia Dogmatike (Doctrinal Armory) written by the
eleventh century monk Euthymios Zigabenos, we would expect the author of
the Sacred Arsenal to be a monk, a cleric, or at least a theologian; but the
Emperor Manuel Komnenos (1143-1180) commissioned this text from his
“justice minister”, as Paul Magdalino translates in modern terms the title of
megas droungarios tes viglas.21 Andronikos’ life most probably spanned from
1110 to 1180.22 Not only was Kamateros an eminent senior office holder – he
had the dignity of sebastos23 and held the office of epi ton deeseon (1155),24

eparchos of Constantinople (1157-1161)25 and megas droungarios tes viglas
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18. JOHN BEKKOS, Refutationes adversus Andronici Camateri, viglae drungarii, super scripto
traditis testimoniis de Spiritu Sancto animadversiones, PG 141, 396-613, at 400D.

19. Ibidem.
20. JOHN PLOUSIADENOS, Josephi Methonensis Episcopi Responsio ad libellum domini Marci

Eugenici metropolitae Ephesi, in quo Marcus quid de sacrosanta Florentina sentiret exponit,
PG 159, 1024-1093, at 1092B.

21. P. MAGDALINO, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, 1143-1180, Cambridge 1993, p. 290.
22. J. DARROUZÈS, Georges et Dèmètrios Tornikès. Lettres et discours, Paris 1970, p. 43-49;

CATALDI PALAU, L’Arsenale Sacro, p. 7-11.
23. On the appellations used to greet Kamateros, see M. GRÜNBART, Formen der Anrede im

byzantinischen Brief vom 6. bis zum 12. Jahrhundert, Wien 2005, p. 195.
24. DARROUZÈS, Tornikès, letter no 16, p. 140-141.
25. JOHN KINNAMOS, Ioannis Cinnami Epitome rerum ab Ioanne et Alexio Comnenis ges-

tarum, ed. A. MEINEKE (CSHB), Bonn 1836, p. 21018; I. SAKKELION, Πατµιακὴ βιβλιοθήκη,
Athens 1890, p. 316.



(1166)26 –, but between the eleventh and the thirteenth centuries, the
Kamateroi family was among the most powerful families in Constantinople;
its members occupied the highest political, military and religious positions
until the Latin occupation in 1204.27 Andronikos’ branch of the family was
closely connected to the ruling house of the Komnenoi through Andronikos’
mother, Irene Doukaina. Of the family connection with the Doukai there are
clear proofs in the verses dedicated by the Protokouropalates George
Skylitzes to the composition of the Sacred Arsenal, where the double name
Kamateros-Doukas is indicated (Ἀνδρόνικος ἐκ µητρὸς ∆ούκας, ὁ
πανσέβαστος Καµατηρὸς πατρόθεν)28 and in the epigram composed by
Theodore Prodromos for an icon possessed by Andronikos (σεβαστὸν
Ἀνδρόνικον ἐκ µητρὸς ∆ούκαν καὶ Καµατηρὸν ἐκ πατρὸς λογοθέτου).29

The same indication appears in the anonymous poems preserved in the manu-
script Marcianus 524 edited by Lampros.30 Scholars hold varying opinions
over Irene’s identity. We can place her floruit between 1093 and 1123.
Darrouzès considers Irene to be niece or cousin31 of the Empress Irene
Doukaina, Polemis32 and Varzos33 in their analyses of the Doukas family are
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26. S. N. SAKKOS, Ὁ Πατήρ µου µείζων µού ἐστι: ἔριδες καὶ σύνοδοι κατὰ τὸν ιβ´ αἰῶνα,
II, Thessaloniki 1968, p. 15426-27; Les Regestes des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, ed.
V. GRUMEL, V. LAURENT, and J. DARROUZÈS, Paris 19892, no 1075.

27. Laurent and Stadtmüller give a quite extensive, although not always accurate, prosopo -
graphy of the Kamateroi; see V. LAURENT, Un sceau inédit du protonotaire Basile Kamatéros.
Contribution à la prosopographie byzantine, Byz. 6, 1931, p. 253-272; G. STADTMÜLLER, Zur
Geschichte der Familie Kamateros, BZ 34, 1934, p. 352-358.

28. Skylitzes in ms. Monacensis 229, f. 3, edited by A. K. DEMETRAKOPOULOS, Ὀρθόδοξος
Ἑλλάς, Leipzig 1871, p. 29. Demetrakopoulos published the verses only from the version of the
Monacensis.

29. THEODORE PRODROMOS, Theodoros Prodromos: historische Gedichte, ed. W. HÖRANDNER

(Wiener Byzantinistische Studien 11), Vienna 1974, epigram 56, p. 468.
30. S. P. LAMPROS, Ὁ Μαρκιανὸς κῶδιξ 524, NE 8, 1911, p. 1-59, 123-192; on Andronikos:

nos 81, 88, 91, 93, 94, 97, p. 43 sqq.:
81 - Καµατηρὸς πατρόθεν
σεβαστὸς Ἀνδρόνικος, ἐκ µητρὸς ∆ούκας (vv. 26-27)
88 - σεβαστὸς Ἀνδρόνικος ∆ουκόθεν
καὶ Καµατηρὸς ἐκ πατρὸς γεναρχίας
µέγας τε δρουγγάριος ἐκ τῆς ἀξίας (vv. 24-26)
91 - Ἀνδρόνικος δὲ ∆ουκόβλαστος µητρόθεν
σεβαστός, ἐκφὺς Καµατηροῦ πατρόθεν
µέγας τε δρουγγάριος (vv. 20-22)
93 - Ἐγὼ δὲ ∆ούκας Καµατηρὸς πατρόθεν
σεβαστὸς Ἀνδρόνικος εὐγνώµων λάτρις
µέγας τε δρουγγάριος ἐκ τῆς ἀξίας (vv. 3-5)
94 - ∆ούκας Καµατηρὸς πατρόθεν
σεβαστὸς Ἀνδρόνικος (vv. 21-23)
97 - σεβαστὸς Ἀνδρόνικος ἐκ ∆ουκῶν γένους
καὶ Καµατηρῶν δ’ εὐκλεῶν τὸ πατρόθεν
µέγας τε δρουγγάριος ἐκ τῆς ἀξίας (vv. 13-15).

31. DARROUZÈS, Tornikès, p. 44.
32. D. I. POLEMIS, The Doukai: a Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, London 1968,

p. 78-79. Polemis bases his interpretation on a passage from Prodromos’ monody (at p. 53111-15

in A. MAJIURI, Analecta Prodromea, in Rendiconti dell’Accademia dei Lincei, Classe di Scienze



more precise on the genealogical tree and define Irene as a niece of the
Empress Irene Doukaina, wife of Alexios I Komnenos (1081-1118), suggest-
ing she was the daughter of Michael Doukas (1061-1108/18), brother of the
empress; therefore, Andronikos was second cousin34 to the Emperor Manuel
Komnenos. Andronikos’ descendants remained connected to the ruling house:
the most interesting example is Andronikos’ daughter, Euphrosyne Doukaina
Kamatera (floruit 1169-1210), who married Alexios III Angelos Komnenos
around 1169; therefore, she was empress from 1195 to 1203.35

3. – HISTORICAL CONTEXT IN WHICH THE TEXT WAS WRITTEN

Clearly, this article cannot be a thorough historical analysis of the relation-
ship between the Byzantine Empire and Rome or Armenia during the reign of
Manuel; indeed, there are already exhaustive studies on this topic.36
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Morali, V, 17, Rome 1908, p. 518-554, Monody p. 528-535) and Kallikles’ verses (at p. 334 in
NICHOLAS KALLIKLES, Nicolai Calliclis carmina, in Rozprawy Akademii Umiejetnosci. Wydzial
Filologiczny, ed. S. L. STERNBACH, Ser. II. Tom. XXI, Cracow 1904, p. 315-392).

