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Introduction

HENRY MAGUIRE

In recentyearsconsiderableattentionhasbeengivento magicin thesocieties
of ancientGreeceandRome,lateantiquity,andthemedievalWest.Much less
attention,however,has beengiven to the phenomenonof magic in eastem
Christendomduring the medievalperiod. The papersin this volume,written
by specialistsin a wide rangeof disciplines,exploretheparametersandsig-
mficanceof magicinByzantinesocietyfrom thefourth centuryto theempire’s
fall. Theauthorsaddressa wide varietyof questions,someof whicharecom-
monto all historicalresearchintomagicandsomeof whicharepeculiarto the
Byzantinecontext.

The first questionto which this bookseeksanansweris therelativeim-
portanceof magicin medievalByzantium.Anyonewhohaslookedat Byzan-
tine texts,bothhighbrow andlowbrow, will havebeenstruckby theperiodic
mentionof magicalor semi-magicalpractices.Thereis, forexample,thestory
in theChronographyof MichaelPsellos,discussedhereby JohnDuffy (Chap-
ter5), whichdescribeshow EmpressZoehadmadeforherselfa privateimage
of Christthat forecastthefuture by changingcolor. Or thereis thetalein the
Life of Ireneof Chrysobalanton,referredto by AlexanderKazhdan(Chapter
4), aboutthe leadidols of a nun andher suitor with which love magichad
beenworked; theseeffigiesweremiraculouslyretrievedfrom a magicianin
Cappadociathroughthe agencyof St. AnastasiaandSt. Basil andgiven to
Ireneas shewas at prayerin thechapelof herconventin Constantinople.Are
suchstoriesto bedismissedmerelyasquaintfootnotestothehistoryofByzan-
tium, or do they representsomethingmoreimportantandmore fundamental,
whichhistoriansneedto understandin orderto understandByzantineciviliza-

tion asa whole?
A secondquestion,which cropsup veryoftenin thestudyof Byzantine

culture, is the questionof continuity, of survival and revival.To what extent
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2 HenryMaguire

wasmagican aspectof theclassicalworld that survivedunchangedin Byzan-

tium,a partof its antiquelegacy?Theproblemis whetherthemedievalByzan-
tinesinnovatedin the areaof theoccult as they undoubtedlydid in theother
arts.Thereis alsothequestionof theafterlifeof Byzantinemagic.Howfar did
Byzantiumtransmitmagic, along with its other leaming, to areasunderits

cultural influence,suchasthe Slavic lands?
Relatedto thesequestionsis theproblemof the eastemprovinces,espe-

cially Egypt, which in lateantiquityhadbeenthehomelandof somuchmagi-

cal loreandparaphernalia.Whateffect did the lossof theeasternprovincesin
theseventhcenturyhaveon thelaterpracticeof magicin Byzantium?Wasthe
importanceof magic in the ByzantineEmpire therebyreduced,or was it
changed?

If magicdid survivefrom lateantiquity into themedievalperiod, thereis
thequestionof whereandin whatformsit survived.Magic neededbothpro-
vidersand consumers;accusationsof magic neededboth accusersandac-

cused.The historianseeksto know what is revealedaboutthe socialcontext
of magic by the Byzantinelaw codes,leamedliterature, the morepopular
saints’ lives, andmaterialcultureitself. Whatwas thecharacterof medieval
legislationagainstmagicasopposedto thatof the lateRomanperiod?Did the
medievalintellectualsof Byzantiumconsidermagicto be merelyanexercise
in antiquarianismor a living phenomenon?Whatlight is shedby surviving

objects,asopposedto texts,on thecontinuationor declineof magicalpractices
andbeliefs?Doestheevidenceof materialculturefit in with theevidencefrom
the texts?

Finally, there is the most fundamentalquestion,that of the Byzantine
definitionsof magic.Howwas sorcerydefinedby thechurchandby thesecular
authorities?How did a Byzantinedistinguishbetweensupernaturalphenom-
enathat were holy andthosethatweredemonic,betweenthemiracleandthe

magic trick, betweenthe nocturnalvisitations of saintsandof demons,be-
tweenthe paganamuletsandtheportablerelicsfrom Christianshrines?In the
realmof thevisual arts,therewas thequestionof which usesof art couldbe
definedas orthodox and which wereunacceptable.In what circumstances
couldtheuseof Christianimagesbetermed“magical”?

Although the authorsof this book addressa broadrangeof questions,
and their conclusionsare varied, certainthemesemergeclearly from all of
the contributionsandcanusefullybesummarizedhere.Concerningthemost
fundamentalproblem,that of definition, oneclearconclusionis the needto
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makea distinction betweenwhat we might wish to call magic—anexternal
definition—andwhat the Byzantines,at any place or time in their history,
might call magic—aninternaldefinition. From anexternalviewpoint magic
andmiraclesmay look similar, as mightpaganamuletsandChristiantokens,
but from an internalviewpoint they were very different.Themodernanthro-
pologist who attemptsan externaldefinition of magic that will hold good for
all societieswill haveto be consistent,but, as AlexanderKazhdanshows,we
shouldnotexpectconsistencyof theByzantineswhentheymadetheir internal
definitions. The distinctionsbetweengood andbadmiracleswere for them
areasof ambiguityandconflict, which might have importantsocial implica-
tions.This meantthat the psychologicalbenefitsof theByzantines’belief in
miracles weremixed. With the hope for holy miraclescame the dreadof

sorcery.
Second,therecanbenodoubt,in the light of theevidencepresentedhere,

that the Byzantinesthemselvesfelt that magicwas a significantfactor in their
society.Therich textualmaterialdiscussedby RichardGreenfield(Chapter7)
demonstratesthat magicwas still flourishing,at leastin themindsof contem-
poraries,during the lastphaseof the ByzantineEmpire.Magic, then, was a
part of the PalaeologanRenaissance,but was it an unchanginglegacy from
lateantiquity?The answerto this question,as in otheraspectsof Byzantine
culture,is mixed.MatthewDickie (Chapter1) describeshow theearlychurch
fathers,by keepingdistinctthepowersof humanandof supernaturalagencies,

wereableto combinea continuedbeliefin theevil eyewith orthodoxChris-
tianity. In theory,it wasthedevil who causedtheharmandnotjealoushumans,
althoughsomemaintainedthat thedevil might still usetheenviousfor hisevil
purposes.Thebeliefin thepowersof envy andtheevil eyecertainlysurvived
throughtheByzantineperiodandbeyond.On theotherhand,while therewas
a measureof continuity, it canalsobesaidthat in manyimportantrespectsthe
Byzantinessucceededin changingthestatusof magicin their society.

Thechangedposition of magiccanbe seenin bothmaterialcultureand
written documents.In thediscussionof materialculture,it is usefulto makea
distinction betweenartifacts that were markedwith non-Christiandevices,
such as ring-signs andthe namesof pagandeities, and those markedwith

Christiansignsor images,such as crossesandportraitsof the saints,In the
caseof thefirst classof objects,thosewith non-Christiandevices,the issues
weremore clear-cut, In the caseof objects of the secondclass,thosewith
Christiandevices,the issuesweremoreambiguousandcomplex.As James
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Russellshowsfrom archaeologicalevidence(Chapter2), andJohnDuffy from
literary sources,amulets of various kinds marked with essentially non-
Christian signs were relatively widespreadin the early Byzantineperiod.
Thoughmanychurchmencertainlydisapprovedof theseobjects,the authori-
ties wereunableto preventtheir use.St. JohnChrysostom,forexample,in-
veighedagainstthosewho usedcharmsand amuletsandwho madechains
aroundtheir headsand feetwith coins of Alexanderof Macedon.But two
centurieslaterpeoplewerestill wearingtunicsdecoratedwithrepeatedmedal-
lions depictingAlexanderasa potentrider(Chapter3,Fig. 14). Furthermore,
asRussellrelates,onehouseat Anemuriumyieldedapiercedcoin of Marcus
Aureliusor LuciusVeins that hadbeenworn, presumablyas a charm,by an
inhabitantof that city aslateastheseventhcentury.But thesituationseemsto
havechangedafter iconoclasm.With someexceptions,suchastheChnoubis/
Medusaamuletsthatwereconsideredto helpduringpregnancyandin child-
birth, thenon-Christianamuletstendedto disappearfrom thematerialculture
of the later centuriesof Byzantium,to be replacedby portablecrossesand
jewelrydisplayingChristianimagesor containingrelics.TheearlyByzantine
siteat Anemuriumharboreda silverlamella (athin sheetof metal)inscribed
with a magicalcharm(Chapter2, Fig. 10), but wehavelittle archaeological
evidenceof this kindfromthemedievalperiodof Byzantium.Theevidenceof
archaeologyisconfirmedby thewritten texts. JohnDuffy showshow theatti-
tudeof AlexanderofTralles,a doctorof thesixthcentury,contrastedwith that
of theeleventh-andtwelfth-centuryintellectualsPsellosandMichaelItalikos.
Alexanderof Tralleswas preparedto prescribeamuletsfor his wealthierpa-
tientswho objectedto the indignities of physicalcures.Wemay infer that in
hisdaysuchamuletswereemployedquiteopenly,andnotonlyby thepoor,an
inferencethatis supportedby thearchaeologicalrecordfrom Anemurium.Six
centurieslater, however,Michael Italikos gaveonly ahint thatsucha cure
mightbeventured.

Wecanconclude,then,thatthetypesof devicethat thechurchfathersof
thefourthcenturyhadfoundmostoffensive,theamuletswith“satanic”charac-
terssuchasring-signs,werepurgedfrom theovertmaterialculturein thelater
medievalperiod,to be replacedby moreacceptableobjects,suchascrosses,
relics,andintercessoryiconsof thesaints.At earlyByzantineAnemuriumthe
numberof excavatedpendantcrosseswas smaller than that of the non-

Christianapotropaicobjects.But aftericonoclasm,manyof thefunctionsthat
hadpreviouslybeenperformedby profaneamuletswereperformedby objects
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of explicitly Christiancharacter.Thischangewasencouragedby the church
authoritiesthemselves.As MatthewDickie shows,in thefourth centuryJohn
Chrysostomrecommendsthat infantsbe protectedfrom envy by the signof
thecrossratherthanby magicalsigns,whileat theendof theByzantineperiod
JosephBryennios,in apassagecitedby RichardGreenfleld,recommendsthe
wearingof thecrossor theVirgin’s imageinsteadof profaneamulets.

Thechurch,therefore,wassuccessfulin marginalizingthenon-Christian
magicalremedies,but it couldnoteliminatethemaltogether;theapparatusof
magicrespondedtooppositionby becomingmoreoccult.Peoplein themedi-

evalcenturiesof Byzantiumwerelesslikely to wearamuletsof metalor stone
inscribedwith heathensignsandsymbols,but, asRichardGreenfieldpoints
out, m the Palaeologanperiodwe still hearof amuletswritten on piecesof
paperor parchment.Theyarementioned,for example,in theproceedingsof
trials beforethepatriarchalcourt. It maybe surmisedthat thesescrapswerea
safermediumfor the inscribingof forbiddentextsandsigns,sincetheycould
bemoreeasilymanufacturedanddestroyedthanamuletsin moredurablema-
terials.Naturally, noneof theperishablepaperamuletshas survived,though
we do possessa numberof magicbooksfrom the late Byzantineandpost-
Byzantineperiod,which arealsodiscussedby Greenfleld.

Thequestionof themagicaluseof Christianimagesis muchmorecorn-
plicatedandisdealtwith in moredetailin Chapter3, “MagicandtheChristian
Image.”In theearlyperiodmanyecclesiasticalauthoritieshadstrongreserva-
tionsabouttheprivate,unofficial useof Christiansignsandimages,andabout
theirrolesinpracticesandbeliefsystemsthatwerenotregnlatedby thechurch.
Similar reservationsarerevealedby thepassagefrom JohnChrysostom,cited
by MarieTheresFögen,concerningthe“drunkenandfoolish” old womenwho
falsely makeChristianincantations,misusingthenameof God (Chapter6).
Suspicionsaboutthe misuseof Christianimagesby privateindividuals cer-
tainly addedfuel to theargumentsmadeby theopponentsof Christianicons.
In this case,also,thechurchafter iconoclasmwasabletoexerta muchstronger
control,In thelatercenturiesof Byzantium,boththetheoryandtheconditions
of useof Christianimagesweremuchmorecloselyregulated,with resultsthat
werevisible in the formsof the imagesthemselves.Christianicons became
less ambiguousand thus less suspect.Nevertheless,we still encounterin-

stancesof the magical use of Christian images and symbols in the post-
iconoclasticperiod,oneof themostinterestingbeingletter33 ofMichaelItal-
ikos,which is referredto by JohnDuffy Thisletterwaswrittento accompany
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thegift of a goldcoin, which MichaelItalikos claimswas that of Constantine

I. As describedby Italikos, the piecewasmountedto be worn as a pectoral
andboreon onesidetheimprint of Constantine,“the mostimperial,themost
pious, andthebestof emperors,”togetherwith Helena,andon theotherside

animageof Christin “Roman”guise.Thedesignof thepiecealsoincorporated
across,andits surroundinginscriptionwas in Latincharacters.Italikos further

describedthecoin as “an imperialnomismainvestedwith an ineffablepower,”
which was effectiveagainst“all evils” but particularly againstdisease.Al-
though we may doubt whetherthe coin seenby the medievalwriter really
showedConstantineandHelena,it wasclearly ancient,andit is clearthatItal-

ikos actively believedin its supernaturalpowers.He said explicitly that the
powerscamenotsimply from thecrossbutfrom thecoin itself. The letterof
MichaelItalikos, therefore,bringsusonceagainto thatunstableborderwhere
Christiancontentshadedinto magic,evenwhile it shows us the continuity
that underlieschange.ConstantinehasreplacedAlexander,butthemediumof
transmissionof power,thecoin, remainsthesame.

Turning from materialcultureto texts, we find that importantchanges
occurredin thetreatmentof magic by Byzantinelegislators,as is revealedin
the paperby Marie TheresFögen.She showshow the attackson magicby
secularauthoritiesbecamelessharshandlesscrude thantheyhadbeenin the
imperial legislationof thefourth century;by the twelfth centurytheproblem
of illicit contactswith thesupernaturalwastheprovinceof religiousdiscipline.
Byzantinecanonlaw, as exemplifiedby theCouncil in Trullo of 691/92and
Balsamon’stwelfth-centurycommentary,providedgreaterprecisionin defining
thepractitionersof magicthanhadthelateantiqueimperial legislation,while

thescaleof punishmentsbecamelessdraconian.To useherterm,magic,while
notpermitted,was in a way “domesticated”in themedievalcenturiesof By-
zantium.In partthis changecameaboutbecausemagichadbeenbroughtinto
a singleunified systemof relationshipsbetweenhumanbeingsandthe super-
natural.In this systemtherewas ultimatedivinejustice,whateverthedemons
might be allowedto get away with in the interim. Any attemptsto control
demonsthroughmagiccouldbringonly short-termadvantages;in theendthey
would fail. So magic found a place in later Byzantineculture, but it was a
definedplace.In the lateantiqueperiodtherewasmoreopen-endedcompeti-
tion betweenthe differentsupernaturalforcesthatvied for people’sattention,
andhencemoreconflict.

The last paperin this volume (Chapter8) dealswith the little-explored
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topic of thereachof Byzantinemagic into Slavic culture.Justas Byzantium
gaveorthodoxChristianityto theSlays,sotooit gavemuchthatwasunortho-
dox, includingexpertisein magic.As RobertMathiesenshows,thecontribu-
tion of Byzantiumto thewritten corpusof magicalor semi-magicaltextstrans-
lated into Church Slavonic was large and varied. In addition, Byzantium

influencedthe materialcultureof Slavic magic,as it did the art of orthodox
churches.Themostspectacularexampleof this influenceis the goldMedusa
amuletfrom Cernigovwith its inscriptionsin both GreekandSlavonic.In its
earlycenturiesByzantiumhadborrowedmuch of its magicallore from the
NearEast,especiallyfrom Egypt; in its latercenturiesit transmitteda partof
this legacy to theSlays.

The authorsof this volume are in a sensepioneerswho haveenteredthe
relativelyunchartedterritoryof magicin theByzantinemiddleages.Nowthat

they haveprovidedsignposts,indicatingthe scopeof magic,its forms,andits
functioningin Byzantinesociety,otherareasof researchhavecomeinto view.
Themostintriguing of theseunexploredareasis comparativestudies:how did
magic in Byzantiumdiffer from magic in westernEuropeduring the same
period, andwhy? Why were therevirtually no witches in the East,but only
“foolish old women”? How doesmagic in the Islamic world relateto early

Byzantinepractices?Whatweretheconnectionsbetweenthemagicallearning
of the ItalianRenaissanceandthe Byzantinetradition?Suchquestionsmust
awaitfurther investigationby thepractitionersof magicalscholarship.





This is an extract from:

Byzantine Magic

© 1995 Dumbarton Oaks

Trustees for Harvard University

Washington, D.C.

Printed in the United States of America

published by

Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection

Washington, D.C.

www.doaks.org/etexts.html

edited by Henry Maguire



1

TheFathersof the Churchand the Evil Eye

MATTHEW W. DICKIE

Thepurposeof thispaperis to demonstratehow difficult eventhemosthighly
educatedandsophisticatedChristiansof thelatefourthandearlyfifth centuries

foundit to rid themselvesof the ideathatenvylendsa malign powerto men’s
eyes. The ideaat issueis that the eyesof envious men are able, unaided,to
inflict injury at a distance.This is the beliefcalledthe“evil eye” by speakers
of EnglishandothermodemEuropeanlanguages,thoughthat significantly is
not the way in which mostmen in paganandChristianantiquitywould have
referredto it. The difficulty that suchfathersof the churchasBasil, Jerome,
andJohnChrysostomhadwith freeingthemselvesfrom the ideais someindi-
cationof how deep-seatedit musthavebeenin thegeneralpopulation.

I shallalso try to showthat thesechurchfathers,who do attackbelief in
theevil eye,addressonly oneaspectof a muchlargerconstellationof beliefs.
They leaveunquestionedthe assumptionthat thereare envious supernatural
forcesout thereeagerto destroyprosperity,virtue,andbeauty.Their failure to
dealwith this largerissue is a further indication of justhow much a part of
men’s mentalmake-upmusthavebeenthe convictionthat life was besetby

unseenenviousforces.We seeevidenceof that fearin themany amuletsthat
survive from this period. It is importantto bearin mind that thefearreflected
in theseobjectsis notdirectedspecifically atthe evil eyeas thefathersof the
church construeit but at a much wider spectrumof dangers.In the caseof
Basil andJohnChrysostom,andperhapsto a lesserextentJerome,thereis a
further factorthathasaffectedtheir thinking aboutthe evil eye: the influence
of paganphilosophyhasmadethem concentratetheir attentionon a severely
restrictedconceptionof theevil eyeto theexclusionof otherrelatedbeliefs.

The fathers of the church haveno reservationsaboutcondemningall

forms of magic-working,in whichcategorytheycertainlyincludedthecasting

9



10 Matthew W. Dickie

of theevil eye.1Althoughthey are unanimousandconsistentin their condem-
nation of magic-working,they waveron the questionof whetherthereis any-
thing to it.2 Theycondemnmagiciansas fraudsandcharlatans,but sometimes
speakof them as thoughthey poseda real threat. They haveno doubt that
magic is the devil’s work, but they are not at all certainwhetherthe demonic
forcesmagiciansenlistto aidthemdo in factaffordanyrealhelporonly create
the illusion of change.3

Theattitudeof the fathersof thechurchto magicreflectsinpartthehostil-

ity of the Romancivil authoritiesto magic as a socially disruptiveforce, in
part the skepticismfound in educatedpagancircles aboutthepossibility of a

man’s being ableto set asidethe laws of nature,and in part the feeling that
endowingmen with more than human abilities is contraryto Christiandoc-
tinne.4Scripturehasa surprisinglysmall partto play in shapingChristianatti-
tudestowardmagic.5How little supportthechurchfatherscan find in it for
their condemnationof magic is apparentin Jerome’spalpabledelight in his
commentaryon GalatiansatPaul’s mentioningsorcerypharmakeiaimmedi-

1 Formagicin theNewTestament:DavidE. Aune,“Magic in EarlyChristianity,’”

ANRW 11.23.2(Berlin-New York, 1980), 1507—57;for the views of the ante-Nicene
fatherson magic:FrancisC. R. Thee,JuliusAfricanusandtheEarly Christian View of
Magic (Tülbingen, 1984), 3 16—448; for Origen,Chrysostom,andAugustine:N. Brox,
“Magie und Aberglaubenan denAnfangendes Christentums,”” Thierer theologische
Zeitschrift83 (1974), 157—80.

2 RamsayMacMullen’s assertion(Enemiesof the RomanOrder [Cambridge,
Mass.,1964], 323—24note25) that“if theChurchthunderedagainstmagicbeliefs, that
wasbecausetheywerewicked,not untrue,” is too extremeandunnuancedandtakesno
accountof theverydifferentpositionsdifferentfathersadopted.

3 On thetendencyto deny thathumanscanperformsorceryandto blameevery-
thingon thedemonic,seePeterBrown, “Sorcery,DemonsandtheRiseof Christianity,””
in Witchcraft, ConfessionsandAccusations,ed.Mary Douglas(London, 1970),32.

4 OnRomanlegislationagainstmagicappealedto by Augustinein supportofhis
thesisthatmagic is perniciousandnot only condemnedby Christians,seeDe civitate
dei, 8.19; in generalon Romanlegislationon magic,seeMacMullen,Enemies,124—27;
on thejudicial prosecutionin the4thcenturyA.D. ofthosewhohadresortto magic,see
A. Barb, “The Survival of MagicArts,”” in The Conflict betweenPaganismandChris-
tianity in theFourth Century,ed. A. Momigliano(Oxford, 1963), 100—14; John Mat-
thews,TheRomanEmpireofAmmianus(London, 1989), 217—26.

5 Magiccondemned:Deuteronomy18:11—12;Galatians5:20;Didache,2.2;Aris-
teides,Apologia, 8.2, 13.8; Justin,Apologia, 1.14.2;Pseudo-Phocylides,149; Oracula
Sibyllina, 283—85.
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ately after idolatry amongstthedeedsof theflesh (Gal. 5:18): heremarksthat
wearenot toimaginethat magicalspellsandthemaleficentartsarenot forbid-
denin theNew Testament;they areforbiddenamongstthe deedsof the flesh.
Theexplanationhe givesfor theirbeingput in this categoryis that becauseof
themagicalartsunfortunatepeopleoften fall in love andbecomethe objects
of love.6The church fathersmay havefound condemnationsof magichardto
comeby. Theyareevenless well-placedwhenit comesto adducingscriptural
authority for their contentionthat magiciansandsorcerersare impostorsand
charlatans.They are firmly convincedthat men cannotalter the course of
naturebutcannotfind chapterandverseto supportthat view.

The attitudeof the fathersof thechurch to theevil eye is a profoundly
ambiguousone:they are notpreparedto acceptthat the eyesof enviousmen
canon their own inflict harm, but they are willing to concedeeitherthat the
virtuousand the fortunatedo havesomethingto fear from envious forcesor
that a supernaturalforcemay usetheeyesof the enviousto causeharm. This
is their consideredposition whentheir mind is fully focusedon the issueand
its implications.Whentheir mind is on somethingelse,theyspeakof theeyes
of the enviousdoingharnn. In essencetheycontinueto believein the evil eye,
but qualify the expressionof their beliefto makeit philosophicallyand theo-
logically respectable.

The position that they takeon the evil eye owes a good dealmore to
presuppositionsaboutthe natureof man andhis capabilitiesthat the church
fatherssharewith educatedpagansthan it doesto the authorityof the scrip-
tures.What a church father foundincredibleaboutthe evil eyewas exactly
whatan educatedpaganwould havefoundincredible.What thefathersleave
unquestionedis exactly what a paganwould have left unquestioned.They
sharevery much the sameblind spots. Not only do paganpresuppositions
shapethe attitude of the fathers of the churchto the evil eye, but pagan
philosophicaldiscussionhas deeplyaffectedthe way in which such fathers
as Basil and JohnChrysostomconceiveof it. The limited view that they
takeof theissueis a holdoverfrom learnedpagandiscussion.The termsof

debatethat Basil and JohnChrysostomfelt bound by here hadbeenlaid

6 Commentariusin epistulamad Galatas,PL 26, col. 443: “et ne forsitanvene-

ficia, et maleficaeartesnon viderenturin Novo prohibitaeTestamento,ipsaequoque
inter carnisoperanominantur.quia saepemagicisartibus, et amaremiserisevenitet
amari.”
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down long before by paganphilosophers.This has meant that onebelief
hasbeensingledout from a larger complexof beliefs of which it was part
anddiscussedin isolation from them. The evil eye,as I shall try to show,
is a somewhatartificial construct. Ancient criticism of it is interesting as
much for whatis said about it asfor what is not said aboutthe larger body

of beliefs to which it belongs.
We muststepbackfor a momentto look moreclosely at what it is that

weare talkingaboutwhenwespeakof theevil eyein classicalantiquity and
thelate Romanworld. Michael Herzfeldhaswith somereasonproposedthat
the term“evil eye”’ shouldnot be usedin cross-culturalcomparisons,on the
groundthat the termis frequentlyemployedto referto beliefs that havelittle
in commonwith eachother,althoughhedoesthinkthatit hasa properapplica-
tion.7 Thereareproblemswith thenotionof theevil eye,evenwithin a culture.
In thecaseof classicalantiquityandof the lateRomanworld, thetermevil eye

as suchis hardlyusedatall andthenonly underthe influenceof certainscrip-
tural passagesof uncertainimport.8 The termsmostoften usedare,by Greek
speakers,phthonosandbaskaniaand,by speakersof Latin, invidia andfasci-

natio orfascinus.Whatmen fearedundertheseheadingswas nota singleob-
ject with a secureand fixed identity but a complexof objectswith shifting
identities,and identitiesthat coalesce.Very often what they fearedwill have
beeninchoateandwill havelackedanyreal identity.9Themoreor lessconstant

factor in this constellationof fearswasfearof envy: menwereafraid lesttheir
goodfortunewould drawenvy on their heads.Theymight fearit would come

from their fellow men,demons,thegods,fortune, thefates,anda malign su-
pernaturalpowerthey calledsimply phthonosor invidia. Their fear will very
oftenhavehadno clearfocusto it andwill havebeenno morethananundiffer-
entiatedsenseof apprehension.Theexplanationstheygavefor themisfortunes

that befell themwill havebeenequallyfluid, andtheywill sometimeshaveput
down thecatastropheto a combinationof forces,forexample,enviousdemons

7 „The Horns of the MediterraneanistDilemma,” AmericanEthnologist 1 1
(1984),448—50;“ClosureasCure:Tropesin theExplorationof Bodily andSocialDis-
order,”” CurrentAnthropology 27 (1986), 108note3.

8 It is found in Gregoryof Nyssa,Oratiofunebris in Meletium,PG46, col. 856
andin JohnChrysostom,Commentariusin epistulam1 adCorinthios,PG61, col. 106.

9 1 do not, for instance,sharePeterBrown’s confidence(Witchcraft, 32) that the
identity of theforceapostrophizedasInvide on Christian amuletswasalwaysandun-
failingly thoughtto bethe devil.
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working through envioushumanbeings;or againthey will haveassignedno
moresecurean identity to thecauseof their misfortunethan that phthonosor
invidia hadstruckthemdown.

To substantiatethesecontentionsadequatelywould taketoomuch space.
Two passages,onefrom Plato’sPhaedo(95b5—6)andtheotherfromLibanius”
correspondence(Ep. 1403.1—2), will haveto suffice to illustrate respectively
the undifferentiatednature of fear of baskaniaand the identification of

baskaniawith fortune. WhenSocratesin Plato’sPhaedotells Cebesnot to
speaktoo boldly, afterCebeshas expressedhisconfidencethat Socrateswill
haveno difficulty in dealing with thenext topic to be discussed,lest some

baskaniaupsetthediscussionthey areaboutto have,’0theredoesnot seemto
be anygoodreasonto assignaprecisesourceto the threat.It seemsunlikely
that it is supposedto emanatefromanyof thosepresentin Socrates’deathcell.

Nor againis thereanywarrantfor supposingthat it is meantto comefrom the

gods,despitethefactthatSocratesimmediatelyproceedsto saythatthematter
will be thegods’ concern(95b7).Furthermore,we haveabsolutelyno reason

to supposethat thereis in what Socratessays any implied referenceto the

haranfulgazeof somebeing. Libanius,on theother hand,declareshe knew
that when threeyoung men werepraiseda baskaniawould castits gazeon

them, but goeson to saythatphthonerosdaimoncouldnot abidewhatwassaid

aboutthem.” baskaniain this casedoeshaveabaneful gaze,but it is not

the baskaniaof anyhumanbeingthat is at issue;if anything, it is that of

enviousfortune.
In paganantiquitywhatis singledoutfor rejectionis only onesmallfacet

of theconstellationof beliefs that ariseoutof thedeep-seatedconviction that
good fortune will attract the hostility of envious supernaturalforces. Men
found it impossibleto acceptonly that otherhumanbeings could, without
physicalcontact, do harmfrom afar, not that other non-humanbeings and
forcesmight out of envy do damage,either by casting hate-filled eyesor by
someothermeans.This is not to say therewould not have beenthose who
would not haverejectedthewhole complexof ideasout of hand—intheory,
this is what a Stoic or Epicureanwould havedone—onlythat while a man

10 me megalegeme tis emin baskaniaperitrepseton logon ton mellonta

esesthai
11 einoti baskaniatis opsetai toussousuieis e pephukenoranekeine

tousepainomenous... ouk enegkenoun phthonerosdaimonton periautondogon



14 MatthewW. Dickie

might havedifficulty acceptingthat theinterventionof anotherhumanbeing

couldalternature’scourse,he would havehada gooddealless difficulty with
the ideathat the interventionof anenviousforceor being,if it wereotherthan
human,was capableof interruptingthe normalpatternof events.

Someeducatedmen in paganantiquity, at leastfrom the first centuryof
our era,andprobablyfrom a much earlierdate,evidently foundthe ideathat

the eyesof enviousmen could casta harmful spell somethingof an embar-

rassment.Grattius,apoetwriting underAugustus,speaksin his Cynegeticaof

fearof themaligneyeas afalsefearbelongingto an earlierage.’7Persius,the
Roman satirist of thetime of Nero, characterizesthegrandmotherandaunt

who takeaninfant boy from hiscradleto daubsalivaon his foreheadandlips,
so asto negatetheeffectof eyesthatburn,as fearfulof thedivine.13In speak-

ing of eyesthatburn,Persiusis referringto the scorchingandwitheringeffect
that the evil eyewas imaginedto possess.We should not assumetoo readily

that GrattiusandPersiushaveonly theeyesof humanbeingsin mind, but we
may fairly infer that, in speakingrespectivelyof false fear(falsus metus)and
fearof thedivine (metuensdivum), they arereferringto the stateof mind that
in Greekwould be labeleddeisidaimonia,14that is, the preternaturalfear of
thedivine anddemonic.In categorizingthefearin thesetermsandattributing
it to an earliereraandto women, theydistancethemselvesfrom it. Plutarch,
in his accountof a conversationafter a banquetat which thesubject of the

envious eye (baskanosophthalmos and those men able to harm with it is
broughtup, saysmostof thosepresentcompletelybelittled andridiculed the
idea(Quaestionesconvivales,680c).15Finally, in Heliodorus”novel theAethio-

pica, whenan Egyptianpriest suggeststhat his host’sdaughterhasdrawnan
enviouseyeon herself,thehost, apriestof DelphianApollo, smilesatthe irony

12 “quid, priscasartesinventaquesimplicisaevi, / si referam?non illa metusso-

lacia falsi / tam longam traxerefidem (400—402); ac sic offectus oculique venena
maligni / vicit tutelapax impetratadeorum”” (406—7).

13 „ecceaniaaut metuensdinum materteracunis / exemit puerumfrontemque
atqueudalabella/ infami digito et lustralibussalivis / expiat, urentisoculos inhibere
perita”” (2.31—34).

14 Phrasesof theform metuensdivum, as thecommentatorson Persiuspoint out,
normallyreferto aproperrespectfor thegods(Ovid,Fasti,6.259—60,Metamorphoses,
1.323; Livy, 22.3.4) andnot to superstitiousfear. It is unlikely, however,thatPersius
hassimplepiety in mind andnotthe superstitiousfearcharacteristicof women.

15 oi menalloi pantapasinexephlaurizontO pragmakai kategelon
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of his guest”ssubscribingto abelief to which the massesgavetheirallegiance

(3.7.2).16

It would be foolishto maketoomuchof theseexpressionsof disdainand
drawtheconclusionthattheeducatedclassesin theRomanEmpirewereeither

contemptuousof belief in theevil eye andviewedfearof it as apathological

conditionor were embarrassedaboutadmitting to their own belief. Theydo
nonethelessconstituteevidencethat thebeliefencounteredsomeresistance.’7
We shouldalsobecautiousaboutplacingtoomuch weighton the lonely posi-
tion thatPlutarchimpliesheoccupiedin believing in the evil eye:he givesus
to believethat, at leastat the beginningof the dinnerparty’s conversationon
theevil eye,onlyheandhishost, MestriusFlorus,werepreparedto defendthe
belief. We may suspectthat the isolationof MestriusandPlutarchdoesnot
necessarilyreflectanyreality, but is adeviceintendedto highlighttheintellec-

tual tour deforce that Plutarchperformsin explaininghow it is possiblefor
theenviousto causedamageat a distance.

No doubttherewere many reasonsfor an educatedmanto want to dis-
tance himself from giving openadherenceto the belief, but oneprominent
factor influencinghisconductmaywell havebeenconcernlest he seemedto
belongto the numberof thosewho were filled with credulousand awe-struck
amazementin thefaceof themiraculousandwonderful.Thereis, not surpris-
ingly, atendencyto assignthe evil eye to therealmof themiraculousandthe
wonderfulbecauseit representsa departurefrom the normal courseof nature
andprecisely becausethereseemedto be no way to explainhow oneman,
withoutbeing in direct physicalcontactwith another,couldharmhim. Thus
Apollonius Rhodiusin his Argonautica,afterdescribingMedea’sbewitching
thebronzegiant Taloswith theevil eye,apostrophizesZeusin shakenwonder
that it should be possiblefor deathto comeon someonewithout his being

struckor falling sick andthat a manshouldbeableto harmsomeonefrom afar
(4.l673~75).18Storiesaboutthe evil eyeseemto havebeenoneof the staples

16 gelasasoun eironikon kai su galr, eipen,os o podusochlos einaitina
baraskaniranepisteusan

17 MacMullen, Enemies,121, againgoestoo far in maintainingof the 2ndand

3rd centuriesthat ‘As time went on, all doubtersdisappeared.A universaldarkness
prevailed.”” He restatesthesameview, dismissingbrown’s reservations(Witchcraft, 22)
in Paganismin theRomanEmpire(New Haven-London,1981),71—74.

19 Zeu pater emegadii moieni haresithambosaetai/ eide menousoisitupesi
te mounonolethros/antiaei kai dii tis apoprothenalmmechaleptei
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of thebranchof literaturethat from theHellenisticAgeon cateredto thepub-
lic’s tastefor wonders,paradoxography.19This tastefor themiraculouswas to

someextentmadedisreputableby the assaultsof two philosophicalschools,
theEpicureansandtheStoics.The Stoics,aboutwhomwearebetterinformed
here,hadno timefor wondersandsimply deniedthepossibility of their exis-

tence.20Much of the impetusfor their attackis attributableto their eagerness
to counterthe disconcertingeffect that awe-struckfearmight haveon a man’s

mentalequilibrium.It will beno coincidencethenthat thephilosophicalstand-
pointof Persiusandof thoseatPlutarch’sdinnerpartywhoattackbelief in the
evil eye is a Stoicone.31

From an intellectualpoint of view, the difficulty educatedpaganshad
with the evil eye,whentheyput their minds to the issue,was that it was hard
to seehow theeyescouldharmwithoutapparentphysicalcontact.Therewere
threeresponsesto this difficulty: (1) probablythe mostcommon,to ignoreit;
(2) to seein it an insuperableobstacleto the belief”s being true; and (3) to
arguethat therewas in fact physicalcontactbetweentheeyesandwhatthey
restedon. ThusPlutarch’sexplanationof theevil eyeis that thereis a physical
emanationfrom the eyesof the envious personwhich entersthe eyesof the
enviedparty to causebodily andpsychicupset(Quaest.conviv., 680f~681a,
68le—f). Plutarchhere is deeplyindebtedto the presocraticphilosopherDe-
mocritus,who hadusedhistheoryof atomicparticlesto accountfor thecapac-
ity the eyesof the envious had to harm (DK 68 A 77 = Plutarch,Quaest.
conviv.,682f—683a).What is notableaboutall of the the theoriesdevisedin

19 Pliny the Elder attributes to two Hellenisticparadoxographers,Isigonusand

Nymphodorus,storiesaboutpeoplewho hadthepowerto fascinate(Historia naturalis,
7.16). On the literary form, see A. Giannini, “Studi sulla paradossografiagrecaI,”
RendIstLomb97 (1963),246—66; idem,„Studi sulla paradossografiagrecaII,” Acme17
(1964),99—140.

20 StoicorumVeterumFragmenta,ed.J. nonArnim, 4 nols. (Leipzig, 1905—24),
III, 642;cf ibid., I, 239 (Zeno); Epictetus,1.29.3.Strabo(1.3.21) treatsDemocritusas
the precursorof thosephilosophers(i.e., the Stoics)who try to inculcatea resistanceto
astonishment(athaumastia).On Democritusand the Stoics, seeR. Gauthierand J.
Jolif, L’Ethique a Nicomaque,2nd ed. (Louvain-Paris,1970), on Aristotle, Nicoma-
cheanEthics, 1 125a2. Lucian couplesDemocrituswith EpicurusandMetrodorusas
menresolutein their determinationnotto beawedby miracles(Alexander, 17).

21 H. Dorrie, Der KonigskultdesAntiochosvon Kommageneim Lichteneuer
Inschrziten-Funde,AbhGott,phil.-hist.Kl., 3rdser.60 (Gottingen,1964), 110,identifies
the scoffers”positionasStoic.
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paganantiquity—andthey areall reallyvariationson Plutarch’sadaptationof
Democritus—tomake senseof the ability of the envious to inflict harm
throughtheir eyesis that they assumetheharm mustbe donethroughsome
form of physicalcontact.22

ThatPlutarch’stheoryshouldhavefoundits way into two collectionsof

physicalandmedicalconundrums,oneascribedto Aristotle ([Arist.], Probi.
ined. 3.52 [BussemakerIV.3331 and the other to Alexanderof Aphrodisias
([Alex. Aphrod.] Probl. 2.53 [J. L. Ideler,Physiciet medici Graeci minores

1.67—68]),is afair indicationthattherewasanaudiencefor it andthat Plutarch
somewhatmisrepresentshispositionin suggestingit was alonely andembat-
tled one.Many educatedmen will havebeenonly too happyto embracean
explanationthat conferredrespectabilityon abeliefto which theymightother-
wisehavebeenembarrassedto admit. Many othersapparentlyfelt no embar-

rassmentat all aboutthebelief. Pliny theElder, despitetherobustskepticism
hedisplaysaboutcertainaspectsof magic,is one such:23thereis no hint that
hewithholdshis intellectualassentfrom whathehasto sayaboutfascinatio.24

Aelian,aproductof theSecondSophisticwhowasbornin Praenestebutwrites
in Greek,is another:hehappily recountsthemeasuresthat animalsandbirds
taketo protectthemselvesagainsttheeyesof theenvious.35

In sum,in paganantiquity onesmall facetof a much larger complexof
beliefs,whosecore was the feeling thatgood fortunewas vulnerableto the
assaultsof envioussupernaturalforces,wassingledout for rejectionorexpla-
nation. It is importantto bearthis in mindwhenwe turn to whatthosefathers
of thechurchwho do addressthe issueof baskaniaorfascinatio haveto say
about it. Thosechurchfathers who show no sign of having readany of the
philosophicaldiscussionsof thetopic, althoughthey takea somewhatlarger
view of baskania,cannotacceptthat onehumanbeing can harmanother
throughbaskania,but do notquestiontheexistenceof an envioussupernatu-
ral force.Thechurchfatherswhosethinkingdoesbetraythe influenceof pagan

22 Heliodorus, Aethiopica, 3.7.2—8.2; [Aristotle], Problemata inedita, 3.52
(bussemakerIV.333); [AlexanderofAphrodisias],Problemata,2.53 (J. L. Ideler,Phys-
ici etmedicigraeciminores,1.67—68).

23 On Pliny’s disbeliefin magic,seeMary Beagon,RomanNature: The Thought
of Pliny theElder(Oxford, 1992),92—123,anassessmentthat doesnotquite bring out
Pliny’s blind spots.

24 Historia naturalis, 7.16—18; 13.40; 19.50;28.22,35, 101; 37.145, 164.
25 De naturaanimalium, 1.35; 11.18.
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philosophicaldiscussionshowin thevery limited view they takeof baskania
and in their criticism of belief in it their indebtedness,naturallyunacknowl-
edged,to paganthinking on thesubject.Whatthey attackisthebeliefthatmen
in their envyareablethroughtheir eyesaloneto hurtotherhumanbeings;the
basisof theircriticismis thatamerepartofthebody couldnotdothisonits own.

TheFathersof theChurch

Nowhereis the limiting influenceof pagandiscussionmore evidentthan in
Basil’s discussionof the evil eye in his homily on envy. After arguingthat the
enviousdo themselvesmuchmoreharmthantheydo thoseatwhomtheydirect
their envy, he turns to an apparentcounter-exampleto his thesis,namely,the
beliefheldby somethat enviousmenthroughthesoleagencyof their eyescan
inflict harmon others.20He goeson to givea fullerversionof this belief: “Bod-
ies in good condition,eventhosethat are atthe very apogeeof physicalform
and youth, wasteawaywhenexposedto fascinationandlose all of their sub-
stance,inasmuchas a deadlyeffiux emanatesfrom enviouseyesto ruin and
kill.”27 Having spelledout what thebelief is, Basil dismissesit as a vulgar
story introducedby old womeninto the women’squarters.28Then, changing
histacksomewhat,hemakeswhatis in effectaconcession:whendemonswho
havea hatredof whatis fair comeacrossmen with propensitiesakin to their

own, they employ thesepropensitiesto further their own purposes,which
meansthat they pressthe eyesof theenviousinto serviceto securetheir own
ends.29Basilconcludesthispartof thehomily by askingus whetherwearenot
afraid of making ourselvesa servantof a deadlydemonandtheenemyof God
who is good andfreeof all envy.

26 De invidia, PG 31, col. 380: tous de hathoneroustines oiontai kai di’ oph

thalmonmonon ‘ten blabenepiballein.
27 osteta euektikasomatakai ek teskatatenelikiranakmeseis tenak-

ran Oranuperanthesanta,ekesthaipar” autOnkatabaskainomena,kai olon a-
throossunanaireisthaitonogkon oion reumatostinos olethriouek tOnphthoneron
ophthalmonaporreontos,kai lumainomenoukai dirahatheirontos.

28’’ touton

egode touton entOn logonapopempomaiosdemodekai tegunaikonitidi
pareisachthentaupo graidion

29 ‘ de “ekeinodephemi, oti oi misokaloi oraimones,epeidanoikeiaseautoiseur-
osiproaireseispantoiosautraispros‘tO “idion apokechrentaiboulema ostekai
tois Ohathalmois‘tOn baskanoneisuperesianchresthaitou idiou thelematos.
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Thebelief thatBasil rejectsas vulgarand an old wives” tale,at leastin
theform that he presentsit, is no suchthing, but a leamedinterpretationof

baskaniathat he getsfrom Plutarch,probablydirectly. Basil readPlutarch;
thehomily De invidia owesa debtto Plutarch’sDe invidia etodio.

30Since the
theoryof baskaniathatherejectsis basicallythesameas Plutarch”s,andthe
descriptionof the effect of baskacaniaon bodies in their prime comesfrom
Plutarch’sexplanationof why good-lookingyoung men in their prime may
fascinatethemselvesif they seetheirimagereflectedin water,the chancesare
thathehas takenit directly from that author.31

Why Basil shoulddismissPlutarch’sexplanationof baskaniaas anold
wives” tale is somethingof a puzzle. In calling it an old wives’ tale, he of

coursewishesto suggestthat it is a superstitiousbeliefof the sort that only
credulousold womenwould believe.32It seemsunlikely, however,that it had

30 Basil”s debtparticularlyto Plutarch”sDe tranquillitate vitaehasbeendemon-

stratedby M. Pohlenz,„PhilosophischeNachklangein altchristlichenPredigten,”
ZWTh 48 (1905), 72—95. Seealso R. Hirzel, Plutarch (Leipzig, 1912), 84—85; K.
Ziegler,RE 21(1951),cdl. 311; D. Russell,Plutarch (London, 1973), 144—45.Case
for debtto Plutarch’sDe invid. etod. in basil”sDe invidia: enviouswill neveradmitto
envy: De invid., PG31, col. 373 = Mor., 537e;misfortuneof theenviedputs astop to
envy: De invid., PG31, col. 373 = Mor., 538b—c;doinggood to the enviousdoesnot
stop their envybut exacerbatesit: De invid., PG 31, cols.376—77 = Mor, 538c—d.

5’ Cf. Quaest. conviv. 682e: sphaleron gar e ep” akron euexia kata
tOn „Ippokraten,kai teasOmataproelthontamechri tesaacrrasakmesOuchesteken.