33. K. VARZOS, Ἡ γενεαλογία τῶν Κοµνηνῶν, Ι, Thessaloniki 1984, p. 133, p. 146 n. 5,
p. 315 n. 17; from now on Genealogia.

34. VARZOS, Genealogia, p. 315 n. 17.
35. K. N. SATHAS, ed., Bibliotheca Graeca Medii Aevi, VII, Venice-Paris 1872-94; reprint

1972, p. 414; E. L. VRANOUSE, Πρόσταξις τοῦ αὐτοκράτορος Μανουὴλ Α´ Κοµνηνοῦ ὑπὲρ τῆς
ἐν Πάτµῳ µονῆς Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, in Χαριστήριον εἰς Ἀναστάσιον Κ. Ὀρλάνδον, II,
Athens 1966, p. 78-97, at p. 95-96; POLEMIS, Doukai, p. 131; NIKETAS CHONIATES, Nicetae
Choniatae historia, ed. J.-L. VAN DIETEN (CFHB 11/1-2), Berlin-New York 1975, p. 455;
VARZOS, Genealogia, p. 727.

36. W. NORDEN, Das Papsttum und Byzanz: die Trennung der beiden Mächte und das
Problem ihrer Wiedervereinigung bis zum Untergange des byzantinischen Reichs, 1453, Berlin
1903; W. OHNSORGE, Die Legaten Alexanders III. im ersten Jahrzehnt seines Pontifikats (1159-
1169), Berlin 1928; P. LAMMA, Comneni e Staufer; ricerche sui rapporti fra Bisanzio e
l’Occidente nel secolo XII, I-II, Rome 1955-57; W. OHNSORGE, Abendland und Byzanz.
Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Geschichte der byzantinisch-abendländischen Beziehungen und des
Kaisertums, Darmstadt 1958; H.-D. KAHL, Römische Krönungspläne im Komnenehause? Ein
Beitrag zur Entwicklung des Zweikaiserproblems im 12. Jahrhundert, Archiv für
Kulturgeschichte 59, 1977, p. 259-320; I. S. ROBINSON, The papacy 1073-1198: continuity and
innovation, Cambridge 1990; and of course MAGDALINO, Manuel, passim. On negotiations with
the Armenian church, see P. TEKEYAN, Controverses christologiques en Arméno-Cilicie dans la
seconde moitié du XIIe siècle (1165-1198) (OCA 124), Rome 1939; C. A. FRAZEE, The Christian
Church in Cilician Armenia: Its Relations with Rome and Constantinople to 1198, Church
History 45, 1976, p. 166-184; B. ZEKIYAN, Un dialogue œcuménique au XIIe siècle. Les pourpar-
lers entre le Catholicos St Nerses Snorhali et le légat impérial Theorianos en vue de l’union des
Eglises arménienne et byzantine, in Actes du XVe Congrès international d’études byzantines,
Athènes, Septembre 1976, IV, Athens 1979, p. 420-441; B. ZEKIYAN, St Nerses Snorhali en dia-
logue avec les Grecs : un prophète de l’Œcuménisme au XIIe siècle, in Études arméniennes: in
memoriam Haïg Berbérian, ed. D. KOUYMJIAN, Lisbon 1986, p. 861-883; B. ZEKIYAN, The
Armenian Community of Philipopolis and the Bishop Ioannes Atmanos Imperial Legate to
Cilicia, in Between the Danube and the Caucasus: a collection of papers concerning oriental
sources on the history of the peoples of Central and South-Eastern Europe, ed. G. KARA,
Budapest 1987, p. 363-373; A. A. BOZOYAN, Documents on the Armenian-Byzantine
Ecclesiastical Negotiations (1165-1178), Yerevan 1995; I. AUGÉ, Byzantins, Arméniens &
Francs au temps de la croisade : politique religieuse et reconquête en Orient sous la dynastie
des Comnènes, 1081-1185, Paris 2007.



Nevertheless, because Kamateros states that he is writing a verbatim37 report
of the discussions that took place in Constantinople between the emperor and
Roman and Armenian envoys, and therefore it is clear that he wishes to spec-
ify a precise historical frame, the aim of this article is to propose a back-
ground into which the dialogues could be inserted and a possible dating for
them.

When the alliance between the pontiff and the German emperor collapsed,
serious discussions between Manuel and the papacy concerning the crown of
the Roman Empire and the reunification of the churches started. Already dur-
ing the Diet of Besançon (1157), the contrast between the Gregorian reform
and the German caesaropapistic position was made clear, but the relationship
between Frederick and the papacy worsened dramatically after the death of
Hadrian IV (1159). In 1160, Frederick summoned a council at Pavia for the
election of a new pope, choosing Cardinal Octavian as the new pontiff with
the name of Victor IV. The Pope who had meanwhile been elected,
Alexander III (1159-81), the same Roland Bandinelli who opposed Frederick
at Besançon, reacted against this abuse of power by Frederick and excommu-
nicated him.38 The so-called “occidental schism”, which lasted until 1177,
seemed to Manuel to be the most advantageous opportunity to conclude an
agreement with the Catholic Church.39 Accordingly, Alexander III tried to win
over the Byzantine emperor and started to negotiate an agreement with him in
order to gain protection against Frederick.40

The beginning of the dialogue between the emperor and the cardinals
offers a clear account of the historical context. The emperor states:
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37. M f. 7v:
Τέως ἐπεὶ καὶ τὴν τῆς παρεκβολῆς τῶν Γραφικῶν χρήσεων γεγονυῖαν αἰτίαν ἐξαισίαν τοῦ
θεοσόφου βασιλέως διάλεξιν ἀναγκαίως ἐχρῆν ἐντεθῆναι τῇ δέλτῳ ταύτῃ προτέραν,
ἀσφαλῆ καθάπερ θεµέλιον, ἐποικοδοµηθῆναι δὲ ταύτῃ τὰ λοιπὰ τοῦ συγγράµµατος, τοῦτο
δῆτα καὶ πεποιήκαµεν · καὶ τὴν ἀγράφως ἐξ αὐτοµάτου συστᾶσαν, ἰδοὺ πρώτην αὐτοὶ
κατὰ ῥῆµα σχεδὸν ἀνάγραπτον ἐκτιθέαµεν οἷον ἔµψυχον στήλην τῆς τοῦ βασιλέως
µεγαλονοίας καὶ σοφίας καὶ τῆς ἀσφαλοῦς ἐπιστήµης περὶ τὴν τῶν δογµάτων ἀκρίβειαν ·
οὕτω γοῦν καὶ τὰ τῆς διαλέξεως ἔχουσιν.
“Meanwhile, since it was absolutely essential that also the Emperor’s dialogue, the overwhelm-
ing cause of the compilation of a set of passages from the Scriptures, should first be set down in
writing, as a sure foundation and the rest of the compilation be constructed on this, this indeed is
what we have done. Behold, we set out the unwritten encounter that occurred spontaneously,
recorded nearly verbatim, as a first living monument of the Emperor’s greatness of mind and
wisdom and unfailing knowledge of the accurate detail of the dogmas. This, then, is the content
of the dialogue.”

38. BOSO, Liber pontificalis, ed. L. DUCHESNE, II, Paris 1892, p. 403; ROBINSON, The papacy,
p. 472-497.

39. Cf. LAMMA, Comneni e Staufer, II, chapter 1, paragraph 5 – Lo scisma. Il sinodo di Pavia,
p. 49-60.

40. W. OHNSORGE (Die Legaten, table p. 164) counted seven embassies from Rome to
Constantinople, six of which took place between 1160 and 1169 and only one after 1177, in
1182, but, at this date, Manuel was already dead. Following Ohnsorge’s reconstruction there
were no embassies between the second half of 1169 and 1181.



Ἀποδιδόναι τὰ Καίσαρος Καίσαρι καὶ τὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ τῷ Θεῷ διδάσκοντος ἐν
Εὐαγγελίοις τοῦ Σωτῆρος ἡ ἡµῶν ἀκούουσα θεοσέβεια τιµιώτατοι καὶ
σοφώτατοι καδδινάλιοι, εὑρίσκουσα δὲ τὴν ὑµετέραν εὐλάβειαν περὶ τῆς εἰς
τὴν παλαιὰν Ῥώµην καὶ πᾶσαν τὴν Ἰταλίαν τῷ ἡµετέρῳ κράτει διαφερούσης
ἀνέκαθεν αὐθεντίας καὶ βασιλικῆς ἐξουσίας, καὶ τῶν ἐν ταῖς τοιαύταις
χώραις ἀνηκόντων τούτῳ λοιπῶν πάντων δικαίων καὶ προνοµίων
πρεσβεύουσαν, ἅτε τοῦ ἁγιωτάτου Πάπα καὶ τοῦ τῆς καθ’ ὑµᾶς ἁγίας τῶν
Ῥωµαίων ἐκκλησίας ἱεροῦ παντοίου συλλόγου καὶ τῶν ἐν ταῖς εἰρηµέναις
χώραις µεγιστάνων, καὶ τοῦ ξύµπαντος τούτων ἐκ πάσης ἡλικίας, τύχης τε καὶ
ἐπιτηδεύµατος ξύγκλυδος ὄχλου µετ’ εὐγνωµοσύνης ἀποδοῦναι ταῦτα
καθυπισχνουµένων τῇ βασιλείᾳ µου, τὴν δὲ ταύτης ἀνταιτουµένων ἀπὸ τῶν
ἐπιτιθεµένων τούτοις ἐκδίκησιν καὶ δεφένδευσιν, τὴν µὲν τοιαύτην πρεσβείαν
ὑµῶν ἀσµένως δεχοµένη καὶ τὴν τῶν ἀνηκόντων ταύτῃ παρ’ ὑµῶν
ὑπισχνουµένην ἀπόδοσιν ἀποδεχοµένη, πληρῶσαι τὰ πρεσβευόµενα
διανοεῖται πρὸς τιµὴν µέντοι τοῦ ταύτης στέµµατος καὶ ὠφέλειαν.41

Our Piety, oh very honourable and wise cardinals, listening to the teaching of the
Savior in the Gospel of rendering to Caesar what is Caesar’s, and to God what
is God’s,42 and learning that Your Reverence is acting as ambassador with regard
to the authority and imperial power that belonged from the first to Our Power in
old Rome and all Italy and with regard to all the other rights and privileges that
belong to This [Imperial Power] in these same areas, inasmuch as His Holiness
the Pope and the complete holy assembly of your part of the holy Church of the
Romans, and the leaders in the afore-mentioned areas and all the commingled
mass of people of different age, fortune and profession, expressly promise with
goodwill to return these (= Italy plus rights and privileges) to Our Majesty, asking
in return from Her (= our Majesty) revenge and defence against their enemies (=
Barbarossa), [Our Piety] that now welcomes with pleasure your embassy, and that
is ready to receive the restitution, promised by you, of what belongs to Her, wants
the negotiations to be fulfilled to the honour and advantage of Her crown.

Kamateros refers to exchanges of embassies between court and curia and
specifically mentions the fact that the ambassadors had came to discuss the
restitution of the imperial authority and power that the Byzantine emperors
had always had in Rome and all Italy. It is clear from this passage that at stake
was the right to be crowned emperor of the Roman Empire, a right that was
claimed by both Frederick and Manuel. In this situation, Manuel had a clear
understanding of the political situation in Italy, and was conscious that the
Pope was the dominant figure who alone had the power to return the Italian
territories to the Byzantine emperor. This is clear from his words, “Your
Reverence is acting as ambassador with regard to the authority and imperial
power that belonged from the first to Our Power in old Rome and all Italy and
with regard to all the other rights and privileges that belong to This
(= Imperial Power) in these same areas”.
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41. M f. 8r.
42. Matthew 22:21.



The negotiations between the Byzantine Empire and the papacy lasted
throughout Manuel’s reign, and historical evidence proves that, even after the
peace of Venice (1177) between the papacy and Frederick Barbarossa, the
Pope did not reject these attempts. In fact, in a letter dated five months after
the peace Alexander III invited Ugo Eteriano to continue his mediation with
the Byzantine ruler in order to achieve the reunion of the churches.43 We
could speculate that after the peace of Venice it is unlikely that the Pope
would have offered the crown to Manuel since his relations with Frederick
were to his greater advantage; nevertheless, this letter indicates continued
friendly relations between the papacy and the Byzantine Empire.

This brief reconstruction of the international relationships between the
German king, the Byzantine emperor and the Pope is clearly the background
we can perceive reading thorough the beginning of the Sacred Arsenal; there-
fore, we are going to investigate carefully the lapse of time between 1160 and
1177 in order to date the text.

4. – SYNODS IN CONSTANTINOPLE BETWEEN 1160 AND 1177

In the proem to the first half of his work Kamateros introduces some addi-
tional hints that allow us to establish the date composition of the Sacred
Arsenal more precisely:

Αἱ κατὰ τὰς χρυσᾶς ἡµέρας τῆς αὐτοκράτορος ἀρχῆς τούτου συγκροτηθεῖσαι
καὶ ἄλλαι µὲν δύο δὲ τέως µέγισται σύνοδοι καὶ τοῦτον µὲν τῆς ὀρθοδοξίας
ὑπερασπιστὴν καὶ πρόµαχον ἔχουσαι, τὴν δ’ ἐκκλησίαν δεινῶς σαλευθεῖσαν
ἑδράσασαι καὶ στηρίξασαι, τῶν λεγοµένων µάρτυρες ἀπαράγραπτοι · οὐ γὰρ
εἰσὶ λαλιαὶ οὐδὲ λόγοι τούτου, ὧν οὐχὶ αἱ φωναὶ ὡς θεῖαι ἠκούσθησαν καὶ
ἐδέχθησαν.44

The [synods] assembled during the golden days of the reign of this emperor and
[especially] the other very great two synods [assembled] up to this time, because
they had him as defender of orthodoxy and champion, and because they soothed
and settled the Church that was dreadfully storm tossed, are witnesses not to be
missed of what has been said; for there are not speeches or words of this [man (=
Manuel)] of which the sound is not heard45 and accepted as holy.