32 For old wives” talesasanexpressionof contempt:Plato, Gorgias,527a,Res-
publica, 350e,Theaetetus,176b;Herodas,1.74; 1 Timothy 4:6;Lucian, Philopseudes,
9; Philostratus,Vita Apollonii, 5.14;Porphyry,De Abstinentia,4.16;Julian,Oratio 5,
161b;Cicero,De naturadeorum,3.12;Tibullus, 1.3.85;Horace,Sermones,2.6.76—77;
Apuleius,Apologia, 25,Metamorphoses,4.27;seealsoHeadlamon Herod.1.74; non-
sensicaltalk characteristicof oldwomen: JohnChrysostom,In Matthaeum,PG57, col.
30,In epistulamadRomanos,PG60, col. 414,In epistulam2ad Thessalonicenses,PG
62, col. 470; on the superstitiousnessof women in general:bion fr. 30 Kindstrand=

Plutarch,De superstitione,168d;Polybius,12.24.5;Strabo,7.3.4;on the superstitious-
nessof old women: Plutarch,NonpossesuaviterviveresecundumEpicurum, 1 I05b;
Cleomedes,De motu circulari corporumcaelestium,208 Ziegler; basil, Homilia in
hexameron,6.11, PG29, col. 145; Gregoryof Nyssa,In Eunomium,PG45, col. 296;
JohnChrysostom,In Matthaeum,PG57, col. 353;Cicero,De domosua,105,ND, 1.55,
2.5, 70, 3.92,96, De divinatione, 1.7, 2.19, 125, 141, Orationestusculanae,1.48, 92;
Servius,in Aeneidem,8.187;Minucius Felix, Octavius, 13.5; Lactantius,Divinaeinsti-
tutiones,1.17.3,5.2.7;FirmicusMateruus,De erroreprofanorum,17.4; on womenand
oldwomeninparticularbeingexpertin wardingoff or taking off the evil eye: Theocri-
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becomepartof thefabric of popularculture.A possiblebutonly partialsolu-
tion to the problemmay lie in the conventionsgoverningthe way in which
Christiansreferto theviews of paganphilosophers.TheCappadocianfathers
andJohnChrysostomare in thehabitof speakingin anextremelydismissive
fashionof paganphilosopherswhenthe views of thesephilosophersare in

conflict with what they take to be Christian doctrine.35 We find Gregory
of Nazianzusspeakingof a certaintheory as evenmore outlandishandold

womanlikethanthe atomsof theEpicureans.54It is hardat the sametime not
tobelievethatthecontemptexpressedby theCappadocianfathersissomething
of aposedesignedto reassuretheir hearersandreadersthat, despitetheir edu-
cationin thepaganclassics,they hadno truckwith the ideasof pagans.35

Despitehisdismissalof Plutarch”stheory,Basilhasmorein commonwith
Plutarchthanperhapshewould want to admit: hetoobelievesthat theeyesof
theenviousmaycausehurt,but insteadof havingrecourseto atomictheoryto

tus,6.39—40,7.126—27;Heliod.,Aethiop., 4.5.3;Persius,2.31—34; Ps.Acro, in Horatii
Epodem,8.18;Augustine, Confessiones,1.7.11;old women as magic-workers:Plu-
tarch,De superstit.,166a; Lucian,Philopseudes,9, Dialogimeretricum,4.1, 3, 5; John
Chrysostom,Adilluminandoscatecheses,PG 49, col. 240, In epistulam2 ad Corin-
thios, PG 61, col. 106, In epistulamadColossenses,PG62, cols. 358—59; Athanasius,
Fragmentumdeamuletis,PG2, col. 1320;Tibullus, 1.8.17—18;Horace,Sermones,1.8;
Propertius,2.4.15;Ovid,Amores,1.8; Petronius,Satyricon, 131.

33 Cf. Gregoryof Nazianzus,Contra lulianumimperatorem,2, PG 35, col. 717,
AdversusEunomianos,10, PG36, col. 24, Carminamoralia, 10 (devirtute), PG 37,
col. 695;JohnChrysostom,AdpopulumAntiochenum,PG49, col. 175,In ActaAposto-
lorum, PG60, col. 47.

34 Gregory of Nazianzus,De theologia, 10, PG 36, col. 36: O kai tOn
Epikoureionatomonatopoteronte kai graodesteron.

35 Foranechoin basil(Ep. 11) ofaletterofEpicurus(ft. 138Usener)suggestive
of acertainsympathyandunderstandingfor thatphilosopher:P. Von derMülhl, “basil-
ius undderletzteBriefEpikurs,” MusHelv12(1955),47—49;W Schmid,RAC5 (1962),
s.v. Epikur, col. 783; on basil’s attitudetowardGreekliteratureandhis useof Greek
philosophyto bolsterhis arguments:N. G. Wilson, SaintBasil on the Valueof Greek
Literature (London, 1975),9—13; on theview thatBasil’s attackson Greekphilosophy
andsciencein the Hexamerondo not reflectbasil’sown positionbut theofficial voice
of thechurch:E. AmanddeMendieta,“The Official Attitudeof basil of Caesareaasa
ChristianBishoptowardsGreekPhilosophyandScience,”in The OrthodoxChurches
andthe West,D. baker,ed.,Studiesin ChurchHistory 13 (1976),25—49; the cleanness
of this division questioned:M. Naldini, Basilio di Cesarea, Sulla Genesi(Milan,
1990), xxiv—xxv.
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explainhow thatcouldbe,he appealsto thenotion of enviousdemonsusing

envioushumanbeingsasthe instrumentsof theirwill. Basil doesnotspellout
his reasonsfor rejectingtheideathat theenviouscanharmthroughtheir eyes
alone,but from theemphasisthatheplaceson its beingdonethroughtheeyes

alonewe may surmisethatneither he nor his audiencecould imagine harm
beingdonewithoutdirectphysicalcontact.The samepatternof reasoning,as
wehaveseen,liesbehindpaganrejectionof baskania.

Fromour vantagepoint it seemsobviousthat thesameobjectionshould
apply to the theorythat demonsmay, throughthe eyesof the envious,effect
harm.ForBasil, on theotherhand,bringing thedemonicor thedivine into the
explanationputstheexplanationon aplanethat excusesthe furtherexerciseof

thecritical faculty. Basil’s rationality, like thatof mostmen,extendsas far as
it canbemadeto coincidewith deeplyheldbeliefs,fears,andinterests,butno
further. His reservationsaboutthe envioushaving the powerto inflict harm

throughtheir eyesturn out to bevery limited.38He is notpreparedto denythat
theeyesof theenviousmaybe dangerous,if demonsusethem,let alonethat
theremaybeenviousdemonicanddiabolicalforcesoutthereintenton destroy-

ing whatis fair andgood.

WhenJohnChrysostomattacksthe notionof the evil eye as incoherent,
whathetooattacksunderthatheadingis Plutarch’sconceptionof theevil eye.
His attackcomesin his commentaryon a passagein Paul’sLetterto theGala-
tiansthatis somethingof atouchstoneof thesensitivityof thosewho comment
on it to theimplications of belief in theevil eyefor Christiandoctrine.The

problemwith thepassageandanotherin theGospel of Matthew is that they

might betakento showthatPaulandJesusrespectivelysubscribedto belief in
the evil eye. Thepassagein Matthew(20:15)—theparablein which the lord
of the vineyardasks those who complainto him that thosewho haveonly

workedfrom theeleventhhourhavereceivedasmuchastheywhohaveworked
all day,whethertheir eyeis notevil becauseheis good37—is lessof anembar-

rassmentthanthat in Galatians.It is not particularlyplausibleto supposethat
in it Jesushastheevil eyein mind.Nonetheless,thepossibilitythatJesusmight

bethoughtto lendhis authorityto thenotion makesChrysostomtakepainsto

36 Similarly CharlesStewart,DemonsandtheDevil: Moral Imaginationin Mod-

em GreekCulture (Princeton,1991),290 note 16. SeealsoRichardP. H. Greenfleld,
TraditionsofBeliefin Late ByzantineDemonology(Amsterdam,1988), 112.

37 e o ophthalmossouponerosestin,Oti egoagathoseimi;
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ensurethat his readersunderstandthepassagecorrectly. Paul”s words in Gala-
tians(3:1) in calling the Galatiansfoolish and askingwho hasput an envious
spellon them arelesseasilydiscounted.38

In Chrysostom’sview, Galatians3:1 is a rebukeaimedat the Galatians,
couchednot in theharshestwaypossible,but madeless severeby the sugges-
tion, in ebakanen,that theGalatians’conducthasbeensufficientlymeritor-
iousto havedrawnenvyon theirheads;whathashappenedisthattheGalatians
havesufferedtheassaultof ademonfiercelyhostileto their success.39Chryso-
stom now proceedsto give ajustification for his interpretationof ebaasacanen
as a referenceto a demonicassaultandnot to fascinationby thehumaneye:40
he arguesthat whenwe hearof phthonosin this passageandin the Gospelsof
ophthalmosponerosmeaning“envy,”” then we arenot to supposethat thecast
of the eyeharmsthose seeingit, for the eyecouldnot be bad,being only a
bodily part.41 Therethen follows an extremelytorturedexplanationof how
Christcameto useophthalmosponerosof envy,the gist of whichis that,as the
eye is a passivereceptorthroughwhich the vision of whatis seenflows into
the soul, therecanbenothingbadabouttheway in which it sees,the badness
being confinedto thereceptionof whatis seenby soulsendowedwith abad-
nessthat givesriseto envy.42By this Chrysostommaymeanthat while theeyes
of theenviousare not badin the sensethat they cando harm, they are badin

38

o anoetoiGalatai,tis umasebaskanen;
39 John Chrysostom,In epistulamad Galatas commentarius,PG 61, col. 648:

ouk amoironegkomion‘tenepiplexintheis.toutogardeiknuntosestin,Oti phthonou
axia eprattonproteron,kai daimonosepereia‘tO gignomenonen, sphodronkata
teseuemeriasautonpneusan’tos.

40 B. Kotting, RAC,s.v. Boserblick, col. 479, is misleadingherein paraphrasing
theintentof Chrysostom”spositionto bethatthe dangerof theevil eyecomesnot from
theeyeitself butfrom moral distortionin theheartof the enviousmanandin attributing
thesameviewto Jeromeon Gal. 3:1.

41 John Chrysostom,In ep. ad Gal. comm.,col. 648: Otan de phthononakouses
entautha,kai en ‘to EuaggelioOphthalmOnponerOnto autodelounta,me touto no-
mises,Oti e ‘tOn OphthalmOnbole tousorontasblapteinpephuken OphthalmOsgar
ouk an eieponeros,autoto melos.

42 Ibid.: all entauthao Christosouto‘tOn phthononlegei.OphthalmOn mengarto
aplosoran tes endondiestrammenesginetaignomesepeidegar dia tes aisthe
seos‘tauteseis ‘ten psuchenumeneisreitonoromenone theoria,kai osepi polu
en plouto malistaO phthonostiktetai o de ploutosapo ophthalmon oratai kai
si dunasteiaikai ai doruphoriai dia ‘touto poneronOphthalmOnekalesen,ou ‘tOn
orenta,alla ton metabaraskaniasOrOntaapoteskatapsuchenponerias.
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thesensethat envydistortsthe visionandcausesit to put anevil construction
on whatis seen.43

Chrysostom’sposition on Galatians3:1 is, accordingly,that the versere-
fersto a demonicassaulton the Galatiansmotivatedby envy andnot to some
humanbeing’s having castan evil eye on them. The argumentpresentedin
supportof this conclusionis an attacknot only on thepopularbelief that the
eyesof the enviouscanharmbut also on thosesuch asPlutarch,who try to

providea reasoneddefenseof it. Thereare two indicationsthatthis is whathe
is doing: (1) anelementof thepropositionthat hebidsus notbelieve(i.e., that
theeyesof thepersonhurt haveto catch thecastof the eyesof the envious
party for harmto be done)is a featureof most ancientexplanationsof the
evil eye, includingthatof Plutarch,”but, in popularbelief, is notpresumably
considereda necessaryfactor sincetherenot only are humansandanimals
bewitchedbut alsotreesandcrops; (2) Chrysostomis emphaticthat the eye
itself doesnothingbut actsas thepassiveinstrumentthroughwhich whatis
seenflows into the soul; this view of visualperceptionstandsin markedcon-
trast to thetheoryof vision underlyingPlutarch’sexplanationof the evil eye,
in which somethingflows outof theeyesto impingeon theobjectperceived.45

I amunableto demonstratethatChrysostomknewtheQuaestionesconvi-

vales,but, like Basil,heknewPlutarch’sDe tranquillitateanimi, asM. Pohlenz
showedlong ago. A strongcasecanalso be madefor Chrysostom’shaving
drawnon theDe invidia et odio in hishomilyDe invidia.46Thepointsin com-
monherebetweenChrysostomandPlutarcharenot thesameasthosebetween
Basil andPlutarch,afair indicationthatChrysostom,thoughhemayhaveread
Basil, is notdependenton him in this matter.47

43 Cf. JohnChrysostom,De Christi divinitate,PG48,col. 808: oi gar tenphtho-
nountonOphthalmoiugiesoudenblepousi.

44 Cf. Ap. Rhod.,Arg., 4.1669—70(dependenton Democritus):echthodopoisin/
Ommasi chadkeioioTalo emegerenopopas;[Alex. Aphrod.], Probl., 2.53: osper
iodestis kai phthoropoiosaktisexeisinapotes koresauton kai auteeeisiousa
dia tenOphthalmOntouphthonoumenoutrepseiteenpsuchenkai ‘ten phusin.

45 Quaest.conviv.,681a:polukinetosgareOpsis ousametapneumatosaugen
aphientospurodethaumastentina diaspeireidunamin,OstepodIakai pascheinkai
poieindi” auteston anthropon.

46 Pohlenz,„Nachklange,”91—94.
47 Thecasefor Chrysostom’sindebtednessin theDe invid. (PG63, cols.677—82)

to Plutarch’sDe invid. et od. rests on the presencein both of the following topics:
animalsdo not envy eachotherand, though they may go to war with eachother, the
hatredis provokedby a cause:John Chrys., De invid., PG 63, col. 677 = Plut., De
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It turns out thenthat Basil andChrysostomtakeverymuchthesameline
in interpretingtheevil eye andareboth concernedto rejectnot only popular
belief but also the rationalizationof thebelief devisedby Plutarch.It is not

surprisingthat thereshouldbe a measureof agreementon this pointbetween
Chrysostomandhis oldercontemporary,Basil. ThatChrysostomshouldresort
to detailedphilosophicalargumentto supporthis rejection,andBasil should
not, reflectsthedifferingrequirementsof apopularaddressanda leamedcom-
mentary.Finally, bothChrysostomandBasil presenta unified voice in seeing

baskaniaas a form of enviousdemonicassault.
Jerome’scommentaryon Galatianswasprobablywritten alongwith com-

mentarieson threeotherPaulineepistlesin A.D. 387/88.It was composedin a
hasty fashionand drawson the work of earliercommentators.48Jerometakes
a somewhatdifferentapproachto Galatians3:1 from Chrysostom:he argues
that Paulusesthe languageof thepeoplein this matter,but notbecausePaul

supposesthereis sucha thing asfascinusin its vulgaracceptance.49He goes
on to adducetwo passagesfrom theSeptuagintin which the termsbaskania
andbaskanosare used,50andto concludethat they teachus that a man may
betorturedin his envyby another’sgood luckor that a man who is in posses-
sionof somegoodmaybeharmedby another’sfascinatinghim, that is, envying
him. Of this latterbelief, Jeromesaysthatfascinusis supposedparticularly to
harminfants,theyoung,andthosewhosestepis not yetfirm.51 As anexample

of thebeliefhe cites a versefrom Vergil’s Third Eclogue,ascribingit not to
Vergil by namebut toa certainpagan:“nescioquistenerosoculusmihi fascinat
agnos”’ (103). Whetherthebeliefis trueor not, hewill leaveto Godto see,he

says.Jeromemakeshimselfseemmoreopen-mindedon this issuethanin fact

invid. et od.,537b-c;misfortunesof enviedput anendto envy: JohnChrys.,De invid.,
PG63, col. 677 = Plut., De invid. etod., 538b;thereasonfor enmitiesdisappears:John
Chrys.,De invid., PG63, col. 678 = Plut., De invid. etod., 538c.

48 SeeJ. N. D. Kelly, Jerome(London, 1975),145.
49 Jerome,Comm.in Gal., PL 26, cols. 372—73: “quodautemsequitur:Qui vos

fascinavit, dignePaulo(qui etsi imperitus estsermone,non tamenscientia)debemus
exponere,non quoscierit essefascinum, qui vulgo putaturnocere; sedusussermone
sit trivii, et ut in ceteris, ita et in hoc quoqueloco, verbumquotidianaesermoci-
nationisassumpserit.””

50 Sirach18:18.2;SapientiaSalomonis4:12.
5’ Jerome,ibid.: “dicitur fascinusproprieinfantibusnocere,et aetatiparvulae,et

his qui necdumfirms vestigiofigantgradum.’”
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heturns out to be,sincethepossibilityhe goeson to raiseis that demonsmay

servethis sin andmay turnawayfrom theirgoodworkswhomsoevertheyknow
tohavemadeabeginningorsomeprogressin theworkof God.33Jeromeseems
to havein mind aposition identicalto that of Basil, namely,thatdemonswill
use theeyesof theenviousto further their own purposes.53He appearsto em-

ploy it to explainwhathashappenedto the Galatians.He now offers a fuller
interpretationof the passagethat is basedon the assumptionthat Paul is ex-
ploiting thevulgarnotionoffascinus:just as thoseof tenderyearsare said to
behanDedbyfascinus,so too havetheGalatians,who haverecentlybeenborn
in thefaith of Christandhavebeennourishedonmilk, beenharmedas it were
by someonefascinatingthem,with theresultthat they hadbecomenauseated
in thefaith andhadvomitedforth thefood of theHoly Spirit.54

Whatemergesfromall of thisis Jerome’sconcernthatPaulnotbethought

to subscribeto beliefin fascinatioin whatJeromeimaginesis its popularac-
ceptance,andatthe sametime hiswillingnessto entertainthepossibilitythat
demonsmayuseenviousmento furthertheir ownpurposes,presumablyacting
throughtheir enviousgaze.Fascinusin its popularacceptancefor Jeromeap-

parentlymeansaperson’sbeingableto harmsomeoneelse,thoughthe means
by which this is donearenot specified.

Theinterpretationor interpretationsof Galatians3:1 givenby Jeromeare

almostcertainly not wholly of his own devising.However,they arenot to be
foundin eitherMariusVictorinusorAmbrosiaster,bothof whosecommentar-
ies heuses,thoughwithout acknowledgment.We know thathe alsousedthe

Greekcommentaryof Eusebiusof Emesa,extantonly in fragments,noneof
which haveanybearingon Galatians3:1.It is nonethelesspossiblethat Euse-
biusis oneof hissourceshere.

Jeromedoesnot saywhy heis not preparedto countenancetheideathat

Paulcouldhaveusedfascinusin its ordinaryacceptance,andthereis no hint
inhis commentaryof whathefoundobjectionablein the idea.The sourceson

52 Ibid.: “hoc utrumverum, necnesit, Deusviderit: quiapotestfieri, ut et dae-

moneshuic peccatoserviant;et quoscunquein Dei operevel coepisse,vel profecisse
cognoverint,essa bonisoperibusavertant.”

53 Cf. Dorrie, KOnigskult, 110 note4.
54 Jerome,ibid.: “nunc illud incausaest,quodex opinionevulgi sumptumputa-

mus exemplum,ut quomodoteneraaetasnoceri dicitur fascino: sic etiamGalataein
Christofide nupernati, etnutriti lacte, etnonsolido cibo,velut quodamfascinantesint
nociti: et stomachsfidei nauseanteSpiritus sancticibum
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whichhe drewmay haveexplainedtheir position more fully. Jerome’scom-

mentarydoesnonethelessprovideanindicationthatChrysostomhadpredeces-

sorsin rejectingthepossibilityof readingGalatians3:1 literally andin inter-
pretinginstancesof fascinationasdemonicratherthanhumanassaults.

Thetraditionof interpretationthat wefind in ChrysostomandJeromewas
by no meansuniversal.The two earlyLatin commentarieson Galatians,that
of Marius Victorinusand that of thewriter given the nameAmbrosiasterby
Erasmus,bothexplainwhatebaskanenmeans,buthavenothingto sayeither
aboutwhetherPaulsubscribesto the beliefthatmen canfascinateor whether
thereis anythingto the belief.55 Victorinus, in fact, writes in sucha way as to
suggestthat heacceptsthe belief.56 Augustinein his commentaryquotesthe
versebuthasnothingto say aboutit (Expositioin Galatas,PL 35, col. 2116).

If expressionsof disbeliefin the evil eyewereonly to befound in Basil,

Chrysostom,andJerome,wemightbeinclinedto supposethat theevil eyewas
amatterof limited andlocalconcernandthat it was an issueonly in the minds
of thosewho had readPlutarchor had in someway beeninfluencedby him.
Thereis, however,evidenceof a morewidespreadconcernwith fascinationin
Christiancircles in boththeEastandWest.

Two generationsormorebeforeBasil, theNorthAfrican fatherTertullian,
a convertto Christianityfrom paganism,hadalreadyin effectrejectedwhathe
calledfascinusin its paganunderstanding.The languagehe employssuggests
the position he adoptswas alreadyone that hadsomestandingamongChris-
tians, In the De virginibus velandis,a tract denouncingthe actionof a group
of youngCarthaginianwomenwho haddecidedto remainunmarriedandwho
hadbeenpersuadedto stand in churchwith their headsuncoveredand their
facesunveiled,57he maintainsthat amongthe benefitsa virgin acquiresfrom
veiling herselffromthe eyesof othersis thatsheprotectsherselfagainstscan-

dalous talk, suspicion,whispering,emulation,andenvy itself.38 Mention of
envy leadsTertullian to go on to saythat thereis alsosomethingfearedamong

55 MariusVictorinus: In epistulamPauli adGalatasliber I, PL8, cols. 1166—67;
Ambrosiaster:PL 17, col. 372.

56 Victorinus, ibid.: “non papiuntur fascinum,nisi qui in bono aliquo pollent, et

patiunturamalignis et invidis.””
57 On the circumstancesthat gaverise to this tract, seePeterbrown, TheBody

andSociety(New York, 1988),80.
50 Tertullian, De virginibus velandis, 15, PL 2, col. 959: “confugit ad velamen

capitis, quasiad galeam,quasi adclypeum,qui bonumsuumprotegatadversusictus
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pagans,to whichthey give thenameoffascinus;it is theunhappyoutcomeof
too greatpraiseandglory.39 This, Tertullian says,Christianssometimesinter-

pretby thedevil andsometimesby God; in theonecaseas a hatredof whatis
good and in the otheras ajudgmenton arrogancethat raisesup the humble

and lays low thosewho havegot abovethemselves.60A piousvirgin, he con-
cludes,will thereforefear, underthe headingoffascinus,the envioustemper
of theAdversaryandthe censoriouseyeof God.61That is to say,avirgin will
veil herselfsothat her beautymaynot incur the enviouseyeof the devil and
sothat thepride shetakesin herbeautymaynotdrawGod’swrathon herhead.

How manyChristiansinterpretedfascinusin quite this waywecannotsay,
andwe may suspectthat Tertullian is recommendingratherthan reportinga
widely acceptedinterpretationof the notion. That said, it doesnonetheless
soundas thoughheis appealingto a recognizedposition.Hedoesnotexplain
in anydetailwhatthenatureof thefascinusfearedby paganswas.62His insis-
tence that it is to be understoodas God’spunishmentof pride or the envyof
the devil would seemto indicatethathe is taking issuewith an understanding
of thetermthat attributedspecialpowersto humanbeings.On theotherhand,
his definitionoffascinusastheunhappyoutcomeof toogreatpraiseandglory
doessuggestnot only that heis thinking of men castingthe evil eyebut also
of theirfascinatingby praising.63Hehas,accordingly,in minda conceptionof

tentationum,adversusiaculascandalorum,adversussuspiciones,etsusurros,etaemula-
tionem,ipsumquoquelivorem

59 Ibid.: “Dam estaliquid etiamapudethnicosmetuendum,quodfascinumvocant,
infelicioremlaudiset gloriaeenormioriseventum.””

69 Ibid.: “hoc nosinterdumdiabolo interpretamur:ipsius estenim, boni odium,
interdumDes deputamus:illius estenim superbiaeiudicium, extollentishumiles,et
deprimentiselatos.”

61 Ibid.: “timebit itaquevirgo sanctior,vel in nomine fascini,hinc adversarium,
indeDeum: illius linidum ingenium,huiuscenssriumlumen.””

62 Thee,JuliusAfricanus, 403 note3, thinks thatTertullian’sposition is ambigu-
ousandthat he refersto the evil eye “in a sortof ad hominemargument,as apagan
ideawhich at leastservedto reinforce his ideasaboutvirgins wearingvei1s.” Robin
Lane Fox’s (Pagansand Christians [Harmondsworth,1986], 370) paraphraseof
the intent of the passageis also somewhatmisleading:“Tertullian drew attentionto
the continuing risks of the pagans” ‘evil eye” as a counter to the virgins” self-
congratulation?”

63 There is an instanceof fascinareusedmeaning“to fascinateby praising”” in
Tertullian’saccountof Marcion’s attackon Luke’s version of the nativity of Jesus:“ta-
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• fascinusratherwiderthanthatwithwhichBasil, JohnChrysostom,andJerome
wereto takeissue.Furthermore,his interpretationof it differs somewhatfrom
theirs.Whathe doeshavein commonwith them is that he would deny that

thereis anythingto fascinusas it was understoodby pagans.He would also
agreewith themin imputing at leastsomeinstancesof fascinusto thedevil.
Thereis then alreadyin Tertullian the germof the doctrineon fascinationby

theevil eyethat we find in laterauthors.
Tertullian givesus someimpressionof whata preachernot influencedby

paganphilosophicaldiscussionof thetopic might sayto his flock aboutfasci-

nationby theevil eyeandin what sort of contextthe issuewould arise.Some
further light on thesepointsis shedby a homilyattributedtoEusebiusof Alex-
andriaon theobservanceof the Sabbath(SennoVII.: DeNeomeniisetSabbatis

etdenon observandisaviumvocibus,PG86.1, cols. 354—57).64Thesermonis
an attackon thoseChristianswho give astheir reasonforperformingsomeact
of charitythat it is theSabbathor thefirst day of anewmonthor abirthday,or
againwho saythatEasteris comingandthattheyare watchingthebirds. Such
conduct,Eusebiusdeclares,is characteristicof Jews,not Christians.He goes
on to criticize a numberof otherpracticesthat takeplace on theseoccasions:
notgiving fire to a neighboraftersunset,payingattentionto thecriesof birds,
andtreatingmen’s utterancesas prophetic.65He summarizesthe intent of this
sectionof his argumentby declaringthat Christiansoughtnot to spendtheir

timeon suchdayspayingcloseattentionto the criesof birds,to whatday and
hourit is, andto beingon their guardagainstmen(paratereinanthropous

WhatEusebiusnow goeson to attackare men who, insteadof blaming
thedevil for whathasgonewrong,whenSatandestroyssomefine work they
havemade,assertthat so-and-soas he went pastfascinatedit.66 This leads
Eusebiusto exclaimattheway in which menascribebarasacaniato theirfellow

men whenthe devil has from the beginningbeenenvious and is at war with

ceatet anus illa”” (sc. Anna,Luke 2:36—38), “ne fascinetpuerum”” (De cameChristi,
PL2, col. 800).

64 I am deeplyindebtedto Dirk Krausmülllerfor pointingout the homily to me.1
fearthat,but for him, I would neverhavecomeacrossit.

65 alloi phulassontatphonasorneon,kai acledonismousanthropon.
66

o deinaanthroposparagonebaskanen.For the evil eye being castby one
passingby, cf. the exorcismfrom early 19th-centuryCretequotedinCurtWachsmuth,
Dasalte Griechenlandim Neuen(bonn,1864),60—61: kai perasas”oi aggeloik i
archaggeloikai phtharmisasiten.
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mankind. Eusebiusproceedsto explainhow the devil contrivesto getmento

blametheir ills onthe bassacaniaof theirfellows: if heshouldseea mandoing
good work in his field, heconceivesenvy of him andstrives to breakhim; but
sincehe is invisible,he contrivesto havethe responsibilityascribedto others

who are without guilt; againwhenhe seesa fine ox exertingitself pulling a
cartandpeopleadmiringit andpraisingit, hecausesit to collapse;its master
doesnotblamethedevil butamanwho is withoutguilt. A furtherexclamation
at the powerof the devil follows: how thedevil is alwaysable, wheneverhe
wantsto doill, to getoneof thosepersonswhom menareon theirguardagainst
(On mellousinparaphulattesthaito bepresent;thusaman goingon a jour-
ney awayfrom home,from whichhe will returnwithouthavingaccomplished
his goal,will say that he met so-and-soas he left andthat was thereason
for his failure. Eusebiusendsthe homily with the observationthat wehave a
phylacteryagainstthebaskacanisof thedevil in theform of thecross.

Theconnectingthreadthat ties Eusebius”denunciationof Judaizingprac-
tices to his criticism of those men who blame their misfortunes on the

bassacaniaof their fellows ratherthanthe devil is that thesemen are guilty of
being on their watchagainsttheir fellows. It is possiblethat a similarunder-
lying connectionin thought is to be discernedin JohnChrysostom:in two
homilies helumps togetherwith the observanceof the criesof birds and the
utterancesof men theuseof incantationsandamulets,to which in onecasehe
addsengagingin magic-working(In epistulam 1 ad Corinthios, PG 61, col.
38; In epistulam] ad Timotheum,PG 62, col. 552).To Chrysostom’sway of
thinking thesepracticeswereclearlyall of a piece.It is worth mentioningthat
healso attackspayingattentionto thecriesof birds andtheutterancesof men
kledonismoikai oionismoi on thesamegroundas doesEusebius,namely,

that theChristianswho do this areguilty of Judaizing(Comm.in ep. ad Gal.,

PG 61, col. 623).Whatevertheconnectingthreadmaybe thatties theseprac-
tices togetherfor Chrysostom,wecanat leastbeconfidentthat attentionto the
cries of birds and to men’s utteranceswas in the eyes of Chrysostomvery

closely connectedwithengagingin suchmagicalpracticesas wearingamulets
andutteringincantations.

Eusebius,accordingly,providesuswith anothercontextin which a con-
gregationmight be urgedto put asidethe belief that their fellow men could
fascinatethem,eitherby their looks or by their praise:denunciationof such
Judaizingpracticesas attendingto birds” criesandto theutterancesof menas
thoughthey were fraughtwith significance.ForEusebiusthe samemistaken
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• view of theworld is to beseenin finding significancein thecalls of birds as is
apparentin thinking that mencanharmby their looksorpraise.Eusebiusdoes

notsaywhy hethinksthis is a wrong-headedpoint of view. Heevidentlyimag-
ines it sufficientfor thepurposeof a sermonto denounceit as apieceof trick-
ery on thepart of the devil. Like Tertullian,Eusebiustakesa larger view of
what men meanby baskaniathando Basil andJohnChrysostom:he deals
with bothactsof fascinationdonethroughtheeyesandfascinatingby praising.
Hecertainlystill continuesto believein aform of fascinationin attributingthe
misfortunesthatmen blameon their fellows to theenvyof thedevil. Headds,
however,atwist to that thesis,not foundelsewhere:thedevil deliberatelytricks
men into thinking that the ills they suffer are to be attributedto the envious
gazeof a passerbyor someone’sadmiringpraise.

Conclusions

We would go ratherfurtherthantheevidencewarrantswereweto suggestthat
all of theprominentmenin theupperreachesof thehierarchyof thechurch in
both EastandWest were agreedthat humanbeingsdid nothavethe capacity
to fascinateothers,whetherby castingtheirenviouseyeson themor by prais-
ing them.So far as wecan see,this was not anissuethat troubledeveryone
equally.Thecommentarieson Galatians3:1 that makeno mentionof the issue
are anindicationthat noteverybodywassensitiveto theproblem.On theother
hand,thetestimonyof TertullianandEusebiusis proofthat it wasnotonly very
highly educatedChristians,suchasBasil andJohnChrysostom,whofoundthe
ideathat onemancouldharmanotherwith hisenviousgazeincredible.It looks
rather as if therewas, in the hierarchyof the church from at leastthe end
of thethird centuryA.D., a widely sharedhostility to belief in baskaniaand
fascinatio, to which Basil andJohnChrysostomsubscribe,thoughtheir con-
ceptionof baskaniahasbeeninfluencedby Plutarchandwhatthey takeissue
with is hisexplanationof it.

All of the fathersof the churchwho do attackbeliefin theevil eye takeit
for grantedthat Christiansdo havereasonto feara supernaturalforce,envious
of good fortune;prosperity, beauty, andvirtue. They naturally identify that
force with the devil. Two of them,Basil andJerome,go furtherandmaintain
or suggestthatthedevil or his demonsusemen’senviouseyesto accomplish

their own enviouspurposes.Otherssuchas Tertullian,JohnChrysostom,and
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Eusebiusexcludetheactionof humanintermediariesandputdownthereverses
that the fortunatesufferto thedirect actionof the devil. Only Eusebiusputs
forwardtheview that thedevil deliberatelycontrivesto makehisenvious as-
saultson the fortunatewhenthereare men aroundon whoseenviousgazeor
praisethecatastrophecanbeblamed.

FormostordinaryChristiansit was probablya matteronly of academic
interestwhetherthe harmtheir neighbor’senviouseye inflicted on them was
his own unaideddoing or whetherhe was the instrumentof thedevil andhis
demons.The authorof a Christianmagicalpapyrusof the sixth centuryA.D.,

intendedto protecta houseandthosedwelling in it from all ill andfrom fasci-
nationby the spirits of theair andthe humaneye, clearly remainedunaffected
andis in fact,with that concernfor differentiationcharacteristicof lateantique
magic,anxiousto distinguishbetweenfascinationby the spirits of the air and
fascinationby thehuman eye,so thathe might the betterbe ableto counter
them (PGM P 9).67 Nor againdoestheauthorof an inscriptionfrom Igazin
Syria that datesto themiddle of the fifth centuryA.D. betrayany awareness

that he contravenesChristiandoctrinewhen, after calling on theTrinity and

God to drive phthonosfar off, he declaresthatbecauseChrist’s handrelieves
pain,hewill not feartheplansof thedemonwho wreaksill nor thehate-filled

andunlawful eyeof man(IGLSyr l599.6~7).68

EvenJohnChrysostomwhenhis guardis down speaksas if the eyesof
enviousmencanharm. In hiscommentaryon 1 Corinthians,in adiscussionof
what apotropaicdevicesa Christianmay usewithout allowing himselfto be
entrappedby the devil, he roundlycondemnsthe practicefollowedby nurses
andmaidservantsof anointinga child’s foreheadwith mudwhenthey takeit
to the baths to wardoff as they say the OphthalmOsponeros,baskania,and
phthOnos(Comm.in ep. 1 ad Cor., PG 61,col. 106).69Do they imagine,heasks,

67 diaphulaxon tOn oikon touton meta ton enoikountonapo pantoskakou,

apo baskosunespasesaerinonpneumatonkai anthropivouophthal[mou].
68 touvekenoutromeoimikakorrektoioKm)evoinas/ daimonos,oud’ andros

stugeronkai athesmion.
69 borboronai gunaikesen to balaneiolambanousaitrophoikai therapaivi-

des,kai tedaktulochrisasai,katatoumetopoutupousitoupaidiou kayeretai
tis, ti bouletaiO borboros,ti de o pelos; OphthalmOnponerOnapostrephei,phesi,
kai baskaniankai phthonon.Forthepracticeof anointingthe foreheadwith amixture
of mud andspittleusingthemiddle finger (digitusinfamis) toapply it andof usingthe
coloredthreadsChrysostommentionsearlierin thesamepassage(PG61, cols.105—6)
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that it hasthe powerto wardoff thedevil’s regiments,andthen goeson to ask
a further question,apparentlyaddressinghis reader,in which he attemptsto
reduceto the absurdthe practiceof anointinga child’s foreheadwith mud:if
mud is so efficaciousevenon theforehead,why do we not anoint all of our
bodies with mud, sincewe are full-grown men in the prime of life who have
morepeoplewhoenvyusthana child?70It is possibleto arguethatthemention

of the devil’s regimentshowsthat in Chrysostom’sview bewitchmentby an
enviouseyeis alwaysthedevil’s work. Thatmaywell beso,in somesense,but
thereis a differencebetweensaying that thosemen who castan enviouslook
are doing the devil’s work and saying that the devil or his demons,in their
envioushatredof thegood,bestowon theeyesof enviousmenthecapacityto
harm.Howeverthatmaybe,weshouldrememberthatChrysostom’sattackis not

directedat the maidservantsandnurseswho believethat the enviouseyesof
thosearoundthemmayharmtheir chargesbutatthemeasuresthey taketo pro-
tectthe child. Chrysostomcertainlybelievesthatmeasuresareneededandthat
the child is underthreat;herecommendsthat the infant from its first yearsbe
protectedby theweaponsofthespirit,whichit turnsoutmeansteachingthechild

to makethesignof thecrossonitsforeheadand,beforeit is ableto do thatwith
its ownhand,to impresstheshapeof thecrossonthechild’s forehead.71

to cure someoneunderaspell, cf. Petr.,Sat., 131.4: “illa (sc. anicula)de sinu licium
protulit vani colorisfilis intortum cervicemquevinxit meam.mox turbatumsputopul-
veremmediosustulitdigito frontemquerepugnantissignavit””; on thedangerthatabody
completelyexposedto view in a bath riskedof beingfascinated,seeK. M. D. Dun-
babin, “Baiarum Grata Voluptas: Pleasuresand Dangersof the Baths,”” PBSR57
(1989), 33—46.

70 oloklerontou diabOlouparataxinapostrephei... ei gar o borboros
touto poiei, dia ti me kai sutoutopoieisepi tou sautoumetopou,aver on kai
enexeigegonos,kai mallontou paidiou tousphthonountasechon;diati me kai Olon
borboroistO sema;ei garepi tou metopoutosautenecheiischun,tivos enekenouch
Olon seautonborborokatachrieis;on the dangerthat thosewhosebodiesare in the
peakof physicalcondition faceof falling seriouslyill, if theyarefascinated,cf. Plut.,
Quaest.conviv.,692e.

71 all’ ek protesuliaciasPneumatikoisautoperiphratteteoplois,kai te
cheiri paideuete.sphragizeintO metopon kai prin e dunethenaite cheiri toutopoi-
ein, autoientupouteautois‘tOn spauron.Onthevalueof the crossasapotropaeum:
JohnChrys.,Adilium catech.,PG49, col. 246,De adorationepretiosaecrucis, PG58,
col. 838, Comm.in ep. adEph.,PG62, cols. 357—59.SeealsoE J. Dolger,Antikeund
Christentum,III (Mülnster, 1932), 81—116.
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JohnChrysostomsaysquite explicitly elsewherethatmagic-workingmay
causeits victim to wasteaway. In his commentaryon Ephesians,oneof the
categoriesof magic-workerwhom hecreditswith havingthis capacityarethe
envious; to illustratehis contentionthat the soul canharm without needing
the body’s help,he speaksof sorcerers,magicians,theenvious,andwizards
havingthepowerto causethebodyto wasteaway (Commentariusin epistulam

ad Ephesios,PG62, cols.41—42).72

We probablydo not do Chrysostomtoo muchof aninjustice, if we con-
cludethat whenhismind is notdirectedto the implicationsof whatheis say-
ing, heis quite preparedto speakasif the eyesof theenviouspresentedareal
danger.At the sametime we shouldbearin mind that in concentratingour
attentionon this onenarrowaspectof fearof envy, wemisrepresentthenature
of the unseenthreatthata Christianliving in late fourth-centuryAntioch or
Constantinoplefelt surroundedhim. The womenwho daubmud on thefore-
headsof thechildrenin their chargeandthenreply, whenaskedwhy they do
it, that it turns away the ophthalmosponeros,baskania,and phthonosdo not
necessarilyhavea specificthreatin mind, muchless assigna separateidentity
to thesethreeexpressions.In their minds,the identities of thesedangerswill
haveoverlappedandin somemeasurefusedwith eachother.

WhatChristiansof this time areafraid of andwhattheyblametheir mis-
fortuneson is envy.In thisthey areno differentfromtheir pagancontemporar-
ies andpaganancestors.Sometimesthedangerwill haveseemedto comefrom
a particulardirection, in which caseit will be given a specific identity, but
mostly it will havehadno particularfocus.WhenGregoryof Nyssaspeaks,in
a consolatoryor funeral orationor in hisbiographyof his sisterMacrina,of a
youngwoman’shavingbeensnatchedawayby phthonos,hespeaksin exactlythe
samelanguagethat a paganwould haveusedin an epitaph,whenconfronted
by asimilarly prematuredeath.73Thereis no reasonto thinkthat phthOnosmeant

anythingvery differentto him from what it did to a pagan.If, on the other

72 acathaperoi goetesekeinoi,oi magoi,oi phthonountes,oi pharmakoi,malista

tekousinauton.
75 O phthOnosapherpasen:Oratio consolatoriain Pulcheriam, PG 46, col. 865,

Oratiofunebrisin Flaccum,PG46, col. 884. Vita Macrinae, PG46,col. 964;cf. Greg.
Naz., Oratiofunebrisin Caesarem,PG35, col. 764,Ep. 30.3,PG 37, col. 68. In pagan
epitaphs:MAMA, VII.257a; GriechischeVersinschrziten,I: Grabepigramme(Berlin,
1955), 856,971, 1941.
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hand,the misfortuneaffectsthechurchor oneof its dignitaries,then theattri-

butionof responsibilitybecomesmorespecific:thephthOnosis that of thedevil,
or it is implied that the devil and phthonoshaveworkedhandin hand.Thus
Gregoryof Nyssa,in his Encomiumin xl martyres,speaksfirst of thephthOnos
that wasarousedby thesurpassingvirtue of themartyrsandthen goeson to

saythatjust as theAdversarysawJob’srenownas awrongagainsthimself, so
theonebornby nature to opposethegood looked with an evil eye on these

mighty opponentsandwasunableto enduresuchmaturityof characterin ones

so young(PG46, col. 760)74

This tendencyto blamethereversesthat the churchandits servantssuf-
feredon theenvyof thedevil orhisdemonsmakesperfectlygood sensewithin

a theologicalsystemin which theprimary definingcharacteristicof thedevil
andhisdemonsis their enviousresentmentof all that is good.Thatpremature
deathshouldbeblamedon an enviousforce of an indeterminatenature,and
noton theenvy of thedevil, is from onepointof view not surprisingsincethe
devil”s envyshouldnot in theorybe directedatthemerelyyoungandbeautiful

but atthosewhosevirtue throwshis own moralfailure into relief. Ontheother

hand,thereis no obviousplacein theChristianschemeof thingsforanenvious
forceof indeterminateidentity. That men shouldstill continueto appeal to it
showshow powerful a holdapaganwayof lookingatthe worldhadovereven
theologicallysophisticatedmen.

Universityof Illinois, Chicago

74 eis tosoutonmegalophuiaseperthesain,Osteto perionti tes areteskath
eautonanastesaitOy phthonon. acathapergar ... emathomen,Oti adikemaeautou
epoiei O antipalostesanthropineszoestentou ‘lob eudokimesin,kai dia touto
exeteitoprosaikismon,Oti elupeiautono Iob alethinoskai diacaioskai amemp-
tos on tOn auton tropon eideponeroophthalmoO tois agathoisepiphuomenostous
megaloustoutousagonistas,kai ouk enegkepolian ein ulikiasneoteti.Cf. Greg.
Naz.,Orat. fun. in Mel., PG 46, col. 856; Euseb.,Praeparatioevangelica,7.10.14—16
GCS,Historia ecclesiastica,8.1.6, 12.2—3, 10.4.14;Vita Constantini,4.41.1—2 GCS.
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TheArchaeologicalContextof Magic

in theEarly ByzantinePeriod

JAMES RUSSELL

Theobservanttravelerfamiliar with thebywaysof southemTurkeywill occa-
sionallyencountersmalltreeswith theirbranchesfestoonedwith white pieces
of cloth. A typical examplemay be seennearthe lip of the CorycianCave,a
siteof primevalnumen,believedin antiquity to bethe homeof Typhon(Fig.
1).’ On therareoccasionsthat I haveseenpeopleactuallytying ragsto bushes
suchasthese,they were usuallyelderly womeneitheraloneor accompanied
by young girls. Sincethe social constraintsof Turkishrural society preclude
me from seriousdiscussionwith the individualsengagedin the activity, 1 de-
pendfor an explanationof thecustomon theremarksof malevillagers whose
scornfor thepracticeis barelydisguised.Therecanbelittle doubt, however,
that thecustomof tying ragsto bushesisveryancientandsurvivesfrom a time
whenmostpeoplein this regionof Turkeywerestill nomadsorat leastnotyet
fully sedentary.Thepurposeof thosewho engagein thepracticeis notin ques-
tion. Theyarehopingtherebyto securesomedesiredobjective,thecureof an

ailmentor theability to conceivea child on thepartof arelative.Thereis much
lesscertaintyabouttheprecisemagicalpropertiesof the treeitself andtherag,
orof the siteselectedfor theritual andtheprocessesby which thedesiredends
will be achieved.The outsidercanonly acknowledgethe truth of theopinion
with which J. P. Roux concludeshis discussionof this particularcustom:“il
faut seresigner,dansle monde desnomadesanatoliens,a ne pasexpliquer
d’unemaniaresatisfaisantedes faits qu’ils ontconservessansbien connaftre

1 Strabo,14.5.5; PomponiusMela, 1.13. T S. MacKay, “The MajorSanctuaries

of PamphyliaandCilicia ANRWII.18.3 (Berlin, 1990),2103—10.
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leursignificationetque,poursatisfaireleurbesoindecomprendre,ils justifient

commeils peuvent.”2
This exampleof magic in practicein the contemporarysetting of rural

Turkey servesto illustratethe difficulties that confrontthe scholarwho seeks
to comprehendmagicalbeliefsamong simplepeople.Evenwith the obvious
advantageof autopsyandtheopportunityto communicatewith thosefamiliar
with thecustom,muchstill defiesexplanation.By contrast,studentsof ancient
magicmustrely exclusivelyon thetextsof spellsandcharmsandthe instruc-
tions for effectingthemcontainedin papyri andon whatsurvivesof theactual
instrumentaemployedto exercisemagic, such as amulets,engravedgem-
stones,bracelets,andphylacteries.Thesematerialsare no substitutefor the
living practitionersof magicasprimaryevidence,andtheirstudybegsabroad
rangeof questions.Since the magicalpapyri are predominantlyfrom Egypt,
how valid are their contentsfor the RomanandByzantineworld as a whole?
The material apparatusof magic such as amulets,on the otherhand,even
allowingfor theuncertaintyof provenance,is clearlydrawnfroma farbroader
geographicalrange,andespeciallyAsiaMinor, Syria, andPalestine.Thissug-
gestsa homogeneityof practiceandbeliefin magic,especiallyevidentin the
iconographyof devicesto wardoff theevil eye. How may we account,there-
fore, for such uniformity, in the absenceof any known organizingforce or
commonstatementof beliefsuchas theChristianchurchemployedin its un-

successfulefforts to maintainunity of doctrine?Anothervexing questionis
whethertheexcessiverelianceof modernscholarshipon the writtentext gives
adistortedimpressionof magicalpracticeswhich, if contemporaryMediterra-
neansocietiesare any guide,probably requiredlittle if any literacy on the

part of those employingthem. In short, is therenot a risk of missing the
markwhenweallow theancientcommentatorson Byzantinemagic,whether
sympathetic,as in the caseof those who wrote treatiseson the subject,or

hostile, as in the case of the church fathers, to stand betweenus and the
largely poor and illiterate inhabitantsof small towns, villages, andcountry-
sidewho actuallywore the amuletsandutteredthe spellsandperhapseven

tied white rags on bushes?
My interestin thesemattersoriginatedwith a groupof objectsfounddur-

2 J. P. Roux,Lestraditions desnomadesdela Turquiemeridionale,Bibliotheque

archeologiqueet historiquede 1’Institut Francaisd’Archeologied’Istanbul 24 (Paris,
1970),208—12.
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ing excavationsat the small town of Anemurium on the coastof Isauria3
Though unfamiliar at the time of their discovery,it soonbecameclear that
theseobjectswere devicesintendedto protecttheir ownersfrom the evil eye
in thecourseof their daily lives. It alsobecameapparentthat theybelongedto
a timein thecommunity’slife whenits creativeenergieswereconcentratedon
theChristianreligion,a factreflectedin boththeproliferationof churchbuild-
ings in the city andits surroundingchoraand in thewide rangeof personal
benefactionsrecordedin their mosaicfloors.4 In this respectAnemuriumwas
doubtlessno different from mostothercommunitiesthroughoutthe eastem
Mediterraneanin the earlyByzantineperiod. Underlyingthis devotion to the
newfaith, however,thereclearly remaineda deeplyengrainedattachmentto
practicesinheritedfrom sometimelesspastinvolving variousformsof magic.
Of thesenonecommandedmorewidespreadadherencefrom thegeneralpopu-
lationthanthebeliefin thebewitchingglanceof the evil eye,knownvariously

asphthonos,baskania,baskosyne,baskanosophthalmos,or, in Latin, invidia

or invidiosusoculus. This unseenforce could maim livestock, blight crops,
renderwomenbarren,strikedownchildren,or destroythehome,wealth,and

healthof theunknowingvictim of its attention.5Examplesof its influenceand
the measurestakento counterit were, andindeedremain, at least in rural

society,ubiquitous throughouttheeasternMediterraneanin numerousforms.
In antiquity, householdersinscribedapotropaicformulae to accompanythe

3 For summariesof thehistory andantiquitiesof thesiteon thebasisoffieldwork,

seeJ.Russell,‘Anemurium—eineromischeKleinstadtin Kleinasien,”AntikeWelt7.4
(1976), 2—20; and Anemurium: The ChangingFaceof a RomanCity,” Archaeology
33.5 (1980), 31—40. Interim reportsof field work in progresshaveappearedregularly
since1966 in TurkArkDerg. in “RecentArchaeologicalResearchin Turkey”in AnatSt,
andin M. J.Mellink, “Archaeologyin AsiaMinor” inAJA. All of the objectsdiscussed
arehousedin the AnamurMuseum.