Jean Darrouzès, in his article published in 1965,46 states: “Andronikos
gives us important information that reduces the margin for the dating; in fact
when he composed his preface the emperor had just presided over two impor-
tant synods. They are the two assemblies of 30th of January and 18th of
February 1170;47 because in no other near circumstances, since 1166, are
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43. PL 202, 227-230; cf. A. DONDAINE, Hugues Ethérien et Léon Toscan, Archives d’histoire
doctrinale et littéraire du moyen âge 19, 1952, p. 67-134, at p. 89.

44. M f. 6v.
45. Psalm 19:3-4.
46. DARROUZÈS, Les documents byzantins, p. 73-74.
47. Regestes, ed. GRUMEL, LAURENT, and DARROUZÈS, nos 1109-1110.



there two synods presided over by the emperor”. Personally, I do not see any
reason for which we should suppose that Kamateros refers to these assem-
blies. The passage quoted before does not allow us to identify those two syn-
ods with two assemblies of the same synod. It could also be possible that
Kamateros was referring to the two major synods summoned by Manuel dur-
ing his reign: the one concerning the sacrifice of Christ, which ended in 1157,
and the other dealing with the sentence from the Gospel of John “The father
is greater than I”, which ended in 1170. On the other hand, it could even be
that Kamateros did not consider at all the synods held in 1170, because the
great synod on the passage from Saint John could be considered concluded
with the Ekthesis of 1166.48 However, for the purpose of dating, the reference
to these synods allows us to identify the year 1166 as terminus post quem for
the composition of the Sacred Arsenal; the most plausible terminus ante quem
is the peace of Venice, 1177.

5. – OVERLOOKED PIECES OF EVIDENCE: GEORGE SKYLITZES’ DEDICATORY VERSES

There is a further piece of evidence which has never been taken into
account, but which clearly offers opportunities for defining the date of com-
position more precisely. This evidence comes from the dedicatory verses49

written by George Skylitzes50 for the composition of Kamateros’ text. In the
final prayer Skylitzes mentions the son of Manuel, Alexios, born on 10
September 1169.51

∆οίη δὲ πᾶσαν κοσµικὴν µοναρχίαν
καὶ τὴν συναυτάνασσαν ἐκ ῥηγῶν γένους
καὶ πριγκιπικῆς εὐκλεοῦς ῥιζουχίας,
γένοιτο τηρῶν εἰς µακρὰν συζωΐαν
σὺν τῷ νεανθεῖ πορφυροβλάστῳ ῥόδῳ,
στέφος φέροντι τοῦ κράτους Ἀλεξίῳ,
τῶν οὐρανῶν δὲ τὴν βασιλείαν τέλος
κλήρωµα τούτοις ἀµετάτρεπτον νέµοι.52
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48. C. MANGO, The Conciliar Edict of 1166, DOP 17, 1963, p. 317-330; J. GOUILLARD, Le
synodikon de l’Orthodoxie : Édition et Commentaire, TM 2, 1967, p. 1-316, at p. 216-226;
MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 287-288.

49. Skylitzes in ms. Monacensis 229, f. 1-3r, l. 4, edited by DEMETRAKOPOULOS, Ὀρθόδοξος
Ἑλλάς, p. 26-29.

50. About the protokouropalates George Skylitzes we know very little. He was governor of
Serdica (Sofia) under Manuel, and played a part at the synod of the Great Palace on 6 March
1166. Cf. KAZHDAN in ODB, s.v. Skylitzes, George; SAKKOS, Ὁ Πατήρ µου µείζων µού ἐστι,
p. 155.

51. CHONIATES, Historia, p. 169. September 14 in P. WIRTH, Wann wurde Kaiser Alexios II.
Komnenos geboren?, BZ 49, 1956, p. 65-67; September 10 in P. SCHREINER, Die byzantinischen
Kleinchroniken, I, Wien 1975, p. 146.

52. DEMETRAKOPOULOS, Ὀρθόδοξος Ἑλλάς, p. 29.



May He (God) give him (the emperor) the complete monarchy of the world
and may He preserve his co-empress from kings’ blood
and glorious princely family roots,
in a long life
with the new-born purple sprig of the rose
Alexios who bears the crown of empire
and may He finally grant them as their inalienable
inheritance the kingdom of Heaven.

The reference to the empress, Mary of Antioch, demonstrates that
Skylitzes is extremely precise in his historical references: Mary, married at
Christmas 1161,53 was truly from king’s blood through her kinship with
Louis VII of France and truly from a princely family root because she was the
daughter of Raymond, prince of Antioch. Therefore, trusting Skylitzes’ preci-
sion, we can argue that if he uses the adjective νεανθής, he certainly was
indicating an infant, or at the very most a toddler, in the sentence σὺν τῷ
νεανθεῖ πορφυροβλάστῳ ῥόδῳ, “with the young purple sprig of the rose”.

From a philological point of view, it is interesting to note that the adjective
chosen by Skylitzes is not very common. I have found only three testimonies.
Nicander in his Alexipharmaca uses this adjective to refer to buds, shoots –
κύπρου τε βλαστεῖα νεανθέα “fresh buds of henna”.54 Nicander’s scholia
give a synonym for the adjective νεανθέα: νεοθαλῆ55 meaning “fresh-bud-
ding, sprouting or new-born”.56 Prodromos uses the same adjective again
referring to flowers, in Carmina historica.57 The last example I have been
able to find of the utilization of νεανθής, and this time not in association with
flowers, but with the same meaning, “recens florida”, is in Anthologiae
Graecae Appendix, Epigrammata dedicatoria.58 Moreover, the fact that
Skylitzes chose a rare adjective suggests its use by Skylitzes could be
emphatic and thus strengthens the idea that Alexios really is a new arrival on
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53. KINNAMOS, Epitome, p. 210-211.
54. NICANDER, The poems and poetical fragments, ed. A. S. F. GOW and A. F. SCHOLFIELD,

Cambridge 1953, p. 134609, translation p. 135.
55. LSJ, s.v. νεοθηλής, -θαλής.
56. NICANDER, Scholia in Nicandri Alexipharmaca, cum glossis, ed. M. GEYMONAT, Milano

1974, p. 206, sch. 609:
κύπρου τε <βλαστεῖα X> <νεανθέα R> · <οἱ µὲν εἶδος φυτοῦ τὴν κύπρον φασίν, οἱ δὲ τὰ
ἀπὸ τῆς Κύπρου νήσου βλαστήµατα X>. καὶ τῆς κύπρου, φησί, τὰ νεοθαλῆ βλαστεῖα, [...].