4 SeeespeciallyJ.Russell,TheMosaicInscriptionsofAnemurium,Erganzungs-
bandzu denTituli AsiaeMinoris 13, DenkWien,phil-hist. Kl. 190 (Vienna, 1987).

3 Thebasicstudy of the evil eye in antiquity remains0. Jahn,UberdenAber-
glaubendesbosenBlicksbeidenAlten, Berichteuberdie Verhandl.derK. sachsischen
Gesellsch.derWissensch.zu Leipzig, phil.-hist. Kl. 7 (Leipzig, 1855), 28—110. For
morerecentdiscussions,J.Engemann,“Zur VerbreitungmagischerUbelabwehrin der
nichtchristlichenundchrisflichenSpatantike JbAChr18 (1975),22—48 andK. M. D.
DunbabinandM. W Dickie, “Invida rumpanturpectora:TheIconographyofPhthonos-
Invidia In Graeco-RomanArt JbAChr26 (1983), 7—37.
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crosson their doors,6utteredspecialprayersto avertthe danger,sometimes
evenwith ecclesiasticalauthority,7andaddressedtheir friendsor namedtheir
childrenAbascantos:“Immune from the Evil 8 Above all, peoplewore
amulets,rings,andotherprotectivedevicesinscribedwith potentsymbolsand
formulaeto avertthebewitchingglanceof theenvious.8

As a rule suchbeliefswere frownedon by the authorities,both secular
and religious, as is evident from the writings of the church fathers,which
aboundwith stricturesagainstthe superstitiousfear of the evil eye and the
amuletsassociatedwith it.’8 No amountof preaching,however,noreventhe

occasionalimpositionof penaltieson their useby bothcivil andreligiousau-
thorities, seemsto havehadmucheffecton theuseof amuletsby thepeasant

andthe artisan.11Justhow widespreadtheir usewas maybededucedfrom the
archaeologicalcontextof the objects under consideration,which providesa
moreobjectiverecordof how ordinarypeoplecopedwith theevil eyein their

daily lives than theprejudicedtestimonyof mostliterarytexts.

6 Thecommonestformulaeemployedarethetrisagion,kuri boethior somevan-

ant, Eis theos monos XMG (probablyChristos,Michael, Gabriel)andIXTHUS; see
W. K. Prentice,“MagicalFormulaeofLintels of theChristianPeriodin Syria AJA 10
(1901), 137—50.Forformulaeactuallyavertingphthonosby name,cf. IGLSyr~ no. 1909
and H. Gregoire, Recueildes inscriptions grecques-chretiennesd’Asie Mineure, I
(Paris,1922),no. 230.

7 Forexamplesof prayers,seeA. Delatte,AnecdotaAtheniensia,I (Liege,1927),
243.11 (prayerof GregoryTheologos).For a prayerwith ecclesiasticalauthority, see
Mikron Euchologion,ed.M. Saliveros(Athens,n.d.),quotedin Frenchtranslationby
L. Amaud,“La baskaniaou le mauvaisoeil chezles grecsmodernes EO 15 (1912),
386—87.

6 L. Robert,“Hellenica RPh 18 (1944),41—42;REG64 (1951), 146,no. 55.
9 On amuletsgenerally, see H. Leclercq, art. “amulettes,” DACL, 1.2 (Paris,

1924), cols. 1784—1860;F X. Kraus,art. “amulete,”Realenz.yklopadiederChristl. Al-
terthumer~1 (Freiburg,1880),49—51.The mostcomprehensivecollectionof examples
appearsin C. Bonner,Studiesin MagicalAmulets(AnnArbor, 1950),especially95—99
on theevil eye.

10 RepresentativeexamplesincludeJohnChrysostom,horn. 8 on Col. 3:15, PG
62, cols.357—58; hom. 4 on 1 Cor. 1:25, PG 61, col. 38; Augustine,Thact. 7, §6 on
John 1:34—51, CChr 36, 70; Basil of Caesareaon Ps.45 § 29, PG 29, col. 417; and
especiallyhom. de Invidia, PG31, col. 380;Jerome,Comm.in Matth. 4.23,CChr77,
211—12.

1 Impositionof penaltiesby civil authorities:ConstantiusII (Ammian. Marcell.,
19.12.13);ValentinianandValens(CTh,9.16.7);by religiousauthorities:SynodofLao-
dicaea(C. J.Hefele,Histoire desconciles,I.2 [Paris,1907], Con. 36, 1018—19).



1 Treewith clothrihhonstied to it, theCorycianCave,Mersin.



2 Anemurium, inscrihedglasspaste 3 Anemurium,inscrihedglasspaste
amulet,front facewith trisagion. amulet,rearface.

4 Anemurium,inscrihedglasspasteamulet,drawing of hoth faces.



5 Anemurium,hronzeamulet 6 Anemurium,hronzeamulet
with evil eyeheingattacked. with figure of holy rider(Solomon).
(photo:HectorWilliams) (photo: HectorWilliams)

7 Anemurium,terracottamouldfor eulogiaof Raphael.
(photo: HectorWilliams)



8 Anemurium,hronzewith eight-

pointedstarengravedon hezel.
(photo:HectorWilliams)

9 Anemurium,hronzetuhular 10 Anemurium,rolled silverphylactery
containerfor phylactery. andremainsof hronzecontainer.
(photo:HectorWilliams) (photo:HectorWilliams)

11 Anemurium, small hell (tintinnabidum).
(photo:Hector Williams)
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12 Anemurium,planof haths-palaestracomplex(III 2 B) with secondarydomestic
structuresindicatedA—D. (drawinghy Tom Boyd)



13 Anemurium, generalview of secondarydomesticstructuresA—C alongnorthedgeof
palaestra(EIII 2 B) fromwest. (photo: HectorWilliams)

14 Anemurium,latehouseB overlyingnorthporticoof palaestrafrom southeast.
(photo:HectorWilliams)



15 Anemurium,late houseA overlyingnorthportico of palaestra,centralroomwith
destructiondehrisoverlyingthefloor. (photo:HectorWilliams)

16 Anemurium,late houseA overlyingnorthporticoof palaestra,earthfloor of central
roomafter clearing.(photo:HectorWilliams)



17 Anemurium,hronzesteelyardweight in form of Athena. (photo:HectorWilliams)
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Thoughabrief accountof mostof thepiecesfound at Anemurium ap-

pearedovertenyearsago, it is worthreviewingthemagainas agroupin order

to appreciatetheirrandomdiversity,for it is this, togetherwith thereasonably

securecontextthatwe canassignfor themajority of them,thatgivesthecollec-

tion its significance.12 Thefirst is aglasspasteoval amuletinscribedon both

faces (Figs. 2—4). On onesideappearsthe trisagion,a standardformula for

JewsandChristiansto avertevil spirits.13Thereverseborea text, apparently
without parallel, proclaimingtheefficacy of Solomon’sSeal: sphrag[is So]lo

monosechi ten baskanian(TheSealof SolomonrestrainstheEvil Eye). In
this contextSolomonwasthegreatmagicianof theuniversewho wieldedcon-

trol overall evil spirits.Accordingto theTestamentumSolomonis, afarragoof

magicalwritings, probablyof Jewishorigin anddatablein its presentform no
laterthanthethird centuryA.D., Solomon’smosteffectiveweaponin his battles

over thedemonswas a ring with a magicseal receivedfrom God through
the archangelMichael.14This has the power to confine all the demonsof

earthbothmaleand female.The seal of Solomon thusplays a crucial role
in the exorcismof demons.13The Anemuriumdiskpresumablywas intended
to provide its owner with the samemagical power as the original Solo-
mon’s seal.

Closelyrelatedto theinscribedamuletweretwo oval disksof thin copper
sheetingdecoratedin repousse,which werefound together.Identicalin size

12 J. Russell,“The Evil Eye in Early ByzantineSociety,” XVI Internationaler
Byz.antinistenkongress,Akten,II.3, JOBG32.3 (1982),540—46.

13 tiny. no. AN 72/115;the textreadsAGIOC AGIOC AGIOC [K]CCAB [AO]S.

On the use of the trisagion(Isaiah6:3) andother formulae to avertevil, see W K.
Prentice,Greekand Latin Inscriptions,AmericanArchaeologicalExpeditionto Syria
in 1899—1900,III (NewYork, 1908), 9, 19—25.

14 C. C. McCown, The Testamentof Solomon(Leipzig, 1922). This is the only
critical edition,but thetextis alsopublishedin PG 122,cols.1315—58.

19 Theliteratureon Solomon~sroleinJudaeo-Christianmagicis vast,butfor amu-
lets identified as Solomon~ssealseein particularP Perdrizet,“SphragisSolomonos,”
REG16 (1903), 42—61; idem, NegotiumPerambulansin Tenebris,Publicationsdela
facultedeslettresdel’Universitede Strasbourg6 (Strasbourg,1922), 32—35; Bonner,
MagicalAmulets,208—13;E. R. Goodenough,JewishSymbolsin theGreco-RomanPe-
riod, II (New York, 1953), 227—32; B. Bagatti,“Altre medagliedi Salamonecavaliere
e loro origime,” RACr47 (1971),331—42; idem, “I Giudeo-Cristianie l’anello di Sala-
mone, Recherchesdesciencereligieuse60(1972),151—60;A. DelatteandP. Derchain,
Les intailles magiquesgreco-egyptiennes(Paris, 1964), nos.369 ff; G. Vikan, ‘Art,
MedicineandMagic in Early Byzantium,”DOP 38 (1984),65—86.
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andshape,they wereperhapsoncejoined together.16On oneappearsapoorly
executedversionof ascenethatis morereadilyintelligible from otherexamples

(Fig. 5). This depictsaneyebeingpiercedby two obliquespearson theleft and

by atriangularbladedknife fromabove.Underneathanassortmentof creatures,

includingtwo serpents,ascorpion,andanibis in thecenterflankedby alion and

leopardrampant,areravagingthe eye from below. Above appearsthe legend

kuri boethi.On theseconddisk is shownanimbatecavalierin military garb,

bearingalancein hisright handandchargingto theright (Fig. 6). With this he

transfixesapoorlyformeddemon,apparentlyfemale,lying prostratebeneathhis

horse.Belowthedemonanequallyill-formed lion rushesto theright.

The motifs on both plaquesare well attested,both individually and in
combination,throughouttheeasternMediterranean,notonly on oval or round
plaquessuchasthese,but also on rings, incisedgemstones,andbracelets.17
The significanceof their iconographyis well establishedfrom the legends

drawnfor the mostpartfrom alimited rangeof quasi-scripturalformulaethat

frequentlyappearon otherexamples.10

16 They arelisted as AN 71/277 andAN 71/278 respectivelyin the excavation

Inventory.
1 Examplesof both motifs on amuletsof varying materialsandshapesarecol-

lectedin Bonner,MagicalAmulets,302—7,especiallynos.298—303,in whichbothmo-
tifs arecombinedon thesameamulet; for discussionseepp. 96—99 (evil eye), 208—12
(Solomon).For examplesnot coveredby Bonner,seeM. C. Ross,CatalogueofByzan-
tine andEarlyMediaevalAntiquitiesin theDumbartonOaksCollection (Washington,
D.C., 1962), 53, no. 60; H. Menzel, “Ein ChristlichesAmulettmit Reiterdarstellung,”
JbZMusMainz2 (1955), 253—61; Bagatti, “Altre medaglie,”331—42; for examplesin
gems,seeDelatteandDerchain,Intailles magiques,261—64(nos. 369—77);for brace-
lets,seeM. Piccirillo, “Un braccialettocristianodellaregionedi Betlem LiberAnnuus
29 (1979), 244—52;E. D. andH. P. Maguire andM. J.Duncan-Flowers,Art andHoly
Powersin theEarlyChristianHouse(Urbana-Champaign,1989),212—17,nos.133—36;
also25—28 for discussionof holy rider.

18 The mostinstructiveexampleis acopperamuletfromSmyrna.Not only is the
exactcharacterofeachsceneclearlydefined,butthelegendon eachfaceprovidesavivid
commentary.Aroundtheimageof thehorsemanthetextreads,in part,pseugememisi-

meniSolomonsedioki (“Flee,thouloathsomedemoness:Solomonpursuesthee”).This
is complementedon thereverseby thelegendsphragisSolomonosapodioxonpankakon

apotou phorountos(“Sealof Solomon,drive awayall evil from him who wearsit”).
Associatedwith this is awell-executedversionof thediscomfitureof theevil eye,identi-
fied by thelegendPHTHONOSimmediatelyaboveit: G.Schiumberger,“Amulettesbyzan-
tins anciens,”REG5 (1892),74—75;alsoP. Perdrizet,“Sphragis,”47—48.
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Fromtheseit is clearthatthehorsemanis Solomon,themagicianwarrior,
who piercesthe femaledemonthat representswhateverills might besetthe
wearer.Thereversescenedepictsagenericevil eyerepresentingthemalignant
glanceof thephthoneroi(theenvious)whetherin theform of malicioushumans
or demons.The evil powerembodiedin the eye is cancelledby themagical
effect of the suffering it undergoesfrom thevarioushostile forcesdepicted
attuckingit in theamulet.18

A furtherobjectof unmistakableapotropaiccharacteris a roundedterra-
cottamold decoratedwith aLatin crossandan inscription aroundtheborder

(Fig. 7). Whenreversed,as it would appearin acast,this readseulogiatou

agiouRaphael(Blessingof St. Raphael).20Eulogiastampsdepictinga saint
andhis symbolsalongwith a legendidentifyinghim arecommonlyassociated

with pilgrim sanctuaries.Oncegenerallybelievedto bemeretokensacquired
by pilgrims as souvenirs,theyweremoreprobablyemployedby their owners

as instrumentsof magicwith powerto effect cures.21In thecaseof Raphael
and the other archangels,however,suchstampswere apotropaic,reflecting
theirefficacy asagentsof exorcism,apowerwell attestedin papyrustextsand
on amulets.22We may thus assumean amuletic functionfor whateverdisks

wereproducedfrom this particularmold, whetherof metalor terracotta.
Althoughamuletsconstitutethemostconspicuousmeansby which indi-

vidualssoughtto wardoff theunseenevil aroundthem,therewere otherde-

18 This is clearly indicatedin the TestamentumSolomonis(McCown, Testa-

mentum,58*)
28 Excavationinn, no. AN 76/110.
21 Onthemedicinalefficacyofsaints’ eulogiatokens,seeVikan, “Art, Medicine,

andMagic 67—74. These,usuallydepictingthefigure andsymbolsof thesaint, were
acquiredby pilgrims at regionalshrinessuchasthoseof St. Menasin Egypt or St.
Phokasin Cherson.

22 For Raphaelandthe roleof angelsgenerallyin earlyChristianmagic, seeJ.
Kubinska,Faras, IV: Inscriptionsgrecqueschretiennes(Warsaw,1974), 152—54,170—
73, most 122—24; C. DetlefG. Muller, Die EngellehrederkoptischenKirche t~Wiesba-
den, 1959),52—53. Ofparticular interestfor theapotropaicsigaificanceof Raphaelis
an amuletfrom Cyzicusdepictingtheusualrepertoireof motifs, theprostratedemon-
ess,thebounding lion, theeye, thetrisagion,andtheholy rider. The sceneincludesan
angelidentifiedasAraaf, avariantformof Raphael,whosenameis alsoinvokedon the
reversetogetherwith threeotherangels;Perdrizet,“Sphragis,”46—47. For otheramu-
letswith Araafandvariants,seeSchlumberger,“Amulettes 75—78 andBagatti, “Altri
medaglie,”335—36.
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viceswith magicalpropertiesthat couldproveeffective.Rings equippedwith

abezelengravedwith a cryptic formula ormysticalsymbolcouldprotectthe
wearerfrom harm. Both typeshavebeenfoundat Anemurium,a silver ring
with its bezel incisedwith unintelligible lettersandanotherof bronze,having
its bezelengravedwith aneight-pointedstar,a devicesimilarto themorecom-
monpentalphawidely employedinamuletsof theearlyByzantineperiod(Fig.
8).23 Evenmore explicit in its apotropaicfunction was the phylactery,a thin
sheetor lamellaof silverinscribedwith amagicaltextfrequentlyunintelligible

andoftenaccompaniedby crypticsignsandsymbols.Thesewere tightly rolled

and fitted into a cylindrical tube providedwith two piercedlugs for a chain
whichwas worn roundtheowner’s neck. Anemurium hasproducedtwo ex-

amplesof this kind of object, oneabronzetube lacking its scroll (Fig. 9), the

otheranunrolledlamella alongwith afragmentof its bronzetube (Fig. 10).24

Small bells, known as tintinnabula, haveappearedin somenumbersat

Anemurium.The cruderexampleswereprobablyemployedto keeptrack of

animalswhile grazing,but thereis ampleevidencefrom literaturefor theuse

of bells as apotropaicdeviceswhenplacedabovecradlesto protectinfants,at

doorwaysto securetheentranceto thehome,andalsoto accompanythedead

to thegrave.The fine quality, as well as thedomesticcontextof the findspot,

23 Inn. nos.AN 76/69 (inscribedsilver ring) andAN 71/280 (bronzering with

incisedeight-pointedstar). For the pentalphaas the device engravedon the seal ring
thatGodpresentedto Solomonenablinghim to “lock up all thedemons,”seeMcCown,
Testamentum,10*, 100*, In the actualpracticeof medicine, the pentalphasymbol,
sometimesspecificallyidentifiedashygieia,appearsto haveservedamedicalfunction:
Perdrizet,Negotium,35—37;Vikan, “Art, MedicineandMagic,” 76 note 67.

24 Inn. nos.AN 76/107(bronzesuspensiontube)andAN 70/15(silverscrolland
fragmentof bronzecasing).The scroll has beenunrolled,but the markingson it are
unintelligible andwill requirethe attentionsof an expert.Gold andsilver lamellaeof
similar characterareoccasionallysold throughtheantiquitiestrade.Recentpublished
examplesof this sort includeD. R. Jordan,“A Silver Phylacteryat Istanbul,”ZPE 28
(1978),84—86;R. Kotansky,‘A Silver Phylacteryfor Pain,” TheJ. Paul GettyMuseum
Journal 11(1983),169—78; R. KotanskyandC. A. Faraone,‘An InscribedGold Phy-
lacteryin Stamford,Connecticut ZPE75 (1988),257—66.Presumablymostphylacter-
ies appearingon the marketwere found in graves.Exampleswith well-documented
provenanceareveryrare.Tworecentfinds aresignificant,onefoundin ametalworker’s
shopin aDaciancity site(KotanskyandFaraone,op. cit., 257note2) andthe other,a
gold lamellatightly rolledin ahexagonaltubeof silver, foundin anearly 5th-century
contextatthe late Romanvilla of SanGiovannidi Ruoti in theLucanianAppenines.1
amindebtedfor this informationtoProfessorC. J.Simpson,whowill publishthepiece.
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suggeststhat someof thebellsfrom Anemuriumbelongto thelattercategory
(Fig. 11).23

Takenindividually thereis nothingremarkableaboutthis collectionof
apotropaicobjectsfrom Anemurium.Closeparallelsfor mostpiecescouldbe
citedatthetimeof theirdiscoveryin the 1 970s,andtheinterveningyearshave
producedfurther examplesof eachgenre. In this respectamuletsandother
apotropaicapparatusareno differentfromthemanyothertypesof instrumenta

domesticathat haveflooded theantiquitiesmarketin recentyears,the result

presumablyof the illicit useofmetaldetectorson archaeologicalsitesthrough-
out theeastemMediterranean.CertainGermancoin dealersin particularnow
routinely includeconsiderablequantitiesof such itemsin their auction cata-
logues. In one recentcatalogue,for example,the early Byzantinematerial,
runningto severalhundredlots,includesa varietyof glassvessels,leadseals,

bronze censerswith suspensionchainsandhooks, bells, decoratedhandles
from vessels,ladles,spoons,belt bucklesandfibulae, incisedcrosses,numer-
ouskeys,a completepolycandelonwith suspensionapparatus,bronzelamps,
steelyardweighingequipment,leadweights,breadstamps,anda wideselec-
tion of rings,earrings,andotherjewelry.28Also includedis alot of two bronze

amulets,onewith the typical motif of Solomon on horsebackand the other
partof an inscribeddisk. Mostof theseitemswill endup in privatecollections,
therebytaking them permanentlyout of the reachof scholars.Thus the only
recordof thesetwo amuletsis likely to remainthesmall andinadequateillus-
trations in thecatalogue.27

Despitethe dubiouscircumstancesof their acquisition,theproliferation

23 Bells from Anemuriuminclude inn. nos.AN 71/128 (illustratedhere as Fig.
1 1), 73/298,76/109,and76/302. In generalon bells asprotectionagainsttheevil eye,
seeE.Esperandieu,art. “tintinnabulum C. DarembergandE. Saglio,Dictionnairedes
AntiquitesGrecquesetRomaines,V (Paris,1919),341—44,especiallyno. 23; ofspecial
interestis a goldenbell foundatRomebearingthe inscriptiontoisommasinupotetag-
mat (“I am set againsteyes”);Prentice,GreekandLatin Inscriptions, 20. For bells of
the sameperiodfound in context at El Jish (Gischala)in Galilee, seeN. Makhouly,
“Rock-cut Tombsat El Jish,” QDAP8 (1939),45—50, pls. 21—22; andat Amman, L.
Harding,‘A RomanFamily Vault on JebelJofeh,Amman,” QDAP14(1950),81ff, with
interestingcommentson contemporaryuseof bells by fellaheenchildren to frighten
off evil spirits. Foroppositionto their usefor apotropaicpurposes,seeJohnChrysos-
tom, hom. 12.7on 1 Cor. 4:7, PG61, colt 105.

26 G. Hirsch, Munzenund Medaillen Antiken: Auktion 175, Munchen, 23—26
Sept. 1992.

27 Hirsch,Auktion175,cat. no. 2129,p1. 74.
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of newmaterialof this sort certainlypromisesto refineour knowledgeof the
epigraphyandiconographyof amulets,rings, andsimilarobjectsand,atleast
in thecaseof thoseitemsthat find their way into public collections,to widen
the databasefor studyingthetechnologyof thecrafts involved in their manu-
facture. Unfortunately,becauseof the completelack of any recordof their
provenance,this newmaterialis largelyuselessin providingany regional,so-
cial,andculturalcontextfor the individualswho actuallyownedthem.Topro-
videthis wedependon materialwhosefindspotis knownandwhichpreferably

hasbeenrecoveredin the controlledconditionsof a careful archaeological
excavation.Regrettablysuchmaterialis rare. Until relativelyrecently,archae-
ologistsworking in the easternMediterraneandid not pay muchattentionto
objectssuchasamulets,rings,andbraceletsunlesstheywereof gold orsilver.
Yet amuleticand relatedobjects,alongwith manyothercategoriesof instru-

mentadomestica,havebeenfoundat someof themajorexcavationsof the first

half of this century, such as Antioch, the AthenianAgora, Corinth, Gerasa,
Pergamum,andBeth-Shean.The total recorded,however,is small, and they
remaineitherunpublished(as in the caseof Antioch,Athens,andGerasa)or,
if publishedatall (asin thecaseof Corinth),they arelistedwith few detailsof
archaeologicalcontext.28Major excavationsstill in progressor recentlycon-
cluded,suchasEphesus,Sardis,thePamphyliancitiesof SideandPerge,Ash-
kelon,Stobi, andSalamison Cyprus—alllargecity siteswith substantialpop-
ulationsin lateantiquity—haveproducedconsiderablequantitiesof Byzantine
small finds. Yet only oneamuleticpiecehasbeenpublishedfrom all of these
sitescombined.28

Theonly sitesfrom anearliergenerationthathaveyieldedanappreciable

accumulationof apotropaicmaterialin situ are tombsin PalestineandJordan.
Two rock-cut tombsat El Jish, for example,excavatedin 1937,containeda
largeassemblageof gravegoods,including fourteenbells, ninety-onebronze

rings, somewith bezelsengravedwith apotropaictextsor symbols,an intri-

28 Thissituation is discussedin greaterdetail by J. Russell,“ByzantineInstru-

mentaDomesticafrom Anemurium:The Significanceof Context in City, Town and
Countrysidein the Early ByzantinePeriod, ed. R. L. Hohifelder(New York, 1982),
133—64.For amuletsat Corinth,seeG. R. Davidson,Corinth, XII: TheMinor Objects
(Princeton,1952),260, most2100—4.

29 From Salamis,anintaglio gemdepictingthe figure of a monsterwith angui-
form legs andthe headof acock, bearingashieldwith the magicallettersIAO M. J.
Chavane,SalaminedeChypre,VI: Lespetitsobjets(Paris,1975),152—54,no. 439.
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guing bronzechainwith five rings anda bronzehandattached,andfive amu-
lets, all depictingwell-attestedscenes,including the familiar motivesof the
nimbateholyriderandthediscomfitureof theevil eyeby theusualassailants.38
Thejuxtapositionof thesepieceswith a wholerangeof commonobjects cer-

tainly suggeststhat theapotropaicmaterialwas nothingout of the ordinary,
andas mucha partof everydaylife asthecooking pot, terracottajuglets, clay
lamps, glassunguentaria,spoons,belt buckles,kohl sticks, tweezers,beads,
bracelets,dagger,andkeyalsofoundin thetombs.A similarmelangeof material
occursalso in a lateRomanfamily vault at Amman wherea phylacterytube,
bronzebells,andtwo goldplaquesin theshapeof aneyeappearsideby sidewith
householdgearcomparableto thatfromthefunerarymaterialfromElJish.31

Thepresenceof sucha varietyof objectsin gravesmay fairly bepresumed
to representthe kind of possessionsthat peoplefound useful in their daily

activitieshere on earth,but theyhavelittle to tell us aboutthe social anddo-
mestic settingin which theypassedtheir lives. Only thehomesof the living
cansupply that sort of information.This is whatmakesthe amuleticmaterial
from Anemuriumsignificant,for this undistinguishedsmall Isauriantown is
theonly excavatedsiteof theearlyByzantineperiod to haveproducedsucha
varietyof apotropaicobjectsin contextsthatenableus to visualizethephysical

settingof thepeoplewho ownedthem.
Mostof theobjectsof anamuleticnaturewerefoundin well-definedcon-

texts in secondarybuildings occupyingthe areaof a spaciouspalaestrathat
oncebelongedto thelargestbaths of the city (Fig. 12). This complexdates
from the mid-third centurybut had functionedfor less than a centurybefore
falling outof use.Thecolonnadethatsurroundedtheopenareaon threesides
was dismantledsoonafter,andby the latefourth centuryits mosaicfloor was
coveredby a shallow film of earth.Fora time the entireareaseemsto have
beenleft open,perhapsservingas akind of marketareawith temporarystalls
erectedas needdictated.Eventually more permanentbuildings, though of

38 Thetombswereoriginally datedby Makhouly (“Rock-cutTombs,”46) to the

4th-5th century,but their contents,especiallyglass,are consistentwith a 6th-century
date:L. Y Rahinani,“On SomeByzantineBrassRingsin theStateCollections ‘Atiqot
17 (1985), 168note4.

31 Harding,“RomanFamilyVault 81ff. Also from aknownarchaeologicalcon-
text, datedby the excavatorsno later than 325, is a bronzeamulet with the familiar
combinationofholy riderandthemuchsufferingevil eyefoundatBeth-Shean:Bonner,
MagicalAmulets,303,no. 303.
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coarseconstruction,beganto encroachon theopenpiazzaandadjacentbuild-

ings to the west.The date whenthis processbeganis uncertain,but by the
late sixth centurya considerableportion of thepalaestra,especiallyalongits
northernandwesternmargins,was given over to domesticbuildings,which
formeda small communityextendingnorthwardbeyondtheboundariesof the
palaestra.Thebuildingsalongthewestendof this complexseemto havecov-
eredmostof the spaceonceoccupiedby the original suiteof threehalls that
stoodin front of thebathbuilding as well as the interveningcourtyardthat
separatedthem from thepalaestraproperto the east.The precisedistribution

of thiscomplexintoindividualunitsremainsunclear,perhapsbecausetheprin-
cipal living quarterswereatthe secondfloor level. Nevertheless,it is possible
that the secondarystructuresoccupyingthe southernpart of theforehall and
adjacentlimestonepavedcourtof theformerpalaestra(Fig. 12,D) constituted
a singleestablishment.Largeamountsof potterywerefound,as well as ahet-
erogeneousarray of householdobjects.Theseincludedthe two oval bronze
plaques,the silver phylactery,and the inscribedglass pasteamulet,eachof
which was foundlying on the floor along with potteryandcoins datingfrom

thelate sixth andfirst halfof theseventhcenturies.
Much easierto distinguishwas asequenceof threehousesstandingmore

or less in line from westto eastoverlying the mosaicof the long dismantled
northporticoof thepalaestra(Fig. 13). Themiddlehouse(Fig. 12, B) hasthe
mostreadily identifiableplanof thethree.Measuring12.40m in length from
north to southby 9.30min breadth,it is enteredfrom theeastthroughadoor-
way leading into a corridor from which two smallerroomsopento theright
andalargeoneto the left (Fig. 14).This latterwasevidentlythekitchenwith a
well-preservedchimneyandenclosedhearthcoveredby a cooking slabcon-

structedagainstthenorth wall.32 Sealedbeneaththe destructiondebrisof this
roomwasfoundtheusualquantityof brokenpotteryandglass,aswell asanin-

terestingrangeof artifactsof daily life, including eventhe fire-lighter, with a
smallflint flakeby its sidereadyfor insertion,left lying at theedgeof thefire-

place.Thematerialrecoveredfrom this roomdid not includeany amuleticob-
jects,but thewell-preservedconditionof its interior givesareadilyintelligible
impressionof thedomesticsettingthatproducedsuchitemsin theotherhouses.

Althoughlesswell preservedthanthecentralhousein this northernrange

of buildings,its neighborto thewest(Fig. 12, A) providedexcellentstratigra-

32 J. Russell,TurkArkDerg20.1 (1973),204—5, figs. 1, 7, 10, 11.
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phy for thenatureof its destructionanda fine illustration of thecircumstances
in which householdobjectswerefoundlying on the floor still in situ from the
time of thebuilding’s abandonment.33In this case the walls were standingin
placesto a heightof over onemeter,but theentirebuilding was concealedby
a deepaccumulationof almoststerilesurfacefill. Theremovalof this brought
to light numerousstonesfrom thecollapseof theuppercoursesof theroom’s
wall as well as hundredsof brokentiles from the fallen roof (Fig. 15). With
the removalof this debris,theroom’s latest floor level cameto light undera
thin film of dirt that musthavedrifted in throughthedoorandotheropenings
in the interval betweenthedepartureof the lastoccupantsandtheroof’s col-
lapse(Fig. 16).Theclearingof thefloor producedatotal of thirty-two invento-

ried objects,including a small fragmentof belt buckle, five lamp fragments,

onebronzebracelet,one leadseal, a bronze objectpiercedby threeholes,

perhapsa metalworker’shammerhead,a circulardrilled stonethat wasprob-
ably a spindlewhorl, a fragmentof a workedbonedisk, anda fish vertebra,
an object that appearsfrequently in similar domesticcontextselsewhereat
Anemurium,which suggeststhat they servedsomefunction,perhapsas gam-
ing pieces.For ourpurpose,however,the mostsignificantfind was theterra-
cottamold with the invocationto Raphael.Coins formedthemostnumerous
groupof objects,a totalof twenty identifiablebeingrecorded.With oneexcep-
tion, thesecovereda periodrangingfrom 589 to 656. The latestdateis espe-
cially significant, for it providesa clearterminuspostquemfor the abandon-
mentof thehouse,a datein factthat correspondscloselyto thepicturewehave
from the entirecoin seriesfor the site as a whole.This shows a very heavy
concentrationof coins for the reignsof Heraclius and the first two-thirds of
ConstansII’s reign, diminishingto a mere trickle in the laterthird.34 The re-
mainingcoin foundon thefloor, a second-centurybronzeissueof eitherMar-

cus Aureliusor Lucius Veins from the Anemuriummint, causedinitial con-
cern,until it becameapparentfrom theholepiercedthroughit thatatthetime
of its lossit wasno longerin useas amediumof commercebut as someform

33 In theaccountof this house1 havereliedheavily on the detailedrecordof the

excavationmaintainedby the excavator,ProfessorJohnHumphrey,nowof the Univer-
sity of Calgary.1 wish to recordmy appreciationof hiswork.

34 It is assumedthat the abandonmentof Anemuriumwasprecipitatedby Arab
raidingof the coastof Asia Minor duringthe 650safter the captureof Cyprus,a mere
forty milesdistant, in649/50.
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of pendant.33It is easyto imagine thespecialappealthat a coin bearingthe
city’s nameon it couldhavefor its ownerwho might well haveregardedit as

a lucky charm.Othercoinspiercedin a similarmannerhaveappearedon the
site, but nonefrom a contextas clearlydefined.36Onemight noteJohnChry-
sostom’scondemnationof Christianswho drapedchainscomposedof bronze
coins of Alexanderthe Greataroundtheir headsandfeet as a form of chann,
suggestingthatthepracticewas widespread.37

Onefinal illustrationof an objectof undoubtedapotropaicsignificance
discoveredatAnemuriumin awell-definedcontextis abronzesteelyardcoun-
terpoiseweightmoldedin theshapeof abustof Athena(Fig. 17). It wasfound
outsidetheeastemmostof thenorthernrangeof latehousesin the palaestra
(Fig. 12, C), at a level about20 cm abovethe third-centurymosaicpavement
of thepalaestra’seastwing. At this level a beatenearthsurfaceformedthe
groundlevel of theareain theearlyByzantineperiod. Althoughthedetailsof
thestratigraphywerenotaswell definedas thosein otherpartsof thecomplex,
coinsandpotteryfound in thevicinity at thesamelevel pointonceagainto a
datein the latesixthandfirst halfof theseventhcentury.38Thereare anumber
of parallelsfor counterpoiseweights in the shapeof a bust of Athenawith
an arrestingapotropaicMedusahead,including a handsomeexamplein the
MetropolitanMuseumof Art, New York, but only the one excavatedin con-
trolled conditionsfrom the Byzantineshipwreckat Yassi Ada, datedaround
625, providesa reliableparallel.38The samemaybe said also for the cultural

33 Inn. no. AN 76/12.

36 Oneothercity coin of Anemurium,a bronzeissueof ValerianSr. (AN 82/10),
waspierced,presumablyfor suspension.Otherperforatedcoins includebronzeissues
of Cams(AN 78/10), Licinius I (AN 76/318),a RomaUrbs issuewith she-wolfand
twins sceneon thereverse,dated330—335(AN 76/44),andafollis of JustinianI dated
541—542(AN 79/25).

37 Ad illuminandoscatechesisII, 5, PG 49, colt 240.Perforatedcoins are fre-
quently found in tombs,e.g., at Beth-Yerathall coinsfound in theearly Byzantine
tombswere pierced,while not a single perforatedcoin was found elsewherein the
excavation.P. Delougazand R. C. Haines,A ByzantineChurchat Khirbet al-Karak,
Universityof ChicagoOrientalInstitutePublications85 (Chicago,1960),50.

38 C. W J. Eliot, ‘A Bronze Counterpoiseof Athena Hesperia45 (1976),
163—70.

38 G. F BassandF. H.vanDoorninck,Jr., YassiAda,I: A SeventhCenturyByzan-
tineShipwreck(CollegeStation,Tex., 1982),212—17.For theclassicalGorgonheadin
late antiquity asopposedto the more stylized version associatedwith Chnoubis,see
Vikan, “Art, MedicineandMagic 77, 79, especiallynotes70and 91.
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contextof the objects,information irrecoverablein the caseof examplesof
unknownprovenance,butfor thosefrom AnemuriumandYassiAdaproviding
thepossibilityto restorea social ambiencefor their use.

Thepicturethat emergesat Anemuriumis of a small communityliving
in reducedcircumstancesin the shadowof the long-disusedremainsof the
Romancity’s largestpublic baths.Theaqueductsystemhadceasedto function,
probablydamagedbeyondrepairby anearthquakethatseemsto haveafflicted
thecity around580. Theinhabitantshad thusto resortto a well dug next to
Building D in the palaestra(Fig. 12). Their homes,though coarse,were of

solid enoughconstructionandtheir economystill variedenoughto employa
wide rangeof trades,to judge from the toolsfound beneaththeir collapsed
walls. Farmersandfishermenarepredictable,but thereis alsoevidencein the
form of their toolsfora tailor, a leatherworker,andajeweler.40Heavierindus-
try seemsto havebeenconductedin thevaultedhallsof thegreatbaths,which
were now strippedof their furnishingsto accommodatea lime kiln, pottery
kilns, anda grainmill. Commerce,too, seemsto havebeenreasonablyvigor-
ous, tojudgefromthenumbersof weightsandfragmentsof steelyardappara-
tus found.With their beatenearthfloors andpoorly mortaredwalls exceptat
corners,theirhomesofferedlittle comfort,thoughthenumberof hasps,hinges,
lockplates,andsmallkeys suitablefor woodenchestsindicatesomeneedfor
security,probablyto storecloth andothervaluablecommodities.Houseswere
lit for the most part by clay lampsproducedon the site, but bronzelamps
wereemployedalso,as well as conicalglasslampsintendedfor insertion in
polycandela,a form of lighting usually associatedwith churches.41Kitchen
utensilswerepredominantlyceramic,but handlesand otherattachmentsof
bronzeindicatetheuse of vesselsof greaterluxury. Loomweights, spindle
whorls,andhooksdemonstratehow womenoccupiedtheir time, while bone
dice andgamingcounterssuggesthow men wastedtheirs.Thatwomenwere
concernedwith their appearanceis evidentfrom the substantialnumbersof
copperandbonehairpins,kohl sticks,cosmeticligulae,andspatulasrecorded.

40 A good exampleof jeweky, probablymanufacturedlocally, was found in a

graveinone ofthe city’s fourchurches:J. Russell,“Excavationsat Anemurium,1982
ClassicalViews27 (1983), 179,pls. 13—14.

41 Evidencefor alocallamp industrytakestheform of moldsfor terracottalamps
found closeto a pottery kiln in the largebaths and a hoardof over sevenhundred
lampsfoundconcealedin the hypocaustsystemof anotherof the city’s baths.The latter
includessomeof the sametype asthe mold. H. Williams andP. Taylor, ‘A Byzantine
LampHoardfrom Anamur(Cilicia),” AnatSt25 (1975), 77—84.
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Privateadornmentof somequality is reflectedin variousobjectsof jewelry,

silverearrings,andvariousbronzefingerrings in additionto thosewith magi-
cal connotationalreadydescribed.Christiandevotion was expressedthrough
pendantcrossesin gold, silver, andbronze,thoughthey numberconsiderably
lessthan theobjectsknown or suspectedto haveapotropaicpowers.42

What strikesus forcibly from what we canpiece togetherof life in the
clusterof housesoccupyingthe old palaestraat Anemuriumis that magicfor
their humbleresidentswas no abstractbelief or perversionof true religion
practicedin secret,asthesermonsof thechurchfatherswould haveus believe,
but was as commona function of daily existenceas any otheractivity repre-
sentedamongthesmall finds. Given the circumstancesof their discovery,in
which they appearat randomalong with otherdisjecta membraof people’s
lives, thereis surelynothinginherentlyspecialor remarkableaboutthevarious
instrumentamagica found at Anemurium.The measurestakento copewith
the unseenmenaceof demonsconstituteda domesticnecessityas familiar as
cooking, working, playing games,or bringing up children. The worship of
Christandhiscrosswas certainlyan essentialpartof their lives, but it is hard
to escapethe impressionthat the controlof the unseenforceof theevil eyeby
the time-honoredinstrumentsof their ancestorswas of more immediatecon-
cern to them. It is an attitude that survives in remotecornersof the Greek
countrysideeventoday,wherepeoplemight still proclaimwith thepoet:

We areneitherChristiansnor pagans,
With crossesandpagansymbols
Wearetrying tobuild thenewlife
Whosenameis notyet known.43

Universityof British Columbia

42 A representativeselectionof theseobjectsis illustrated in Russell, “Instru-
mentaDomestica,”155—62.

43 Aev eimasteouteChristianoi
kt eidololoatresoute
apostaurouski apoeidola
vaplassoumeZetamete neaZoet
pouein agnoronak6matt onoma tes.

KostesPalamas
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Magicand the Christian Image

HENRY MAGUIRE

Introduction

Forthepurposesof this article, “magic is definedasrelationswith thesuper-
naturalthat wereoutsidetheregularchannelsof thechurch.By this definition,
the boundariesof what constitutedmagic in Byzantiumwerenot fixed, but
variedover spaceand time. Whenthe churchsoughtto definemoreclosely
which practiceswereorthodoxandwhich werenot, the definition of magic
tightened.Thiswas especiallytruewith respectto thechurch’sattitudestoward

theuseof Christianimagery.
Thereis a story in the life of St.Andrew theFool concemingmagicand

the Christianimage.A certainwomanwas being neglectedby her husband.
She calledin a magicianto help her,who incantedsomedemonicspellsover
theoil of a lamp which helit beforethe icons in herhouse.Herproblemwas
immediatelyresolved,but shestartedto have somedisturbingdreams.In one
of them,shesawthat all her iconshadbeensmearedfrom bottomto top with
humanexcrement.In herdream,shewastold the reasonfor their foul appear-
ance:becauseof heroccultactivities,the graceof God haddepartedfrom the
icons,leaving them only as empty matter—thatis, color andwood—where
now was foundthe stenchandturpitudeof demons.’Forthe Byzantinewriter,
thepointof this storywas that theicons in andof themselveswereessentially
inert; whatcountedwas themannerof their use.According to therituals em-
ployed,magicalor orthodox,they couldbecomethe sitesof powersthat were
eitherdemonicorholy, with appropriateresults.

My paper attemptsto explore this medieval distinction betweenthe
magicaland the Christianuse of images.In the earlyByzantineperiod there

1 Vita S.AndreaeSali, 130—33,PG 111, cols.776c-781A.
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was considerableoverlapbetweenwhat somechurchmensaw as magicand
contemporaryChristian practice, that is, betweenwhat they would forbid
andwhat otherChristiansmight allow. The magicaluseof Christian images
constituteda problem which was only resolvedafter iconoclasm,whenthe
relationshipbetweenChristian icons anddivine power was definedin such

a way as to exclude,or largely exclude,practicesthat hadpreviously been
condemnedby many authoritiesof thechurch, In the following pagesI shall

explore the resolution of the problem in severalmedia, but especially in
figured draw-loom silks, in their imitations in tapestryweave, and in silk

embroideries, since in these textiles the issues stand out with special
clarity.

ByzantineSilks andSilk-derivedTextileswith ChristianImages

Significantchangescameaboutin the iconographyof textileswith respectto
ChristianimagesbetweentheearlyByzantineperiodandlateByzantinetimes.
The productionof silks bearingChristianiconographyin thefourthto seventh
centuriesis known from literary sources,from surviving examples,and from
representationsin works of art.2 Althoughthe survivingfiguredsilks from the

earlyperiodare notnow very numerous,theywere oncesufficientlycommon
to draw theire of a latefourth-centurybishop,Asteriusof Amaseia,who in a

famouspassagespecifically attackedwealthy lay peoplewho woreepisodes
fromtheGospelswoveninto theirgarments;hecited,especially,scenesshow-
ing Christ’s miracles.3AnotherearlyChristianauthor,Theodoret,who wrote
in the fifth century,mentionedtextilesdecoratedwith figuresof menin prayer,

aswell aswith profanesubjects,suchashuntersandtrees.4Amongthesurviv-
ing pieces,an importantrecentdiscoveryis a fragment,now in the Abegg-

2 Forarecentsurvey,seeMarielleMartiniani-Reber,“Textiles inByzance,exh.
cat.,Museedu Louvre (Paris,1992), 148—51.On tapestryweaveswith Christianimag-
ery producedin imitationof silks,seeAnnaGonosova,“Textiles in florenceD. Fried-
man,ed.,BeyondthePharaohs,exh.cat.,RhodeIslandSchoolof Design(Providence,
1989), 72.

3 Homilia I, PG 40, cols. 165—68; translationin Cyril Mango,The Art of the
ByzantineEmpire, 312—1453(Toronto, 1986), 50—51.

4 Deprovidentiaoratio IV, PG83, cols.617D-620A.
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Stiftung, decoratedwith repeatedsequencesof scenesfrom thelife of theVir-
gin (Figs. lA and lB).3 Theseincluded(fromleft to right) thePresentationof
theVirgin in theTemple,theselectionof Josephasherbetrothed,theAnnunci-
ation at the well, the crib of Jesuswith theox (now missing)andtheass,and
theChild’s first bath(including a river personification).The silk was discov-
eredin thesamegraveas the famousDionysoshanging,also in the Abegg-
Stiftung, and it hasbeendatedto thelate fourth or the early fifth century.6
Otherrelativelywell-preservedearlysilkswith Christianscenesincludeafrag-
ment in Sens,showingthe story of Josephbeing sentoutby his fatherJacob
tojoin his enviousbrotherswith theirflocks (Fig. 2),7andthefamoussilks in
theMuseoSacroof theVaticandisplayingimagesof theAnnunciationandthe
Nativity,8 forwhich adatein thelatesixth orearlyseventhcenturyhasrecently
beensuggestedby Anna Gonosova(Figs. 3A and3B).9 Bestknown of all is

the depictionof the threeMagi on the hemof Theodora’srobein the mid-
sixth-centurymosaicin San Vitale atRavenna(Fig. 4).Therearealso several
silksdepicting individualChristianfigures,suchasa fragmentin thePhiladel-
phiaMuseum,which portraysaholy warriorcladin tunic andcloakandkilling
a dragonwith a cross-headedspear(Fig. 5).10

Besidesthe draw-loomsilks, thereare many surviving tapestryweaves

5 LieselotteKotzsche,“Die Marienseidein der Abegg-Stiftung:Bemerkungen
zur IkonographiederSzenenfolge inBegegnungvonHeidentumundChristentumim
spatantikenAgypten,RiggisbergerBerichte 1 (Riggisberg,1993), 183—94.

6 Ibid., 183, 194.
7 Byzance,no. 101,p. 152.
8 W F. Volbach,CatalogodeIMuseoSacrodellaBibliotecaApostolicaVaticana,

111.1: I Tessuti(Rome,1942), nos.T104andT105, pp. 39—40,pls.29—31.
9 “On the AlexandrianOrigin of theVaticanAnnunciationandNativity Silks,”

SixteenthAnnualByzantineStudiesConference,AbstractsofPapers(Baltimore,1990),
9—10. Otherearly silks with biblical sceneshavebeenpreservedat Chelles (Byzance,
no. 102,p. 153)andBaume-les-Messieurs(ibid., p. 192,fig. 1).

18 Beyondthe Pharaohs,no. 131,p. 218.For othertextiles showing the same
composition,seeMarielleMartiniani-Reber,Lyon,Museehistoriquedestissus,scieries
sassanides,copteset byzantinesVe-XIesiecles(Paris, 1986), no. 75, pp. 91—93; 0.
Wulff andW F Volbach,SpatantikeundkoptischeStoffeausagyptischenGrabfunden
(Berlin, 1926), no. 9283,p. 150,pl. 134; A. F Kendrick, Victoria andAlbertMuseum:
Catalogueof TextilesfromBurying-Groundsin Egypt, III (London,1922),no. 819, p.
81, pl. 25;R. Forrer,RomischeundbyzantinischeSeiden-TextilienausdemGraberfelde
vonAchmim-Panopolis(Strasbourg,1891), pl. 3,2.
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that imitatedthemin lessexpensivematerials.Thereis, for example,a sizable
group of tapestryweavesfrom tunicsillustrating the story of Josephandthe

envyof hisbrothers.11Figure 6 illustratesaroundelatTrierthatcopiessilks of
the sametype as the textiles with the Annunciationand the Nativity in the
Vatican(Fig. 3).12 Onecancomparethebrightred ground,and alsotheheart-

shapedforms of theplantomamentin theframe.Severalpieces,suchas the
tapestry-wovensleevebandin Viennaillustratedin Figure 7, showepisodesof
theJosephstory in a modifiedbilateralsymmetrythat echoesthe strictersym-
metrytypical of draw-loomsilks,butnotof tapestryweaves,wheresequences

werenot mechanicallyrepeated.13

It shouldbenotedthat theseearly textileswith Christianfiguresseemto
havebeenintendedfor lay ratherthanfor ecclesiasticaluse,oftenas clothing.
It is plain from the homily of Asterius of Amaseiathat the garmentswith
Christiansubjectsthat he criticizedwerebeingwom by the laity, andin the
mosaicsof Ravennait is EmpressTheodora,alay person,who is shownwith
a scenefrom theinfancyof Christworkedinto herrobe.Someof thetapestry
weavesfiguredwith the life of Josephwereattachedto thetunicsof children.14

Thefactthat thesilk with scenesfrom thelife of Mary was foundattachedto
thegreatDionysoshangingcertainlysuggests,while it doesnotprove,asecu-
lar contextfor both pieces.

Theiconoclasticdisputeof theeighthandninthcenturiescauseda break
in theproductionof textileswith Christianimageswithin theByzantineEm-
pire. It isknownfromtheactsof theCouncilof 754thatthe iconoclastsbanned

Christianimagesevenfrom privatedwellings.15Theyseizedanddefacedtex-
tilesbearingChristianfigures,as we leamboth from the actsof the council
andfromthe summaryin theSynaxarionof Constantinopleof thepresumably

11 L. H. Abdel-Malek,JosephTapestriesandRelatedCoptic Textiles,Ph.D.diss.
(BostonUniversity, 1980).

12 ClaudiaNauerth,Koptische Textilkunstim spatantikenAgypten(Trier, 1978),

24—31. On the relationshipof the tapestry-weaveroundelswith Josephscenesto silks,
seethe observationsof AnnaGonosovain BeyondthePharaohs, 160.

12 KoptischeKunst: ChristentumamNil, exh.cat.,Villa Hugel (Essen,1963),no.
361, p. 341; G. Egger,KoptischeTextilien (Vienna, 1967),20, pl. 44.

14 Abdel-Malek, JosephTapestries,57, 216, discussesa pair of clavi from a
child’s tunic in the Museumfur AngewandteKunst,Vienna.

15 Mansi,XIII, col. 328; translationin StephenGero,ByzantineIconoclasmdur-
ing theReignof ConstantineV (Louvain,1977),86.



1 a Silk with scenesfromthelife of theVirgin. Bern,Abegg-Stiftung.
(photo:Abegg-Stiftung)

lb Silk with scenesfrom thelife of theVirgin. Bern,Abegg-Stiftung.
(photo: reconstructiondrawingafterL. Kotzsche,“Die Marienseidein derAbegg-Stiftung:
Bemerkungenzur IkonographiederSzenenfolge,”in BegegnungvonHeidentumundChristentum

im spdtantikenAgypten,RiggisbergerBerichte 1 [Riggisberg,1993], 183—94,fig. 1)



2 Silk with scenesfrom thelife ofJoseph.Sens,CathedralTreasury,mv. B 36.
(photo:after 0. von Falke,Kunstgeschichteder Seidenweberei[Berlin, 1921], fig. 27)



3aand3h Silks with theAnnunciationandNativity Rome,Vatican,MuseoSacro.
(photo: FotoBibliotecaVaticana)



4 Theodoraandherretinue,mosaic.Ravenna,SanVitale.
(photo:Alinari/Art Resource,NY)



5 Silk with aholy warrior killing adragon.
PhiladelphiaMuseumof Art, mv. 33.83.1.
(photo:PhiladelphiaMuseumof Art. Given
by HowardL. Goodhart)

6 Scenesfrom thelife ofJoseph,tapestryweave.Trier, OsterreichischesStadtisches
MuseumSimeonstift,mv. VIJ.52. (photo:Foto ThomassinTrier)



7 Scenesfrom thelife ofJoseph,tapestry-wovensleeveband.Vienna,AustrianMuseum
of AppliedArts, mv. T691. (photo:AustrianMuseumof AppliedArts,Vienna)



8 NikephorosBotaneiateswith courtiers.Paris,BibliothequeNationale,MS. Coislin 79,
fol. 2. (photo:BibliothequeNationale)



9 AlexiosApokaukos.Paris,BibliothequeNationale,MS. gr. 2144,fol. 1 lr.
(photo:Bibliothique Nationale)



10 “Minor Sakkos”of Photius.Moscow,KremlinMuseums,mv. TK-5.
(photo:afterN. A. Mayasovaet al.,MedievalPictorial Embroidery[Moscow 1991],39)



11 Epitrachelionof Photios,detail.Moscow,Kremlin Museums,mv. TK-6.
(photo:afterA. Bank,ByzantineArt in the Collectionsof SovietMuseums[Leningrad,1985],
fig. 299)



12 “Major Sakkos”of Photios.Moscow,KremlinMuseums,mv. TK-4.
(photo:afterN. A. Mayasovaet al.,MedievalPictorial Embroidery[Moscow,1991],51)



13 “Major Sakkos”of Photios,detail.Nativity. Moscow, KremlinMuseums.
(photo:afterA. Bank,ByzantineArt in the Collectionsof SovietMuseums[Leningrad,1985],
fig. 304)



14 “Alexanderof Macedon,”
tapestry-wovenmedallion.
Washington,D.C.,
The Textile Museum,mv. 1 1.18.
(photo: courtesyof
TheTextile Museum)

15 Rider,
tapestry-wovenmedallion.
Washington,D.C.,
TheTextile Museum,
mv. 11.17.
(photo:courtesyof
TheTextile Museum)



16 Tapestry-woven‘tunic fragments.Chicago,FieldMuseumof NaturalHistory,
mv. 1 73758 (photo:courtesyof theField Museumof NaturalHistory)



17 Clavuswith Nativity, tapestry-woventunic, detail.Chicago,Field Museumof
NaturalHistory, mv. 1 73758.(photo:courtesyof theFieldMuseumof NaturalHistory)

18 Medallionwith Baptismof Christ,
tapestry-woventunic, detail.Chicago,
FieldMuseumof NaturalHistory,
mv. 173758

19 Medallionwith Baptism ofChrist,
tapestry-woventunic, detail.Chicago,
FieldMuseumof NaturalHistory,
mv. 173758



20 Holy warrior killing
adragon,silk sleeveband.
Lyon, Mus~e Historiquedes
Tissus,mv. 910111.1(29.254).
(photo:Mus6eHistoriquedes
Tissus,Lyon)
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eighth-centurylife of Anthousaof Mantineon.18Therefore,oneshouldexpect
the productionof draw-loomsilks decoratedwith Christian subjectsto have
ceasedin the ByzantineEmpireduring the iconoclasticperiod. But, interest-
ingly, onceiconoclasmwas finally over, in the ninth century, such textiles
do not seemto haveretumed.Surviving Byzantinedraw-loomsilks from the

middle and late Byzantineperiodsare decoratedonly with repeatednon-
Christianmotifs, especiallywith animals.17Moreover,representationsfromthe
post-iconoclasticperiodof Byzantineswearingfigureddraw-loomsilks show
that their garmentsweredecoratedeitherwith animalsor with plant motifs.
For example,in the portrait of NikephorosBotaneiatesflankedby courtiers
that is preservedinParis.Coislin79,a courtofficial standson theright sideof
theemperor,resplendentin awhite silkrobeadomedwith repeatedmedallions
containinglions executedin goldandred (Fig. 8);1’8 hiscostumemaybecom-
paredto a surviving silk from the reliquary of SaintSiviard, at Sens,which
hasmedallionscontaininggoldgriffins on a white ground.19In a Palaeologan
manuscriptof Hippocratesthereis aportraitof Alexios Apokaukoswearinga
draw-loomsilk decoratedwith identical medallionsenclosingaddorsedlions
(Fig. 9).20 Therewere,of course,post-iconoclasticByzantinetextilesdecorated

16 Councilof 754: Mansi,XIII, cols.329—32; Gero,iconoclasm,87. Anthousaof

Mantineon:SynaxariumCP 850; Cyril Mango, “St. Anthusaof Mantineonand the
Family of ConstantineV,” AnalBoll 100 (1982),401—9.

17 TheLiber Pontificalismentionsdonationsby two ninth-centurypopesof tex-
tiles decoratedwith Christian scenesthatmayhavebeenof Byzantineorigin, sincethe
subjectsaredesignatedwith Greeknames(“Cheretismon”;“Ypopanti”): L. Duchesne,
ed.,LeLiberPontificalis,II (Paris,1892),2, 146; seealsoByzance,192,371.However,
it is not clearthat theseweredraw-loomsilks; seeJohn Osborne,“Textiles andTheir
PaintedImitationsin Early MedievalRome PBSR60 (1992),309—51,who observes:
“Most of the elaboratedecorationsmentionedin theLiber Pontificalisentriesshould
bethoughtof as embroideredon silk, not woveninto thefabric itself” (ibid., 319). On
the otherhand,thedraw-loom “lion strangler”silks,whichhavebeendatedto the 9th
century, arenotnecessarilyChristian;see,mostrecently,Byzance,149, 199.

18 Byzance,no. 271, pp. 360—61; C. L. Dumitrescu, “Remarquesen margedu
Coislin 79: Les trois eunuqueset le problemedu donateur,”Byzantion 57 (1987),
32—45.

19 Byzance,no. 287,p. 379.
20 Byzance,no. 361, pp. 455—58.Otherportrayalsof individuals wearingdraw-

loom silks includetheSevastokratotitsaDessislavaatBojana(1259), who wearsasilk
decoratedwith repeatedmedallionscontainingpairs of addorsedlions (A. Grabar,
L’eglise deBoiana [Sofia,1978], 70, pl. x), and Michael Asanesat the churchof the
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with Christiansubjects,but thesewere not theclothingof secularindividuals,
but ecclesiasticalvestmentsandliturgical cloths.Thus theycamefrom an en-
tirely differentcontext.Especiallyrichexamplesarepreservedin theKremlin,
notablythe“Minor Sakkos”ofPhotios,anembroideryof thefourteenthcentury
with laterRussianadditions(Fig. lO),21theEpitrachelionof PatriarchPhotios,a
Byzantineembroideryfromtheearlyfifteenthcentury(Fig. 11),andthe“Major
Sakkos”of Photios,alsoof theearlyfifteenthcentury(Figs. 12 and13).22

Therefore,in theproductionof silk andsilk-derivedtextiles,a profound

changetook placebetweentheearly andthe later Byzantineperiods.After

iconoclasm,Christian iconographyseemsto havedisappearedfrom secular
clothing.It survivedonly in a specificcontext,thatof liturgical vestmentsand
cloths.Anotherchangethat canbeseenaftericonoclasm,onethatoccursalso
in othermedia,is amoreprecisecodificationof theChristianiconography.As
canbe seenin Figure5, in theearly textilesindividual holy figureswerefre-
quently notaccompaniedby inscriptions.Thegeneralpracticeof laterByzan-
tine artiststo scrupulouslynameeachdepictedsaintwith a legendwas not
alwaysadheredto by artistsbeforeiconoclasm,evenin churches.As aresult,
somescholarly effort hasbeenspent trying to identify the anonymousholy
men who appearkilling the dragonon earlyByzantinesleevebands: is the
warrior in Figure 5 St.Michael, St. George,St.Theodore,or evenChristhim-
self?22The sameambiguity attends the mountedhorsemenwho appearto-
getherwith wild beastson someearlyByzantinesilk-relatedtapestryweaves.

In a few casesthe horsemanis identified by an inscription, as in a pair of
tapestry-wovenroundelsnow in theTextile Museumin Washingtonandin the
ClevelandMuseumof Art, wheretherider is labeled“AlexandertheMacedo-
nian” (Fig. 14).24But in manyothertextilestherider is left nameless,marked

TaxiarchesatKastotia,whowearsasilk decoratedwithrepeatedmedallionscontaining
eagles(S. Pelekanidis,Kastoria, 1 [Thessaloniki,1953],pl. 141a).

21 N. A. Mayasovaet al.,MedievalPictorial Embroidery(Moscow, 1991),no. 9,
pp. 38—43.

22 Ibid., nos.8,10,pp. 36—37,44—51.ForotherlateByzantineecclesiasticalem-
broideties, see especiallyGabtiel Millet, Broderies religieusesde style byzantin
(Paris,1947).

23 SeeKendrick, Catalogueof Textiles, 81 (Michael); Martiniani-Reber,Lyon,
soieries,91 (Christ); BeyondthePharaohs,218 (George).

24 DorothyG. Shepherd,‘Alexander—TheVictorious Emperor,”Bulletin of the
ClevelandMuseumofArt 58 (1971),245—50, figs. 1—2; BeyondthePharaohs,no. 70,
p. 162.
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only by a halo,ascanbe seenin the medallionat the Textile Museumillus-
tratedin Figure 15.25 Such anonymoushorsemencouldbe associatedwith a
numberof powerful riders,beit Alexander,Solomon,orevenaChristianrider-
saint, suchasSisinnios,who in asixth- orseventh-centurywall paintingatthe
monasteryof St. Apollo at Bawit was shownon horsebacksurroundedby
demonsandwild beasts.26The imageis, essentially,open.The ambiguityof
such potentfigures is heightenedby the lack of a strong tradition of saints’
portraits in theearlyByzantineperiod. After iconoclasm,from theninthcen-
tury onward,the Byzantinesdevelopedan extensiveiconographyof portrait
types for themorecommonsaints,which was adheredto by artistswith some
degreeof consistency.27Thus in post-iconoclasticart it is often possiblefor
modemscholarsto identify a saintin agivencontext,suchas St.Lukeamong
the evangelists,St. Basil the Greatamongthebishops,St. Prokopiosamong

the soldiers,or St. Panteleimonamongthe doctors,merelyby looking at the
facial featuresandhairstyleof the image,evenif the inscriptionis lost. But
in the pre-iconoclasticperiod only relatively few saints,notably the major
apostles,hadsufficiently establishedportrait types for suchvisual identifica-
tionsto be feasible.

A similar lack of specificity canoften be seenin the caseof the Gospel
scenesthat appearon theearlyByzantinetextiles.Frequentlythey are soab-
breviatedasto defyeasyrecognition.By wayof example,Figure 17 illustrates
a portrayal,or rather,a cypherof the Nativity that is repeatedtwo timesover
in thetwo preservedclavusbandsof a tunic now in theFieldMuseumof Chi-

25 NobukoKajitam, “Coptic Fragments”(in Japanese),TextileArt 13 (1981),53,

fig. 69.
26 On the riderSolomon,seeG. Vikan, “Art, Medicine, andMagic in Early By-

zantium,” DOP 38 (1984), 65—86, esp. 79—81, figs. 19—20, with referenceto earlier
literature.For St. Sisinniosat Bawit, seeJ. Cledat,Le Monastereet Ia Necropolede
Baouit Memoiresde l’Institut Francaisd’ArcheologieOtientale12 (Paris, 1904—6),
80—81, pls. 55—56; Eunice DautermanMaguire.Henry P. Maguire, andMaggie J.
Duncan-flowers,ArtandHoly Powersin theEarlyChristianHouse,exh.cat.,Krannert
Art Museum(Urbana,1989), 26—28,fig. 23.

27 AlexanderKazhdanandHenryMaguire,“Byzantine HagiographicalTexts as
Sourceson Art,” DOP 45 (1991), 1—22, esp. 4—9. On “iconographicallyanonymous”
imagesinearly Christianart, seeGaryVikan, “Early ByzantinePilgrimageDevotion-
alia asEvidenceof theAppearanceof PilgrimageShrines,”PEREGRINATIO:Pilger-
reiseundPilgerziel.Aktendes12. InternationalenKongressesfiir ChristlicheArchao-
logie, Bonn, 1991,JbAChr~ Erganzungsband(1993)(forthcoming). I am indebtedto
Gary Vikanfor showingmeacopyof hispaperprior to its publication.
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cago(Fig. 16); probablythis imageoriginally appearedfour times on theone

garment.28The sceneis reducedto its barestelements:theChild lying in his

crib, flankedby theheadsof theox andtheass.
TheChristianimagesembroideredinto the lateByzantinevestmentsand

liturgical clothshadquite a differentcharacter.Eventhoughthe scaleof the
holy figureson theembroiderieswas in manycasesas smallas on the earlier
textiles,eachonewasnowcarefullydifferentiated:eachof theapostles,proph-
ets,andsaintsappearingin themedallionswasgivena distinctiveportraittype,
andeachwasnamedby an inscription(Figs. 10—13),In thecaseof scenesfrom
the life of Christ,eachis renderedin perfectandcompletedetail,accordingto
anestablishediconography(Fig. 13).

A similarcontrastbetweenChristianimagesof pre-iconoclasticandpost-
iconoclastictimescanbeobservedin othermedia.For example,thetensixth-
or seventh-centurysilver-gilt chalicespreservedin the Attarouthi Treasure,
from northemSyria, are decoratedwith figures of saintsexecutedin re-
pouss.29The saintsare differentiatedfrom eachotherby costumeaccording
to their status,as bishops,deacons,or soldiers,andto someextentthey are
also distinguishedby facial features.However,the saintsare not namedby
inscriptions,so that it hasproved difficult to identify them.By contrast,each
of thebust-lengthsaintsportrayedon the tenth-centuryByzantinesilver-gilt
androck-crystalchalicesin theVenetianTreasuryof San Marco is identified
by an inscription.20Plainly, in thepost-iconoclasticperiod therewas a needto
namethat hadnotbeensopressingbefore.

Anothermajordifferencethat separatesthe early from thelate groupof
textilesconcernstherepetitionof images.TheearlyByzantinesilks wereexe-
cutedin the draw-loomtechniquewhich, with its mechanicalsequences,en-
couragedthe repetitionof standardizedimagesin series;thuswe find on the
survivingfragmentof figuredsilk now in theAbegg-Stiftungafourfold repeti-

28 HenryMaguire.“GannentsPleasingtoGod:the Significanceof DomesticTex-
tile Designsin the Early ByzantinePeriod,” DOP 44 (1990), 215—24, esp.220, figs.
25—26.

29 M. Frazer, “Silver Liturgical Objects from Attarouthi in Syria,” Fourteenth
AnnualByzantineStudiesConference,AbstractsofPapers(Houston,1988), 13—14.

30 H. R. Hahnloser,Il Tesorodi SanMarco, II: Il Tesoroe il Museo(florence,
1971), nos.40—43, pp. 58—61, pis. 40—45; Le tresorde Saint-Marcde Venise,exh.
cat.,GaietiesNationalesdu GrandPalais(Paris, 1984), nos.10, 11, 16, pp. 129—33,
136—40,159—67.
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tion of theepisodesfromthelife of Mary, oneabovetheother(Fig. 1). Silken

sleevebandsof thetypefrom which thefragmentin Philadelphiacomes(Fig.

5) originally showedthe sameholy figure four timesover, four timeskilling
the dragon.A completesleevebandof this type is preservedin Lyon (Fig.
20).31 In draw-loomsilks this repetition was a productof the manufacturing
process,butit was evidently seenas adesirableendin itself, for it was carried
overalsointo theearlyByzantinetapestryweaves,wherethemanualtechnique
did notmaketherepeatsnecessary.Figures18 and19 illustratetwo medallions
of tapestryweavefrom the sametunic in Chicagothat displayedclavi with
Christ’sNativity (Figs.16 and17).Bothroundelsshownearlyidenticalimages
of Christ’s baptism.It hasalsobeenshown abovethata groupof earlyByzan-
tine tapestry-wovensleevebandsdepictedrepeatedepisodesof the Joseph
story in abilateralsymmetrythat echoeddraw-loomsilks (Fig. 7).Repetition
was also necessarilycharacteristicof the draw-loom silks of the post-
iconoclasticperiod that featuredsecularmotifs, suchas plantsandanimals.
However,the late Byzantineembroideredvestmentswith Christiansubjects
very rarely repeatedthe samereligious figure or sceneon the sametextile.
Though the Epitrachelionof Photios might at first sight resemblethe pre-
iconoclasticdraw-loomsilks,with their repeatedholy figures,we haveseen
that closerinspectionrevealseachindividual to be precisely differentiated
(Fig. 11). The only saintwho appearstheremore than once is the Virgin.
Likewise, on the “Minor Sakkos” and “Major Sakkos” of Photios,none of
the scenesfrom the life of Christ is repeated(Figs. 10 and 12). A similar
absenceof repetitionof individual saintsand scenescan be found in other
mediaof Byzantinechurchartduring the post-iconoclasticperiod. In mosaic
and fresco programs,for example, the repetition of particular saints and
biblical episodesis generally not found, except in special cases,such as
patronsaints.

In short, the imageryof Byzantinetextilesunderwentprofoundchanges
with respectto Christian images.In the early period the laity usedtextiles
wovenwith Christianimagesthat were oftenambiguous,repeating,andnot
closely defined.After iconoclasm,Christiansubjectsceasedto appearon non-

ecclesiasticalsilks, beingreservedonly for liturgical vestmentsandcloths.On

31 Martiniani-Reber,Lyon,soieries,no. 75, pp. 91—93. SeealsoWulff andVol-
bach,SpatantikeundkoptischeStoffe,no. 9283,p. 150,pl. 134; Kendrick,Catalogue
ofTextiles, III, no. 819, p. 81, pl. 25.



60 HenryMaguire

the latter, the Christianimagerywasmuchmorestrictly definedandwaspre-

sentedin controlledcircumstances,thoseof church ritual. Furthermore,the
ecclesiasticaltextileswerenot executedin the draw-loomtechnique,with its
repetitions,but in embroidery,which alloweddifferentiationbetweenindivid-
ual images.To besure,the domesticcostumesof the earlyByzantineperiod
andtheliturgical vestmentsof the late periodcamefrom verydifferent con-
texts,but the characteristicsthatdistinguishedthem,the differing degreesof
specificity in theportrait types,the absenceor provisionof inscriptions,and
the employmentor avoidanceof repetition,canalsobe seenin otherartifacts
madebeforeandaftericonoclasm.As areflectionof attitudestowardthedepic-
tion and identification of holy figures, therefore,the textilescanbe seenas
emblematicof changesthat affectedall of the visual arts of Byzantiumafter
iconoclasm.

TheProblemof ChristianizedMagic in theEarlyByzantinePeriod

The disappearanceof the non-ecclesiasticaldraw-loomsilks with Christian
figures,andof their derivativesin tapestryweave,suggeststhat they werenot

compatiblewith the theoryof imagesasit developedduring iconoclasm.In
fact, theseearlytextilesincorporatedseveralfeaturesthattheearlychurchfa-
thershadalreadycondemnedas characteristicof magicalor deviantpractices

within theChristiancommunity.Theirproductionwas unofficial andunsanc-
tionedby thechurch,their contentwasnotunambiguouslyChristian,andtheir
benefitswere directedmore at the physicalwell-being of the body than the
healthof thesoul. We will now examinethesecharacteristicsof theearlytex-

tiles further.
As wasthecasewith theformulaeandthesignsthat wereinscribedupon

magicalamulets,the Christianimageryon earlyByzantinetextileswas diffi-
cult for theauthoritiesto control.Theproductionof theearlydraw-loomsilks
with Christiansubjectswas notregulatedby churchor state;therewasno codi-
ficationof the imagery,astherewas to belater, andthe textilescould bepur-
chasedandusedby all who couldafford them. Forthe less wealthy, a larger
numberof smallworkshopsmadecopiesin tapestryweave.Asteriusof Ama-
seia,in his attackon clothesfigured with Christiansubjects,highlightedthe
unofficialoriginsof theimagery,sayingthat it wasthewearersthemselveswho

chosethe scenesto be depicted:“The morereligious among rich men and
women,havingpickedout thestory of theGospels,havehandedit overto the
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32 Forthechurchfathers,the introductionof domestic,unsanctioned
remedieswas oneof themajoraspectsof magic.JohnChrysostomcomplains
repeatedlyof the “drunkenold women”who provideincantations,andwho are
claimedto be Christianbecausethey utterthenameof God, but in truth intro-
ducethe devicesof demons.33Similarly, he attacksthosewomen,nursesand
maids,who makea markwith mud on a child’s headwhile ba’thing it in order
to avertthe evil eye, fascination,andenvy. He saysthat by this action they
compromisethe sealing with thecrossprovidedby the priest at the child’s

baptism.34
The marginalcharacterof theChristianimageryon earlydomestictex-

tiles wasaccentuatedby a secondcharacteristic,its ambiguityandobscurity.
Wehaveseenthatin somecases,suchas theunidentifiedriders, it is not even
certainwhetherthe imageson the textilesare Christianor profane.For the
church fathers,including JohnChrysostom,suchambiguitywas an insidious
featureof magic.In his attackson amuletsandotherapotropaicdevices,John
Chrysostomrepeatedlystressesthat only thecrossis acceptableas anexplic-
itly Christianprotection.Only thesign of the crosscanbeput on the child’s
forehead,not someothermarkmadein mud by its nursesandmaids.35The
child shouldnot beprotectedby amuletstied to it, nor by bells hungfrom its
hand,nor by scarletthread,but only by the signof the cross.36Thewoman
whoties on anamuletinscribedwith thenameof a riveris notmakingasimple
incantation,but isfalling for adeviceof Satan;for theChristian’sonly weapon
shouldbe thecross.37In JohnChrysostom’swriting weseethat anyprotective
devicethatwasnot unambiguouslyChristianwassuspect.

A similar messageis foundin later Byzantinesaints’ lives. A story told

32 Homilia I, PG40, col. 168; translationin Mango,Art oftheByzantineEmpire,
51. SeeThelmaK. Thomas,Textilesfrom MedievalEgypt,A.D. 300—1300,Carnegie
Museumof NaturalHistory (Pittsburgh,1990),20. Onthecloth industry,seeA. H. M.
Jones,“The Cloth IndustryundertheRomanEmpire,” EconomicHistoryReview,2nd
ser. 13.2(1960), 183—92,esp. 187—90; E. Wipszycka,L’industrie textiledansl’Egypte
romaine(Warsaw,1965),esp.56; JoelleBeaucamp,“Organisationdomestiqueet roles
sexuels:Lespapyrusbyzantins,”DOP 47 (1993), 185—94,esp.192—93.

33 AdilluminandoscatechesisII, 5,PG49, col. 240;In epistolamadColossenses
cap. III homilia VIII 5, PG62, col. 358.

34 In epistolamlad Corinthioshomilia XII, 7, PG61, col. 106.
33 Ibid.
36 Ibid., col. 105.
37 In ep. ad Coloss.cap. III horn. VIII, 5, PG62, col. 358.
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in theseventh-centurycollectionof Miraclesof St.Demetriusby Johnof Thes-

saloniki is especiallyexplicit in highlighting thedangersof obscurityandam-

biguity. ThetaleconcemsaneparchnamedMarianos,amanof high birth and

greatwealth,who administeredjusticeat Thessalonikiwith suchintegrity that

he excitedtheenvy of thedevil. Having failed to attackhis virtue, the devil

assailedtheeparch’sbody,renderinghim completelyparalytic.Hoping to cure

Marianos,oneof theeparch’scloseassociatesapproachedthe sick man with

thefollowing words,whichhewhisperedinto his ear: “Thereis acertainman,

who said to methat hecouldmakeyou,Master,healthy,if you wishedto tie

aroundyourneckandweartheinscribedparchmentthathe is giving to you.”

Theeparchwasimmediatelysuspicious.He asked:‘And whatis it thathesays

is written on theparchment?”His servantreplied: “When 1 enquired[about
this matter] a little more carefully, on accountof my extraordinarycarefor

you,0 Master,hedid not concealit from me, but hesaid that hehadwritten

certainlettersthere,andstars,andhalf-circles,andcertainotherformulaewith
Hebrewlettersandnamesof angelsunknownto themany,written outsideand
insid.” “But,” addedthe servant,“what needis thereto know the force and
the formsof what is written there?Forthereis but oneconcemfor all of us
your servants,namely,that you shouldgain yourhealth.” But thepiouseparch
was not to be deceived;he respondedindignantlyas follows: “First.., from
whatis it manifestthat 1 will escapethe disease,having wom theparchment;

but rather, sinceits writer did not wish to makeclearthe force of what was
written, is it not plain that nothing good has beeninscribedupon it? For
<whatsoeverdothmakemanifest>accordingto theapostle,<is light>.” The
eparchconcludedby sayingthat hedid not wishto savehis body while losing
his soul.38 Here,then,much is madeof the obscurity andambiguityof the
magicalformulae,a sourceof dangerfor theunwary. If thecontentis notcrys-
tal clear,it is tainted.

A story in theseventh-centuryLife of St. SymeonSalosby Leontiospro-

38 Esti tis aner os eirekemoi dunasthaise,o despotaugie kathistanei
theleseisten eggegrammenonbembranonen didosi soiaphapsaikatatousoutrach-
eloukai phorein O de makariosMarianosapekrinato Kai ti estin O phosin
eggegraphthaite bembraneEipe de o pais Erotesantosmou mikron ti perier-
goterondia tenaphatonmou perise O despota,phpontida,oudetout6me apekru-
psatoall epho tinesgrammasekeisediagrapheinkai anstepisikouskai meikuklia
kai tina eteraschematagpanmmasinebraikoiskai onomasinaggelonagnoston
tois pollois esiothen te kai exothen perigegrammenati gap chreia kai tou
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vides areversetwist to thetaleof Marianosby showinghow a holy fool could
usethe habitualobscurityof magicalcharmsfor a Christianpurpose,to play a
trick on a sorceress.The saint contrivedto win the friendshipof a sorceress
who manufacturedandsoldamulets.Oneday he askedher: “Would you like
meto makeyou an amuletsothat you will neverbetouchedby theevil eye?”
Whenshereplied“yes,” the saintwentaway andengravedon a tabletthe fol-

lowing wordsin Syriac: “May Godrenderyou ineffectiveandmayheprevent
you from tumingmen awayfromhim towardyou.” Hegaveherthetablet,and
sheworeit, presumablynot understandingwhatit said.Fromthat dayon she
wasunableto manufactureamuletsfor anyone.39

Besidestheir unofficial andambiguouscharacter,therewasa third im-

portantfeaturesharedby theChristian imageson early Byzantinedomestic
textilesandby thedevicesthat thechurchfatherssaw asbeingput to magical

uses.In both cases,the images,formulae,or objectswerethoughtto havean
effectthatwas directandbinding. At theworst,this effect couldbe seenas a
form of coercionof the demons,at the besta shortcutto God’s favors and
benefitswhich did notinvolve aneffort to improvetheuser’ssoul.Thestatusof
the imageson earlyByzantineclothingas apotropaicdevicesdirectedagainst
demonsandthe evil eye, or as charmsthat would directly assureGod’s favor,
is demonstratednot only by thecharacterof the designsthemselves,butalso

mathein ton eggegrammenonten dunamin kai te schemata;eisemin toisdoulois
sou pasi skopos,to se tes ugieiastuchein. . .>~ Eipe de pros auton O pistos
Ontos kai kata theon endoxotatosuparchos atenesenidon Proton men .

pothenmoi delonos pheuxomaitennosonphopesasten bembranon,mellon de pOs
oil prodolon medenagathonen aute diagegraphthai,tou gegraphotosme boulo-

menou ten tOn gegrammnondunamin phanerosai;‘pen gap to phaneroumenon,
kata tOn apostolon,phos estin Text in Paul Lemerle,Lesplus anciensrecueils
des miracles de Saint Demetrius, 1 (Paris, 1979), 61. This passageis cited by
RichardP. H. Greenfleld, Thaditions of Beliefin Late ByzantineDemonology(Am-
sterdam,1988), 277 note 952.

39 «Theleispoiesosoi egophulakton,ina medepotelabesapo ophthalmoiu;
Legeiauthekeine «nai Xale logisameneoti kan ei salosestin, isosepitug-
chanei. Apelthon oun egrapseneis pittakin Xupisti «katargesese O theos kai
pausese apostrephousanex autouprOs se tousainthpopous.Edokenoun aute,
kai ephoresenautokai ouketi edunethepoiesaitini oiute manteianoute phulak-
tOn. Text in A. J. Festugaire,Leontiosde Neapolis. Vie de Symeonle Fou (Paris,
1974), 96—97.
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by thewovenmotifs thataccompanythem,by parallelsin othermedia,andby
literary evidence.40

It is plainfrom thephysicalcharacterandlocationof the imageson early
Byzantineclothesthatthey werenot intendedfor the instructionoredification
of the wearersor thosearoundthem. Frequently the Christian figures and

scenesare placedin hard-to-seeor evenconcealedlocations,suchas thetops
of the shoulders,theknees(Fig. 16),andthehemsof garxnents(Fig. 4). These
images,oftentoo abbreviatedto beusefulfor teaching(Fig. 17),andtoo un-

specific tobe a form of devotion(Figs.5 and20), werenot directedat human
viewersbutratheratforcesthatwereunseen.Thedesignsfolloweda common

tendency of late antiquemagic to invoke powersfrom different religious
contexts,andsometimesfrom differentreligions, to createdevicesthat were
powerful in andof themselves.In otherwords, thedevicesdid not represent

suchandsucha specific holy poweror event,but theywere self-sufficient.In
the words of the magicalpapyri, they were “mighty signs,” which functioned
directly, in their own right.41

A clue to the force of the Christianimagesis given by accompanying
designs,suchas the eagle with prey that accompanieseachof the repeated
dragon-slayerson thesilkensleevebands(Figs.5 and20).Theeagletranslates
the actionof the humanhero into animal imagery; its supposedapotropaic
powersare attestedto by magicalgemstonesandby theNatural History of
Pliny.42Thereis also ampleevidencefrom earlyByzantinejewelrythat Chris-
tian images,whenwom on thebody, acquireda protectivefunction. Some-

timestherewill beaninscriptionwith explicit apotropaicintent, suchas “The
securesafetyandavertingof all theevils” that accompaniesscenesof theNa-
tivity andtheAdorationof theMagi ona gold locketin theBritishMuseum.43
Sometimestheprotectivenatureof the imageryis provednotby inscriptions

40 On the amuleticfunctionsof Christianimageson earlyByzantinetextiles, see

Maguire,“GarmentsPleasingto God,” esp. 219—24; T. E. A. Dale, “The Powerof the
Anointed:TheLife of Davidon Two CopticTextiles in the WaltersArt Gallery,”JWalt
51(1993),23—42, esp.35—39.

41 For “mighty signs,” see RobertW Daniel and Franco Maltomini, Supple-
mentumMagicum, I (Opladen,1990),no. 23, p. 63.

42 Naturalishistoria, 37.124;CampbellBonner,‘AeolusFiguredon ColicAmu-
lets,”HThR35 (1942), 87—93,esp.90—92.

43 +H BEBAIA CQTHRIA KAI APlOCTROPHH IPANTQN TQN KAKQN:
0. M. Dalton,CatalogueofEarlyChristianAntiquitiesandObjectsfrom theChristian
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but by visual signs;this is thecase,for example,with certain Syrianbronze
amulets,which, like thesilks, showa haloedfigure spearinganadversarywith
across-headedspear.But theamuletsthemselvestaketheshapeof aneye,and
thusareclearly intendedto wardoff theevils of envy.44

Theforce of the Christianimageryon clothing ascharmsto win God’s
favoris evidentin thecomplaintsof Asteriusof Amaseia.Althoughthebishop
doesnotexplicitly call suchtextilesmagical,he clearly felt that their wearers
looked upon them as somekind of shortcut to God’sfavor. He saysthat the
peoplewhoworedepictionsof Christ’smiracleswovenintotheir garmnentsdid
sobecausethey thoughtthat theywere wearing“garmentspleasingto God.”43
But, saysAsterius,oneshouldnot simply sketchtheRaisingof Lazams,but
ratherprepareone’s defensewell for one’s own resurrection;oneshouldnot
havemiraclesillustratedon one’s clothes,but oneshouldgo out anddo good
works oneself.46His advice,to cultivateGod in thespirit andnot to wearhim
depictedon the body,echoesthemisgivingsof St. Augustineconcemingthe
useof theGospelbook asa directcureforphysicalailments.TheLatin father,
commentingon St. John’sGospel,refersto the customof curing a headache
andfeverby placingthe Gospelbookon one’s head.He says,in effect, that it
doesnot pleasehim that the Gospelsare used for such a purpose;it only
pleaseshim thattheGospelsarebeingemployedin this wayin preferenceto

amulets,which would bemuch worse.47 In a similar vein, Jeromecriticized
“superstitiouslittle women”of his own day who, like thePhariseeswith their
phylacteries,tied onto themselveslittle Gospelbooksor piecesof thewoodof
thecross,or similarobjects.Like thePharisees,he said,thesewomenworethe
scriptureson theirbodiesratherthanin their hearts.48Thechurchfathers,then,
weresuspiciousof objects,evenChristianonessuchasGospelbooksorweav-

East in theDepartmentof British andMediaevalAntiquitiesand Ethnographyof the
BritishMuseum(London,1901), no. 284,pp. 46—47.

44 CampbellBonner,Studiesin MagicalAmulets,Chiefly Graeco-Egyptian(Ann
Arbor, 1950), no. 319, p. 306,pl. 16, with discussionon pp. 218—19; Maguire et al.,
Art andHoly Powers,no. 136,p. 217.

45 imatia kecharismenato Theo,PG40, col. 168B.
46 Ibid., col. 168b—c.
47 Thactatusin JoannisEvangeliumVII 12, RL 35, col. 1443. The passageis

discussedby Norbert Brox, “Magie und Aberglaubean den Anfangendes Chris-
tentums,”Thierer theologischeZeitschrift83 (1974), 157—80,esp. 176.

48 In Matthaeum23, 5—7, PL 26, col. 175; CChr77, 212.
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ings of Gospel scenes,that were usedfor direct physicalbenefitsratherthan
as sourcesof instructionandspiritualedification.

IconoclasmandIts Aftermath

The problemof the improperuseof Christianimagesbecamethe moreacute
as aresultof the iconoclasticcrisis.Among theaccusationsmadeby theicono-

clastswas thechargethat theproponentsof imagesshowedreverencefor icons
andfor inanimatesubstancesin andof themselves,ratherthanfor Christand

his saintswho hadempoweredthem.Thedefendersof imageshadto respond
by insistingmoreunambiguouslythat the iconsdid indeedwork theirbenefits
by intercession.A lateeighth- or earlyninth-centurysermonattributedto the
iconodulewriter Constantineof Tios illustratesthe debate.Referring to the
iconoclastemperorConstantineV, thehomilist complains:“Not only did he
(theemperor)extendhiswickednessagainsttheholy icons,butalso..,heset
at naughtthehagiasmatathat flowed on accountof God’s providencetowards
men,andhe calledthose who madeuse of them worshippersof water thus
taking theglory awayfrom the intercessionsof the saints,evenrenouncingthe

help and intercessionof Mary, the all-holy Mother of God.”49 The response
was to point to the role playedby thesaintsin miraclesapparentlyachieved
throughtheagencyof inanimateobjects.Forexample,at theseventhecumeni-
cal council,of 787, a passagefrom the sixth- or seventh-centuryMiracula of

SaintsCosmasand Damianwas quoted.It told of a certain womanwith the
colic, who was curedby scrapingplasterfrom the imagesof thesaintswhich
wereon thewall of herbedroom,anddrinkingtheresultingpowderwith water.
As a consequence,we are told, “she immediatelybecamehealthy,her pains
havingceasedby the interventionof thesaints.”30

49 Ostis ou monontaisagiaiseikosi teneautoukakianexeteinen,allakai
. . ta katapronoiantheou tois anthropoisbluzontaagiasmataexoutheinonkai

udrolatrastous chromenousapokaloin,tas te tOn agion presbeiasakeruktous
poion,tente tespanagiastheotokoukai aeipapthenouMariasboetheiankai pre-
sbeianapokerutton.Ed. FrancoisHalkin, Euphemiede Chalcedoine:Legendesbyz-
antines (Brussels,1965), 96; citedby Gero,Iconoclasm,159 note43.

50 kai papeuthuugiesgegonen,tOnOntonenautealgedononpausamenonte
tOn agionepiphoitesei.Ed. Ludwig Deubner,KosmasundDamian (Leipzig-Berlin,
1907), 137f; Mansi,XIII, col. 68; translationin Mango,Art of the ByzantineEmpire,
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Thereasonsfor thechangesin thedecorationof textiles in thelaterByz-

antineperiod, therefore,wentbeyondtechnologyandfashion;theyreflecteda
newconsensusaboutthewayin whichChristianimageryworked, aconsensus

that hadbeenarrived at during the crisis overiconoclasm.After iconoclasm,

Christianimagesweremoreuniversally seenas intermediariesbetweenthe
suppliantand the invisible power. No longerwas it possiblefor the icons to
havepowerin andof themselves,or at leastnot in theory, but only through
the intercessionof the archetype.31Whereasthe conceptof intercessionhad
previouslycoexistedwith themorecoercivefunctionsof Christianimages,32
after iconoclasmtheicons themselveswereheld to beno morethan woodand
paint,in thewords of theLife of St.AndrewtheFool.33

Severalstoriesin the later saints’ livesreinforcedthedogmathat images

did not work directly andon their own, but that any resultingbenefitswere
bestowedonly throughthe intercessionof the archetypewith God.For ex-
ample, thereis a tale told in theninth-centurylife of StephenSabaitesof a

certainLeontioswho sufferedfrom demonicassaults.This manwas released

only afterhestoppedlookingat iconsfor a certainperiod.34Sucha curecould
only work if therealsourceof thepowerwasoutsideof theicon itself.