57. PRODROMOS, Historische Gedichte, p. 422, no 45244:
στοιβὴ φυέσθω καὶ κόνυζα τῷ βίῳ
ἀντὶ πλατάνου καὶ νεανθοῦς µυρρίνης
ἀντιστραφέντων τῶν λόγων Ἠσαΐου [...].
He is referring to a passage from Isaiah 55:13.

58. Epigrammatum anthologia Palatina cum Planudeis et apendice nova, ed. E. COUGNY. III,
Epigrammata dedicatoria, Paris 1890, p. 51, no 3199:
Φήµη µὲν περίβωτος ἀν’ Ἑλλάδα, τὴν ὁ νεανθής
αἶνος ∆εξίππῳ δῶκεν ἐφ᾿ ἱστορίῃ.



the scene (he certainly was a passionately longed-for child for dynastic rea-
sons).

There is a second interesting point in this passage: στέφος φέροντι τοῦ
κράτους Ἀλεξίῳ – “who bears the crown of empire Alexios”. Alexios II
Komnenos was crowned on 24 March 1171.59 Now we have a certain termi-
nus post quem: the Sacred Arsenal was completed – by both Kamateros and
Skylitzes, and therefore ready to be handed over – after the 24 March 1171.

Again in George Skylitzes’ dedicatory verses we can find other interesting
passages that can help in dating the Sacred Arsenal. He wrote:

Ἐνταῦθα µὲν πῶς ἐκ µελιχρῶν χειλέων
τοῖς ἐκ παλαιᾶς προσλαλεῖ Ῥώµης θύταις,
τοῖς δ’ ἀρχιθύταις ἀλλαχοῦ καὶ προκρίτοις
τῶν Ἀλαµανῶν συνοµιλεῖ πανσόφως,
αὖθις δὲ θύταις, λευίταις, δικασπόλοις
τῶν Σικελῶν σύνεστιν εἰς ὁµιλίαν,
ἀναµφιλέκτοις συλλογισµοῖς δεικνύων
τὸ Πνεῦµα Πατρὸς ἐκπορεύεσθαι µόνου ·
ὡς µὴ πρὸς ἀρχὰς ἐκκυλισθῶµεν δύο,
Θεὸν µαθόντες ἐν µοναρχίᾳ σέβειν ·
τῶν δ’ Ἀρµενικῶν προστάτας θρησκευµάτων,
καινὴν µίαν λέγοντας ἐν Χριστῷ φύσιν,
ἐκ συλλογισµῶν γραφικῶν πείθει λέγειν
διπλὰς ἐν αὐτῷ τὰς φύσεις ἀσυγχύτως,
ψευδεῖς ἐλέγχει τετραρίθµους αἱρέσεις ·
ὅτι µόνη θέλησις ἐν Χριστῷ µία,
ὡς ἡ Θεοῦ πέπονθεν ἐν σταυρῷ φύσις,
ὡς σὰρξ φθορᾶς ὕπερθεν, ὡς φαντασία.60

Here how he (the emperor) speaks from honey-sweetened lips
to the sacrificers from the old Rome
and elsewhere how he most cleverly converses
with the German chief sacrificers and the princes
and again how he joins in conversations
with Sicilian sacrificers, deacons, teachers
explaining through unquestionable syllogisms
that the Spirit proceeds from the Father only
so that we will not degenerate into confessing two principles
because we have learnt that God must be honored in a single unit,
and again how the proponents of the Armenian beliefs,
who say that there is one, newly invented, nature in Christ
he persuades through syllogisms from the Scriptures to say
that there are two natures without confusion in Him,
he proves false four heresies [that teach]
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59. CHONIATES, Historia, p. 1697.
60. DEMETRAKOPOULOS, Ὀρθόδοξος Ἑλλάς, p. 27.



that there is only one will in Christ,
that the nature of God would have suffered on the cross,
that Christ’s flesh is above corruption, that it was only an appearance.

Skylitzes’ verses are remarkably valuable for the dating of the Sacred
Arsenal; it is necessary, therefore, to investigate carefully each piece of infor-
mation he inserts in them. He refers to the presence of delegates from Rome,
Germany, Sicily and Armenia in Constantinople; therefore, we must check all
the available historical sources to confirm if and when there were envoys
from these nations in the capital city between 1171 and 1177 – the span of
time we have obtained analyzing previous evidence. First we will analyze
Germany. Around 1170, the contacts between the two empires were active;
we have evidence of two embassies from Germany: in 1170, Frederick sent
his chancellor Christian of Mainz to Constantinople,61 and in 1172 a new
embassy arrived from Frederick to agree the marriage between Maria, daugh-
ter of Manuel, and the son of Barbarossa. Most interestingly, Arnold of
Lübeck informs us that during the second visit there was a discussion about
the procession of the Holy Spirit.62

Also envoys from Sicily were without doubt around Constantinople at that
time; the German emperor was not the only target in Manuel’s pan-European
plan of alliances. In his attempt to gain the goodwill of the Pope, and there-
fore to obtain the crown of the Roman Empire, in 1166 Manuel offered the
Normans, now the only papal ally against Barbarossa’s new expedition, the
succession to the Byzantine throne through the marriage of his heiress Maria
and the young William II.63 Despite the exchange of many embassies between
Sicily and Constantinople, the marriage was not agreed until 1172, when
William II sent to Constantinople Bartholomew, brother of the archbishop
Walter, later elected bishop of Agrigento, as legatus and witness of the marital
agreement.64 From the sequence of the successive betrothals of his daughter
Maria (to Bela of Hungary in 1164 or 1165,65 to the son of Henry II of
England in 1170,66 to William II of Sicily in 1166 and then eventually agreed
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61. Monumenta Erphesfurtensia saec. XII. XIII. XIV, ed. O. HOLDER-EGGE (MGH Scriptores),
Hannover-Leipzig 1899, p. 60; OHNSORGE, Abendland und Byzanz, p. 456-486; MAGDALINO,
Manuel, p. 92.

62. During this visit there was a discussion about the procession of the Holy Spirit; it is inter-
esting to note that three Fathers of the Church are mentioned (Athanasios, Cyril and John
Chrysostom): see ARNOLD OF LÜBECK, Arnoldi Chronica Slavorum, ed. G. H. PERTZ (MGH
Scriptores), Hannover 1868, p. 19-20; DONDAINE, Hugues et Léon, p. 85; MAGDALINO, Manuel,
p. 92.

63. ROMUALD OF SALERNO, Chronicon, ed. C. A. GARUFI (Rerum Italicarum Scriptores, VII,
1), Città di Castello 1914, p. 254-255 and 261; CHONIATES, Historia, p. 170; MAGDALINO,
Manuel, p. 89, 92.

64. C. A. GARUFI, Libellus de successione pontificum Agrigenti, Archivio Storico
Siciliano 28, 1903, p. 143-152, at p. 149.

65. KINNAMOS, Epitome, p. 202-204, 211-215, 286-288; MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 79;
CHONIATES, Historia, p. 126-128, 136-137, 158-159.

66. Annales Laudunenses, ed. M. BONNET (MGH Scriptores), Hannover 1882, p. 446-447;
MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 92.



in 1172 but never celebrated, and, in 1171, to Henry VI, the son of
Frederick67), it is quite clear that Manuel was playing the same card with all
the players at the same time; a tactic that in the end was fruitless. However,
for us these exchanges are very useful as they point quite clearly to the year
1172.