139. The story is discussedby E. Kitzinger“The Cult of Imagesin theAge before
Iconoclasm,”DOP 8 (1954), 83—150,esp. 107note89, and147—48.

51 StanleyJeyarajaTambiah,Magic, Science,Religion,andtheScopeofRational-

ity (Cambridge,1990),19,speaksofthe“distinctionbetweenreligiousactsasprimarily
intercessionaryin character,andmagicalactsasbeingcoerciverituals ambitiouslyat-
tempting to manipulatethe divine” asonethat wasforgedby Protestanttheologians.
However,thedistinctionwasno lessimportantin the Byzantinedebateconcerningor-
thodoxreligion andmagic.

52 Onthemagicalfunctionsof imagesin thepre-iconoclasticperiod,see,in gen-
eral,Kitzinger, “Cult of Images,”100—109;on prayersspokenbeforeimages,seeibid.,
96—98,108. Of particularinterestis the6th- or7th-centurystory of theportableimage
of CosmasandDamianwhichbeganto operateon behalfof its ownerbeforehewas
awareof the icon’spresence:L. Deubner,KosmasundDamian(Leipzig-Berlin, 1907),
132—34;discussedby Kitzinger, ibid., 107note 89, and148.

53 Vita S. AndreaeSali, 133, PG 111,col. 781A. For arecentdiscussionof later
iconoduletheory,especiallythatofNikephoros,who sawtheicon asawork of artonly,
andno longerasan imagehaving an essentialrelationshipwith the archetype,seeC.
Barber,“FromTransformationto Desire:Art andWorshipafterByzantineIconoclasm,”
ArtB 75 (1993),7—16.

34 ActaSS,lul. III, col. 552B.
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The post-iconoclasticconceptof the operationof icons gave a greater
measureof official control over the cult of the images,becausethe church
managedthe sacramentsthat were tiedto intercession,In addition, thechurch
wasnow abletoregulatetheiconographyanduseof Christianartmoreclosely
than before.35ThelaterByzantineconceptionof the functioningof Christian
imagesandtheincreasedcontrolof thechurchoverreligious arthadimportant
consequencesfor theimagesthemselves.Formerly,becauseimageswereoften

thoughtto workdirectly, it waseffectiveto repeatthem(Figs.1, 7, and18—20).
The greaterthenumberof devices,thegreatertheir effecton unseenforces.
The repeatedChristian imagesworked in the sameway as the reiterated
devicesin magical papyri, suchas configurationsof letters,ring-signs, or

crosses,36But now, after iconoclasm, it was ineffective to havemultiple
identical copiesof thesameimagebecausean individual viewercould only

reachthe archetypethroughone icon at a time. For this reason,the draw-
loom technique,which necessitatedthe repetition of identical designs,no
longer was a suitable medium for Christianimages in later Byzantineart.
As we haveseen,the imagery of repeatingdraw-loomsilks was limited to
secularmotifs. In textiles,Christiansubjectmatter appearedonly on church
embroideries,suchas theepitrachelionof Photios,whereeachdepictedsaint
could be madedistinct from hisneighborsandbe invoked separatelyin the

orderof the liturgy.
A secondconsequenceof the newconceptof imageswas that the icons

had to besufficiently detailedandcomplete,that is, legible, for the archetype

to be recognized,for it was not the icon but thearchetypethat possessedthe
power.Recognitionwas an importantpartof theexperiencingof icons,as the
storiesof dreamsand visions in the saints’ lives reveal.37Therefore,post-
iconoclasticartists,to amuchgreaterextentthantheirpredecessors,developed

55 For anexampleoftheregulationof iconography,seetheletterof Theodorethe
Studiteto Theodoulosthe stylitecriticizing him for incorrectrepresentationsof angels:
PG99, col. 957; translationin Mango,Art oftheByzantineEmpire, 175.Fora discus-
sion of the supervisionof miraculousiconsby the church, seeNicolas Oikonomides,
“The Holy Icon asAsset,” DOP45 (1991), 35—44,esp.43.

36 OnrepeatinglettersseeFranzDomseiff,DasAlphabetin MystikundMagie
(Berlin, 1925).Forrepeatingring-signsandcrosses,seeDanielandMaltomini,Supple-
mentumMagicum,I, nos.27, 35, pp. 74—75, 102—3.

57 Seethe texts collectedby A. Kazhdanand H. Maguire, “Byzantine Hagio-
graphicalTextsasSourceson Art,” DOP 45 (1991), 1—22, esp.4—9.
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portrait types for the saintsandadheredto them more strictly. Identifying
inscriptions,also,becamemuch morethe rule after iconoclasm,In the post-
iconoclasticperiod the effectivenessof icons was dependenton their accu-
racy and specificity. Thus the DreamBook of Ahmnet, probablya work of
the tenth century, says:“If a king dreamsthat heorderedicons of the saints
made, . . . andif the copiesof the icons succeedin their accuracy,his affairs
will also succeed:if not, the opposite. Likewise, if the dreameris a com-
moner eachof his actionswill tum out in accordancewith the successof
the copies.”38

Conclusion

In conclusion,it maybesaidthatChristianimageson earlyByzantinedomes-
tic textileswere decentralizedin theirproductionandnotstandardizedin their
iconography.Many imageswereambiguous;therewerefew portraittypesand
often no identifying inscriptions.Frequentlytherewas repetition of identical
imageson the sametextile, both in draw-loomsilks andin tapestryweaves.
Theseearly imageswere operatingin a different way from those in post-
iconoclasticart. To a large extentthey were not icons serving as avenues

for an appealto a saint or to the deity, but rather they were direct and

powerful signsin their own right. The useof Christian imageson domestic

textiles sharedseveralfeatureswith practicesthat the church condemnedas
deviantor magical, and thus theseimageswereproblematic.In this regard
it shouldbe noted that Asterius,unlike his contemporaryEpiphanius,did
not object to seeingChristian subjects portrayed in churches.In fact, he
composeda moving ekphrasison a paintingof the martyrdomof St.Euphe-
mia.59 The problemfor the bishopwas not Christianimagery itself, but the
context of its use.

After iconoclasm,the churchwas ableto disciplineChristianimagesin

58 ‘Ean ide tis, Oti dietaxatogenesthaicikonasagion,ei men esti basileus
. . . kai eanepitucheakriboso ton eikoinoin tupos,epiteuxetaikai te epitedeu-
mataautou,ei deme, analogosapobesetaiautO. ‘Omoios kai koinou laoiu, en
ekasto ergoautouapobesetaikatatenepituchianautouOneirocriticon, 150;ed.
F Drexl (Leipzig, 1925),106—7.

39 Ed. Halkin, Euphemiede Chalcedoine,4—8; translationin Mango,Art of the
ByzantineEmpire, 37—39.
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sucha way that they effectively respondedto thetheoryof intercession,that
is, eachimage should relatedirectly to an individual holy figure, to whom

prayerscouldbeaddressed,Therewasno room for ambiguity.The iconogra-

phy was standardized,with individual portraittypesfor eachof thecommoner

saints,andall saintsidentified clearly by inscriptions. Therewas no room,

either for repetitionof thetypethat hadbeenseenearlier. For theindividual

worshiperrepeatedindividual imageswereat bestuseless,at worst suspect,

for only if the imagesweredevicesthatworkeddirectly did it makesenseto

repeat 60

Thechangethat cameaboutwith respectto textilesandChristianimages
after iconoclasmmaybeillustratedby a story told in the tenth-centuryMira-
cula of theshrineof Pege(the Source).In theearly tenthcentury,Zoe Karbo-

nopsina,theconcubineof Leo VI, wishedto haveachild. Shedid not weara

draw-loomsilk wovenwith multiple imagesof thebirth of Christ,but instead

sheappealedto an individual icon in a public place,namely,the imageof the
Virgin thatwas setto theright of Christ in theshrineof theSource.Thereshe
measuredthe icon’s dimensionson a pieceof silk, andwore the cloth asa

girdle; we aretold thatasaresultof theinterventionof thesaint,theoutcome

was happy.61A laterfourteenth-centuryreworkingof the text of the Miracles

by NikephorosKallistos Xanthopoulosspecifiedthat the imagewas amosaic

setabovethehagiasmaof theshrine,andthatZoe let the silk hangfrom the

mosaicbeforesheworeit asagirdle.62

We mayconcludethatByzantinesilks illustratehow thechurchaftericon-

oclasmwassuccessfulin redefiningandrecontextualizingChristian imagery,
so that it no longerwas ableto play a role in unofficial practicesandbelief

systemsthat thechurchcouldnotreconcilewith thetheologyof the icon,and

hadpreviouslyassociatedwith “magic.” Thisredefinitioncanalso beseenin
thewidercontextof Byzantineart; repetitionof identicalimageswithin asin-
gleprogramwas avoided,andthe saintsweregiven inscriptionsandmorepre-

60 In this respect,adistinctionshouldbemadebetweenvisualimagesandverbal

prayers;while repeatedidenticalimageswereuselessto the individual worshiperthe
repetition of verbal appealscould still be compatiblewith theidea of intercession.
Hencetherecouldberepetitionin theliturgy but not in art.

61 “De sacrisaedibusdequemiraculisDeiparaeadfontem,”26; ActaSS,Nov. III,
col. 885e.

62 ActaSS,Nov. III, col. 861.1 amgratefulto Alice-Mary Talbotfor bringingthe
textsof theMiraclesto myattention.
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ciseportraittypesby whichthey couldbe identified.In otherwords,Christian
imageslost thestatusof powerful signs,becominginsteadtherepresentations

of powerful individuals.
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Holy andUnholy Miracle Workers

ALEXANDER KAZHDAN

Onceuponatimetherelived on theislandof Cretea saintlyman,Cyril, bishop
of Gortyna. The persecutorsof Christiansarrestedhim, put him on a cart
drivenby oxen,andsenthimto beexecuted.All of a sudden,in themiddleof
theway, theoxenstopped,andtherewasnomeansto makethemcontinue;the
executionershadno choicebut to murderthesaintatthis spot,divinely chosen,
wherelaterthecenterof Cyril’s venerationwas established.1

So far, so good.In anothersaint’s vita we reada similar story: a man
orderedthefelling of anenormoustreethathewantedbroughtto hismansion;
a magnificenttrain of seventyteamsof oxenwasformedto dragthis gigantic
tree,but all of a sudden,in themiddleof theway, theoxenstopped,andthere
was no meansto makethemcontinue.But unlike themiraclewith Cyril of

Gortyna,it wasnotdivine forcethatstoppedtheoxen.It wastheevil, devilish,
insidious spirit that hamperedthemovementof thetrain, andtheintervention
of the saint, Eustratiosof Agaurosby name, overcamethe evil power and
destroyedthedevilishspell.2

In theseparticularcaseswe areassistedby thehagiographerswho make
it crystalclearthatthesetwo analogouseventswerea farcryfrom beingidenti-
cal: thedevil was ableto performmiraclesthat, on their surface,wereindistin-

I am extremelygrateful toHenryMaguirefor his friendly criticism andattempts
to makemy styleclearerandmyEnglishclosertothe normsof grammar.

1 BHG467;vita ed.P. Franchide’ Cavalien,S. Cirillo vescovodi Gortina emar-

tire, ST 175 (1953), 201—29.
2 BHG 645;ed.A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus,Analekta Ierosoluitikesstach-

uologia;,IV (repr. Brussels,1963), 38 1.10—24.
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guishablefrom thoseworkedby or with thehelp of divine force.How could
an ordinaryByzantinehavedistinguishedgood andbeneficialmiraclesfrom
thepseudo-miracleslaunchedby thedevil andhiscompanionsin orderto cheat
andconfusethe faithful? Did he possess—dowe Byzantinistspossess—a
litmus testto separatethe sheepfrom thegoats,the holy miraclesfrom the

unholytricks?
A miracleis a changeor alterationof the “natural” orderof thematerial

world dueto the interventionof a powerfrom outside.3The agentof theholy
miraclecouldbeGodhimself, whosemajorfunctionwasto wamandto chas-

tisesinnersby sendingdisasters(earthquake,famine, locusts,enemies,andso
on); theVirgin andangelswho intercededbeforeGod on behalfof suffering
mankind;holy objects,especiallythe icons and the cross; and the host of

saintly men andwomenwho stoodin closeandpersonalrelationswith the
populationof theempireandfor whom miracleworking was the indicatorof
sanctity.Thevita of Mary theYoungeris especiallydemonstrativein this re-
spectsincethe hagiographerstatesthat many peoplerefusedto acknowledge
her sanctityjustbecauseMary, thougha piouswoman,hadnot justified her
holinessby performingmiracles.4

It would be a very important(anda very difficult) task to collect from
manifold Byzantinesourcescompleteinformation aboutmiraclesandto cate-

gorizethem.To thebestof my knowledge,this workhasnotyetbeenplanned.
What 1 am suggestingnow is a veryschematicand,by necessity,incomplete
andpreliminaryclassification.

Thefollowing typesof miraclewereparticularly popularwith Byzantine
saints.

1. Healings. Saintscuredthe sick by touch,by exorcism,by application
of materialobjects(partsof thesaint’sgannent,olive oil fromthelampbuming
abovethesaint’stomb, myron),by incubation,by thecorrectionof badbehav-
ior, andsometimesby illogical means,suchas a strokeof a sledgehammeron
theailing memberof thehumanbody.5

The major achievementin healingwas victory over death,which could

3 A. Dierkens,“Quelquesmots deconclusion in Apparitionsetmiracles(Brus-
sels,1991), 185.

4 BHG 1164; ed.Acta SSNovembrisIV: 692E.
5 BHG 173; ed. A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus,Varia GraecaSacra (1909; repr.

Leipzig, 1975), 37f.
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takethe form of resurrectinga deadperson,or the passivepreservationof a
saintly body after the funeral; thepeakin suchmiraculousactivity was the
deadJohnof Polybotos’ annualparticipation in the commemorationof his
feastday.6

2. Overcomingspaceand time. Somesaintsandsomeholy objectsob-
tainedanability to movewith extremespeed.Morefrequent,however,was the
capacityto penetrateacrosstime, to thepast(revealinghiddencircumstances,
suchastheft) andespeciallyto the future: thesaintwas usuallyableto foresee
occurrencesof a privatelife (includingthedayof his owndeath)andto proph-
esypolitical affairsandmisadventures.Thegift of vision(or sendingavision)
belongsto this categoryof miracle, thehighestof visions being thevisit to
paradiseandto hell.

3. Providing food. The most typical miracleof providing food was the
multiplication of food by creatingan inexhaustiblestoreof grainor olive oil;
anothermeansof overcominga shortageof provisionswasinciting agenerous
donationof food atthemomentwhenthecommunitywason thebrink of star-
vation.

4. Struggleagainstnaturaldisasters.SincetheByzantinesenvisagednu-
merousnaturaldisasters,this categoryof miraclewas especiallyvariegated.A
very substantialphenomenonwas salvationon the sea.It hada doubleaspect:
somesaintswereabletocalmstorms,thussavingshipsfromdestruction,while
some saintswere miraculously savedfrom tempestsor from the cruelty of
persecutorswho threwthem(or holy objects)into thesea;dolphinsappearas
saviorsof severalholy men.

Anothertypeof miracleis thecrossingof a river—it couldbea torrential
streamor a wide waterway.Many categoriesof “salvage”miracleswerecon-
nectedwith agricultural labors: theterminationof a droughtor the protection

of a threshingfloor from animminentrain; the exterminationof insects,espe-
cially locusts;the increaseof a harvestor of a fish catch; making barrensoil
ordriedplantsbearfruit. To this categorybelongalso thesavingof abuilding
from anearthquakeor fire.

5. Taming wild beasts.Saintshad a closeconnectionwith natureand
thereforewerecapableof beingon goodtermswith all kindsof animals:from
lions,hyenas,andbulls to smallrodentsthat weredangerousto cropsandgar-

6 SynaxariumCP, 279f.with a paralleltext, cols.277.48—280.51.
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dens.Saintsknewhow to communicatewith animals,how to castigatethem

formisdeeds,andhow to makethemservepeople.
6. Endurance.The ideaof sanctity is closely connectedwith denialof

mundaneinterestsandsensuality.Miraculously,the saintis ableto endurea
harshdiet, long vigils,hardchores;hisneedsareminimal,his garmentrough,
hisbedcoarse;helivesin a caveor stayson anelevatedplatform,on top of a
pillar—in rain andsnow,in freezingcold or scorchingheat.Thesaintis ready
to sufferfor the sakeof the Christianfaith; a specialsubgenreof hagiographi-
cal literature,martyria orpassiones,praisesthosesaintswho were victims of
persecutionsbut miraculouslyovercametheir ordeals.They withstoodtheir
tortures, survivedmolten leadandred-hotiron, andemergedfrom the sea;
eventheir cut-offmembersbecamereattachedto their maimedbodies.

It is not yet possibleto establisha hierarchyof miracles, eventhough
somekinds of miraclewere morehighiy esteemedthan others:thushealings

were performedby eachandeverysaint,whereasonly the majorsaintswere
ableto overcometime andspaceandto defeatthe cataclysmsof nature.The
hagiographerof Georgeof Amastrisdistinguishesvarious levels of miracle
working:

To chaseawaydemons,cure ailmentsandperformothermultifarious
wonders(of whichbothhistoricalandpoeticalworkstell constantly)is
not a surprisingachievementof saintswho preservethe spotlesslike-
ness[to theoriginal, i.e.,God] andhavegot, for their sympathytoward
theChristians[lit. “peopleof thesamerace”],theenergyto work mira-
cles—butto tamethe elementsandcommandtheforceof winds and
curb the billows of the seaputting on them a rigid bridle and insur-
mountablelimit—this is actuallya deedof divine nature, that “has
spreadout theheavenslike a tent” [Ps.103:2].7.5

The ability to work miracleswas not, however,limited to holy men and

women.The faithful hadconstantlyto expectthe attacksof demonicforces
able,by God’sdispensationandto thedetrimentof mankind,to breakthenatu-
ral orderof thingsandperformunholy miracles.An episoderelatedby Anna
Komnenedemonstrateshow deeplythis fear of evil miraclespenetratedthe
mindsof highlyeducatedByzantineintellectuals.EmperorAlexios landPatri-
archNicholasIII GrammatikosdecidedthatBasil, the leaderof theBogomils,
mustbeburut.A hugefire waslit in theHippodrome,anda greatmultitudeof

7 BHG 668; ed.V G. Vasil’evskij, Trudy 3 (Petrograd,1915), 55.12—56.3.
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peoplegatheredto observetheexecution;Basil, however,despisedthepunish-
ment andboastedthat angelswould cometo his rescue.The royalhistorian
says: “Now, therewasmuchtalk goingon,aseveryonerepeatedthemarvellous
prophecieshehadmade,andthepublic executionerswereafraidlestsomehow
the demonsthat protectedBasil might perform some extraordinarymiracle
(with the permissionof God)—thescoundrelmight be seenin somepublic

place,wheremanypeoplemet, coming unscathedfrom the midstof this tre-
mendousfire.” With somerelief, Annaaddsthat whentheexecutionersthrust
Basil into the flames,nothingextraordinaryhappened:“There was no odour
andnothingunusualin thesmokeexceptonethin smokyline in the centreof
theflame.“6

A mortal was ableto sellhis soulto the devil andto acquirewitchcraft
TheByzantinescreateda seriesof Faust-likelegendswhich reachtheir peak
in the story aboutHeliodoros,the anti-hero in the vita of Leo of Catania.9
Heliodoros,like hispredecessors,strucka contractwith thedevil andbecame
a magician:he arrangesthe victory of a chariotat the horseraces;he sends
an illusionaryvision to womencompelling them to takeoff their clothes;he
transformsstonesinto gold andcausesconfusionin themarket; he makesa
designof a shipin thesandandsailson this shipfrom Cataniato Constantino-
ple, and, evenmoreremarkably,he entersa bathhousein Cataniaand,over-
comingtimeandspace,reemergesin abathhousein thecapital.Despiteall the
superficialsimilarity betweenHeliodoros’ activity andsaintly miraclework-
ing, the differenceis substantial:the main featureof holy miraclesis their
beneficialcharacter,their usefulness.The saintrescues,feeds,andcomforts
people,createsgood, andteacheshow the Christianmustcomporthimself

orherself.
The differencebetweentheholy andunholymiraclebecomesevidentin

8 Anne Comnene,Alexiade,ed. B. Leib, III (Paris, 1945), 227f; Eng. trans.

B. R. A. Sewter(Harmondsworth,1969), 502—4.
9 BHG 981.Two versionsarepublished:V. Latysev,Neizdannyegreceskieagio-

graficeskieteksty(St. Petersburg,1914). 12—28, andA. AcconiaLongo,“La vita di s.
LeonevescovodiCataniaegli incantesimidel magoEliodoro,”RSBN26 (1989),3—98.
The most recentstudy (with bibliography) is M.-E Auzepy, “L’analyse litteraire et
l’historien: L’exempledesvies desaintsiconoclastes,”ByzSl53 (1992),62—67,andthe
responseby A. AcconiaLongo, ‘A propositodi un articolo recentesull’agiographia
iconoclasta RSBN29 (1992—93),10—17.Seealsoher“La vita di s.Leonedi Catania
Sicilia eItalia suburbicaria(SoveriaManelli, 1991),215—26.
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the storiesaboutcontestsbetweenthe saintandthemagician.Thecontests—
a frequentelementof hagiographicalliterature—areusuallylimited totheoret-
ical discussionthepurposeof whichis to provetheadvantageof theChristian
creedoverpagan,Jewishor Muslim systemsof belief; it canbeterminatedby
the executionof Christianmartyrs whosedeath,followed by miracles, is a
moralandreligiousvictory, or it canbeaccomplishedby a miraculouslocking
up of the mouthof the saint’s opponent—thesaintjust makeshim mute and
unableto continuehisslanderof theChristianfaith.Thelegendof PopeSilves-
ter, knownin Greekversions,makesthepartiescompetein thepowerof magic.
TheJewishmagicianZambresperformedastupefyingact: hemurmuredsome
wordsinto the ear of a bull that fell dead,sothat thecompanionsof Zambres
becametriumphant—buttoo soon.Silvesterannouncesthat Zambresslaugh-
teredthebull with thehelp of Satanicforce,buthe,Silvester,assistedby God,
who livesandgiveslife, will resurrecttheanimal.And sohe did.10

Beneficialmagiccompetedwith evil witchcraft on a specificterrain, that

of sexualdrive. Theodoret,in theHistoria religiosa (chap.8, 13.8—19).relates
a story abouta harlotwho attracteda marriedman usingbewitchingcharms.
The saintly man Aphraatesintervened;he prayed,says Theodoret,and his
prayer “obscured (or “impaired”) the energy of the sorcery.” Besidesthe
prayer,Aphraatesemployedatypically magicalmeans:hegavethewife of the

bewitchedlibertineavial with olive oil andadvisedherto anointtheunfaithful
manwith the [holy] oil.

The hagiographerof Irene of Chrysobalantondescribesa similar epi-
sode.11A girl enteredIrene’s conventleavingbehindher betrothed;the man
(certainlyincitedby thedevil) headedto a magicianwho managedto bewitch
theyoungnun: attackedby a frantic lustfor herformer fiance, shelostcontrol
and,leapingandmoaning,keptcalling him by name,which naturallycaused
a scandalin thenunnery.Ireneandthenunsprayed,butwith no avail,until the
Mother of God, St. Basil, andSt. Anastasiacameto help. The saintsthrew

“from the air” a parceldescribedquite “naturalistically”—it is said to have
weighed aboutthreepoundsandcontained,amongother magicdevices,the

10 The contestof SilvesterandZambresis included, amongothers,in a vita of

Constantinethe Great: H. C. Opitz, “Die Vita Constantinidescodex Angelicus22
Byzantion9 (1934),549—51.

11 BHG 952; ed.J. 0.Rosenqvist,TheLife ofSt. IreneAbbessofChrysobalanton
(Uppsala,1986),52—65,text andEng.translation.
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leadfigurinesof thetwo lovers.As in Theodoret’sstory, thevictim of the sex
drive was anointedwith oil, but it was not enough:thenunsbumedthe evil

figurineson glowingcharcoal,magically liberating the suffererfrom theun-
holy passion.

Unholy magiccausesdeath,confusion,sexualmisbehavior;holymiracles
arecreative,healing,andreviving. But was it alwaysso?

There is a little-known “vita andmartyrdom”of two of St. Paul’s dis-
ciples,JasonandSosipatros,thecentralepisodeof which representsa contest
betweena paganmagicianandtheChristianmartyrs.12Unlike thelegendabout
PopeSilvester,in JasonandSosipatros’vita it isthepagansorcererwhoworks
a humaneandcreativemiracle,plowingandsowinga field that within anhour
produceda crop; from this grainthe sorcererimmediatelybakedsomebread.
By contrast,theChristianmiraclewas cruelanddestructive:the saintsburned

a palacewith its inhabitantsandmurderedthemagician.Certainly,in thiscase
thedestructionanddeathcouldbejustifiedsincethe victims wereheathen;to
them,probably, thewords of Ezekiel(33:11), so frequentlyrepeatedby the
Byzantines,did not refer: “I haveno desirefor thedeathof thewicked.I would
ratherthata wickedman shouldmendhisways andlive.” Be that asit may,the
paganmagicianwas hereaproviderof food,andthedisciplesof St.Paularson-

ists andkillers.
Chronologicallyconsidered,saintly miraclescan be divided into three

categories:rmraclesbefore achieving sanctity, ones during the period of

earthlysanctity,andposthumousmiracles.Thefirst categoryencompassespre-
dictionsof futureholiness,includingtheappearanceof supernaturalphenom-
enaandpronouncementsby respectablepersonsof thepreviousgeneration;an
unusualbutpiouscomportmentonthepartof “the saintlybaby”(e.g.,refusing
to takethe mother’sbreaston fast days);andan unusualaptitudefor leaming
or a completeincapacityto masterelementsof knowledgethat is to beover-
comeby divine intervention.A specific form of the“pre-sanctity” miracleis
the“automatic”or “mechanical”conversion:apaganmimeengagedin asatiri-
calpresentationof Christianritual oranobservantJewcopyingChristianpious
gesturesexperienceson the spota miraculoustransformationandbecomesa
martyr in thenameof Christor anenergeticproselytizer.

The miraclesperformedduring theperiodof “adult sanctity” differ with

12 BHG 776; publishedin Doukakes, MegasSynaxariastes,April (Athens,

1892), 438—56.
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regardto thewill of theagent.In somecasestheholy manorwomancontinues
to be a “saintly baby” to the extentthat he or she is unawareof his or her
extraordinarypowerandextraordinarydestiny:alicentiousflutist, an ordinary
prostitute,or a modestcraftsmancanwork healingsor accomplishwondrous

deedswithoutconstruingthe natureof their performances;on the otherhand,
somesaints,especiallythe so-calledthaumaturges,act in full consciousness
of their force,proud of their gift andreadyto servethosewho arein needof

assistance.Theallegedcontradictionbetweenthesetwo wings of thetotality
of holy persons(the“hidden” andthe “declared”sanctity)is smoothedby the
existenceof anintermediarygroup:thesaintswho tried to escapetheir grow-
ing fameandwho evenpretendedto besimpletons(the fools for Christ’s sake)
whosebehaviortrespassedthenormsof civilized society.

Theposthumousmiraclesareoftenhealingsperformedatthetombof the
saintor in his or herchurch.But themostpowerful saints(George,Nicholas,
Demetrios,Andrew,Theodore)weremuchmorethanhandyhealers—theyde-
fendedcities, rescuedcaptives,found strandedcattle, punishedinjustice, in
short,fulfilled importantsocialfunctionsbeyondtheir properpurlieus.

Themiraclein Byzantiumhadno well-definedboundaries,first of all be-

causethefrontierbetweenthenaturalandthesupernaturalwasobscuredin the
mindsof thepopulationof theempire.Had anearthquakenaturalcausessuch
as themovementof undergroundwaters,or was it a productof a purposeless
tossingof anenormousdragondeepunderthe surfaceof theearth,or was it a
signof divinewrath?TheByzantinessuggestedall theseanswers.Somescien-

tific minds deniedthe miraculous natureof miraclesand, particularly, ex-
plainedwondrousmedicalcuresby naturaleffectscorrespondingto theteach-
ingof Galen.13Second,themiracleswould takeplacein areal,evenin adown-
to-earthsetting,aswhena saintwouldbe overmnby a cartandremainunhurt,
or they would acquirean epiccharacter,of which thekilling of a hugedragon
is a modestexample.Thevita of Makariosof Romebegins with a soberde-
scription of the travelof threemonksacrossSyria; it continuesin an India
populatedwith fairy-talemenandbeasts,andterminatesat theborderof Para-

13 G. Dagron,“L’ombre d’un doute: L’hagiographieen question,VIe—XIe sie-
cles,” DOP 46 (1992),59—68. Onvarioustheoriesof earthquake,seeA. Kazhdan,“So-
cial’nye i politiceskie vzgljady Fotija,” Ezegodnikmuzejaistorii religii i ateizma,2
(1958), 136; and A. Kazhdanand S. Frankiin,Studieson ByzantineLiteratureof the
EleventhandTwelfth Centuries(Cambridge-Paris,1984),77.
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dise.14Thelandscapetransitsfrom therealworld to thevernaculargeographic
fantasyto thesublimeregionof thereligiousuniverse—withintheframework
of a singletext.

Finally,therewasno palpableboundarybetweenevil magicandthebene-
ficial miracle,andthehumangaze,eventhatof a cleverobserver,wanderedin
despairfrom oneoutlandishfactto another,wonderinghow to interpretwhat
couldbe seenaroundit.

NiketasChoniateswas oneof themosteducatedandmostcritical of Byz-

antinehistorians.13He dealtprimarily with the commonandnaturaloccur-
rencesof humanlife: wars,political intrigues, love affairs, envy,andhatred.
He noticedthat someeventsdefieda naturalexplanation,but were foul and
ridiculously nonsensicalandcouldnot be perceivedas miracles.The first of
thesorcerersNiketasdescribesis SkierosSeth,anastrologerwho was eventu-
ally blindedby orderof ManuelI. Accordingto Choniates(p. 148),Sethman-
agedto incite an insanelust in a virgin by sendinghera “Persianapple” (a
peach)sothatsheallowedhim to deflowerher.Anothersorcererwas Michael
Sikidites who knew how to darkenthe sight of spectatorsby a magic spell,
that is, heusedmasshypnosis,but in Choniates’wordsheconjuredupdemons
to assaulthis victims.16Oncehe madea boatmanin a smallvesselcarrying a
cargoof bowls anddishesjump up from his benchandsmashthe pottery to
smithereens.Lateron thepoormarrelatedthathehadsuddenlyseena serpent
stretchedover thebowls andeagerto devourhim. After thepottery hadbeen
smashed,theserpentdisappeared.Anothertime,Sikidites,while bathingin a
bathhouse,madehis companionsseesomeblackmen whojumpedout of the
hot watertap andchasedthemout of theroom, kicking themon thebuttocks
(p. 148f).

EventhoughChoniates’storiesaretakennot fromhagiographicalsources

but from Constantinopolitanrumors,they containtheparaphernaliatypical of
theambianceof hagiographicaldemons:lust andrape,thebathhouse,theser-

14 BHG 1004—5;ed. A. Vasiliev,Anecdotagraeco-byzantina(Moscow, 1893),

135—65.
15 NiketasChoniates,Historia, ed. J. L. van Dieten (Berlin-New York, 1975);

Eng.trans.H. Magoulias,0 City of Byzantium(Detroit, 1984).
16 On SethseeW Seibt,Die Skleroi(Vienna,1976), 109f. It ispossiblethat Siki-

ditesis the samepersonasMichaelGlykas,historianandexegete:H. U. Beck, Kirche
undtheologischeLiteratur im byzantinischenReich (Munich, 1959),654.
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pent.The emptytalk of Choniates’contemporariesacquiredtheshapeof tales
aboutthestandarddemonicactions,in which theserpentsanddragonswere
incamationsof evil forces,the aim of magicwas to subduethewill of apious
womanand to leadher, “like a mare,” to thedesert,and the bathhouse—the
backboneof ancientpopularculture—washauntedby demons.

Choniatesdoesnotknow whetherhe shouldbelievethe storiesaboutevil
magicians.Hehadprobablymet theman calledBasilakioswho led a strange
life andwas extremelypopulardue to his predictions.The peoplestreamed
towardhim, andsomewomenattendedandinterpretedhis silence,vagueutter-
ances,and wild gestures.Choniatesseemsto be critical towardBasilakios’
fortune-telling. “His predictions,” said Choniates,“were neveraccurate;his
wordingwas erroneous,contradictory,andenigmatic.”His laughablebehavior
(hescrutinizedthebreastsof womenandexaminedtheir anldes)couldattract
only rusticsandboors.But did Choniatesreally considerBasilakiosto be al-
wayserroneous?He doesnotconfessit, butweshallseethat hisown narration
contradictshisgeneralstatement.

EmperorIsaacII invitedBasilakiosto tell him thefuture. Whentheman
appearedbeforethe basileus,he showedno respectfor the palaceand its in-
habitants.He ran aroundthe room making frenzied gesturesandsuddenly

strucktheemperor’simagesetup on thewall, gougedtheeyeson theportrait,
and afterthat snatchedthe emperor’sheadgear(p. 448f). This actionseems
enigmatic andsilly, but if we rememberthat soonaftermeeting Basilakios
IsaacII was blindedandlost his crown(Choniateswroteabouttheeventand
describedit in his Chronikediegesis),thebehaviorof thefortune-tellerceases
to benonsensical—itwas apredictionof theemperor’sdestiny.

Ambivalencewasa typicalfeatureof theByzantine(probably,wider—of
the medieval)world view. The attitudeof the Byzantinestowardthe miracle
was ambivalentin a double sense:on theonehand,therewas no foolproof
method to useto distinguishbetweena holy andan unholy miracle;on the

otherhand,eventhe intellectuals,who looked on magicandfortune-telling
with disgust,could not liberatethemselvesfrom an obscurefeeling that these
despisedmagicianswere ableto transmogrifyreality andtoreadthe future.

DumbartonOaks
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Reactionsof Two ByzantineIntellectualsto the

TheoryandPracticeof Magic: MichaelPsellos

and Michael Italikos

JOHN DUFFY

This paperwill addressthe issueof Byzantineintellectualattitudesto magic
in the eleventhand twelfth centuriesand will focusmainly on two figures,
MichaelPsellosandMichaelItalikos, with aneyeto thetwo aspectsof theory
andpractice.If Psellosreceivesa somewhatlarger shareof attentionherein,
it is not only becausehe was a lion; he also contributedto the survival of,
andcommentedon, animportantbodyof materialthat is central to the topic
underreview. For Byzantineliterati of the eleventhand twelfth centuries,
the world of Hellenic magic andmysticismwas part of their cultural heri-
tage, and they felt obliged to take accountof its existencein oneway or
another.Acknowledgmentdid vary, ranging, for example,from the nodding
acquaintanceof an Anna comnenato the intimatefamiliarity of a Michael
Psellos.

The extraordinarythingaboutPsellosis that, singlehandedly,he was re-
sponsiblefor bringing back, almostfrom the dead,anentiregroup of occult
authorsandbookswhoseexistencehadlong beenas goodas forgotten.Be-
tweenthe timeof Photiosin theninthandthearrival of Psellosin theeleventh
century,onewould be hardputto find in extantByzantinesourcesany refer-
encesto HermesTrismegistusand theHermetica,to Julius Africanus andthe
Kestoi, to Proclus’ Dearte hieratica, or to theChaldaeanOracles, that is, the
authorsandworks that weretheclassicsin the field of mysticismandmagic.
When Psellosin his major historical work, the Chronographia, saysthat he
wasunableto find in or outsideof Greece,despiteathoroughsearch,anytrace
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of wisdom (sophia)or teachersof it, 1 wemay takehim to be includingworks
of thekind wearediscussinghere,becauseforhim “mysticbooks,”ashecalls
them,havetheir placeat avery high level on the pathto wisdom.And weare
notdealingwith merename-droppingon hispart.A glanceatthe introductions
to any of thefour worksmentionedwill revealthat Pselloswas oneof its few
readersin the Greek-speakingmiddle agesor is evenan importantsourcefor

thetext itself.
Let uslook moreclosely at theChaldaeanOraclesandPsellos’associa-

tion with them.2Theyarea set of hexameterverses,composedprobablyin the
secondcenturyA.D., butpurportingto transmita mucholderrevelationabout
theuniverseandthehierarchiesof powersthatcontrol it. Therealauthoris not
known,but thereis a traditionthat connectsthem with a father andson,both
going by thenameof Julian. Within the subjectmatterof the Oraclesthem-
selvesthereare,from our perspective,two generaltendencieswhich we may
label the philosophicalor theological,on the onehand,andthe theurgicalor
magical,on the other. The first of these,thephilosophicalor theological,re-
vealsa systemof powerswho rule the cosmosandare interrelatedin a hier-

archy that showsa markedpreferencefor triadic arrangement.At the top of
thehierarchyis a trinity consistingof (1) theSupremeDeity, (2) a Demiurge

Intellect, and(3) a femaledivinity identified as Hecate.Therefollows a long
seriesof beingswho,as theydescendin orderof importance,comeevercloser
to theworld of matter.At thehigherendof theseriesis a triadof powerscalled

iynges, synocheis,andteletarchs,eachof which hasa distinctrole to play in
govemingthe universe.At the lower endare variousangelsanddemons,in-
cluding good demonsthat assistthe soul in its attemptsto ascendto the Su-
premeDeity andbaddemonswhichareresponsibleforevils suchas sickness
anddisease.

The otherside of theChaldaeancoin is the world of theurgyandmagic,
part of which is reflectedin the surviving fragments,but it is most fully re-
portedby peoplesuchas the NeoplatonistProclus,who was an activeprac-

1 Italian edition: S. Impellizzeri, U. Criscuolo,and S. Ronchey,MichelePsello,

Imperatoridi Bizanzio,2 vols. (Rome,1984);French:MichelPsellos,Chronographie,
ed.E. Renauld,2 vols. (Paris,1926—28).ThepresentreferenceistoBookVI, chap.37.

2 Edition andtranslationby E. des Places(Paris,1971). A recentand eminently
clearexpositionof the systemcanbefound in the workof R. Majercik, The Chaldaean
Oracles (Leiden, 1989), 1—46.
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titioner of the hieratic art, andPsellos.who madeit his businessto find out
everythinghecouldaboutthesubject.Oneof thechiefaimsof theurgyas an
art, andof the rites performedin connectionwith it, is the purification and
elevationof the soultowardunion with theSupremeDeity Sincethis process
beginsatthelowermundanelevel,theurgyis deeplyinvolved inbothattracting
gooddemonsandplacatingorrepellingbaddemons.It is not surprising,then,
that Hecate,who alreadyhadtheseassociationsin muchearliertimes,is given

a centralmagical as well as a leading theologicalrole in the system.Also
broughtinto themagicalsettingfrom thecosmologicalside andgiven atrans-
formedidentityaretheiynges.In cosmologythey functionasthoughtsor ideas
emanatingfrom themindof theSupremeDeity, but in theurgytheyarephysi-
calobjectsemployedin magic.3

Onekind of iynx (alsocalleda strophalos)is a magicwheel usedby a
theurgist for ritual purposes.Psellos himself explains that the strophalos

known as the Hecaticwas a goldenball with characterswritten all over it; it
hada sapphirein themiddle, was swungby meansof a strapmadefrom a
bull’s hide,andwas usedduring invocations.4

In anothertype of ritual, again accordingto information suppliedby
Psellos,5the theurgistusedstatuesof specificdeitiesin orderto establishcon-
tact with them. Theprocessof making contactinvolved, amongotherthings,
specialstones,herbs,animals,andsometimesaromaticsubstances(aromata),

which wereplacedinsidethe effigy. Stonesandherbswerealso usedin other
rituals to scareawaybaddemonsor to purify thesoul. lamblichustellsus that
in the art of theurgycertainmaterials—specificstones,plants, animals,and
aromatic substances(aromata)—wereregardedas especially suitable for

attractingthepresenceof divinities.6
Psellos,both throughscatteredobiterdicta andthroughthemediumof a

numberof specificexpositions,has left a fairly full recordof hisown dealings

3 Majercik, Oracles,9—10. AlexanderKazhdanpointsout to me, correctly, that
theterm iyngesis alreadyusedinoneof the lettersof JohnMauropous(ed. A. Karpoz-
ilos [Thessaloniki,1990],I, 23), a teacherof Psellos.Interestingtoo is the possibility,
supportedwith argumentsby Karpozilos,that the letter in questionwasaddressedto
Psellos.

4 Philosophicaminora II, ed.D. J. O’Meara(Leipzig, 1989),p. 133, 17ff.
5 Letter 187, ed. K. N. Sathas,MesaionikeBibliotheke, 7 vols. (Athens, 1872—

94), V. 474.
6 De mysteriis,ed.G. Parthey(Berlin, 1857),5, 23 (p. 233).
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with andattitudestoward theChaldaeanmaterial.Withouta doubthewas, of
all Byzantinesafter the seventhcentury,themostfamiliar with this “bible” of
the Neoplatonists,evenif his knowledgeappearsto derivelargely from the
(nowlost)commentaryontheOraclesby Proclus.Hehasalsoleft us anexege-
sis of sometwenty pages,7as well as severalshort summariesof the main
doctrinal features,8includingoneinsertedin a theologicaltreatiseexplicating

a passagefrom Gregoryof Nazianzus.9
Whenwecometo considerhisoutlookon theOracles,it mustbeadmit-

tedthat, dependingon the context,he expressestwo kinds of reaction which
appearto be contradictory.Oneis the expected,typical repudiationof pagan
nonsensewhich, in the normal courseof events,needbe seenas little more
than a device to forestallchargesof impiety; in unusualcircumstancesthe
sameresponsecouldbe turnedinto a weaponto useagainstsomebodyelse.
This ispreciselywhatPselloshimselfdoesin thecourseof achurch-sponsored
attackon PatriarchMichael Cerularios;in thedocumenthe drew up for the
purpose,10herefersto the Chaldaeansystemasa concoctionof mythsabout
oraclesandvariouskindsof spirits andgods.In otherwords,it is anattacknot

just on themagicalelementsbut on thetheologicalcontentas well. Thatatti-
tude,as suggestedabove,couldbe anticipated.

Lessexpected,andall the morenoteworthy,therefore,is evidencefrom

severalquartersof a genuineinterestin andan opennesson his part to the
contentof thecollection.In oneinstancehespeaksof the“theology andphi-
losophy”of thesystem.”In anotherherevealswhatwemusttakeas oneof the
reasonsfor hispositivedisposition,namely,that theOracleswereembracedby
a numberof thephilosopherswhom hemost respects.He commentsthat the
majority of the doctrineswere acceptedby PlatoandAristotle; furthermore,
Plotinus,Porphyry, lamblichus,andProclus subscribedto all of them,taking
them withoutargumentto be divine revelations.’3Not only werethe ancients
open to them, but he himself finds some of their ideasparallel to and in
agreementwith Christiandoctrines.’3Furtheron in thesamepieceof exegesis,

7 Phil. min. II, 126—46.
8 Ibid., 146—48, 148—51.
9 TheologicaI, ed.P. Gautier(Leipzig, 1989),op. 23, 33ff; cf. op. 23A.
10 Scriptaminora,ed.E. KurtzandE Drexl, 2 vols. (Milan, 1936—41), I, 232—28.

11 Phil. min. II, p. 151, 14.
12 Ibid., p. 148,17—19.
13 Ibid., p. 129,15.
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heconcludeshiscommentson oneof thepassageswith the observation“it is
correctandfull of Christianteaching.”14Wecancapthis in asenseby combin-
ing evidencefrom two autobiographicalstatementsin two differentworks. In
a longsectionof the Chronographia,15Psellosprovidesa detailedaccountof
his intellectualandphilosophicalprogresson aroadthat led him up, through
severaldistinctandwell-markedstages,to the “first” philosophy.Hisjourney
beganwith thestudyof logic andof certaincommentatorswho then showed
him theway to Aristotle andPlato.At the next level he concentratedon the
major Neoplatonists:Plotinus,Porphyry, lamblichus,andProclus.This was
followedby themathematicalquadrivium,“which to usehisown words,“oc-
cupy a position midway betweenthe scienceof corporealnature ... and the
essencesthemselves,theobjectsof purethought.”

That shouldhavebroughthim to thevery summit, but quite out of the
blue anotherstageis mentioned,introducedby the following words: “I had
heardit said by themoreadeptphilosophersthat thereis a wisdomwhich is
beyondall demonstration,apprehensibleonly by the intellectof a wise man,
whenprudently inspired.Evenheremy resolutiondid not falter. I readsome
of theoccultbooksandgraspedtheir meaning,asfar as my humanabilities
allowed,of course,for 1 myselfcouldneverclaimthatI hadanaccurateunder-
standingof thesethingsnor would I believeanyoneelsewho saidhehad.”

He doesnot identify furtherwhat theseoccult or mystic booksare that
containawisdomvery closeto thesummit.Therecanbelittle doubt,however,
that they included(perhapsaboveall else)the ChaldaeanOracles.The sup-
porting evidencecomesfrom a letter to PatriarchJohnXiphilinos in which
Psellosoffers a fighting apologiafor his interestin ancientphilosophicalsys-
tems.Oneof thepassagesin theletterdescribesin detailtheascentof themind
to the summit, heresymbolizedby Mount Sinai, which culminatesin final
illumination. “These ideas,” he informs Xiphilinos, “I havetakenfrom the
ChaldaeanOraclesandhavesubordinatedto our Christianscriptures.”’6

Sofar wehavebeenconsidering,in thecaseof Psellos,hisbookknowl-
edgeof themagico-mysticalChaldaeanmaterial.We shouldalsotry to get an
ideaof his reactionsto themorepracticalside of things,specifically his feel-
ings aboutdirect dealingsin magic. Not that we are going to find the man

14 Ibid., p. 142, 26—27.
15 Book VI, chaps.36—43.
16 Sathas,V, 449.
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himselfinvolvedin anythingof thesort. It istruethatheis notquiteasaverseto
mysticalthoughtas scholarshavetraditionallyinsisted,but heusesnumerous
opportunitiesto makeit clearthat his expertisein varioussuspector forbidden
subjectsnever involvesbelief. A good exampleis providedby the Chrono-

graphiain anotherof thoseself-centereddigressions,thistimewhenhespeaks
of his knowledgeof astrologyandhoroscopes.’7While openlyconfessinghis
expertisein a pursuit that he acknowledgesto beforbiddenby the leadersof
the church,he insiststhat he hasneverput it to improperuse.It is his stated
and,wemight add,his hopefulview that nobodywith anysensewould fault a
man whoknewthetheoriesbutgavethemno credence.

In anothertext, a shortphilosophicaltreatiseforhisstudents,hehasocca-
sionto mentionin passingthe manufactureof apotropaicfigurines by Chal-
daeansfor the purposeof warding off diseases.18Herehe takesthe notable
precautionof refusingto divulge themethodby which thevarioussubstances
are to be mixedand the figurinesmade.He openlyvoiceshis concernthat,
lackinghis discretion,they might pick up the method,put it to use,andthen,
in theeventof trouble,hewould beheldresponsible.He was obviously con-
sciousof thecanonicalregulationthat brandsboththe leamingandtheteach-
ing of forbiddensubjectsas equally culpable.19The sameconcernaboutthe
dangerof misleadingstudentsandotherscropsup in a numberof thewritings
of Psellos.

Finally, in the samecontextthough on a somewhatdifferent level, we
will considera curiouscaserecordedin the Chronographiawhich musthave
entertainedandintriguedmanya reader.20In thecourseof describingthereign
of ConstantineIX Monomachos,Psellosmakesseveraldigressionsto concen-
trateon aspectsof EmpressZoe’s characterandactivities, especiallyin her
lateryears.In oneof theseextendedasides,afterremarkingthat in generalhe
did not find muchto praisein her, he concedesonevery admirabletrait, her
piety anddevotionto God. As a primeexamplehethenproceedsto describea
remarkableicon (commonlyreferredto as the “Antiphonetes”).This was an
icon of Jesuswhich Zoe made(i.e., presumably,commissioned),embellished
withbrilliant material,andrenderedsolifelike that it respondedto requestsby

17 II, 77—78.
18 Phil. min. I, op. 3, 148—54.
19 Rhalles-Potles,I, 191.
20 BookVI, chaps.65—67.
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meansof its colors and revealedfuture eventsby changesin complexion.
Psellosvividly recountshow he often saw the old empress,in momentsof
distress,alternatelyclaspingtheicon,talking to it as a living person,andad-
dressingit in termsof endearmnent,or lying on thegroundin a fit of tearsand
tearing at herbreasts.If shesawthe faceturn pale, shewent awayin dismay,
but if it took on a highcolorandwas all lit up, she immediatelyreportedthis
to the emperorandforecastto him whatwasgoingto happen.

Immediatelyfollowing this descriptioncomesa paragraphof comment
that catchesour attentionbut doesnotseem,in all its elements,to bedirectly
relevantto the icon episode:

Frommyreadingof HellenicliteratureI knowthatperfumes(aromata)
give off a vaporwhich drives away evil spiritsand which at thesame
timerestoresto thematerialsaffectedby it thepresenceof morebenign
spirits.In thesamewayin othercasesstonesandherbsandmysticrites
induceapparitionsof divinities. I neitheracceptedthat theorywhenI
first readit, nordid I at a latertimebelievein the practice;no, I totally
rejectedit. And thatwoman,in herworship of God,did not actin any
Hellenicor magicalway. Rathershewas displayingthelongingof her
soul andoffering up to God the things we regardas mostprecious
andsolemn.

It is notat onceobviouswhy, in thecontextof the icon,Pselloslaunches
into a bizarreexcursionon perfumes,stones,andherbsand their theurgical
associations.However,theremay bea wayto fit it in andestablisha train of
thought, if we cantie it to the sectionjustbeforethedescriptionof Zoe’sre-
markablepiety.31Herewefind theempressfull of anotherkind of enthusiasm.
She hadno time at all, Psellostellsus, for thenormalthings that womendo,
suchasspinningandweaving,butdevotedherattentionentirelyto onepursuit:
to making perfumesof all kinds. Her own apartmentwas convertedinto a
workshopwherebraziersblazedwinterandsummer.HereservantshelpedZoe

andher sister measureout the herbs,boil the mixture, andcatch the stream
of perfumeas it flowed off. Psellos’ artful prosemakesit all soundlike an
alchemist’slaboratory.32

It is truethat in this accounthedoesnotdirectly tie the manufactureof

21 Chap.64.

22 In fact, heusesthe phrasetas ton aromatonphuseismetaballein(“to trans-
mutethe naturesofthe aromatics”),andhespeaksof the flow of perfumeas“thegolden
stream” (to chrusounreuma).
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theperfumesto the worshipof the icon. However,someninety chapterslater
into the reign of Constantine,he comesbackto devoteseveralpagesto the
empress,repeating,with addeddetail,a few of hisearlierobservations,includ-
ing thefactthat shedespisedanysort of ornamenton herperson.23“Shewore,”
henotes,“neitherclothof gold, nordiadems,norlovely thingsaboutherneck,”
and a little further on: “She had no interest in the things that appeal to
women—looms,distaffs,wool, or weaving.Onematteraboveall claimedher
attentionandon this sheexpendedall herenthusiasm—theoffering of sacri-
fice to God. I amreferring,notsomuchto theoffering of praiseor of thanks-

giving or of penitence,but to theoffering of perfumes(aromata) andof all
thoseproductswhichcomeintoour landfrom IndiaandEgypt.”

Now, if Zoehadnot theslightestinterestin anytypeof bodilyembellish-
ment, it is not likely that perfumeswere beingproducedfor thatpurpose,but

it would bereasonableto connecttheir manufacturewith herspecialbrandof
devotion. To tie thetwo would also make good senseof Psellos’ otherwise
suddenandsurprisingreferenceto thespecialuse of perfumesin paganwor-
ship, immediatelyafterhisstory of the ‘Antiphonetes.”

But evenif we do not insiston thefull concatenationof thesethreepas-
sages,and leaveasidethe laboratoryepisode,theothersby themselveswould
supportthe following scenario:Zoe hada veryspecialJesusicon of herown
which sheconsultedandusedto predict future events;second,if weconnect
the phrasethat Psellosusesatthe endof the icon passage(“she offeredup to
God the things weregardas mostpreciousandsolemn”) with the later state-
ment aboutperfumesandproductsfrom IndiaandEgypt, we may, with some
right, concludethat sheusedperfumesandotheraromata in the worship of
the icon.

As wehaveseen,Psellosputsall of this down to thefervent piety of the
empress,andwho would webe to questionhersincerity?Be that asit may,the
responseof Psellosis interesting;in fact, hisdefensivetone supportsa feeling
that Zoe was at leastengagingin borderlineactivity. Onecouldwell imagine
that,in othercircumstancesor in dealingwith anotherindividual,Pselloscould
easily turnthe picturearoundandarguethat anicon wasbeingusedfor oracu-
lar andtheurgicalpurposes,that physicalsubstanceswere beingemployedto
manipulatespiritsanddivinities, in otherwords, preciselythekind of activity

associatedwith Chaldaeans.But wemustleavethequestionthere.

23 BookVI, chap. 159.
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MichaelItalikos in the following century,a contemporaryof AnnaCoin-
nena,was,like Psellos,amanof multiple interestswho madea namefor him-
self as botha teacheranda literary stylist. Beforehe becamemetropolitanof
Philippopolisaroundthe year 1145, he taughtrhetoric,philosophy,medicine,
andbible studiesin the capital. His nameis includedon a thirteenth-century
list of authorsrecommendedas modelsof style for studentsof rhetoric,24and

A. Kazhdanhascharacterizedhim as “a paradigmof the Byzantineintellec-
tual:’29 Like Psellos,Italikos pusheshis intellectualcuriosity to the limits and
defendshimself by appealingto thesameconceptof philomatheia.26(i.e., love
of leaming),a positiveidea, as opposedto a somehowobjectionablecuriosity
(called polymatheia in Italikos,27 andperiergasia or polypragmosynein
Psellos28).Thelimits in this instancetooarerepresentedby theworld of mysti-
cism andmagicand,in particular, theChaldaeanvariety. Thereare frequent
hints of Italikos’ interestin that subjectmatter,becausethe languageof his
lettersandspeechesis fairly pepperedwith termsborrowedfrom thevocabu-
lary of magical practices. They range from the most general words like
“charm” and “spellbind” to the very specific technicalterms suchas iynges,

strophalos,andtheourgos.29Thattheacquaintanceis not justcasualor super-
ficial is provedby muchmoresubstantialevidencein two of theextantletters,
which weshallnow examine.

Letter28, addressedto a correspondentwhosenameis notpreserved,is
in effecta shortexpositionon theChaldaeansystem,laying out in somedetail
the main divisions of powersand the interrelationshipsbetweenthem. The
generalNeoplatonicslantandonespecificreferenceto the“commentator”of

24 Cod. Jerus. Taph. gr. 106, fol. 7r, where Italos is clearly a mistake for
Italikos.

25 In the article on Italikos, The OxfordDictionary of Byzantium(New York,
1991),II, 1368.

26 TO philomathes,Italikos, letter31, in P. Gautier,MichelItalikos: Lettreset dis-
cours(Paris,1972); philomatheiaPsellos,Phil. min. I, op. 32, 100—101.

27 Letter 30, p. 198, 6; cf. Psellos,Phil. min. I, op. 7, 117—22, wherethe term,
thoughinclining to thepositive,provokesacertainamountof unease.

28 Phil. min. I, op. 32, 100; Sathas,V, p. 56, 18.
29 Again, AlexanderKazhdanhaskindly drawnmy attentionto anotherletterof

Italikos (no. 33) where,in the courseof discussingaConstantiniancoin endowedwith
apotropaicpowers, he refers directly to the Chaldaeansand their connectionwith
magic.
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theOraclesmakeit nearlycertain that Italikos’ sourceis the commentaryof
Proclus,as it hadbeenalso for Psellos.The two expositionsare in factquite
close,but P. Gautieris probablyright whenheargues,on thebasisof differ-

encesin details,for the independentuseof Proclusby Italikos.30

Thereis alsoanoticeabledifferencein attitude.Italikos consistentlydeni-
gratesthe subjectmatterand ideasas drivel andmythical nonsense,and the
generalnegativetoneisreinforcedby his frequentreferenceto theChaldaeans
as barbaroi, suggestingthat they are on a level belowtheHellenes,thepagan
Greeks.It is worth notingthatin anotherdocument,a monodyon Pantechnes,
wefind Italikos makinga distinction within theworksof Proclus,namely,be-
tweenhis commentarieson Plato, for which admirationis expressed,andhis
exegesisof theOracles,which are dismissedasabsurdities.31

In a secondletter (no. 31, addressedto an otherwiseunknown Tzik-

noglos),we comeupon Italikos as he is facedwith a realproblem: the well-
readintellectualandadept in Chaldaeanlore hasto confront, as a medical
expert,the caseof an incurablyill womanwho wantsto use theservicesof a
magos.32Reconstructingtheeventsfrom theletter, the following approximate
storyline emerges.Thesisterof Tziknogloshasdevelopedsometypeof malig-
nantulcerwhich conventionalmedicinecannotcure;sheandherbrotherhear
abouta magoswho promisesto help,but theydecideto consultItalikos first;
heknowsalot aboutmagicandevenhasalargecollectionof spellsandincan-
tations, including somefor the relief of swellings and tumors; however,he
flatly refusesto becomeinvolved himself in any of thesepractices,which are
outlawedby thechurch,andtriestodissuadethepairfrom goingto themagos.

This is whathastakenplacebeforethepresentletter. Italikos is now writ-
ing to Tziknoglosto find out whetherthe sisterhassubmittedherselfto the
careof themagos,andif so, whethertheprocesshasproducedany results.In
the meantime,Italikos hasfound an ancientremedywhich he will not write

down,butwill deliverto Tziknoglosorally whenthey nextmeet.
Severaldetailscall for comment.Theopeningof the letterwould support

ageneralobservationthat,just asin thecaseof recourseto healingsaints,sick

30 This was also the view of L. G. Westerink, “Proclus, Procopius,Psellos”

(Mnemosyrle10 [1942],275—80),who,however,stressesmorethe likelihood of Proco-
pius beinganintermediaryandcommonsource.

31 Gautier,p.113, 17—20.
32 Foreaseof reference,the full textof the letteris printed asanappendix.
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peoplewerelikely to look for thehelpof magiconly afterthefailure of more
standardmedicalcare.33Throughoutthe letter thereis a greatdealof protest
againstthepracticeof magic,andthewriteris anxiousto go on recordnotjust
abouttheinnocenceof hisactionsbutalsoconcerningthepurity of hisbeliefs.
In this regardweare remindedof acaserecordedby Balsamonin whichcer-
tain individuals,foundguilty of involvementin sorceryfor purposesof heal-
ing, werepunishedaccordingto thedegreeto which they believedin thefor-
biddenprocedures.34Psellos,too, of courseis veryconcernedto beexplicit on
this point.33

In the heartof the letter, Italikos makesmuch adoabouthis unrivaled
knowledgeof bothhighbrowandlowbrow magicallore. Heevenboastsabout
his collectionof charmsandspells,and professesthat hecouldhave,himself,
offereda Chaldaeanremedy,much as Psellosclaimedto havethemethodfor
making apotropaicobjects.But, againlike Psellos.he allowedhis philoma-

theia to leadhim only sofar andneveroverthe limit into beliefor action.
As a last—andtentative—observationon thedocument,I would like to

air a small suspicionaboutthe closingparagraphandthe offer madeby Ital-
ikos. Consideringthe generaltone of the letter and the writer’s fondnessfor

figurativelanguage,themostobviousandinnocentinterpretationis thathehas
comeacrossan ancientremedythat will bring somerelief to the patient;the
prescriptionis quite long, and it is notconvenientto put it in writing; hewill
communicateit in person.

On theotherhand,the ambiguityof thewording would allow for a more
subversivereading.Thenoun apomeilixis(25) is rare,36but theverbform of
theword is verycommonlyusedby authorssuchasPorphyry for “appeasing”

or “propitiating” godsanddemons;henceapomeilixiscouldbeunderstoodas
“charm.” The expressionoi archaioisophoi (26) soundsmorepositivethan oi
Ellenesbutamountsto moreor lessthesamething; amidthetermpolustichos
canreferto writing in proseor verse.

33 Theobservation,by a coincidence,is supportedaswell by thecasecited in the
nextparagraph(PG138,col. 801c).

34 Balsamon,In Epist. S.Basilii canonicamIII, PG 138,cols.801—6 (= Rhalles-
Potles, IV, 25 1—52). It is worth noting that the investigationtookplace in the period
1134—43,duringthe patriarchateof Leo Stypes.

33 As he is, for example,on severaloccasionsin the encomiumon his mother:
Sathas,V, 3—61.

36 Thereis aninstancein Psellos,Scriptaminora, ed. Kurtz-Drexl, I, 317, 19.
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Is Italikos hinting that he will provide for the patient an appropriate
charm?Impossibleto decide,butperhapsnotoutof thequestion.It would not
haveto imply belief, on hispart, in theefficacy of themethod,justawilling-
nessto accommodatethehopesof others.In this connectionit mightbeuseful
to cite a remarkof Psellosfrom a contextwehavealreadydiscussed,namely,
hisexpertisein astrologyandinterestin horoscopes,In thecourseof thatauto-
biographicaldigressionin the Chronographia,he makesthe following state-
ment: “The truth is, my role as a teacherandthegreatdifferencesin theinter-
estsof thosewho consultme haveled me to studyevery science,and I can
preventnonefrom questioningandpressingme on this subject meaningthe
subject of horoscopes.37It would not be outlandishto concludefrom these
words that Psellosmight havebeenwilling on occasionto accommodatethe
needsof othersin this matter, possiblyby interpretingor evenby castinga

horoscope.
It is now appropriateto sumup anddrawa few conclusions.BothPsellos

andItalikos, as intellectuals,set no limits to their readingandstudy, andeven
soundproudto announcetheirintimatefamiliarity with theliteratureof forbid-
denarts.As ajustification they appealto theconceptofphilomatheia,which
is understoodas apositivezealfor leaming,as opposedto anidle orunhealthy
curiosity.Both are acutelyawareof thedangersof eventhesuspicionof being
involved in outlawedpractices,suchas magic.It is not surprising,then,that
they shouldrepeatedlyproclaimtheir innocence.

In the matterof the ChaldaeanOracleswe candetectsomereal differ-

encesin theirreactions.Italikos keepsthe systemvery muchat arm’s length;
he piles on the traditionalderogatoryepithetsandattemptsto dissociatethe
materialfrom Hellenic leaming.Not that the reactionis a greatsurprise,but
thecontrastwith Psellosis marked.Thedifferenceis rootedin theirapproach
tophilosophy.Italikos didstudyandteachthesubject,butcomparedto Psellos
hewasnota seriousphilosopherandlackedthephilosophicalinstinct.Psellos,

for one thing, had a probing mind andwas an engagedthinker. He also re-
spectedthethinkersof thepastandprofesseda specialadmirationforProclus.
Thatis onereasonwhyhe maintainedarelaxedandopenmind indealingwith
Chaldaeanmaterial.As somethingof a creativethinker,hewas alsowilling to
explorethepossibilityof finding in it sometheologicalideasthat mightbe in
harmonywith Christianthinking.

37 II, 77.



Reactionsof MichaelPsellosandMichael Italikos 95

For a final remark,anda comparisonbetweentwo very distinct periods,
it is worth drawingattentionto the attitudeof Alexanderof Tralles,thewell-
known practicingphysicianof the sixth century, who saw fit to condonethe
useof amuletsandcharmsfor therapeuticpurposes.38Noteworthy first of all
is thefact that, from his standpoint,suchmeanswerenot to berestrictedto
usein hopelesscasesandmightbeemployedfor thesimplereasonthat certain
conventionalmethodsof treatmenthappenedto be repugnantto some pa-
tients.39In a few instanceshedoesvoice akind of apology,sayingthatindivid-
ualsoblige him to apply magicalremedies;40however,heis quick to pointout
that thebestkind of doctorshouldalwaysbe readyto useany meansin the
interestsof the sick.41 On oneoccasionhe evencommentsthat it would be
immoral (asebes)to neglectanything that could contributeto healing.42It
shouldalsobe stressedthat, in sharpcontrastto latertimes, thereis neverany

hint in his work of religious reservationsor fear of authority.If thereis any
signof hesitation,it is morealong professionallines or out of consideration
for the secrecyappropriateto magical operations.Thus,after describingin
detail themanufactureof acharm-ring,completewith prayerandmagicalsign,
hemakesapleathat the information notbedivulgedto anybut thosewho are
virtuousandknowhow to keepa secret.43

In later centuriesthe conditionsare obviouslyvery different. Neither
PsellosnorItalikos coulddare to be soopen,evenif theywishedto be.

Universityof Maryland,CollegePark

38 Alexandervon Thalles,ed.Th. Puschmann,II (Vienna, 1879).

39 Ibid., 375.
411 Ibid., 375,579.
41 Ibid., 475.

42 Ibid., 319.
43 Ibid., 377.



Appendix

Letter31 of Michael Italikos

To Tziknoglo

Punthanomaisou, philtate adelpheperi testhaumasiotatessouadelphes
opesechei kai ei 0 tasperiergauposchnoumenosekeinosanthroposdiepra-
xato ti, mallonde kai diapraxamenosoneseKai ei epheuratotaina lusin
prosten akatagonistonnoson egogar kai threrionagriotatonantikrus

5 ekeinenapokalo e,eanoudepoteskat auton aperxatotechnes,oseithe
medeaparxaito.tas gar toiautanomoi christianonexelaunousin.

‘Ego gar, philtatepuche,kai moo medenapisteseiaspolla toiauta
oida kai osaouk an tos ton katatendeten phorananthroponepistaito
baibalous peri touton analexamenospampollas Chaldaikas te kai

10 Aiguptiakas kai oposaProklo te to philosophoPeri tesieratkesdoe-
spoudastaotechnres, en kai magiken onomazousi kai Osa toin duoin
Ioulianoinsuggegraphataikai Apollonio to Tuaneikaipolumathestato

Aphrikano, alla kai ei to tais trooditisi grausi pephluaretaikai Osa

alla peri tOn idioteneileitai omilon kai mechritoutonexeteinato pholo-
15 mathestespsuches.Oudende diepraxamen,isto Theos,arreton•oude men

allonarretourgountaideinupemeinakaitoi kaiepodaste kai katades-

mous kai sunthematapampollasuneilochospolusumphora,epaggeliasar-
retousechontakai therapeiasexodekotonsplagchnonkaiogkonapolophe-
seos.Oudenek toutonoutedoepraxamenouteepisteusapopote

20 ‘Epi de te thaumasiotatesot adelph,isthi os apechresamenan toni

ton teratologoumenontois tonChaldaionlerois,ei meeginoskonkata-

ratotatousontasexesapantasosoi tois toioutoisProsechousikai os
menei toutoustas en Adondikaootou.Dia touto ten apoton toioutonbao-
etheianparaitesamenos,apomeilixintina tou theriouepheuronparatinos

25 ton archaionparadedomenensophon,on autoprosopossoi aphegesomaix,
epeodansetheasomaigrapsaigar ouk eupetesdia tO tesparaggelias
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Polustichon.Ei d’ ephthaseti 0 anerekeinospoiesaioion epeggelto,ego
men,osoistha,Otanperi toutonmoo ton logonanekoinosasthe,kai apetni-
psameneuthuskai os oudentos ophelei prosestaitopragmatiproeire-

30 kein.Dia de tengnnaokonitinupechalasati mikron, me autikakai ololu-

xeie baouloimen d’ an mathein ei to chrestonkan apo tes perirgias
apenteken.
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Balsamonon Magic: From RomanSecular

Law to ByzantineCanonLaw

MARIE THERESFOGEN

Magicandrelatedtechniquesof interpretingtheworld andhandlingtheheav-

ensbecameobjectsof aparticularandbroadinterestin secularaswell ascanon

law at aboutthesametime, thefourthcenturyA.D. In orderto provideashort

surveyof what happenedto this law—andwhatthis law madehappen—dur-

ing theByzantineera,1 I would like to discussa single text: TheodoreBal-

samon’stwelfth-centurycommentaryon canon61 of theCouncil in Trullo in

the year691/92.2Paraphrasingthis commentary,I shall focus on threepoints:

(1) thedescriptionof theculprits, (2) thetopic of religion andmagic, and(3)

the questionof conscienceandguilt. What Balsamontells us in thesethree

respectsI shall comparewith theviews of thefourthcentury.3

Letus first readthetexton whichBalsamonwrotehis commentary,canon

61 of theCouncil in Trullo.4 It runs:5

1 A short history of laws andcanonsconcerningmagic wasprovidedby S. N.
Troianos,“ZaubereiundGiftmischereiin mittelbyzantinischerZeit FestundAiltagin
Byzanz,ed.G. PrinzingandD. Simon(Munich, 1990),37—51.

2 Rhalles-Potles,II, 444—47.
3 For the4th centuryI restrictmyselfto veryfew references;for furtherevidence,

literature,andinterpretations,seeM. Th. FogenDie EnteignungderWahrsager:Stu-
dienzumkaiserlichenWissensmonopolin derSpatanike(FrankfurtamMain, 1993).

4 For aninterpretationof this text andtheothercanonsof Trullo concerningpa-
ganrites andmagic, cf. I. Rochow, “Zu ‘heidnischeii BrauchenbeiderBevolkerung
desByzantinischenReichesim 7. Jahrhundert,vorallemaufGrundderBestirnrnungen
desTrullanum Klio 60 (1978), 483—97,andF R. Trombley,“The Council in Trullo
(691—692): A Studyof the CanonsRelatingto Paganism,Heresy,andtheInvasions
Comitatus9 (1978), 1—18.

5 Rhalles-Potles,II, 442f;P.-P. Joannou,Disciplinegeneraleantique, 1.1 (Rome,
1962), 196ff:
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Thosewho exposethemselvesto soothsayingor to the so-calledheka-
tontarchoior similar people,to hearwhat they wish to be disclosed,
areto besubjectedto sixyearsof penanceaccordingto therulesof the
earlyfathers.To the samepenanceonemustsubmitthosewho draga
bearor similaranimalafterthemselvesfor theenjoymentandthedam-
ageof simple-mindedpeopleandwho tell thefuture, fate, horoscope,
and whateverelsemay be the multitudeof words of this erroneous
trumpery.The sameis truefor the interpretersof theclouds, sorcerers,
furnishersof amulets,andsoothsayers.Wedecreethat thosewho con-
tinue doingso, who neithershowrepentancenor avoid thesedestruc-
tive andpagancustoms,shall betotally expelledfrom the churchac-
cording to the holy canons.“For what communionhas light with
darkness? 6

I. TheDescriptionof theCulprits

After a short summaryof the canon,Balsamonbeginsto explain the names,

features,and methodsof those mentionedand of some other magicians.7
Within the simpletermmantishe distinguishesbetweenthepalamoskopoi,
that is, the palmists,andthelekanomanteis,or dish-divinerswho try to see
Godandhearhisvoiceby observingliquids in dishes.Accordingto Balsamon,
both types—like all other diviners who predict the future by interpreting

Oi mantesineautousekdidontese tois legomenoisekatontarchoise tisi
toioutois os anpar ekeinonmathoieno ti an autoisekkalupresthaiBou-
lointo kata ta proen upo ton pateronperi autonoristhentauro ton
kanonapiptetosantesexaetiasTo auto de toutoepotimio kathupobal-
lesthaiiei kai tous tasapktousepisuromenouse toiarutarzoa,prosPang-
nion kaiblabentonaplousteronkai tuchenkdai eimarmenonkai genearlog-
ian kai toiouton tinon rematon ochlon kata tous tes plnnos lerous
phonountastouste legomenousnephodioktaskaigeteutaskai phulakterious
kai manteis.‘Epimenontasde toutois,kai me metatithemenouskai apopheu-
gontasta oloeporiatauta kai ellenika epitedeumata,pantnpasinnpop-
rippesthaitesekklesiasorizomen kathoskai oi ieroi kanonesdiagoreu-
ousi- Tis gar koinonia photi prosskotos os phesin O apostolos,e tis
sugkatathesisnaotheoumetaeidolon,e tis merispiste meta apostou,tis
de sumphonesisChristoprOsBeliar’;

6 2Cor.6:14—16.
7 All of themaredescribedin Ph.Koukoules,Buzantinonbioskai politismos,

I.2 (Athens 1948), 123ff; in the following text I restrictmyselfmainly to referingto
Balsamoiisunderstandingof the differentkindsof magicians.
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omens—offersacrificesto their father, Satan,by whom they were instructed
andto whomtheyentrustthemselves.

Thenextgroup of magicians,theskatontarchoi,Balsamonexplains,are
“what we call theprimmikerici.” This is a genuinetranslation,becausethe
ekatontarchos,orcenturioin Latin, meantthesameastheprimmikericsin the
Byzantineera,8a military, civil, or court official of high rank.ekatontarchoi
in this sensearewell known,forexample,from theOld andNewTestaments,8
from a largenumberof administrativedocuments,10andfrom historicallitera-
ture.” At which timeandfor whatreasonstheekatontarchoibecamea sort of
magicianis notclear.’21 havebeenunableto find any sourcefor this meaning
beforethe Councilin Trullo. It is alsofar from clearin what kind of magica
ekatontarchoispecialized.Later sources,for example,SymeonMetaphrastes
in the tenthcentury,describehim astheleaderof all demons.’3Balsamonpre-

sentsa different understanding.According to him, the ekatontarchoi“in an-
cienttimeswereold men,wiser,of course,andsurpassingin deliberationordi-
nary people. Deceivingby such dirty machinationssimple-mindedpeople,
they wereworshipedlike pseudo-gods.”’4

8 For the variousfunctionsandkindsof primmikerici, seeN. Oikonomides,Les

listes depreseancebyzantinesdesIXe etXe siecles(Paris, 1972), andJ. Verpeaux,
Pseudo-Kodinos:Traitedesoffices (Paris,1976).

9 E.g.,Deut.1:13;Matt. 8:Sff (Luke 7: 1ff). In thetheologicalcommentaries,the
centurioof Capharnaurnis, of course,a highly esteemedperson.(Ps.-)Chrysostomos
(Eis ton ekatontarchon,PG61, cols.769—72) explainsthathe wascalled hekatont-
archesbecausehewasarchonkai autokratortonpathon,tosautenentois alogois
pathesinemin karterianepideiknumenos(col. 772).

10 E Preisigke,FachworterdesoffentlichenVerwaltungsdienstesAgyptensin den
griechischenPapyrusurkundenderptclemaisch-romischenZeit (Gottingen,1915; repr.
Hildesheim-NewYork, 1975),s.v.

11 Cf. the rich referencesin CassiusDio, U. Ph. Boissevain,ed.,CassiiDionis
CocceianiHistoriarumRomanarumquaesupersunt,V (Berlin, 1931).

12 Cf. H. Stephanus,ThesaurusGraecaeLinguae (repr. Graz, 1954), IV, s.v.
ekatontarchos,quoting Ducange:“Dininatoresnescioqui, dequibusagit Canon61
SynodiTrullanae.”

13 Reflectingthus thewordly hierarchyin theworld of the demons,Menologion.’
Vita S. Abercii, chap. 14, PG 115,coin. 1229c;similarly the Vita of AndreasSalos,PG
111,col. 841B. In his Epitomecanonum(PG 114,289A), Symeonrefersagainto the
hekatonarchoi,quotingcanon61 Trullo, without anyfurtherexplanation.

14 esande to palaion anthropoigeralooi,phronimoteroi dethen, kai kata
sumbouliln ton loipon uperpherontes,oitinesdia toiouton musaronergasion
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Lessenigmaticaretheactivitiesof thosementionednext, who dragabear
after themselves.They arenot just showmenbut tint their animalswith some

kind of dye,cutoff piecesof theircoat, andsell themasamuletsagainstillness
andtheevil eye. Also mentionedarethe so-calledathigganoi,originally ahe-
retical sect.15According to Balsamon,they arepeoplewho carry with them
andembraceserpentswithoutbeing hurt. They prophesygood andbadluck
and“talk a lot of nonsensewhich is notworth beingwritten down.”

The interpretersof the clouds,Balsamonknows, foretell warsandother
dangersaccordingto theshapeof theclouds, andespeciallyatsunsettheygo
into ecstasiesandpretendto seethetruth. Commonfiguresarealsothegeteu-
tai, who dareto invoke thenamesof themartyrsoreventheholy Virgin. And
the mostpopularsort of peoplewho makeuseof demoniacforcesare those
who produce,sell, andwearamulets.“It would becomea long story,” Bal-
samonsays,“if I would report all casesI know in which peopleof this sort
werecondemnedby thesynod.”Herestrictshimselfto a few examples:apriest
was convictedof carryingwith him a cloth of a newbombaby asan amulet
againsthis enemies;anotherpriestwas accusedbecausehe gavethe host to
some peopleandwatchedwho had difficulties in swallowing it, in orderto
convictthat personasathief. In a third case,anotherpriesthada Gospelbook
tiedto apieceof woodandwhichwasturnedaroundin acircle;hewasaccused
of trying to divine certain thingswith the help of thePsalmsof David. Well
known to Balsamon,furthermore,are many monksconsultingwomenwho
tell—”as if they hadthe spirit of Pythia”—the futureby barleycorns.These
womenaremostly foundcampingnearchurchesandicons.

Sofar thepictureBalsamondrawsis of themoreor lesspopularformsof
magic andthe like. It is a ratherlively picture, giving good information on

tous aplousterousplanontes,os pseudotheoiesebazointo.Cf. alsoBlastares,Syn-
tagmaM 1 (Rhalles-Potles,VI, 356): EkatOntarchoido, Oi Peri ta toiautasopho-
teron t noountes,kai tautedokountesepiprosthenton pollon einai. (“Hekato-
narchoi arethosewho aresomehowwiser in thesethings andthereforeseemto be
abovemostpeople”).

15 For the history of the Athinganoi,seethe thoroughstudyby I. Rochow,“Die
HaresiederAthinganerim 8. und 9. Jahrhundertund die FrageihresFortlebens,”Stu-
dienzum8. und9. Jahrhundertin Byzanz,ed.H. KopsteinandF. Winkelrnann(Berlin,
1983), 163—78.For the lateridentificationof theAthinganoi andthegypsies,seeibid.
172ff, andI. RochowandK.-P Martchke,“NeueszudenZigeunernirn byzantinischen
ReichurndieWendenom 13. zurn14. JahrhundertJOB41(1991),241—54.
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what all thesesorcerers,diviners,andmagiciansare doing. The incriminated
actorsareidentifiablecharacters,someof themperhapsjust figuresandnames
of bygonetimes,othersprobablyrecognizablesubjectsin thereality of the
twelfth century.

The progressachievedby Balsamon’sspecific descriptionreveals itself

whenwecomparethelegaltextsof thefourth centuryon the sametopic. In a
seriesof laws (CTh9.16.4—6,a. 356/57),EmperorConstantiusII condemned
nearly all the interpretersand prophetsthat the ancientRomanworld had
known, without malaing any differentiation betweenreligious, scholarly,
andpopularforms of divination. Traditional haruspices,learnedastrologers,
simplecharlatans,augures,arioli, dreaminterpreters,andeverybody“practic-
ing anythingsimilar to any of theforegoing”16 becomemembersof oneand
the samelargegroupof criminals.Insteadof explainingwhatthesecriminals
are doing, Constantiusprefersto write in blood-curdlingprose,’7characteriz-
ing them,for example,as “outlaws of nature”(peregrininaturae,CTh 9.16.5)
and“enemiesof thehuman race” (humanigeneris inimici, CTh 9.16.6)who
haveto beextinguished.His lawsshowa suddendeepandhostilesuspicionof
all peoplewho establishcontactwith extraterrestrialforces,a distrustthat

seemsall the morea form of panicsince anyconcreteinformation on their
mischievousdeedsis lacking.Forexample,theharuspexwhom Constantius’
father, Constantinethe Great,formally, that is, by an imperial decree(CTh

16.10.1),hadorderedto interpretthe lightning that hadstruck the imperial
palace—thisprominentand formerly indispensablefigure is onegeneration
laterconvertedinto a dubioussoothsayeramongotherswhoseclientsbearthe
risk of the deathpenalty.This kind of radical redefinition is donewithout a
word of reasoning,illustration, or justification, but purely by authority and
punishment.

The legal attackon magiciansanddiviners in the fourth century thus

looks as clumsyas it is aggressive.This is not theplaceto examinethe roots
of thisattack,andonly a few observationsmustsufficehere.(1) It is notcanon

16 CTh9.16.6:“aut certe aliquid horumsimile exercens.”

17 Cf. CTh9.16.5:“Many personswho dareby meansof magicartsto disturbthe
elementsof naturedo not hesitateto ruin thelives of innocentpeople.Theyevendare
to tormentthem by summoningthe spirits of the dead,so thateveryonemay destroy
his enemiesby wicked arts.A deadlycurseshall annihilatesuchpersonssincetheyare
foreignto nature(peregrininaturae).”
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but secularlaw, that is, political power, that is first in time to condemnall
methodsof divination.’8 Thatthesemethodswereprimarily a political prob-
lem,notjust a problemfor thenewChristianreligion, canbeseenin thechro-

nology of the relevant legislation: the first attempt datesback to the very
heathenemperorDiocletian, who outlawedastrology10 and especially the

Manicheesbecauseof their maleficia evidentissima,their mostobvious sor-

ceryandmagic.70(2) Thepolitical authoritywas totally satisfiedwith the laws
of thefourth centurysweepingaway, without anydifferentiationor specifica-
tion, all kinds of competitiveandcomplexinterpretationsof reality andthe

future. After thefourthcentury,indeed,magicandthelike neveragainbecame
thetopic of newsecularlegislation,2’ apartfrom onesingleemendationby Leo

VI.22 (3) Onemight say, therefore,that theterritoryof handingthe supernatu-
ral, onceandby forceoccupiedby secularlegislation,wasleft for furtherculti-
vation to theexpertsin the supernatural,the theologiansandcanonists.They

took over thebusinessof shapingandof puttingin concreteterms the variety

18 The synodof Ankyra, a. 314, presentsthe first canon(24) concerningcertain

formsof divination,while beingfar from coveringall kindsof it. Only in the lastde-
cadesof the 4th century, in canon36 of the synodof Laodicea(ca. a. 380), is the
equivalenceof magicians,astrologers,andother diviners, alreadyexpressedin CTh
9.16.4—6,formulatedalsoin canonlaw. Basil, on theotherhand,doesnot evenisolate
divinersandthelike frommurderers,poisonbrewers,andothervery traditionalcrimi-
nals; cf. canons7, 8 (Rhalles-Potles,lV, 114. 5—15), 65, 72, and 83 (= canon24
Ankyra), seebelow,p. 109.

19 CTh9.18.2,a. 294.
20 Collatic Mosaicarumet Romanarumlegum, 15.3; chap. 5: “Et quia omnia,

quaepandit prudentiama(i.e., the proconsulAfricae) in relarione,religionis illorum
generamaleficiorumstatuisevidentissimorurnexquisitaet adinventacommenta”(ed.
E. Huschke,E. Seckel,andB. Kubler,IaarisprudentiaAnteiustiniana,II (repr,of the6th
ed.,Leipzig, 1988),325—94.

21 All Byzantinelaw books,of course,includenormsconcerningmagicandsor-
cery (cf. Ecloga, 17.42—44;Eisagoge/Epanagoge,40.16,23, 24, 83, 84; Procheiron,
39.13,20, 21, 77, 78; Basilica,60.39.23—30).But thesenormstransmitthe4th-century
constitutionswith only slightmodifications; seeTroianos,“Zauberei.”

27 Novel65, correctingthelaw of Constantinethe Great(CTh9.16.3),confirmed
by Justinian(C.9.18.4):Leo now prohibitsthe forms of “white magic” for the sakeof
healthandagoodharvest,whichhadformerlybeenapprovedexpressisverbis.For the
correspondinginterpolationof theold constitutionin theBasilica(60.39.25)seeM.Th.
Fogen,“Legislation undKodifikation desKaisersLeon VI,” SubsecivaGroningana:
Studiesin RomanandByzantineLaw, III (1989), 23ff (27f).
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of peoplealready,thoughin adisorderlymanner,persecutedby imperial laws.
Themeansto do sowasthroughcarefulanddetaileddescription.Canon61 of
Trullo, listing populardiviners by name,is the first attemptin this respect.

Balsamon’scommentaryon this canon,explaining accuratelytheir behavior
andtechniques,improvesthis attemptsignificantly.

II. TheTopic of MagicandReligion

Balsamoncompleteshisdescriptionof sorcererswho dare to invoke themar-
tyrs andtheholy Virgin by giving a quotationfrom JohnChrysostom.23In the
latefourth centuryChrysostomwarnedof contactwith amulets,charms,and
witchesandharshlyaccusedsemi-Christianizedpeople:24

You not only supplyyourselfwith amuletsbutevenwith incantations,
andyou let into yourhousedrunkenandfoolish old hags!Are you not
ashamedanddo you not blushto become—aftersucha [Christian]
philosophy25-—excitedby thesethings?You will commit the worst
formof fraudif you, thoughadvisednotto do suchthings,defendyour-
self by saying:“This womanwho is singingchannsis aChristianand
doesnotdo anythingelsebut invokeGod’snameExactlyfor this rea-
son1 hateherall themoreandturnawayfrom her,becausetheblasphe-
mously20misusesGod’s nameby claiming to be Christianandacting
like a heathen.Forthedemonsalsoinvokedthenameof God andwere
neverthelessdemons.

With this quotationBalsamongoesto the very heartof an everlasting
problem:how to distinguishbetweena heathencharmanda Christianhymn,
betweenpaganandChristianrites,betweenheathenmagic andChristianmir-
acle,betweenholy litaniesanddemoniacmurmuring,betweenthecrucifix and

23 BalsamonquotesChrysostom:logon eistous aindriantastautaretos,a
pseudo-titlefor theAd illuminandoscatecheses1, 2 (PG 49, colt. 223—40,CPG no.
4331)derivingfrom thefact that thesecatechesesarenormally transmittedin thecon-
text of the twenty-onehomilies “ad populumAntiochenumde statuis.” For the manu-
scripttradition,seeA. Wenger,JeanChiysostome,Huit catechesesbaptismales,SC 50
(Paris, 1957;2nded.,1970),24—26.

24 Thereareseveralvariantsbetweenthe text quotedby Balsamonasprintedin
Rhalles-Porles,II, 445 and Chrysostom’stext in PG49, col. 240. 1 follow Balsamoiis
text in Rhalles-Potles,correctingafew obviousmistakes.

25 Balsamon/Rhalles-Poties:philanthropian;Chrysosrom/PG:philosophian.
26 prosubrin: Chrysostom/PG;om.Balsarnon/Rhalles-Porles.
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similaramulets.The backgroundof theseeverydaydifficulties is far from be-
ing trivial. In earlyChristianity,peoplehadfirst to leamto makea distinction

betweenJesushimselfandanyordinaryor, evenworse,extraordinarymagician
like Apolloniosof TyanaorApuleius of Madaura.27Christianexperts(Origen,
Eusebios,Lactantius)andtheir paganadversaries(Celsus,Philostratos,Hiero-
kies)hadalreadyreachedtheutmostintellectualprofundity in discussingwho

was a magician,who a demon,who a theiosaver,who a god. To distinguish
the indistinguishablewas theenormouschallengeof thefirst Christiancentu-
ries.The fundamentalproblem,of course,continuedto recur in a less stark
form.That meansthat, from a certaintime onward,it was no longerdifficult
to recognizeChristas differentfrom otherpretendersto divine qualities. The

taskwas now to singleOut, from amassof ordinaryworshipers,their prayers,
invocations,rites,andbehaviors—evenin casesof obvioussimilarity—those
that were Christianandthosethat werenot, thosethatwerepracticedfor the
sakeof mankindandothersthat were dangerous.

ConstantinetheGreatshowshow difficult it musthavebeento recognize
that mostefforts to influencethesupernaturalare reprehensibleandpagan.He
decreedthat theknowledgeof magicartshasto be punishedby theseverest
laws.But “on theotherhand,no implication of crimeis tobeattachedto reme-
dies that aresoughtfor humanbodiesor to the rites that areinnocentlyem-

ployedin ruraldistrictsto provideagainstthefearof rainstormson themature

grapeharvestsor to preventtheir beingbatteredby hailstorms.”28Constantine
obviouslydid not care if theserites werecarried out by paganor Christian
formulas, invocations,andcharms.20Neitherwas he ableto understandthat,
accordingto Christianauthors,the only remedylegitimatelyto be soughtfor
humanbodieswas thehelpof theoneandonly God.30He abstainedfrom de-

ciding by law thatsimilarly innocentrites and identicalpracticeswereto be
consideredillegitimateor legitimateonly on thebasisof thecorrectreference
to the right god. His law was no help for those who thoughtit necessaryto

establishjust oneChristian rite andto sort out all others.And thoughmany

27 SeeM. Smith,JesustheMagician (London, 1978).
28 CTh9.16.3,a. 321—324 [317—319],May23rd, 318 Seeck.
29 He expressisverbispermittedthe rites of the haruspices,the inspectionof the

viscera,solongasit wasperformedin public (CTh9.16.1,2).
30 E.g.,Tatian, ProsEllenas 18.1,PG 6,col. 845A; Athanasiosof Alexandria,

Peri (peri)apton,PG26, col. 1320.
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emperorsafter Constantinecondemneddivinersandtheir colleagues,noneof
them waspreoccupiedby the questionof how to differentiate,for example,a
talentedpaganmagicianfrom aChristianmiracleworkerorpaganrituals from
Christiandevotionalacts.

Sincethesequestionswere notresolvedby thelaw of thefourth century,
Christianliterature laboredto makethesedifficult distinctions.Returningto
thetext underdiscussion—JohnChrysostomquotedby Balsamon—onecan
observetwo strategiesfor handlingthis problem.First, thepersonpretending

to beChristianandinvokingthenamesof themartyrsis a “drunken,crazyold
woman.” This label,as such,is apt to degradeandincriminatethe personin
question.Sinceveryearlytimes, thesuperstitiousold hag(notby coincidence
a female)standsas a symbolfor irrationality andlackof credibility.31 Thisold
denunciation,to befoundin paganas well as in earlyChristianliterature,32is
easily extendedto thedefamationof all (including male)foolish andsimple-
mindedpeople.

Balsamonmakessuchan extensionin his commentaryon canon83 of
Basil,33 saying thatonly witless,humble,plain people34entrustthemselvesin
caseof sicknessto magicandotherpagancures.More intelligentpersons,of
course,aresureto becuredby the invocationof the“namesof God the father,
Jesus,theVirgin, andthesaints” aswell as“throughthepowerof theholy and
vitalizing cross.” Onerecognizesin this argumentonceagainthe notorious

problem of why the method of looking for hiddenpoison that might have
causedthe sicknessis definitively pagan,while the invocationof Godandthe
martyrs is perfectlyChristian—aslong as it is not a “drunken old hag”who
invokesthesenames.Thepuzzle, onecanobserve,is solvednotby arguments
for moreor less rationality or moreor less actualsuccessof oneor theother
method, but by a social discrimination: Christians,who initially described

5-’ The extensionof the symbol of the drunkenold womanto characterizeany
kind (not only rnagicand sorcery)of nonsense,error, or unwelcomeknowledge(like
paganphilosophy,the beliefin the powerof rhetoric, Jewishrites,etc.) seemsto bea
specialityof JohnChrysostorn;cf. PG55, col. 665.71; 57, col. 88.16;57, coin. 353.38;
60, col. 234.18;61, col. 380.39;61, col. 434.42.