Before moving to the second part of the Sacred Arsenal and therefore to
the Armenian envoys, we must take into account the papal envoys. Between
1166 and 1170,68 Manuel sent two embassies to Rome to clarify his terms for
the reunification of the churches and the reunion of the Roman Empire under
his guidance.69 Through them Manuel offered the reunion of the churches, the
liberation of Italy from its enemies and a considerable amount of money in
exchange for the “restitution” of the imperial crown and the unity of the
empire.70 In answer, we have two embassies from the papacy in 116771 and in
1168-69.72 The embassy − dubiously dated 1168-69 by Ohnsorge − is the last
embassy sent from Rome to Constantinople referred to by all the historical
reconstructions of the period: Hubald, cardinal bishop of Ostia, and John, car-
dinal priest of Saint John and Saint Paul, went to Constantinople.73 Only
Kinnamos74 refers the cause of the failure of this embassy saying that it
proved impossible to reach an agreement because “the emperor insisted that
the empire of Rome should remain in Byzantium, while the Pope did not
accept this and stipulated that he (himself) should rule in Rome”.75 Chalandon

ALESSANDRA BUCOSSI124

67. Chronica regia Coloniensis, ed. G. WAITZ (MGH Scriptores), Hannover 1880, p. 121;
MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 92-93.

68. BOSO, Liber pontificalis, p. 415, 419.
69. H. V. KAP-HERR (Die abendländische Politik Kaiser Manuels, mit besonderer Rücksicht

auf Deutschland, Strasbourg 1881; reprint Amsterdam 1966, p. 87) dates the first 1166 or 1167,
the second 1167 or 1168; F. CHALANDON (Les Comnène : études sur l’Empire byzantin aux XIe et
XIIe siècles, II, Paris 1912; reprint 1962, p. 565-566) places the first in 1167 and the second in
1169-70; W. OHNSORGE (Die Legaten, Excursus 2, p. 146-153) places the first in April-May
1167 and the second in May-August 1168, and he is followed by J. PARKER (The Attempted
Byzantine Alliance with the Sicilian Norman Kingdom [1166-67], Papers of the British School
at Rome 24, 1956, p. 86-93, at p. 86); LAMMA (Comneni e Staufer, p. 130) dates, although dubi-
ously, the first 1166; same dating for MAGDALINO (Manuel, p. 85).

70. BOSO, Liber pontificalis, p. 415.
71. This is the fifth embassy in W. OHNSORGE’s reckoning (Die Legaten, p. 82, 146, 164);

BOSO, Liber pontificalis, p. 415.
72. OHNSORGE, Die Legaten, p. 84, 150. F. CHALANDON (Les Comnène, p. 565-566) reputes

this could be the situation to which refer Kamateros and Eteriano.
73. BOSO, Liber pontificalis, p. 420; OHNSORGE, Die Legaten, p. 84, 150, 164.
74. KINNAMOS, Epitome, p. 261-262.
75. Translation of Kinnamos from P. MAGDALINO (Manuel, p. 89); also Magdalino pointed

out that ‘According to the now accepted interpretation of this passage, Manuel was refusing to
recognize the Pope’s claim to imperial sovereignty in the region of Rome, which was based on
the spurious Constitutum Constantini… [But] it is plausible to believe that he accepted the
Constitutum Constantini, which Byzantines regarded as genuine, as the basis for negotiation’.
Cf. Das Constitutum Constantini, ed. H. FUHRMANN (MGH Fontes iuris germanici antiqui in
usum scholarum separatim editi, X), Hannover 1968; J. FRIED, ‘Donation of Constantine’ and
‘Constitutum Constantini’: The Misinterpretation of a Fiction and its Original Meaning, Berlin
2005.



dates this embassy 1169-70.76 Can it be related to the Frangipane-Komnenos
wedding? Indeed, in 1170, Alexander III blessed the marriage of Eudokia,
niece of Manuel, and Odo Frangipane (Roman Guelph family).77 Most proba-
bly it is possible to find an echo of this marriage even in Kamateros’ text: in
the passage we quoted above, he refers to some “leaders” – τῶν ἐν ταῖς
εἰρηµέναις χώραις µεγιστάνων.78 We would not expect a reference to other
relevant figures in a dialogue with the papal legates; however, Manuel inserts
these as significant referents. He does not give any title to them. But, can we
identify these people? Is it possible to detect a reference to a kind of vas-
salage that links the Pope to these “leaders”? The most probable interpreta-
tion, in my view, is a reference to the powerful Roman nobility and amongst
this one cannot avoid mentioning the Frangipane family.79 To remain in the
context of the relation between Constantinople and the Roman Church, we
could refer to the Chronica Regia Coloniensis and highlight the fact that the
Chronica records that in March 1172 Frederick Barbarossa launched a new
expedition against Italy, which would have taken place two years later, in
order to contrast those Italians and those supporters of Alexander III who
wanted to give the crown of the Roman Empire to “the Greek”.80 It is quite
clear that if Frederick called an assembly to discuss the behavior of the Pope
and plan an action against him, it meant that in 1172 serious attempts at reuni-
fication were being made by Alexander and Manuel; therefore, we can state
that it is most probable that discussions about the procession of the Holy
Spirit and the Primacy of the Roman Church were taking place in 1172 both
in Rome and Constantinople. In the same year, 1172, Manuel’s Pittakion on
some marital questions invites the Patriarch Michael III to consider some
good sides of the Latins, especially those regarding the safeguard of tradi-
tions.81 Yet again, dated between 1172 and 1173 is the epistolary exchange
between the Pope Alexander III and the Patriarch Michael III.82 Not to men-
tion the famous dialogue between Michael III “Anchialos” and the emperor,
which is considered a forgery after Darrouzès’ study,83 but which was dated
not by chance around 1171-1172 by Grumel,84 and is still today considered by
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76. F. CHALANDON (Les Comnène, p. 566) based on the dialogue between Manuel and
Michael “Anchialos”; cf. V. LAURENT and J. DARROUZÈS, Dossier grec de l’Union de Lyon
(1273-1277) (AOC 16), Paris 1976, p. 45-52, dialogue p. 346-375.

77. Annales Ceccanenses, ed. G. H. PERTZ (MGH Scriptores), Hannover 1866, p. 286;
CHALANDON, Les Comnène, p. 566-567; LAMMA, Comneni e Staufer, II, p. 124.

78. See n. 41 with text above.
79. On the Frangipane family relation with the papacy, see LAMMA, Comneni e Staufer, II,

p. 124; MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 84, 89.
80. Chronica regia Coloniensis, p. 121.
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p. 124-125; MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 214-216.
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EEBS 23, 1953, p. 74-82.
83. LAURENT and DARROUZÈS, Dossier grec de l’Union, p. 45-52, dialogue p. 346-375.
84. Regestes, ed. GRUMEL, LAURENT, and DARROUZÈS, nos 1121 and 1122.



Magdalino85 a good example of a possible dialogue between Manuel and
Michael.