32 I am very grateful to M. W Dickie who generouslylet me readthe first draft
of a paperon the (drunken)old womanwith abundantreferences;seealsonote32 of
his articlein this volume.

33 Rhalles-Porles,lV, 250—52.
34 tines‘ton aplousteronkai asunetoteron.
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themselvesasaploskai alothoskai idotikos,35-useexactlythesecategories

to labeland identify pagans.Anyonewho still is notconvincedthat only the
holy crossis ableto cure sicknessmustbelongto theaplousteroi.And,con-
versely,only the simplemindedtend to leave the Christianpath to salvation.
The way out of the dilemmaof how to distinguishpaganandChristianrites
wasindicatedalreadyby Chrysostomandhiscontemporarieswith thesymbol
of the old, irrational woman; Balsamonfollows this road, stressingthat pa-
ganismhasbecomeaquestionof socialandintellectualstatus.

The secondstrategyby which Balsamondealswith the problemof pagan
ritesunderthepretextoron behalfof God is mucheasier.Confrontedwith the
questionof how to recognizethatapersonclaimingto beChristianis neverthe-
less a pagansorcerer,hejust avoids gettinginvolved anew in the basic di-
lemma.Thesimpletechniqueis thequotationof anold authority, theonly one
in this commentary.Chrysostomstandsfor tradition, and traditionavoids the
necessityof arguingfrom thebeginning.Balsamoncan rely on a firm social

convictionthat the casein questionmustbe paganmagicjustbecauseit was
identifiedas suchalreadyby an earlychurch father.Thetimeswhenonewas
not sosureaboutthis are a thousandyearsago.In short,Balsamonprofits in
this paragraphmainly from traditionandauthority, which relieveshim from
fundamentaldiscussionsandallowshim to continuealongwell-triedpaths.

III. ConscienceandGuilt

Thelastparagraphof Balsamon’scommentaryon Trullo 61 dealswith the ade-
quatepunishmentof the magiciansand their clients. The latter usuallyare
condemnedto six yearsof penance;priestshaveto bedeposed.A distinction
mustbemadebetweenthosewho showrepentanceandthosewho do not. The
formermay receiveevenlessthan six yearsof excommunicationaccordingto

thediscretion of the bishop. Balsamonthus presentsa scaleof punishment

graduatedaccordingto theguilt andconscienceof theculprits.30
When we look backto the fourthcenturywe do not find anydifferentia-

35 Irenaios,Adversushaereses,pr. 3.

36 Balsamonpresentsa similar reasoningin his commentaryon Basil’s canon83,

Rhalles-Porles,IV, 251,rejectingtheopinionthataccordingto Basil’s canon65 and72
everyclient of pagansorcerershasto betreatedas amurderer; seealto Balsamon’s
comrnentaryon Basil’s canon72, Rhalles-Porles,IV, 232—33,whereheinsiststhatone
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tion of punishmentin thesecularlawson magicanddivination.ConstantiusII

threatensall divinersandtheirclientswith thedeathpenaltyin its variouscruel

forms,37no matterwhatresultthey actuallycausedor whatthey hadin mind
toperform.Also sentencedto deathin alaw of theyear37038 aretheteachers
and studentsof astrology,no matterwhetherthey juststudiedbooksin private
or actedin public. And, in 392,39 those who curiously discoversecretthings
by inspectingthevisceraof sacrificialanimalsarecomparedwith peoplewho
commithightreason.40Thefirst secularlaw to establishdegreesof punishment
in thefield of soothsayingbelongsto thefifth century.HonoriusandTheodos-
ius, in the year 409 (CTh9.16.12),decreethat astrologerscanavoid deporta-

tion if they are willing “to bumthe booksof their errorundertheeyesof the
bishops.”It is no coincidencethat public renunciationoccursfor the first time
in this law togetherwith thefirst mentionof thecompetenceof thebishops.

The laws of the fourth century, on the contrary,seemto be in perfect
harmonywith the opinionof thecontemporaryBasil. Accordingto his canon
8,4’ femalesorcererswho causedthedeathof someoneby love poisonsmust

be treatedlike murderersevenif they did so unwillingly, becausesorceryand
magicarts areforbiddenas such.Treatedas murderersare also thosewho
makeknown thearts of sorcery anddrugs(canon6542) as well as the clients

of diviners andthelike (canon7243).
Thatmeansthat bothBasil andConstantiusmakeuseof theoldcategories

of penal law: the new crimes they invented—divination,astrology, and
magic—areseenasordinarymurder.On the otherhand,they spoil thetradi-
tional principlesof penallaw accordingto which oneneedsatleastadeador
nearlydeadvictim in orderto speakof murder.

Theobvious incapacityto categorizemagiciansanddiviners in ajuridi-

has“to makeadistinction”between[real]sorcererswhoinvokethedemonsand[rather
harmless]old womenwhobetraysimplemindedpeopleby their spells.

37 CTh 9.16.4—6.
38 ValentinanandValens,CTh9.16.8.
39 CTh 16.10.12.1.
40 “Evenif theydidnotinquire anythingagainstor in favorofthe emperors.”This

law confirmswhat had beenthe legal practicefor a long time: to treatsorcery and
soothsaying,atleastassoonaspolitics are touchedon, ashigh treason.

41 Rhalles-Porles,lV, 112—14 (114.5—15).
42 Ibid., 221.
43 Ibid., 232.
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cally properway, and the inability to recognizethemas somehowdifferent
from primitive killers, did not last long. Already Gregoryof Nyssa,Basil’s
brother, makesthe argumentthatmarkedthe break:thoseChristians,he says
in canon3,44who makeuseof magicanddemoniacsorceryhaveto be exam-

inedif they did so deliberatelyor understressandfear. Furthermore,onehas
to askif they rejectedtheright faith to reunitethemselveswith thedemons—
in this casethey haveto betreatedasapostates—orif they wereledastrayby
their faint-heartedness(mikroosuchia)—inthis casetheywill receivethesame
philanthropic cure grantedformerly to the so-called lapsi who deniedthe
Christianfaith undertorture.

Gregoryalreadygraspedwhatsecularlegislationhadnotunderstoodand
neverpaid attentionto in the future: that dubiouscontactswith demonsand
otherextraterrestrialforcesare less,or not at all, relatedto traditionalcrimes
like murderor hightreason,but arejust forms of heresyandapostasy.Since
this decisivepoint,magic,sorcery,anddivinationbelonged,to thesameextent
asall deviationin faith, tothe discourseof theologyandthepracticeof canon

law.
Canon61 of Trullo continuedtheideaby making a distinctionbetween

thosewho show repentanceandthosewho do not. And Balsamon,of course,
knows how to usethe categoriesof mortal, serious,andpardonablesin with
thegreatestof ease.

Summarizingtheresults of comparingearlysecularlaw on magicand
divinationwith thesubsequentcanonicaltreatmentof thesametopic up to the

timeof Balsamon,onemight stressthreetrends.(1) Whereasthecharacterand
works of theculprits remainvagueandundifferentiatedin the fourth century,
they laterreceivea moreandmore detaileddescription.(2) Whereasfourth-

centurylegislationwas not concernedwith a neatdistinction of paganand

Christianpracticesandrites,this separationwaslaterprovidedby asocialand

mentaldiscriminationof thepaganforms.(3) Whereasfor theemperorsof the
fourth century(andstill for Basil), magicians,diviners, andtheirclients were
nothing other than murderers,canonlaw categorizedand treatedthem ac-
cordingtotheir conscienceandguilt in respectnotto murderbut to heresyand
apostasy.In short, the achievementin all threeaspectswas a more concrete

44 Ibid., 306—7.
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descriptionwhichallowedtherecognitionof thewrongdoersandwrongbeliev-
ersandtheirdisciplining accordingto the degreeof devianceandguilt.

IV. ThePerceptionsof Realityin theFourthandtheFourteenthCenturies

That this achievement,dueto canonlaw andits elaboration,was not a mere
processof increasingsophistication,but aprogressableto changethepercep-
tion of reality, I would like to illustrateby comparingbriefly two reportsof
this reality: AmmianusMarcellinusdescribingas a contemporarywitnessthe
treatmentof magiciansanddiviners in thesecondhalf of the fourth century,
andsomelatefourteenth-centurydocumentsof thepatriarchalcourtconcern-
ing sorcerersandmagicians.

1. Ammianus45observedanddescribeda flood of repressionsandperse-
cutions of all sortsof divinersundertheemperorsConstantiusII, Valentinian,
andValens.46Most trials againstmagicians,prophets,interpretersof the future,
and the like endedwith the deathsentence.“Some werepunishedwithout
breathing-spaceor delay,while inquiry wasbeingmadewhethertheydeserved
punishment;everywherethescenewas like a slaughteringof cattle” (29.1.40).
Accusedof prohibitedmagicanddivinationand,moreoftenimplicitly, of high
treason,wereall sortsof people:a humbleold womanmurmuringversesto
cure thefever(29.2.26),ayoung man spellingthevowelsin a certainmanner
thinking it a helpful remedyfor stomachtrouble (29.2.28).Educatedmenpre-
ventively burnedall booksof their librariesso as not to besentencedfor the
knowledgeof magicarts (29.1.41;29.2.4).Somepeopleevendeniedhaving
sleptbecausetellingandinterpretingdreamshadbecomeextremelydangerous
(15.3.6).Slanderedandpersecutedwas alsoa groupof scholars,includingthe
famousphilosopherMaximus, who had consultedthe oracle(29.1.42). The
only guaranteeof survivalwas apparentlytobeignorant,dreamiest,andilliter-
ate. And evenin this caseonewas notsafe from denunciation,becauseimpe-
rial agents“in pantinghasteandteemingwith deadlyfury” (19.12.7)wereall
too readyto chasesuspiciouspersons,to slanderhonestmen,and to spread

45 1 quotefrom the Loebeditionwith the translationby J. C. Rolfe,3 volt. (1972—

86).Theextensiveliteratureon Ammianus’ reportsofthesetrials is discussedin FOgen,
Die Enteignung,chap. lV.5.

46 RomanHistoiy, 19.12.1—17;26 passim;28.1; 29.1—2.
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any kind of lies. If they did not find any suitablevictim, they evendaredto

smuggle“old-wives’ incantationsor unbecominglove-potions” into private
houses“for the ruin of innocentpeople”(29.2.3).

Ammianusis horrified by this “theatreof tortureanddeath” (19.12.8),
andhetellsus why: notbecausehethinksthat theemperorsare notpermitted
to protectthemselvesfrom magicalattacksby the severestlaws andpunish-
ment (19.12.17),butbecausetheseemperorsareunableandunwilling to dif-
ferentiatebetweentrue andfalse, right andwrong, high andlow. Theyacted,
he says,“sine differentia veri vel falsi,” “without distinguishingtruth from
falsehood”(31.14.6).Consequently“a new andunbridledmadnesswas min-
gling the highestwith the lowest” (28.1.15).Ammianus,in short,blamesthe
emperorsfor havinglost all standardsandall criteriaof distinguishingtheevil
andthegood,thehannlessandthedangerous,scientistsandcharlatans,philos-

ophersandswindlers,“noble andobscure”(19.12.7).
The disasterpicturedby Ammianusreflectsperfectly theconsequences

of thefourth-centurylegislation.As we saw in the beginning,this legislation
refrainedfrom describingandclassifyingthenewtypeof criminals.Thelaws
suppliedneitherthefeaturesto recognizethe“real” offenders,northejuridical
toolstohandlethemin a professionalway. Thecreationof adiffuse,indetermi-
natecriminal characterproduceda chaotic,disorientedsituation.

2. Let usthentakea lookatthe actsandtrials againstsorcerersandmagi-
ciansbeforethe court of the patriarchin the fourteenthcentury.47The main

documentswerecarefully analyzedby CarolinaCupanein 1 980;48rereading
thesourcesin comparisonwith thoseof the fourth century, 1 havejust a few

observationsto add.

The first impressionone gets is that the situation did not significantly
changein the courseof a millennium. This is certainlytrue for thewide dis-

seminationof popularmagicalpracticesalsoin thefourteenthcenturyaswell
as for theunbrokenaversionof powerful “officials” againstthesetechniques.
Similar to Ammianus’reportsalsoseemto bethemethodsof tracingandchat-

47 E Miklosich andJ. Muller, ActaetDiplomataGraecaMediiAevi, I (hereafter
MM I) (repr.Aalem, 1968).

48 “La magiaa Bisanzio mel secoloXIV: Azione e reazione JOB 29 (1980),
237—62.For ashortsurveyseeH. Hunger,“DasPatriarcharsregisrervonKonstantinopel
alt SpiegelbyzantinischerVerhaltnisseim 14. Jahrhundert AnzWien115 (1978), 7
(repr.inEpidosis[Munich, 1989,Abh. X], 132f).
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ing magiciansandsorcerers.Whereasin Ammianusa bloodthirsty crowdof
stateagentsswarmsout, thepatriarchin the fourteenthcenturyformally gave
orders49to theclergy to searchfor magicians“in any quarterof Constanti-
nople” and to handthem over to his jurisdiction. Evenmore, he encouraged
everyChristianto participatein this raid, and,lastbut nor least,he askedthe
civil authoritiesfor support.30Investigation,inquisition,anddenunciation31are,
asin Ammianus,themain toolsto capturehiddensorcerers.

Apart from this notablecontinuityin dealingwith magiciansandsorcer-
ers, thesituation,of course,haschangedfundamentally.Themostremarkable
noveltiescomparedto earlytimesarethefollowing.

(1) Insteadof a secularjurisdiction, which, blind with rage,persecutes
whomsoeverit cangrasp,weseethepatriarchwith his bureaucracyactingin
a well-establishedprocedure.Imperial jurisdiction is hardly involved, and
whenit is, it actsas a supplementalpower.52Normally the patriarchalcourt
has entirely autonomouscompetenceto dealwith sorcerersand magicians.
This seemsto betheconsequencenot only of the insufficient organizationof
thesecularjurisdictionin the fourteenthcentury,butjust as much of thetheo-
retical andscholarlyappropriationof the topic by thecanonistssince,aswe
haveseenabove,at leastthetimeof theCouncilin Trullo.

(2) Accordinglywefind aspunishmentusuallytheepitimia,53well-scaled
penitential exercisesfor the expiation of sins, or depositionin the case of
priests,54or admittanceto a monastery.55The main articulatedgoal is thera-

40 MM I, 184—87,no. 85.

50 MM I, 188—90,no. 86.
3’ Strikingly oftenthepersonsaccusedhadbeendenouncedeitherby theirclients

(cf. the caseof the priestJakobos,MM I, 549.15ff,no. 292)or by their colleagues(cf.
the “chain” of denunciationsin MM I, no. 292).

52 In MM I, 180—81,no. 79, onemay supposethat the mentionedpreviouspun-
ishmentof Tzerentzeswasatthehandsofthe statecourt;cf. Cupane,“La magia,240;
in MM I, 181—82,no. 80, thesameTzerentzeshadbeenimprisoned,obviouslyby state
officials, becauseheis releasedfrom prison by imperialdecree.In MM I, no. 86, the
stateofficials are,asalreadymentioned,formally askedby thepatriarchfor support.

53 MM I, no. 79, 80; MM I, no. 134;probably(partof the text is lost); also MM
I, no. 153; MM I, 543.16—18,no. 292.

54 MM I, no. 292:546.9ff, 548.5ff,550.15ff
55 MM I, no. 134; cf. alto no. 137: the magicianAmarantina,alreadyadmittedto

anunnery,receives100hyperpyrafromtheemperor[!] for anadelphaton,tojustify and
supportherstay in the nunnery.MM I, 546.13ff,no. 292:DemetriosChlorosmuststay
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• peia: curing, not hurting.56The harshersecularpunishment,that is, banish-
ment, is only mentionedafew times.57

(3) While magiciansanddivinersin thefourth century,accordingto Am-
mianus,had regularly beenaccusedof crimenlaesaemaiestatis,in the four-
teenthcenturythe only chargeagainstthem is deviation from faith. We have
seenthat this hadbeenthe opinion of churchfathersas earlyas Gregoryof
Nyssa.But whilehe,aswell astheCouncilin Trullo, putmagicanddivination
closeto paganismor at leastapostasy,58thedoctunentsof thefourteenthcen-
tury arelessrigid. Theculpritsnow alwaysremainin aChristiancontext; they
neverdeny the truefaith, neverdefinitely go overto the demons;they just--
as Christians—donotbehaveasChristiansshoulddo.50Consequentlythepa-
triarchsometimestakestheopportunityof acaseof magicto delivera veritable
sermontelling theChristiancommunitythathe is watchingthe devil who, in
the shapeof magicians, tries to lead credulousand miserableChristians
astray.60Magic and relatedtechniqueshavebecomean infringementof reli-
giousdisciplineanda dangerfor thesalvationof Christiansouls—whichno
longerhas anything to do with high treason,murder, paganism,or serious
heresy.6’

in the monasterywithout receiving visitors or teachingchildren; healso hasto hand
overall his paganbooks.

56 Tzerentzesis even“asking” for a cure:kai apotherapeuthenaiautoupa tou
sphalmatosdeethenta(MM I, 180.18—19,no. 79).

57 Thedocumentsofasystematical“inquisition” (MM I, no. 85, 86)aimatdepor-
tationof magiciansat leastfrom thecapital. In MM I, 546.22—30,no. 292,someof the
defendantsarebanished.

58 Gregoryin canon 3 speaksof “fraternity with the demons, rejectionof the
right faith and“apostasy”;canon61 of Trullo mentions“pagancustoms.”

50 This aspectis rightly stressedby Cupane,“La magia 261f,who remarkspre-
cisely that thereis no contradictionbetweensuperstiticandreligio to befoundin the
acts,andthatnoneof the accusedpersonshadit in mind to revoltagainstthechurch.

60 MM I, 301—6, 302.32—35,no. 134, adocumententitleddidaskalia;thesame
wordsareusedin MM I, 542.15—19, no. 292.Cf. also the introductionsto MM I, no.
85 (and86), where the patriarchemphasizeshis responsibility for the morality and
salvationof his Christianflock.

61 Typical for this regressionfrom heresyto popularsorceryis the history of the
Athinganoi who, oncea dangeroussect,degeneratedinto charlatansleadingthe life
of vagabonds;cf. Rochow, “Die Haresie,”andRochowandMartchke,“Neueszu den
Zigeunern.”
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(4) Apart from onesinglecase,62the “normal” defendantisjust as ordi-
nary as his ordinarytechniques.The documentsdo not describetheir victims

asrevolutionaryheroes,leamedexperts,charismaticandambitiousmen.What
is shownto usis moreor less simplemindedandpoorpeoplewho betraytheir
evenmoresimplemindedclients. To protectthehaploustercifrom theunfruit-
ful andatthesametimeblasphemousmachinationsof sorcerersandmagicians
is the currentmotive of thepatriarchalacts.Magic, in the eyesof theofficial
clergy of the fourteenthcentury, is the businessof the middle or ratherthe

lowerclasses.63
In conclusion,onecan say that as soonas the canoniststook over the

problemof magic, sorcery, anddivination, this problembecamemore and
more“domesticated.”Fromthefourth to the fourteenthcenturythe initial ex-
citementandchaos,which the secularpowerfirst provokedandthen did not
getundercontrol,graduallygavewayto aprofessionalhandlingwhich ended
in a matterof routine.Canonlaw andits experts,stepby step,by description
anddistinctions,transformeda homemadepolitical confusioninto thenormal-
ity of religious discipline. Formagicians,their clients, andtheir judges,the
world therebybecamemorecalculable,lesscomplex,andeasierto understand.

Max Planck-Institutfur EuropaitcheRechtsgeschichte

62 In the document,MM I, 54 1—50, no. 292, we indeedfind asocially higher

ambience:DemerriosChloros waswell educatedin the ellenikesophia,hada huge
library at his disposal,hadhad a goodcareerasprotonotarios,but wasnevertheless
sentencedfor practicingmagic.Siropouloswasadoctor(MM I, 543.20),andthe“best
doctors”hadto beheardby thesynodasmedicalexpertsto testify thatChloros’ library
wasfull of demoniacliterature(MM I, 544.23ff).

63 Cf. Cupane,“La magia 259—61,stressingthis point.
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A Contributionto the Studyof
PalaeologanMagic

RICHARD P. H. GREENHELD

Oneof the moststriking andencouragingthingsaboutthe studyof magic in
thePalaeologanperiod, ascomparedto someof theearlierphasesof Byzantine
history, is the factthat thereseemsto be,relatively speaking,anabundanceof
richeshere.The greatadvantageof this is that it enablesus to gain, in some
measureatleast,anoverview of thegreatrangeandvarietythatclearlyexisted
in the Byzantinemagicalspectrum.Wearenotconfinedto isolatedandindis-

tinct piecesof evidencewhich, althoughfascinatingand revealingin them-
selves,areoftenincapableof doingmorethanprovidingthebasisfor scholarly
speculation.Such fragmentsmay,of course,beusefully relatedto eachother
overtimeandspace,but they lack, ingeneral,anythinglike acoherentor inclu-
sive frameworkwithin which theymay beplacedandunderstood.This is not
the casewith the Palaeologanmaterialwhich,althoughfar from complete,is
neverthelesssufficiently abundantto allow moregeneralpatternsto be ob-
servedin this particularhistorical context. It may thereforealso be useful in
helpingus to see,if onlyby analogy,theearlier, morefragmentarymaterialin
a wider setting.Theconsequentdisadvantageof suchwealth,however,is that
the constraintsof space,in a paper suchas this,meanthat depth mustinevi-
tably be sacrificedfor breadthandthat theresult cannotbea complete,thor-
ough, or evendetailedsurveyof all theavailablematerial.Nor is thereroom
to venture,exceptin passing,into thevital andrevealingareaof the interpreta-

tion andanalysisof this material; the considerationof what it tellsus about
lateByzantinepeople,abouttheirreligiousbeliefsinparticularandabouttheir
outlook andsociety in general,mustawait subsequentstudy. I am thus in-
tendingto do no moreherethan simply providean outlineof theresources,an

117



118 RichardP. H. Greenfield

overviewof thecontent;this paperis, in otherwords,yet anothercontribution
to a subjectwherecontributionsseemto be thenormbut wherestudieswith

the depthandapplicationit deserveshavenot yet materialized.’At leastwith
the Palaeologanevidencewe canassembleenoughwood andstonesto form
the basisfor a substantialmagicalmeal,butby themselvestheseingredients
are perhapsratherunappetizingand indigestible;andunfortunatelythe con-
jurer, who is requiredto transformthem into a succulent,well-seasoned,and
sophisticatedfeast,is still somewhereon his way to thepalace.

First of all, some considerationmustbe given to terminologyandap-
proach.Clearly this is not theplace in which to enterin any depthinto the
sometimestortuousdebatessurroundingseveralof the mostimportantwords
which are to be used;I want simply to makeclear thesensein which I am
understandingandusingthem.Themostimportantof theseterms is definitely
“magic” itself, In the contextof lateByzantinethought(andthis is certainly

not to imply that the sameis necessarilytrue anywhereelse),magic is being
takenas a particularform of religious beliefandactivity which did not con-
form to thedoctrinally defined,dominantorthodoxChristianity;it was,essen-
tially, associatedwith thedemonsandlorwith thenotionof automaticcontrol
of desiredoutcomeor response.2Forthe doctrinalists,magicwas nothingbut
adelusioninducedby evil spiritualpowers;it was alsonecessarilyfalsefor, to

1 Among themoreimportantof suchcontributionsfor thePalaeologanperiodin

particularare:C. Bruel, “Superstitionet magiedansla menta1itereligieusebyzantine
souslesPaleo1ogues,”MemoiredelaMaitrised’Histoire (Toulouse,1970);F. Cumont,
“DemetriosChlorosetla traditiondesCoiranides,”BAntFr (1919), 175—81; C. Cupane,
“La magiaa Bisanzionel secoloXIV: Azione e reazione,”JOB29 (1980), 237—62;
A. Delatte, La catoptromanciegrecqueet sesderives, Bibliothequede la Facultede
Philosophieet Lettresdel’UniversitedeLiege48 (Liege-Paris,1932);A. Delatteand
Ch.Josserand,“Contribution a l’etudedelademonologiebyzantine,”MelangesBidez,
Annuairede 1’Institut de Philologie et d’Histoire Orientales2 (1934), 207—32; R.
Greenfleld,TraditionsofBeliefin LateByzantineDemonology(Amsterdam,1988);Th.
Hopfner,“Mittel- undneugriechischeLekano-,Lychno-, Katoptro-und Onychoman-
tien,” in StudiesPresentedto F Li. Griffith, EgyptExplorationSociety (London,1932),
218—32;D. Pingree,“The Astrological School of John Abramios DOP 25 (1971),
191—215. In generalseealsoPh.Koukoules,buzantinonbios kai politismosCollec-
tion de1’Institut Franaisd’Athenes11, 1.2 (Athens, 1948).

2 Thequestionof thedefinition of “magic” andits relationto “religion” is given
averyclearandhelpfultreatmentby D. E. Aune,“Magic in EarlyChristianity,”ANRW
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assume that an individual spirit or person possessed power to act in or by itself,
as magic did in its notion of automatic control, was to challenge or deny the
unique position of God as the ultimate and sole originator and controller of
everything that happened and was done in the world. On the other hand, appar-
ently for the great majority who were uninterested in or incapable of under-
standing the doctrinalists’ approach, magic was an imposed category in the
overall unbroken spectrum of Byzantine religious behavior which ran from
extremes of supplication to manipulation and coercion. It is clear that most
people believed, or at least saw nothing particularly wrong with believing, that
spiritual powers, good and bad, and perhaps even human beings, had real
power to act independently of divine control. Here magic was simply an alter-
native way, sometimes perceived as being more effective, sometimes as less
effective, of getting things to happen by religious means; the forces used in
magic were essentially irrelevant, as were moral valuations of its outcomes.

Within the overall range of late Byzantine magical practice and belief,
“sorcery” is singled out and is intended to be distinguished from “witchcraft”
in the sense that it operates through learned beliefs and rituals rather than
through the innate, occult powers associated with the latter; it is belief and
practice that is taught by word of mouth or transmitted by means of books and
papers.3 While ideas of witchcraft may perhaps have been more prevalent at
lower levels of the late Byzantine religious spectrum, they seem to have been
almost entirely absent from the higher levels except, perhaps, for the all-
pervasive belief in the power of the evil eye; on the other hand, sorcery seems
to have been the type of magical activity that was normally associated (both in
fact and in popular opinion) with literate and educated people, and as such
occupies a dominant role in the evidence that has survived from this period.

11.23.2 (Berlin-New York, 1980), 1510-16. Since he is primarily concerned with the
Graeco-Roman and early Christian context, Aune’s commentary and definition, to
which my own working formula is clearly closely related, is particularly relevant for
Byzantinists.

3 A summary of the distinction is provided by M. Marwick, Witchcraft and Sor-
cery (Harmondsworth, 1970), 11-13. For a discussion of the evidence for the Palaeolo-
gan period, see Greenfield, Demonology, 249-51. A similar distinction is pursued by
D. de F. Abrahamse, “Magic and Sorcery in the Hagiography of the Middle Byzantine
Period,” ByzF 7 (1982), 3-17; but not consistently by C. S. Galatariotou, “Holy Women
and Witches: Aspects of Byzantine Conceptions of Gender,” Byzantine and Modern
Greek Studies 9 (1984-85), 62-65.
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It shouldperhapsbe pointed out that the English terminologyoutlined
here doesnot reflect the useof particularGreekwords in the Palaeologan
sources.TherearethusnoGreektermsthatcorrespondpreciselyto thedistinc-
tionthat hasbeendrawnbetweensorceryandwitchcraft,while quite anumber
of Greekwords are employedto indicatethe generalactivity which may be
includedin my useof the singleEnglishword “magic.” The commonestof

theseare mageia andgoeteia,which, in most instances,areusedsimply as
synonyms,althoughit is clearthat theycouldalsobedistinguishedfrom each
otherin certaincircumstances,basicallyby referenceto the typesof demonic
powerstheactivity was believedto involve.4Words like mageia andgoeteia,
however,clearlyhadpejorativeconnotationsandthusappeartohavebeenused
principally by thedoctrinalists,whilebeingavoidedby peoplewho werethem-
selvesinvolved in thepracticeof magic.Suchpractitioners,andprobablymost
ordinarypeopletoo, tendedsimplyto usethespecifictermsandphrasesappro-
priate to particular “magical” activities, such as making an amulet (phu-
lakterion, charti(on)),performingaconjuration (orkismos),or canyingout

4 Amongtheotherwordsquitecommonlyfoundaremagganeia,pharmakeia,and
moanteia,aswell asreferenceto the useof epodaiandthepracticesof the epiklesis
(daimon) or the eperotesis (pneumaton);the adjectiveusually usedto describe
somethingas“magical” is magikos.Clearevidencethat thedoctrmnalistsdidnot distin-
guishbetweenthetermsgoeteiaand mageiamay be found,for example,in thedocu-
mentsof thepatriarchalcourt (seebelow, note 18); therethe two wordsareoftenused
togetherasastandardphraseto referto “magical” practicesin general,while theyrarely
appearindependentiy;comparealso,e.g., the passagescitedbelow (note 9) from Jo-
sephBryennios.NikephorosGregoras,in his commentaryon the deInsomniisof Synes-
ios ofCyrene(for full referencetothis work, seebelow,note15), refersto adistinction
that may apparentlybedrawnamongthe termsgoeteia,mageia,andpharmakeia:the
first involvesthe useof materialanduncleandemonswho do evil things;the second
employs“middle” demons,both materialandimmaterial;while thethird achievesits
effectssimply by usingvarioussubstancesthatareeatenor drunk(cols.542—43).Else-
wherein the samework (col. 605),Gregorasfollows this distinction whendiscussing
the ideathat somedemonshavean irrational souland a sortof materiality,maintaining
that it is thesethataresubjectto goeteia.Thealternativeredactionof thedeDaemoni-
bus (seebelow, note 20), 128—29, and the other work attributedto Pselloswhich is
largely dependenton it, Graecorumopinionesde daemonibus(seebelow, note 21),
100—102, containarathersimilardistinction,maintainingthatgoeteiaconcernsmate-
rial andearthlydemons,while mageiahasinsteadto do with theknowledgeandem-
ployment of the wholerangeof natural sympathiesand antipathiesthat run through
thecosmos.
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a lekanomancy(lekanomaneia);elsewhere,whenreferringto theirpractices
in general,they would usemuch vaguer terms such as the plain, neutral
phrases,the“art” (e techne)or the“practice” (e pragmateia).5In otherwords,

as onewould expectif my understandingof lateByzantinemagicas outlined

aboveis correct,“magic” wasnot a particularly well-definedcategoryin the

languageof theperiodin general,andwasreally only distinguishedfrom other

relatedactivities in thespeechof thedoctrinalists.

Fromwhathasbeensaid above,it will alsobe clearthatthis paperdeals

with the subjectof Palaeologanmagicin the conceptualcontextof a contin-
uumof religiousbelief, experience,andpracticewhichis seenasshadingfrom
highto low levels.Inevitably hereoneis venturing into theminefield of great
and little traditions, of orthodox and popularreligion; basically the terms
“standardorthodox”and“altemative’ traditionsof beliefandpracticewill be
used,and they will be understoodas beingrelatedto a continuumlying be-

tweenthe polesof, on the onehand,learnedor doctrinaland, on the other,
local orpracticalreligion.6It mayalsobeusefulto relatethesetermsto central
andperipheralmodels,andto regardthewholeethosofthepaperasanattempt
to lay somefoundationsupon which it may ultimately bepossibleto develop
a betterunderstandingof thegenerallateByzantinereligious mentalite.7

The Palaeologanperiodsharesmany of the initial problemsthat haveto
befacedin any medievalcontextconcerningtheavailability andnatureof the
sourcematerialfor the studyof magic.Thetraditionsare,in their nature,frag-

5 TheMagic Treatise(seebelow) thus veryrarely refersto goeteia,andthen
only when speakingof preventing or destroyingit ratherthan actually performingit
(e.g.,A. Delatte,AnecdotaAtheniensia,I, BibliothequedelaFacultedePhilosophieet
Lettresdel’UniversitedeLiege36 [Liege-Paris,1927],398, 401); thecataloguesthis
work provideshereof magical practicesproperto the daysof theweekandthe sigus
of thezodiac(ibid., 397—99,401—3)illustrateclearly thecharacteristicmixtureofpreci-
sion andvaguenessin the languageusedin the textbooksof the practitionersthem-
selves,andthealmostcompleteavoidanceof pejorativetermslike mageia.

6 Onthe problemssee,e.g.,E. Badone,ReligiousOrthodoxyandPopularFaith
in EuropeanSociety(Princeton,1990);on distinctionswithin the religious spectrum
andways of describingthese(in the perhapsnot dissimilarmodernGreekcontext),
seeC. Stewart,DemonsandtheDevil: Moral Imagination in ModernGreekCulture
(Princeton,1991), 11—12.

7 On the formerseeB. Ankarloo andG. Henningsen,Early ModernEuropean
Witchcraft:CentresandPeripheries(Oxford, 1990),3, 8, 10; on thelatter in the context
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mentary,and,preciselybecausetheydid not form apartof thedominant,stan-

dardorthodox tradition of Byzantineculture, they lack coherenceandconsis-
tency. Since magic ran counter to the approvedbeliefs and practicesof

Byzantinesociety,many referencesto it in the usual survivingliterature are

madeby writerswho wereconcernedonly to dismiss,ridicule, refute,orwam
againstit. In manycasesthesetraditions undoubtedlyrepresentpopular, as

opposedto leamed,beliefsandpracticesandthuswereheldby peoplewho,
simply becauseof their illiteracy, were unableto recordthem for themselves
evenhadthey the desireto do so. Thereis, on the otherhand,everyreasonto
supposethat, in this periodas in the othersof Byzantinehistory, magicwas
certainlynot confinedto lower levels of society(whetherdefinedin intellec-
tual,cultural, or socioeconomicterms);however,it remainsa factthatpeople

at thehigherlevels who tookmagicseriouslyor who actuallywantedto prac-
ticeit themselves,peoplewhowould havebeenableto recordit if theywished,
hadcompellingreasonsfor not doing so, sinceit wasgenerallyconsidered

illegal andassociationwith it couldbring ruinous,if not actuallyfatal, conse-
quences.Finally, evenwhenthesetraditionswererecordedin detail, this same
fact madethe survival of suchrecordsunlikely for any periodof time both
becauseof the sort of placesworks of this type had to be keptandbecause
theywere liable to be destroyedif discovered.In this areathe alreadyhazard-
ousprocessesof manuscriptsurvivalbecomedramaticallyworse,sothateven
whenwedo havecopiesof actualsorcerytextbooks,aswould appearto bethe
casefor this period, thereis very little opportunityto getany realisticideaof
theextentor depthof traditiontheserepresent,for theyareconfinedto isolated
and individual copies,renderingstudiesof textual transmissionandintegrity
almostimpossible.

At thebottomof the scaleof materialto beconsideredare theusualpass-

ing referencesto magicthat occurin the literatureof thePalaeologanperiod,
as of all others.Thesereferencesappearin generalcontextswhichfor themost
parthavenothing, or very little, to do with thespecific subjectas it is of con-
cern here,but they are,nevertheless,vital sourcesof information in anumber
of ways. Obviouslythey oftenset outquite clearly the attitudestowardmagic
that were regardedas correctby standardorthodoxy. Given the contextsin
whichtheyappear,theymayalso,however,beusefulin showingwaysin which

of medievalhistory, seeparticularlyJ. LeGoff, “Les mentalites:Unehistoireambigue,
inJ. Le Goff andP.Nora,eds.,Faire del’histoire, III (Paris,1974),76—94.
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thebordersbetweenthedominantChristianity andtraditionsof beliefthatcan
havebeentruly acceptableonly ata lower, alternativelevel wereoftenblurred
orpracticallynon-existent,evenin themindsof educatedpeopleat thetime. In
otherwords,theymayprovidegoodevidenceforpreciselythesortof “magical

gg””Christianized magic” that is dealtwith in otherpapersin this
volume.Evenmore important,suchpassingandfrequentlyhostilereferences
maygive someidea,or atleastsomeclues,asto how widespreadthesenotions
andpracticesmayactuallyhavebeen;asto whatwasbelievedandpracticedat
popularor local levelsfrom which no realrecordssurviveat all; andasto the
actualexistenceof particularbeliefsandpracticesthat are known only from
descriptionsin thetechnical,andthereforeotherwiseabstract,sorcerymanuals
of thetime.

Referencesof the mostminor type may be foundscatteredthroughthe
whole rangeof Palaeologanwriting, theological,liturgical, hagiographical,
historical,philosophical,scientific,andpurelyliterary;thefollowingrepresent
merelya few particularly clearexampleswhich may also serveto illustrate
theusefulness,andthe limitations, of suchevidence.8From literature that is
primarily theologicalin its content,JosephBryennios’ shortwork “What Are
theCausesof OurTroubles?”maybe mentionedsince,while reciting a long

catalogueof the ills of contemporarysociety,it refersinpassingto many,obvi-
ouslylow-level practicesof divination andmagic,andcommentson the evi-

dent frequencywith which they were employedat the time.9Hagiographical

8 Quite apartfromreferencesin the contemporaryliterature, thereare,of course,

a multitude of similar and parallel passagesin the literatureinherited from the past
which wasbeingreadandusedin this period.Clearly this shouldalsobeconsideredif
one is to obtainanything approachinga true reflection of the ideasin circulation at
the time. Unfortunatelythe constraintsof thepresentpaperpreventthe pursuitof this
idealhere.

9 This shortwork, “Tines aitisi ton kath emasluperon (KephalaionMZ’ of
his Kephalaiaeptakisepta),is editedwith a Frenchtranslationand commentaryby
L. Oeconomos,“L’etat intellectueletmoral desByzantinsverslemilieu duXIVe siecle
d’apresune pagedeJosephBryennios,” MelangesC. Diehl, I (Paris, 1932),225—33
(hereafterBryennios,Keph.47). There aresomerathersimilar, if shorter,passagesin
hisPeri ekpiptontontes tonTheonboetheias(KephalaionIA’) and Peri tesen
taispraxesineidolatreias”(KephalaionKE), ed.E.VoulgarisandT Mandrakases,
Josephmonachonton Brumennioum,taenrethenta,III, (Leipzig, 1768—94),58—59,76—77
(hereafterBryennios, Keph. 11, Keph. 25). Seealsoon BryennioshereN. B. Toma-
dakes,‘0 JosephBrumennioskai e Krete (Athens, 1947), 117—21. Theproblemsof
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works, of course,quite often containimportantfragmentaryevidence:here
thereis, for instance,JohnStaurakios’accountof the Miraclesof St. Deme-

trios, which includesquite a detaileddescriptionof a written amuletandan
explanationof the theorybehindit:10 again, theLife of St. TheodoraofArta

by the monkJobdescribeshow the despotof Arta, Michael II Angelos,was
supposedlypersuadedto fall in love withhis mistressGangrenebecauseof her
sorceryandso sendhis saintlywife Theodorainto exile;11 andonestory from
the posthumousmiraclesof PatriarchAthanasiosI may also be mentioned,
wheresmokefrom burnt piecesof the saint’s garmentswas said to havebeen
inhaledto effect a curefrom fever.12

Turningto historicalworks, thereis, for example,thereferencemadeby

using suchreferencesas evidencefor contemporarymagicalpracticeand belief are,
however,highlighted hereby the fact (apparentlypreviouslyunnoticed)thatsomeof
whatBryennios says is nery closeindeedto thewordingof somepassagesinPseudo-
Chrysostom,Logos peri pseudoprothetonkai pseudodidaskalonkai atheonaire-
tikon, PG59, cols.553—68.Compare,too, someofthe lists of problemsappearingin
theunpublishedencyclicalsof PatriarchAthanasiosI, on whichseebelow, note 19.

10 Logos eis ta thanmataton murorroa megalouDemetriou, ed. I. Iberites,
Makedonika1 (1940), chap.6, 340—41.Onthis passagein particularseeGreenfleld,
Demonology196—98, and on the work in general,I. Dujcv,, “A quelleepoquevecut
l’hagiographeJeanStaurakios,”AnalBoll 100 (1982), 677—81 andidem,“La miracula
S. DemetriiThessalonicensisdi GiovanniStauracio,”RSBN14—16(1977—79),239—47.

11 Thelife was writtenby the monkJobMeles or Melias Lasitesin the late 13th
century.Thereis a short version,JobMonachos,Life ofSaint TheodoraofArta, PG
127, cols. 903—8 (editedfrom A. Mustoxidi, Hellenomnemon[1843],42—59); anda
longerversionwhich waspublishedanonymouslyin Akolouthia tes osiasmetros
emon TheodOrastesbasilisses... (Ioannina(?),1772) andreprintedin ‘H agia
Theodorabasilissates Artes,prologueby Spyridon of Arta, notesby 0. Peranthe
andK. Bandalouka(Athens, 1938),19—32.Thereis anotheredition, whichI havebeen
unableto see,in Jgg A. Buchon,Nouvellesrecherches,II (Paris,1843), 401~6 Onthe
datingof this work seeL. I. Vranousis,Chrontikatesmesaionikeskai tourkokra-
toumenes‘Hpeirou (Ioannina,1962),49—54.On thehistoricalcontextof theincident,
seeD. M. Nicol, The Despotateof Epiros (1204—1267)(Oxford, 1957), 128—34 and
215; alsoidem, TheDespotateofEpiros 1267—1479(Cambridge,1984),4~6.

12 Theoktistosthe Stoudite,Logos eis tenanakomidenton leipsanouton en
agioispatrosemonAthanasioupatriarchouK11~ ed.A.-M. Talbot,Faith Healingin
LateByzantium(Brookline,Mass., 1983),chaps.3 1—32, pp. 82—85. Cf. below,note55,
and further on the fine line betweenthe acceptabilityor unacceptabilityof practices
like this, whetherornot they involved membersof the clergy;seealsobelow, pp. 148~
50 andnote 106.
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GeorgePachymeresto theaccusationsof sorceryleveledby TheodoreII Lask-
arms againstsuchpeopleat the Nicenecourt as the Mouzalonbrothersand
MichaelPalaeologusandhis sister;13or again,therearethe allegationsby Ni-
kephorosGregorasthatPatriarchJohnKalekasattemptedto inspiretheassas-

sinationof John Kantakouzenosby magicalmeans.14Outside his historical
work, Gregorasis evenmoreimportanthere for theway in whichhepreserves
someancientideasandprovidespiecesof contemporaryinformation on both
the theoryandpracticeof magic in his commentaryon the de Insomniisof
Synesiosof Cyrene.15Finally, in Palaeologanliterary productsthemselves,
thereare,for example,fascinatingreferencesto witches andsorceressesand
their activitiesin the verseromancesKallimachosandChrysorrhoeandLib-

istros andRhodamne,16while the ideaof thepiercedwaxfigurineusedin love
magic is referredto in the contemporarytranslationof Ovid’s Heroidesby

MaximosPlanoudes.17
Now, clearly, if this was theonly sort of information surviving from this

period, as it unfortunatelyis for many otherphasesof Byzantinehistory, it
would be difficult indeedto attemptto drawfrom it any very far-reachingor
well-founded conclusionsas to the actualbeliefsand the practicesof magic,

13 GeorgiiPachymerisde Michaeleet AndronicoPalaeologis,ed. I. Bekker, 2

nols. (Bonn, 1835),1.12; seealsoTheodore’sletter to NikephorosBlemmydes,ed.N.
Festa,TheodoriDucaeLascarisEpistulaeCCXVII (Florence,1898),letter48, pp. 64—
66, wherehediscusseshis illness.

14 NicephoriGregoraebyzantinahistoria, ed. L. Schopen,3 vols. (Bonn, 1829—
55), XII, 10.5. For the associationof Gregorashimself with sorceryby PatriarchKal-
listos,seeD.B. Gone,TO Xuggraphikon“ErgontonOikoumenikonPatriarchonKal-
listou A’ (Athens,1980), 168, 194; cf. 293 andbelow,p. 151note 113.

15 ‘Ermeneiaeis tOn Xunesiou peri enuptuonlogon, PG149,cols. 521—642
(hereafterGregoras,deInsomniis).See,e.g., thedistinctionbetweenmageia,goeteia,
andpharmakeia,referredto above(note4), orcols.615—19 wherenecromancy(nekuo-

manteia,hereequatedwith psuchopomitiaandpsuchagogia)is explained.Onthedating
andcontextofthis work, seeI. Sevcenko,“SomeAutographsof NikephornsGregoras,”
MelangesOstrogorsky,II, ZVI 8.2 (1964), 435—42; andH. V. Beyer, ed.,Nikephoros
Gregoras,Antirrhetika, I, WienerbyzantinischeStudien12 (Vienna,1976), 25—31.

16 TO muthistorematon Kallimachoukai tesChrusorroes,ed.E. Kriaras, Bum-
zantina‘Ippotika Muthistoremata(Athens, 1955),50, 53—54,80; TO muthistOrema
tonLibistrou kai tes ‘Podamnes,ed.J.A. Lambert,Le roman deLibistros et Rho-
damne(Amsterdam,1935), 221—22. On thesefiguresseealsoGreenfleld,Demonol-
ogy250—51.

17 A. Palmer,OvidiHeroides(Oxford, 1898),189.
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• or theparttheseplayedin thementa1iteof differentsocialgroupsin thePalaeo-
logancontext,let alonethatof societyas a whole.While suchreferencesmay
give somevagueandhaphazardindicationsof the rangeof ideasthat were
currentconcemingthesethingsandevenof somedetailsassociatedwith them,
by themselvestheycannotreallysupportanydefinite conclusions.