6. – NEW PIECES OF EVIDENCE: THE DIALOGUE WITH THE ARMENIANS

In the opening of the dialogue between the Emperor Manuel Komnenos
and the Armenian Teacher Peter, the emperor says:

Οὐχ ὑπεστειλάµεθα τοῦ µὴ ἀναγγεῖλαι τούτῳ τὸν ἐπαπειλούµενον αὐτῷ
ψυχικὸν αἰώνιον κίνδυνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ δι’ ἐλλογίµων ἀποκρισιαρίων καὶ δι’
ἐπιστολῶν πολλάκις τῷ τε ὑµετέρῳ καθολικῷ, καὶ δι’ αὐτοῦ παντὶ τῷ τῶν
Ἀρµενίων λαῷ, κατηγγείλαµεν τὴν ὁδὸν τὴν σωτήριον.86

We have not avoided proclaiming87 to your people the spiritual eternal danger that
threatens it, but on the contrary we have announced the way of salvation through
eloquent messengers and often through letters to your Katholikos and through him
to all the Armenians.

The theological debates with the Armenians started in 1165, when Nerses
Šnorhali met Alexios Axouch, nephew-in-law of Manuel, at Mamistra.88 The
latter in fact requested a written statement of the theological disagreements
with the Constantinopolitan Church, and Nerses in reply wrote the first text of
the Confession of the Armenian Faith.89 Later Manuel, having realized that
there was an opening in the Armenian front, decided to send to Hromgla his
advisor Smbat with a letter for the Katholikos Gregory III, in which he asked
the katholikos to send Nerses to Constantinople for further debates on the rec-
onciliation of the two churches.90 Meanwhile in 1166, Gregory III died and
was succeeded by Nerses himself (1166-1173).91 Once enthroned, Nerses
politely replied refusing the invitation and inviting in return Manuel to the
East. The most interesting passage of this letter for our analysis is that in
which Nerses welcomed the visit of the Pope’s legates to Constantinople in
search of Greek-Latin reunion;92 this is a precious piece of information on the
contemporaneousness of the two attempts at reconciliation. Manuel of course
refused to go to Hromgla and, wishing to have an official statement of the
Armenian faith, asked his envoy Smbat to intercede for a second confession.
Nerses agreed and wrote the Definition of faith of the Armenian church.93
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85. MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 292, see also p. 98 n. 295.
86. M f. 92v.
87. Acts 20:26-27.
88. TEKEYAN, Controverses christologiques, p. 12; ZEKIYAN, Un dialogue œcuménique au XIIe

siècle, p. 420-421.
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Venezia 1833, p. 173-194. Cf. TEKEYAN, Controverses christologiques, p. 14-16, and Étude
Dogmatique, p. 73-121.

90. TEKEYAN, Controverses christologiques, p. 16; Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des
oströmischen Reiches von 565-1453, ed. F. DÖLGER, Munich 1977, no 1478.

91. TEKEYAN, Controverses christologiques, p. 16.
92. NERSES, Nersetis opera, p. 195-204, at p. 202.
93. NERSES, Nersetis opera, p. 205-230.



Smbat probably arrived back in Constantinople in spring 1168, bringing with
him the new confession. Following these first approaches, Manuel sent twice,
in 1170 and 1171/72, Theorianos to Hromgla to confer with Nerses.94 The
missions of Theorianos are particularly important for us because he gathered
the minutes of the discussions held in the presence of bishops and vardapets
(teachers) in his Dialexis, a unique document on the Greek-Armenian dia-
logue.95 The discussions, however, did not reach any agreement as the final
response from the Armenian Church should have been approved by a council
announced by Nerses in a letter datable spring/summer 1172.96 When in 1173
Nerses died, the consultations continued under his nephew and successor,
Gregory IV Tłay. In 1179, Gregory summoned a synod at the patriarchal see
of Hromgla during which the Greek formulation of the Christological dogmas
was formally accepted.97

Until now the secondary literature has considered virtually only the
famous embassies from Constantinople to Armenia led by Theorianos, giving
a reconstruction of the events similar to the one just resumed and ignoring the
possibility of the presence of Armenian envoys in Constantinople – the only
exception being Andrew Stone’s article we are going to mention below.
However, Kamateros portrays the emperor saying:

Ὅτι δὲ καὶ σὺ κατ’ εὐδοκίαν ἴσως Θεοῦ τῇ βασιλίδι ταύτῃ τῶν πόλεων νῦν
ἐπιδηµήσας, ἐγνώσθης τῇ βασιλείᾳ µου, τῆς ἐνωπίου τε ταύτης ἔτυχες ἰδοὺ
παραστάσεως · εἴ σοι βουλητὸν φέρε, τὰ τῆς διαστάσεως ἡµῶν καταθρήσωµεν
αἴτια, καὶ µὴ φιλονείκως µὴδ’ ἐριστικῶς, ἀλλ’ εὐσυνειδήτως, εἰρηνικῶς τε
καὶ τὸ ὅλον φιλαλήθως τοὺς περὶ τῆς ὀρθοδοξίας λόγους γυµνάσωµεν.98

Because you too equally in accordance with God’s goodwill came to stay now in
the queen of all the cities, you have been acknowledged by My Majesty, and you
have obtained [this] meeting face to face with Her; [therefore,] if you wish, let us
examine the causes of our separation, and neither in eager rivalry, nor captiously
but honestly and peacefully and entirely in a loving truth way let us compete in
discussions about orthodoxy.

The two passages from the second part of the Sacred Arsenal just men-
tioned give us two important pieces of information. The first passage tells us
that the dialogue with the Armenian Church is not at its beginning. Kamateros
in fact says, “we have announced the way of salvation through eloquent mes-
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94. MICHAEL THE SYRIAN, Chronique de Michel le Syrien, patriarche jacobite d’Antioche
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p. 425.
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sengers and often through letters to your Katholikos and through him to all
the Armenians”; therefore, we could speculate that at least the first embassy
of Theorianos (1170) had already taken place at the time of the dialogue. The
second passage clearly refers to a formal meeting in the presence of the
emperor in Constantinople, which can be dated with a good approximation to
1172 through help of other primary sources, which we are going to present.

As we have just said above, there is only one scholar who has investigated
the presence of Armenian envoys in Constantinople during the reign of
Manuel Komnenos: Andrew Stone in his article published in Jahrbuch der
Österreichischen Byzantinistik in 2005.99 Stone brings to light two new pieces
of evidence: Oration Z written by Eustathios of Thessalonica for the Patriarch
Michael “Anchialos”100 and another Oration for the same patriarch but writ-
ten by Michael Choniates;101 these orations refer to the debates with the
Armenian Church. In Stone’s reconstruction the two speeches were written
for the Lazarus Saturday: Choniates’ one for Lazarus Saturday 1172 and
Eustathios’ one for Lazarus Saturday 1173. Eustathios’ oration provides two
pieces of evidence for the dating, these are the references to the subjugation
of the Grand Župan of Rascia Stephen Nemanja in 1172, and to the enthron-
ing of Bela of Hungary in the same year.102 The oration by Choniates does not
refer to the presence of Armenians in Constantinople but only to discussions
and contacts that were taking place, and this is the reason that makes Stone
date this oration before Eustathios’ one, and therefore 1172.103

Although Oration Z by Eustathios is very bombastic and metaphoric, the
presence of Armenian envoys can be detected through a careful reading.
Eustathios opens the passage concerning the Armenians very vaguely,104 he
does not clearly tell us that physically there were envoys of the Armenian
Church in Constantinople, but only that Michael III “Anchialos” took part in
the debates and this could mean either in person or in writing. Going on105 the
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99. A. F. STONE, Nerses IV “The Gracious”, Manuel I Komnenos, the Patriarch Michael III
Anchialos and Negotiations for Church Union between Byzantium and the Armenian Church,
1165-1173, JÖB 55, 2005, p. 191-208.

100. EUSTATHIOS OF THESSALONICA, Eustathii Thessalonicensis opera minora, magnam partem
inedita, ed. P. WIRTH (CFHB 32), Berlin 2000, p. 100-140.

101. MICHAEL CHONIATES, Μιχαὴλ Ἀκοµινάτου τοῦ Χωνιάτου τὰ σωζόµενα, ed.
S. P. LAMPROS, I, Athens 1879-80, reprint 1968, p. 72-92.

102. KINNAMOS, Epitome, p. 287-288; CHONIATES, Historia, p. 158; JOHN KINNAMOS, Deeds of
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CHONIATES, O city of Byzantium: annals of Niketas Choniates, trans. H. J. MAGOULIAS, Detroit
1984, p. 90; D. OBOLENSKY, Six Byzantine portraits, Oxford-New York 1988, p. 115-116;
MAGDALINO, Manuel, p. 79-81; EUSTATHIOS, Eustathii opera minora, p. 114. Wirth does not date
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refers to Alexios saying that − at that time − he was not even five years old (1174). Wirth, there-
fore, disagrees completely with Kazhdan’s dating (1177); see EUSTATHIOS, Eustathii opera
minora, p. 28* and reference to p. 117, and A. P. KAZHDAN and S. FRANKLIN, Studies on
Byzantine literature of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, Cambridge 1984, p. 127.

103. STONE, Nerses, Manuel, Michael, p. 202.
104. EUSTATHIOS, Eustathii opera minora, p. 12147 s.; STONE, Nerses, Manuel, Michael, p. 204.
105. EUSTATHIOS, Eustathii opera minora, p. 12174-12283; STONE, Nerses, Manuel, Michael,

p. 205.



text becomes more straightforward; Eustathios inserts the usual metaphor of
the doctor who can cure both body and soul, but the depiction of these scenes
seems to imply the physical presence of an Armenian delegation. This delega-
tion seems to be composed by a noteworthy number of delegates; of them one
appears to be aggressive and difficult to be converted to the “right belief”. In
this context it is interesting to mention the fact that Kamateros, while in the
first dialogue he portrays the emperor discussing with “cardinals –
καδδινάλιοι” using the plural and not inserting any further detail, in the sec-
ond dialogue inserts only one Armenian envoy and of this man he mentions
even first name and title: the Armenian Teacher Peter. Can we recognize in
the Armenian Teacher Peter the same envoy described by Eustathios? I do not
see any reason for not doing so. Moreover, if we identify in the Armenian
Peter the envoy portrayed by Eustathios, we would have all the details we
need to add a certain piece of evidence to the historical reconstruction of the
twelfth-century exchanges between Constantinople and Armenia: event, pos-
sible date and an identified person attested by two primary sources. I quote
here the passage dedicated to the “difficult envoy” in Stone’s translation:106

And they receive the rest of the cure except one certain person who (and that man
especially deeply stained himself with the evil in his soul) has taken care to spew
forth his soul in preference to being restored to perfection in faith; and you
brought forth the drugs of salvation, but he put them away and spurned health…107

The passage goes on108 and, as it is expected, finally also this obdurate
ambassador seems to be converted by Michael’s oratorical ability. Stone pro-
poses to read through these rhetorical passages the real attitude of the patri-
arch towards the Armenians, an attitude that would be less irenic than
Manuel’s will. However, the metaphors used by Eustathios and those inserted
by Kamateros are very similar and appertain to the usual set; therefore, in my
opinion, reading through these passages a real attitude can be treacherous. But
I should postpone any further comment to a more detailed comparison
between Kamateros and Eustathios since this article is only concerned with
the fact that Eustathios provides a second piece of evidence for the presence
of an Armenian embassy in Constantinople.

The dating of the presence of the embassy cited by Eustathios is a fundamental
element also for the dating of the Sacred Arsenal. Stone mentions both the years
1171 – before the second embassy of Theorianos to Hromgla – and 1172, year of
the subjection of Nemanja referred to in the oration, but he states that 1172 seems
to him more plausible.109 Both years 1171 and 1172 fit perfectly into our recon-
struction because in those years most probably were in Constantinople also
Germans, Romans and Sicilians. But there is also another piece of evidence to be
added to our analysis, and this time from an Armenian primary source.
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106. EUSTATHIOS, Eustathii opera minora, p. 12291-96.
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Cuncta vero, quae circa fidei traditionem Ecclesiaeque disciplinam sermone in
Synodo unionis causâ firmabitur, scripto ac verbo cognoscere faciemus sancto
regno tuo per aliquos Concilii Episcopos et Doctores a Nobis mittendos.110

Having checked the faithfulness of the Latin translation, I would interpret
this passage as follows: Nerses is stating that the Armenian Church will pre-
sent to the holy reign of Manuel – both orally and in writing through some
bishops and teachers of the general council of the Armenian Church who are
going to be sent over – those topics related to tradition of faith and church
discipline that will be later confirmed in an oral discussion during the synod
that will be assembled to ratify the union between the churches. I understand
that this letter is announcing that a delegation will be soon sent to
Constantinople in order to discuss the differences between the two churches
before the general synod, and that the synod will be the formal occasion for
reaching the agreement but not a moment for “technical discussions”. This
letter is generally dated 1172.111

CONCLUSION

The Sacred Arsenal was, without any doubt, completed after 24 March 1171;
indeed, Skylitzes mentions the crowning of the heir of Manuel, Alexios II.
However, the crowning of Alexios is not the only historical event that Skylitzes
mentions, he also refers to the presence in Constantinople of embassies from
Germany, Sicily, Armenia and the papacy. Our survey of primary sources of the
period allows the identification of the year 1172 as the year of the contempora-
neous presence in Constantinople of Armenians, Germans and Sicilians; there-
fore, we can argue that the Sacred Arsenal most probably refers to events that
took place during 1172. Regarding the exchange between the empire and the
papacy, historical sources seem to refer to the years between 1168 and 1170.
But it is not implausible to suggest the presence of some envoys in 1172, spe-
cially if we connect this presence with the marriage between the Frangipane
and the Komnenoi, and Barbarossa’s complaints over the papal behavior.
Having considered all these data, we can quite certainly state that 1172 is the ter-
minus post quem the Sacred Arsenal was ready to be handed over to the
emperor. How long did it take to be completed? Given the fact that it was an
impelling imperial order, we could guess that it did not take more that 12 months
to be completed, so perhaps by the end of 1173, or the beginning of 1174, the
Sacred Arsenal was in the emperor’s hands.

Alessandra BUCOSSI

Dumbarton Oaks/Genova
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110. I checked the accuracy of the Latin version against the Armenian one with the help of
Dr Cornelia Horn. Cf. NERSES, Nersetis opera, p. 240; NERSES, Endhanrakan teoulteke Srboyn
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