Fortunately,however,thereis far moreto go on here.Forinstance,there
arerecordsof quite a numberof trials heldbeforethepatriarchalcourtinvolv-
ing bothpractitionersof sorceryandtheir clients,which help to confirm the
realexistenceof beliefsandperhapsevenof practicesto which referenceis
madenot only in thesetrials but alsoin boththeminorreferencesillustrated
aboveand, more important,in the detailed,technicalworks to be discussed
below.18In short, thereseemto be somegoodreasonsfor supposingthat we
arenotdealingsimply with mythandfantasyherebutwith therealbeliefsand

activitiesof realpeople.19

18 Theserecordsarepublishedby F Miklosich andI. Muller, Actaet Diplomata

GraecaMediiAevi Sacraet Profana,6 vols. (Vienna, 1860—90) (hereafterMM); on
themseealsoV. Grumel,V. Laurent,andI. Darrouzes,LesregestesdesActesdu Patri-
arcatde Constantinople,6 nols. (Istanbul-Paris,1932—79)(hereafterDar. Reg.).They
areMM I, 180—81,no. 79 (Dar. Reg.V, 140—41,no. 2183);MM I, 184—87,no. 85 (Dar.
Reg.V, 143—44,no. 2187); MM I, 188—90,no. 86 (Dar. Reg. V~ 144—45,no. 2188);
MM I, 301—6, no. 134 (Dar. Reg. V, 260—61,no. 2318); MM I, 317—18,no. 137 (Dar.
Reg.V, 276, no. 2331); MM I, 342—44,no. 153 (Dar. Reg. V, 277—78,no. 2334); MM
I, 541—50,no. 292 (Dar. Reg.V, 480—86,nos.2572—75;MM I, 560,no. 305 (Dar. Reg.
V, 518,no. 2615): MM I, 594—95,no. 331 (Dar.Reg.V, 543,no. 2648); MMII, 84—85,
no. 377 (Dar.Reg.VI, 78, no. 2770).Thesetrials arestudiedin somedetailby Cupane,
“La magia”; on them seealso Pingree,“Abramios,” 192—93. Another trial, of 1315,
alsorefersto thepracticeof magic:H. Hungerand0. Kresten,eds.,DasRegisterdes
PatriarchatsvonKonstanigginopel,I, CFHB 19.1 (Vienna, 1981), 176—81, no’ 1 1 (MM
1,14—16,no. 6 [Dar.Reg. V, 29, no. 2039]).

19 Note,too, the evidenceprovidedby the writings of PatriarchKallistos I from
themid-14thcenturywhichrelatescloselyto severalofthesetrials; seeGone,Kallistos,
168, 194,213—14,218, 229—39,293,326. Also to bementionedin this contextarethe
referencesto magic,sorcery,div,ination, andotherrelatedpracticesfound in anumber
of the encyclicalsof PatriarchAthanasiosI; thesedrawheavily on earliercanonical
condemnations,andit is thus perhapsdifficult to usethem asevidencefor particular
practices,buttheyneverthelesswouldseemto provideafurtherindicationofthecontin-
uedpopularityof magicin generalin theearly14th century.Theencyclicalsareunpub-
lishedbut aresummarizedin Dar. Reg. IV, 377 (#3), no. 1595;519 (#7), no. 1738; 527
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While the recordsof suchtrials areimportant in establishingthe reality

of magicat this time, other evidenceprovidesconsiderablymore detail con-
cemingthesematters.To beincludedherearerelatively minorworks which,
althoughfar from devotedto detailsof magicalpracticeandbelief, arestill of

considerablerelevance.Thereis, for example,thewell-knowndeDaemonibus,

onceattributedto MichaelPsellosbut now probablyto beseenas belonging
to this period, whichpreservessomeinterestingideasaboutmagicas well as
the demonologyfor which it is renowned.20The sameis true of the other
pseudo-Psellianpiece,Graecorumopinionesdedaemonibus,21andalsoof the
Testamentof Solomon,a work inheritedfrom muchearlier timesbut which
wascertainlyquite well-known in circles interestedin suchmattersduringthe

Palaeologanperiodif themanuscripttradition is anythingto go by.22
More directly magicalin naturearesomeisolatedpiecessuchas thesto-

ries andamuletsdesignedto wardoff thefemaledemonGylou;23or surviving

piecesof astrologicalmaterialanddetailedhoroscopes,24in whichcontextthe

(#20),no. 1747;528—29 (#9),no. 1748;530,no. 1749; 542(#18),no. 1762;553 (#3—5),
no. 1777;556 (#18),no. 1778; 557 (#11—12),no. 1779.

20 Timotheose peri daimonon,ed. P. Gautier, “Le de Daemonibusdu Pseudo-

Psellos,”REB38 (1980), 105—94 (hereafterdeDaemonibus);seealsoN. Papatrianta-
phyllou-Theodoridi,“<~Timotheoseperi daimonon»,enaneo cheirographo,”Buzanti-
aka8 (1988),151—56.Thesubstantiallysimilaralternativeredactionwhichsurvivesin
two manuscriptsof the 14th and15th centuriesis editedby J. Bidez, Cataloguedes
manuscritsaichimiquesgrecs,VI (Brussels,1928),97—131.

21 Ed. P. Gautier, “Pseudo-Psellos:Graecorumopinionesde daemonibus,”REB
46(1988),85—107.This workdrawsmuchof itsmaterialon magic,sorcery,anddivina-
tion directly from the later, alternativeredactionof the deDaemonibus,on whichsee
above.

22 TheTestamentofSolomon,ed.C. C. McCown(Leipzig, 1922).Thereare15th-
centurymanuscriptsbelongingto all McCown’s differentrecensions.Thereis an En-
glish translationof the 16th-centurymanuscript(P) editedby Migne (PG 122, cols.
1315—58):F C. Conybeare,“The Testamentof Solomon JQR11(1898—99),1—45.
The earliest fragmentof the work which has survivedcomesfrom the 6th century:
K. Preisendanz,“Ein Wiener Papyrusfragmentzum TestamentumSalomonis,”Sym-
bolaeRaphaeliTaubenschlagDedicatae,III (Warsaw-Bratislava,1957),161—67.

23 Theearliestsurviving versionsof these“literary amulets”comefrom the 15th
century, althoughthey wereclearlycurrentfor centuriesbeforethen.Seeparticularly
R. P. H. Greenfleld,“Saint Sisinnios,the ArchangelMichaelandthe FemaleDemon
Gylou: The Typology of the GreekLiterary Stories,” Buzantina15 (1989), 83—142.
Also seeD. B. Oikonomides,“‘H Leggoeisten ‘Elleniken kai Roumanikenlao-
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Hermipposof JohnKatronesmustbementioned,a shorttreatisethat provides
sometheoreticaltreatmentofthe roleof demonsin the“science”of astrology.25
Otherworksthat wereclearly in useat this time weretheBookof Wisdom,a

collectionof variouspiecesof magicalloreconnectedwith thenameof Apol-
lonius of Tyanawhich probablyoriginatedin the fifth or sixth century,26and
thewell-knownCorpusHermeticumwhich seemsto haveenjoyedsomething
of a voguein thefourteenthandfifteenth centuries.27Again, therearequite a

numberof scatteredcollectionsof spellsanda greatvariety of otherloosely

connectedmagical or semi-magicalmaterial surviving in manuscriptsfrom

this period.28

graphian Laographia30 (1975—76),246—78; andH. A. Winkler,SalomounddieKar-
ina (Stuttgart,1931). Themostrecentstudyto touchon the subject,althoughit shows
no awarenessof thesethreeworks, is that of I. Sorlin, “Strigeset Geloudes:Histoire
d’unecroyanceetd’unetradition TM 11(1991),411—36.

24 For referencesandthepublicationandEnglishtranslationof somesuchmate-
rial, seePingree,‘Abramios.”Themany13—15th-centuryGreekmanuscriptscontaining
astrologicalmaterialaredescribed,andsomepassagespublished,in theCataloguscod-
icum astrologorumGraecorum,12 vols. (Brussels,1898—1936)(hereafterCCAG).

25 “Ermipposeperi astrologias,ed. G. Kroll andP. Viereck (Leipzig, 1895).
Onthe attributionof this workto JohnKatrares(PLP~ no. 11551) andits dating,seeF
Jurss,“JohannesKatrariosundderDialog HermipposoderuberdieAstrologie BZ59
(1966),275—84;seealsoG.deAndres,J.Irigoin, andW. Horandner,“tohannesKatrar-
ios undseinedramatisch-poetischeProduktion~’JOB23 (1974),201—14.

26 The Biblos sophiashassurvivedin fragmentaryform, quite often in associa-
tion with theMagicTheatise(on whichseebelow); thesefragmentsareeditedby F N.
Nau, Patrologia Syriaca (Paris)II, 1362—92, from manuscriptsthat include, from the
15th century,Parisinusgr. 2419andParisinusgr. 2316;by Delatte,Anecdota,I, 601—3
from Bononiensis3632of the 15thcentury;andby E Boll, CCAG, VP, 174—81,from
the similarly datedBerolinensis 173. Further on this work see D. Pingree,“Some
Sourcesof theGhayatal-hakim~’JWarb43 (1980),9.

27 Ed. A. D. Nock with aFrenchtranslationby A. I. Festugiere,4 vols. (Paris,
1954); on its popularity at this timeseeI, li~liii. Note, too, the evidenceprovidedby
both thedeInsomniisandtheHermippos;seeJiirss,“JohannesKatrarios~’281.

28 Two examplesofsuchmanuscriptswouldbeParisinusgr. 2315,a15th-century
manuscriptcopiedfrom alate 14th-centuryoriginal, on which seeCCAG, VII.3, 27;
Delatte,Anecdota,I, 546—47;E.Legrand,Bibliothequegrecquevulgaire, 9v,ols. (Paris,
1880—1913),II, 1—17; andParisinusgr. 2316, againof the 15th century, on which see
CCAG, VIII.3, 32; Delattie,Anecdota,I, 549—53; Legrand,Bibliotheque,I, xviii-xxiii,
17—24 (cf. R. Reitzenstein,Poimandres[Leipzig, 1904],298—99).For othermajorex-
amplesseethemanuscriptscitedbelow(note33), whichcontainv,ersionsof theMagic
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Finally, thereare the major textbooksof practicalmagic or sorceryin
which almost all the detailsnecessaryto a practitionerof theseartsare re-

cordedin oneplaceor another:from ingredients,throughrelevantastronomi-

cal, astrological,botanical,andzoological information,explanationsandpat-

ternsformagicsymbols,signs,andcodes,textsof spellsandincantations,lists
of suitabledemonicandangelicpowersandtheir properties,to completeand
extremelyelaborateritual procedures.Herein particularare to be mentioned

theKyranides,basicallya textbookof moreor lessmagicalmedicineandnatu-
ral lore which includesa considerableamountof materialon the creation of
amulets,andthe broadercollectionswhich may be groupedunderthe loose

title of Solomon’sMagic Theatise (the Apotelesmatikepragmateiaor
‘Tgpomaneia).

TheKyranides,
29which hadtheirorigin in thefirst or secondcenturyA.D.

while includingmuchearliermaterial,wereclearlybeingcopiedrelativelyfre-
quentlyduring this period,50like theroughlycontemporaryTestamentofSolo-

mon; they are,however,also mentionedas being in use,both in a letter of
PatriarchAthanasiosI written in theperiod 1303~531andin therecordsof a
trial beforethepatriarchalcourt in 1370.32Such incontrovertibleevidencefor

theuseof theMagic Treatiseis unfortunatelynot available,but therecanbe

little doubtthat it wasbeingusedby Byzantinesorcerersatthis time. Versions
of this work exist (or existed)in at leastfive fifteenth-centuryGreekmanu-

Treatise,but muchothermagicalmaterialaswell. Severalotherlessergroupsof mate-
rial from varioussourcesarealsoeditedin Delatte,Anecdota,I.

29 Ed. D. Kaimakis, Die Kyraniden (Frankfurt-am-Main, 1980); seealso M.

Waegeman,AmuletandAlphabet: MagicalAmuletsin the First Book of Cyranides
(Amsterdam,1987),which presentsextractsfrom the text togetherwith an English
translationandcommentaryon them.

30 On the manuscripttradition seeKaimakis,Kyraniden,5—8. TheearliestGreek
manuscriptis datedto 1272,andthereare inadditiontwo from the 14thand fourfrom
the 15thcentury.Althoughthe work is mentionedmuch earlier,the earliestversion of
the text is in factaLatin translationmadeat Constantinoplein 1169,which survivesin
an edition printed at Leipzig in 1638; seeL. Delatte,Texteslatins et vieuxfrancais
relatifsauxCyranides,Bibliothequede la FacultedePhilosophieetLettresde l’Univer-
sitedeLiege92 (Paris,1942).

31 Athanasios,letter69, ed. A. M. Maffry Talbot,The CorrespondenceofAtha-
nasiusI, CFHB 7 (Washington,D.C., 1975), 168, lines 80—81.

32 MM I, 54 1—50, no. 292. Seefurther Cupane,“La magia~’ 251—57; Cumont,
“DemetriosChloros”; andPingree,‘Abramios~’ 192.



130 RichardP. H. Greenfield

scripts, while its contentsin some areasrevealan unbroken,if considerably

altered,traditionwhich stretchesbackto the lateantiqueGreekmagicalpapyri
aswell asforwardtothemodemGreek“solomonaiki.”33Manyofthepractices
on which the Magic Treatiseelaboratesare also well known from Byzantine
sourcesof variousperiodsin formsthatareapparentlyidenticalorverysimilar.
Furtherreferencesseem,moreover,to confirm that works which were at least
verycloselyrelatedwerein circulationin andbeforethis period: thereis, for
instance,Choniates’mentionof the biblon Zoknmonteionfound in the pos-
sessionof IsaacAaronin 1172,whichwas designedto summonthedemonsin
legionsandmakethem hurry to performwhatevertaskthey were given,34or
thereare thereferencesto thefoul booksof Phoudoulis,themagicbooksof
Syropoulosand Gabrielopoulosand, moreparticularly, to the notebookof
Chloroswhich was “filled with all mannerof impiety including incantations,
chants,andnamesof demons”in thetrial referredto above.53

33 In generalon this work seeGreenfleld,Demonology159—63,where1 argue
thatit may well havedeveloped,prior tothe 15thcentury,asahydromancytextbookto
which other elaboratemethodsof divinationwereappendedtogetherwith collections
ofrelevantastrologicalandothermagicalor medicalmaterial.Thevariousversionsand
sectionsof materialareeditedby A. Delattein a numberof places:principally in De-
latte,Anecdota,I; but alsosee“Le Traite desPlantesPlanetairesd’un manuscritde
Leningrad~’MelangesH. Gregoire,I, AIPHOS9 (1949), 145—77; “Un nouveautemoin
deIa litteratureSolomonique,le codexGennadianus45 d’Athenes~’Bulletin del’Aca-
demieRoyaledeBelgique,ClassedesLettresetdesSciencesMoraleset Politiques,5th
ser.,45 (1959),280—321.Themanuscriptsaredescribedandsomeshortextractsedited
in the variousvolumesof the CCAG; for details seeGreenfleld,Demonology159—60;
cf. Pingree,“Ghaya~’ 9. The 15th-centurymanuscriptsare: BononiensisUnivers.3632;
British Museum,Harleianus5596;NeapolitanusII C 33; Vindobonensisphil. gr. 108;
andTaurinensisC VII 15 (destroyed).Most ofParisinusgr. 2419 is ofthe 15th century,
buttheportionin whichtheTheatiseappearsis in alaterhand;Delatte,Anecdota,I, 470.

Thereis still importantwork to be done on the connectionof thesetraditionsto
thoseofboth the Greekmagicpapyri andthe westernClaviculaeandGrimoires. The
only work on the former relationshipto date wasdoneby Hopfner,“Lekano-”; cf.
Pingree,“Ghaya~’ 9—12; therehasbeenno seriousstudy of links with the latter. For
the surviv,al of this sortof book into moderntimes,quite apartfrom the 18th-century
manuscriptseditedby Delatte, see,e.g., R. andE. Blum, HealthandHealingin Rural
Greece(Stanford,1965),94 (narrative57), 31(24), 99 (15), 325.

54 NicetaeChoniataeHistoria, ed.I. A. vanDieten, CFHB 1 1 (Berlin-NewYork,
1975), 146, lines 45—47. Theconnectionto this particular branchof the Solomonic
literature is made,for instance,by K. Preisendanz,“Salomon,” RE, Suppl. 8 (1956),
col. 669, andby McCown,Testament,101—2.

33 MM I, 543—44, no. 292.



Contributionto theStudy of PalaeologanMagic 131

Theproblemsof usingthis materialascertainevidencefor Palaeologan
magic are,however,illustratedby thefact that one of the fifteenth-century
manuscripts(NeapolitanusII C33)was written only ca. 1495. Nevertheless,
whatdoesseemclearis that oneis workingwith ancienttraditionsherewhich
were treatedwith similar respectto thoseof moreorthodoxreligiousbeliefs
andpracticesin the Byzantineworld. It thusseemsreasonableto takethese
manuscriptsas providing a general ideaof whatwasgoing on at this time,
providing too much emphasisis not placedon particulardetails. The point
is madeby comparingthe fifteenth-centurymanuscriptswith thosefrom the
sixteenthto nineteenthcenturies,also publishedby A. Delatte,wherea very
closegeneralrelationshipis apparent.Cautionis necessarynevertheless,for
oneof theproblemswithearlierstudies,suchasthat by C. Bruel, mustbe the
willingnesstoassumethatevidencefoundonly in theselatewritings indicates
theexistenceof thatspecificbelieforpracticein theByzantineperiod.36

Althoughit is a decidedlyartificial arrangementandonethat is notat all
suggestedby the sourcesbeingused,the lateByzantinebeliefsandpractices
concemingmagicaredividedup in whatfollows into threegeneralcategories
for purposesof examination:thoseof protection,manipulation,andtheattain-
mentof normallyhiddenknowledge.37In eachcasethereis evidenceof a wide
rangeof levelsof approach,from verysophisticatedandcomplexideasto sim-
ple, almostnaiveconcepts.

The first category,then,involvesmagicalpracticesanddevicesdesigned
to renderaperson,hisfamily, orhispossessionssafefromharmcausedby evil
spirits,othermen,diseases,or the forcesof nature.Perhapsthemostobvious
andwidespreadapotropaicpracticewhich may be seento haveinvolved at
leastsomedegreeof magicalconceptionwas thewearing of amuletsor the
deliberatelocationof relatedobjectsin specificplaces.Amulets,whetherpri-

36 Cf. L. Delatte,Unofficebyzantind’exorcisme,AcademieRoyaledeBelgique,

Classede Lettres,Memoires,2nd ser.,52.1 (Brussels, 1957), wherean 18th-century
manuscriptis takenasindicating specificbeliefsof“Byzantines.

52 Oneof the mostobviousproblemswith such a categorizationis that in each
casethereisobviouslysignificantoverlap,particularlywhenthemanipulationof spiri-
tual powersis concerned.As will becomeapparentbelow, on someoccasionsit is al-
mostentirely pointlesstotry to distinguishbetweenrituals ordevicesdesignedto se-
cure protectionfrom suchpowersand those designedto enforcetheir cooperation,
while thesamesortof manipulationis necessarilyseento beinvolvedin manyof the
moreelaboratetechniques.andtheoriesof divination.
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marily Christianor of a less orthodoxnature,arediscussedelsewherein this
volume,so thereis no needto elaborateon themhere,althoughit shouldbe
pointedout that the evidencefor them from the Palaeologanperiodrestsal-
mostentirelyon literaryratherthanphysicalsources.Thus,while tangibleand
visible information is lacking, thereis perhapsa greaterconceptualdepthto
our understandingof theseobjectsin this periodand the way in which they

were thoughtto operate.
It isclearthat peopleatthistimebelievedthat agreatrangeof objectscould

actas amuletsandprotectthemfromvariousills andmisfortunesin amultitude

of situations.38At themostbasiclevel,somethinglike aparticularstone,suchas
theraffling stoneknownasthe“eaglestone”which wasregardedasespecially
helpful inpregnancy,orabunchof specialrootscouldbethoughttoavertpartic-
ulardangers.39Moreoften,however,it wouldseemthat amuletsweremorecom-
plicatedandinvolvedthecombinationof avarietyof suchbasicelements.They
wouldthusincludebits of animals,fish,birds,minerals,andplants;thesewould
normallybemadeinto aring or placedin a smallleatherbagwhich would be
wornsuspendedroundtheneckorconcealedelsewhereon thebody.40

A furtherdegreeof complicationwas addedby the inclusionof graphic
elementsin theamulet,whetherinscribedorengravedon apieceof mineralor

38 Commentson the generaluseof amuletsare madeby, for instance,Joseph
Bryennios:seeespeciallyKeph. 25, 77, wherethe substitutionof Christian symbols
andactsis recommended,suchasthe wearingof theimageof theVirgin or the cross;
cf. Keph. 11, 59 andKeph. 47, 227.Seealsostatementsin theencyclicalsof Athanasios
I: Dar. Reg. IV, 519 (#7), no. 1738; 542 (#18), no. 1762; cf. 553—54(#4—6), no. 1777;
556(#18),no. 1778.

59 Most stonesareusually mentionedin thesortof combinationamuletsreferred
to below, andinstructionsusually call for themto be inscribedin someway, but it is
clearthatmanywerebelievedfromantiquity to possessapotropaicpowersandcharac-
teristicson their own. Onthe “eaglestone~’ which wasalsogood for otherthingsbe-
sides pregnancy,seeKyranides, 1.1, 170—75; Waegeman,Amulet, 15—16; alsoC. N.
Bromehead,‘Aetites or the Eagle-stone~’Antiquity 21(1947),16—22. See,in general,
the “Orphic” Lithika andthe otherGreekworks on stonespublished(with aFrench
translation)by R. Halleux andJ. Schamp,Leslapidairesgrecs(Paris, 1985);all were
copiedin the Palaeologanperiod. For roots in generalusedas amulets,seeagainthe
condemnationby Bryennios,Keph. 25, 77.

40 Seemostof the amuletsdescribedin the Kyranides;amonggoodexamplesare
those found at 1.7, 97—121 or 1.13, 16—26. On the latterseealsoWaegeman,Amulet,
103—9;andC. Bonner,“The Techniqueof Exorcism~’HThR36 (1943),39—49.Bryen-
nios mentionsamuletsspecificallybeingwornroundtheneck,Keph.47, 227 andKeph.
25, 77, whichalsoindicates,apparently,that theyarefastenedelsewhere.
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plantthat it containedoron anaddedpieceof paperor parchment.At oneend
of thepossiblerangeherewere simplepictures, such as thoseof the birds,
animals,ordeities to beinscribedon the stonesusedin theamuletsin thefirst
bookof the Kyranides,indicating eitherthe powerbelievedto be at work in
theamuletorbeingassociatedwith it.41 Similarpictureswould alsosometimes
provideamoreor lesscrudedepictionof thepurposebehindtheamulet,akite
tearingasnaketo piecesin an amuletfor indigestionandstomachcomplaints,
for instance,or boundevil spirits in amuletsagainstepilepsy,possession,and
fever.42 Other graphicelementsemployedin theseamulets were relatively
simplenames,orsignssuchasthepentalphaof “Solomon’sseal”or theChris-
tian cross,butmorecomplicatedformulaeanddesignscontrivedoutof magic
symbolswerealsoused.Hereonemay think of thecasebeforethe patriarchal
court in which a certainKappadokeswasaccusedof having constructedapa-
per amuletcontainingnamesandcharacterswith the intentionof assistinga
monkwho wishedto becomeabishop,43or elseof the episodefromtheMira-

clesofSt.Demetriosby JohnStaurakiosin whichtheeparchMarianusis given
aparchmentamulettowearinscribedwith “namesof gods,drawingsof circles
andsemicircles,imagesof all kinds of designs,andextraordinarypicturesof
eidola.”44Among themostcomplicatedamuletsof this typefor which instruc-
tions surviveis the “ourania„of Solomon,a deviceworn on thechestby the
sorcererduring the major rituals of the Magic Treatise.45Eventually,at the
endof therange,lie the long, written “amuletic” incantationsor stories,most
obviouslythoseconnectedwith thedemonessGylou,which,in themselvesand
without the presenceof otherphysicalelements,wereclearly thoughtto be
effectivewhenproperlyempoweredandutilized.48

41 See,e.g.,Kyranides,1.4, 45—46 (thewoodpeckerandthe weeverfish), or 1.5,
27—3 1 and1.10(Aphrodite).

42 Indigestion:Kyranides1.9, 12; epilepsy,possession,fever: Delatte,Anecdota,

I, 486—87 and489—90.
43 MM I, 343—44,no. 153; cf. 180,no. 79.
44 Staurakios,340—41 andseeabove,note 10.Thereis aparticularlygood,illus-

tratedexampleof a rangeof moderatelysophisticatedamuletsof this type in Delatte,
Anecdota,I, 603—7. For a selectionof further examplesseeGreenfleld,Demonology,
278—79.

43 Delatte,Anecdota,I, 414—15,477.
46 On the Gylou storiesseeabove,note 23. There area numberof versionsof

this story which are only distantlyconnectedto the mainstreamtexts: seeGreenfleld,
“Gylou~’ 117—20,and noteespeciallythe two publishedby A. A. Vasilien, Anecdota
graeco-byzantina,1 (Moscow, 1893),lxviii (cf. Delatte, Anecdota,1 618—19)and336—
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The theorythat lay behindtheseamuletsevidently embraceda similarly
wide rangeas the objectsthemselves.At oneextreme,thereis apparentlya
simplebelief that certainobjects,particularly sharpones,may act as purely
physicaldeterrents,evento essentiallyspiritualforces.47Otherconceptscome
intoplay whichholdthatmoreor lesscomplicatedpatternsof naturalattraction
and repulsion operatethroughoutthe fabric of the physical and spiritual
worlds.48Others,again,holdthat knowledgeof namesandwords of power,

whetheron thesideof good orevil, givescontrol of lesserspiritualandphysi-
cal beings.49Finally, elementsof all suchtheoreticalnotionsare wovento-
getherinto extremelycomplicatedsystemsthat involve a knowledgeof im-
mensely detailed spiritual and physical hierarchiesand their relation to
complexastrologicallydominatedcosmologies.50

At thehigherlevels,rituals of preparationbecomeincreasinglyimportant
to thesupposedefficacyof theamulet,eventhoughthesewill obviouslyleave
no traceat all in a description,oreventhephysicalremains,of thecompleted
object.Theelementsof which theamuletis composedwill haveto begathered
andcombinedatthe right times;they will haveto be preparedwith the right
incantationsandritual actions;andthepractitionerwill haveto bein thecor-
rect ritual state.The casesof the sorcerersKappadokesand Tzerentzesmen-
tionedaboveboth give aglimpseof suchpreparations,for theformerwas said

37, bothfrom 15th-centurymanuscripts.Forotherrathersimilar “amuletic stories”or
prayers,seeA. A. Barb,‘Antauraandthe Devil’s Grandmother~’JWarb29 (1966),2—4;
andnotethelegendaryletterof Jesusto King Abgarwhichwasusedin muchthe same
way: Procopius,Bell. Pers.2.12. Seealso Stewart,Demons,225—32, for very similar
modernspellsor prayersusedagainsterysipelas,jaundice,andsunstroke.

47 Thusaquite wide varietyof sharpobjectsis foundin amuletsagainstspiritual
forcesin the Kyranides,e.g., 1.17. Notealsothe sharpimplementsbelievedto beused
by sorcerersduring their rituals: seebelow p. 142 note 83; andfurther, Greenfleld,
Demonology262.

48 This is the principle, inheritedfrom late antiquity andearlier,that liesbehind
theKyranidesandall relatedmaterial.Seein particularhereGregoras,deInsomniis,
col. 538, for a clearrestatementof the theory;cf. Graecorumopiniones, 103; Bidez,
Catalogue,VI, 129.In generalseeTh. Hopfner,Griechisch-agyptischerOffenbarungs-
zauber~Studienzur PalaographieundPapyruskunde21 (Leipzig, 1921; repr. Amster-
dam,1974), 211—12,227—367;Koukoules,bios, 1.2, 259—63.

49 SeeGreenfleld,Demonology,268—77.
30 Seein particularGreenfleld,Demonology,175—76,219—36, andthe manyref-

erencesprovidedthere;lists of namesof suchbeingsaregiven at336—51.
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to haveleft his amulet lying beneaththe starsall night, while the latter was
allegedto havewritten, andthenerasedandtrampledon, “God’s holy name.”31
Characteristicdetail is providedhereby the Magic Treatise, which includes
rituals for theprocurementandpreparationof theparchmentneededto make
suchamuletsusingthe skin of a newly bornanimal or, even better,onethat
hasbeenkilled beforeit haseven setfoot on the groundat birth, as well as
instructionsfor the manufactureof the specialpenand inks to beemployed,
the latteroftenrequiringthe blood of a ritually slaughteredanimal or bird.52
Clearlythe level of sophisticationin theoryandpracticenecessarilymatched
the contextin which the amuletwasbeing usedandthe conceptualapproach
of thepersonby whom orforwhomit wasbeingmade.

While amulets,in all their variety.were clearly themostusualandcom-
monmagicalapotropaicdevices,thereis, however,evidenceof othermagical
procedureswhichwerebelievedcapableof protectingpeoplefrom misfortune
andparticularly harmat thehandsof evil spirits.At a simplelevel, offerings
of variouskinds, which arepresumablyrelatedto thepopularconnectionof
demonswith theancientdeitiesandideasof their propitiationthroughsacri-

fice, couldbe thoughtto renderevil spirits affableanddocile;33thesamewas
trueof the“aromata~’the incensesandsmokeswhich coulddriveaway aswell
asattractandsatisfysuchbeings.An illustrationof suchnotionsmaybefound
in the testimonyof JosephBryennioswho mentionspeopleburning incense
not only to their fig treesandcucumbers,but also to the“stoicheia” of their
houses.54Moreparticularly,theKyranidesreferon a numberof occasionsto
certain smokesbeinguseful in driving evil spiritsaway;burntpeonyroot or
goosedungmay beemployed,but morecommonseemsto bethe smokefrom
theburntbonesof variousfish.55This ideaseemscertainlyto berelatedto the
passagesin thebookof Tobit in the SeptuagintwherethedemonAsmodaeus

51 MM I, 343—44,no. 153,and180,no. 79.

52 Forreferencesandfurther details,seeGreenfleld,Demonology282—83.
33 On the useof offerings asinducementsto spiritual powersin magical rituals,

ratherthansimplyasmeansof renderingthemaffableandsoprovidingprotectionfrom
them, seebelow,pp. 140—41.

34 Bryennios,Keph.47, 227.
55 Kyranides,1.3, 21 (peonyroot); 111.51, 20—22 (wild goosedung); JV.13,2—3

(bonesof glanis, the sheatfish); IV. 1, 6—7 (bonesof “eagle” fish); IV.55, 4 (beakof
garfish). Clearly to be comparedhereis the report, mentionedabove,that a relic of
PatriarchAthanasius1 wasburnedto effectacurefor fever.
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is saidto havebeenput to flight by theburntheartandliver of afish,56 anidea
also presentin theTestamentof Solomon.57

In morecomplicatedways, magiccircles of variouskinds werebelieved
to protect sorcerersduring their conjurations.At times thesecould be ex-
tremelyelaborate,suchasonedescribedin theMagic Treatisewhich consists
of two concentriccircles,capableof surroundingtwo people,drawninsidea

squarethat is alignedwith thepointsof thecompass;thecircumferenceof the
circle is protectedby magicnames,words, andsignswritten aroundit, while
more inscriptionsare used to seal the entranceonce the sorcererand his
assistantare within.58 Specialclothing, too, might be required for safety
during theperformanceof magicalrituals. Theserobes,which could include
inner and outergarments,gloves, and headbands,were basically of white
materialwhich had to be eithernew or at least clean;detailedinstructions
are providedin the Magic Treatiseas to the signs andsymbols that are to
be drawn on the various gannents,significantly at points at which they
openedor cameinto contactwith the surroundingenvironment,such as at
the neck, on the palmsof the hands,or on the solesof the feet.59Further-

moreritual purity dependenton food, drink, ablutions,andsexualcontinence
might be thought vital for the protectionof those engagedin the conduct
of magicalpractices.60

Whileprotectionmay thusbetheobjectof onebroadgroupof lateByzan-
tine magicalbeliefsandpractices,asecondgrouphasto do with manipulation:

56 Tobit 6:6—7, 8:2—3.
37 Testamentof Solomon,23*~24*.
38 Delatte,Anecdota,1,416—18;thereisan(unpublished)illustration of the circle

in the manuscript(Harleianus5596, fol. 34v).For other complex designsseeibid.,
425—26, 432, 493—95; for moresimple ones,ibid., 432 (cf. 592—93), 480, 578, 580,
595.SeefurtherhereGreenfleld,Demonology286—87.Thereis no directPalaeologan
evidencefor “magic circles”protectingcommunitiesand soforth, butnotethe popular
ideas,apparentfrom laterperiodsandquite probablyin effectat this time (particularly
if the analogyofthe “holy defenses”of majorcities like ConstantinopleandThessalon-
iki is followed); seeC. Stewart,DemonsandtheDevil: Moral Imagination in Modem
GreekCulture (Princeton,1991),166—69,cf. 242; alsoJ. du Boulay, “The GreekVam-
pire, a Studyof Cyclical SymbolisminMarriageandDeath~’Man 17 (1982),219—38.

39 Delatte,Anecdota,I, 412—13,416,425,508,590.
60 See,e.g., Delatte,Anecdota,I, 411—13. It might also,however,beuseful in

bringingaboutthenecessaryassociationof thesorcererwith thespiritualpowersbeing
employed.For furtherdetailsandreferences,seeGreenfleld,Demonology,287—91.
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the manipulationof naturalforces,of the physicalwell-beingof people,ani-
mals,andcrops,of humanrelationships,andthemanipulationof supernatural
beingsthemselveswhich lay attheheartof a largeproportionof thesemagical
processes.Again thereis a greatrangeof levels of conceptualizationappar-
ent here in both the techniquesemployedand the theorieson which these

depended.
It is clear, then,that peoplebelievedit was possibleto.effect cures,as

well as preventtheonsetof diseaseandillness, by magicalmeans,although
often, as with any medicine,it is hardto tell wherepreventionendsandcure
begins.Magical medicineof one typeor anotherseemsto havebeenpopular
and relatesmostofteneitherto notions(alreadymentionedin the contextof
amulets)of cosmicsympathyandantipathyor to ideasof possessionandthe
exorcismof evil spiritualpowerswhich arethoughtto becausingtheproblem.
TheKyranidesundoubtedlyform the main sourceof evidencehere,butthere

are also very many scatteredmedico-magicalspellsin the manuscriptsde-
signedto dealwith all mannerof everydayafflictions, from hair loss through
toothacheto moreseriousailmentssuchasfever, crushedbones,epilepsy,and
deafness.61Much of this magicalmedicineis inherentlyboundup with the
conceptof suchpowersastheDecans,ideasof which survivein theTestament

of Solomonand morevaguelyelsewhere;62of the thirty-six Decans,three-
quartersare thus linked to specific medicalconditions,but other individual
demonsof diseaseareknownfrom theTestament,theKyranides,andthegen-
eral lateByzantinemagicaltradition.63

Justas thephysicalwell-beingof peoplecouldbe affectedin theareaof
health, it was also believedthat magic could provide them with physical
wealth, could makethem attractive,successful,andwise, andfulfill all the
othermyriad humandesiresand aspirations.JosephBryenniosthusdescribes
incantationsbeingusedbothfor agriculturalprosperityof varioussortsandto
avertthe opposite,64while clearexamplesof magic for gaining influenceor

61 See,e.g.,Delatte,Anecdota,48 1—93. NotethattheGraecorumopiniomes,103,

refersto magicalfigurinesbeingusedfor health;Bidez,Catalogue,VI, 129.
62 TestamentofSolomon,51*~59*; to whichcomparethe first sixdemonsof the

West, Delatte,Anecdota,I, 427,and seefurther Greenfleld,Demonology,227—29.
63 E.g.,Legrand,Bibliotleque, II, 17—19;Delatte,Anecdota,I, 484—85;seefur-

therGreenfleld,Demonology237—40;DelatteandJosserand,“Contribution~’ 229—30.
64 Bryennios,Keph.47,228;Keph.25,76;in theMagicTreatisesee,e.g.,Delatte,

Anecdota,I, 398.19—23,402.6—7,424, 507—9; and in the Testamentof Solomon,78*,
82*.
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• favor maybe found in thecasesfrom thepatriarchalcourt in which Kappa-
dokeswasaccusedof trying to helpamonkbecomeabishopandwhereSyro-
pouloswas allegedto havetriedto securepardonfor apriest.63

By the sametoken,however,andin thesameways, magiccouldbeused

to bring aboutsickness,disability, or misfortune:peoplecouldbe drivenmad,
renderedimpotent,madeto sickenandeven to die; the samething couldbe
doneto their animals,and their crops couldbe ruinedby blight, insects,or
storms.66Among thecommonestnotionsthat relateto suchusesof magicwere
thoseof “binding,” wherebysomemagicalhindranceor block was appliedto
thevictim,67 or of piercing,whereina sympatheticreactionwasinspiredin the
victim by stickingpins, needles,or othersharpobjectsinto a model of some
sort, or whereevil spirits wereattachedor “fixed” to a victim or to an object
in a similarway.68

65 MM I, 343—44,no. 153,and547,no. 292; and seealsoDelatte,Anecdota,I,

398—99,401—3,468.Manyof the amuletsin theKyranidesalsohavesuchendsin view,
e.g.,1.1, 1.2, 1.3, etc.

66 Of course,successfor one personnecessarilymeansfailure or harm for an-
other;thetwoconceptsgo together.For aparticularlyclearexampleof this belief,note
the fearsof TheodoreII Laskarisreportedby Pachymeres(above,note 13); andthe
fears of ConstantinePalatesconcerninghis mother-in-lawin a casebefore the patri-
archalcourt:HungerandKresten,Register~178.22—24,no. 11.Note,too,theallegations
madeby GregorasagainstJohnKalekas(seeabove,note14>; Gregorasalsorepeatsthe
beliefthatdemonscanbecalledupby necromancyandmadeto workharm:deInsomniis,
PG149,col. 618.ThedeDaemonibus,173,reportsthatsorcererscanmakedemonscause
terribleevils;andthe Graecorumopiniones,103,statesthatmagicisabletoproducesick-
ness;Bidez,Catalogue,VI, 129.Seealsointhis contextDelatte,Anecdota,1,397,401—2.
Particularlyrevealing,too,istheprayerfor releasefrommagicinLegrand,Bibliotleque,
II, xviii-xix, whichreferstothevariousplacesinwhichharmfulmagicalpotionsandob-
jectsmightbehiddenand,indirectly, thethingstheymightbethoughttocause.Forcaus-
inghatredby magic,seeDelatte,Anecdota,I, 402,456,467,625.

67 Forbindingsee,e.g.,Bryennios,Keph.47, 228; Delatte,Anecdota,402,551—
52, 58 1—82, 612; Legrand,Bibliotheque,II, xviii. In generalseePh. Koukoules,“Mes-
aionikoi kai Neoellenikoi katadesmoiLaographia8 (1921—25),302—46,and 9
(1926—28),52—108.Note that the deDaemonibus,173, referstodemonsbeingbound
by sorcerersusingsuchthings assaliva,humannails andhair, lead,wax, andthread,
andthen beingemployedto do harm.Seealso Graecorumopiniones, 101—3; Bidez,
Catalogue,VI, 128.

60 See,for aparticularlyclearexample,Delatte,Anecdota,1,461(thereis another
versionat501);also459—60.NotealsotheGraecorumopiniones,103;Bidez,Catalogue,
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This sort of techniquewasfrequentlyassociatedwith “love”—or, better,
lust—magic,69althoughtherewereevidently manyotherpracticesthat could
beemployedto the sameend.Hereapersonwas forcedby magicalmeansto
complywith thesexualdesiresof thepractitioneror theclient,thepenaltyfor
failing to do so beingVariousunpleasantforms of suffering.Thevictim was
usuallya woman,althoughthereis evidenceof this sort of magicalso being
usedon a manin thecasefromthepatriarchalcourtof Exotrochina,awealthy
woman who allegedly tried to obtain the hand of a noblemanby magical
means.70Survivingtextsrevealthesamelevelsof complexandelaboratetheo-
retical sophisticationin somerituals of this type aswas seenwith someamu-
lets. Forinstance,oneset of instructionsrequiresa waxfigurine to be made
beforesunriseon the sixth day whenthe moonis waxing.The namesof the
victim (in this casea girl) andhermother, togetherwith thoseof the prac-
titioner(or client)andhis motherhaveto beinscribedon specific partsof the
bodyof the figurine, while the namesof thedemonsLoutzipher,Beelzeboul,
andAstarotharewrittenon paperwhich is theninsertedinto aslit cutinto the
wax. Furtherrituals involve piercingthe heartof the figurine with a needle
and then sweatingit over coalsfor threenightswhile conjuring the demons
in question,beforeit is cut into six separatesectionsandburnt while further
conjurationsare repeatednine times over each.71 Otherpractices, however,
eitherinvolved arathercrudesimplificationof thesametypeof theoryorelse
operatedonquite differentandundevelopedprinciples.Forinstance,awoman
who is touchedwith a magical parchmentusing dust taken from her right
footprint will submit to the will of the magician, while an appleon which

VI, 129;andthementionin thetranslationofOvid referredtoabove.Forfixing aspiritin
aparticularplacesothatitmaybecontrolledfor magicalpurposes,seeDelatte,Anecdota,
1,578;cf. 468,580.SeealsoGreenfleld,Demonology263—64,266—68.

69 The moral ambiguity of suchmagic is clear here.Whenregardedfrom the
point of view of sorcererandclient,it wasbeneficial,orat leastuseful(if perhapsonly
from a psychologicalpoint of view); fromthestandpointof the victim, however,it was
mostdefinitely not, amountingtorape,sincethewomanwasbeingforcedinto a sexual
relationshipagainstherwill (always supposingthe magicworked).

70 MM I, 549—50,no. 292.
71 Delatte,Anecdota,I, 461. Seealsothe otherexamplescitedin note68 above;

andcf. ibid., 399,401,456,wherelove spellsandastrologicaltheoryare againclearly
combined.Fora complexlove spellapparentlywithout figurines,seeibid., 422—24.



140 RichardP. H. Greenfield

magicsignshavebeenwritten will havethe sameeffect on thevictim if she
eatsit.72

As is clearhere,it was also believedthat spiritual as well as physical
beings could be manipulatedby the techniquesof sorcery.Such manipula-
tion, for whateverends,was againthought to be possiblethrough a wide
rangeof methodswhich dependedon a similarly wide rangeof theoretical
justifications; demons,angels, and other minor spiritual powerscould be
bent to the will of the sorcerereitherin isolation or moreusuallyin combi-
nation.

The variety of meansavailableto practitionersof this sort of magic thus
includedtheinvocationof eithergeneralgroupsor namedindividualspirits.
TheMagic Treatise,for instance,invokessuchbeingsas “Lady Sympilia” in a
katoptromancyor “PrincessTodedideandthe demonswho control lust” in a
love spell,73while bothit andthe TestamentofSolomoncontainlong lists of
individually nameddemons,categorizedin various ways, for preciselythis
purpose.74

Theuseof inducementsin theformof physicalrewardssuchas sacrifices

andofferings might also beemployed.NikephorosGregoras,in his commen-
tary on thedeInsomniis,thusrefersin generalto thepracticeof sacrificingto
demonsto securetheir help,75while the Testamentof Solomonprovides in-
structionsforthesacrificeof fifty-one unbornblackkids in ordertoobtain alist

of demons.76TheMagicTreatise,too, requiresthesacrificeandemploymentof
theblood of a white birdduring anelaboratelove charm,77andit also contains
instructionsforvariousfeastswhich areclearlyintendedto inducecooperation

72 Delatte,Anecdota,I, 456—58,465.Seealsoibid.,466—67,whereseveralsimple
(and garbled)love charmsare given,includingonethat usesa loaf ofbreadinscribed
with themagicalfemaleAnerada.

73 Delatte, Anecdota, I, 433 and 593—94 (Sympilia); 459 (Todedide);theseare
but two amongmany examples,for the naming of individuals or specificgroupsin
magicrituals and spellsis very common.For referencetonamingin general,seeMM
I, 189,no. 86, and544,no. 292.

74 So, e.g., Testamentof Solomon, 51*~59* (36 decans);78*~82* (named
demons);Delatte,Anecdota,1 403—4,434—38 (demonsandangelsof daysand hours);
426—27(demonsof the four quarters).SeealsoGreenfleld,Demonology219—36.

73 Gregoras,deInsomniis,616.
76 TestamentofSolomon,77*gg

77 Delatte,Anecdota,1 459—60.



Contributionto theStudyof PalaeologanMagic 141

by thespirits: for instance,in a ritualdesignedto employa “stoicheion”called
Mortze,the sorcererhas to preparea tablefor the spirit andcannotproceed
with his conjurationuntil there is visible evidenceof the food having been
consumed;elsewhereelaboratefeastsare preparedandenjoyedby spiritual
powers,althoughherethesearenot physicalbut visionary,beingperceivedin
greatdetailby a mediumduringthe initial stagesof someofthemorecomplex
formsof divination.78

Closely relatedherewas the associationof the sorcererin variousways
with thepowershewasintendingtouse.In thecaseof evil spirits,this associa-
tion mightbethoughtto beachievedby actsof desecration,suchastherituals,
referredto in two of the trials beforethepatriarchalcourt, thatinvolvederasing
andtramplingon thenameof God, or writingtheLord’s prayerbackwardsand
upside down.79The sameendmight also beachievedby actsof immorality,
particularlyof murderor thesheddingof humanblood,orevenby signingapact
with thedevil.It shouldbenoted,however,thatthereis no firm evidenceof this

latterbelief from thePalaeologanperiod, andmostof thesepracticesseemto
haveexistedprimarily oronly in themindsof thosewhowishedto discreditand

refutemagicalactivities.80In thecaseof goodspirits,whetherthesewereto be
useddirectlyormerelyasmeansof controllingandcurbingtheevil ones,associ-

ationwascompletedby thevariousritualsof purificationalreadymentionedand
by theuseof pure(usuallysexuallypureorvirgin) materialsandassistants.81The
locationandtiming of suchoperations,too,might beseento bevital to ensure

78 Ibid., 578,433.Noteherethe recipesfor various“incenses~’designedtoattract
the demonsin magicrituals, which containsuchthingsas snakeor vultureheadsand
polecat’sblood, ibid., 404—6, 417; alsothe garlandsor silk clothsreferredto at ibid.,
468,600,apparentlyfor the samepurposeofinducement.ThedeDaemonibus,149—51,
providesan explanation,basedon earlierspeculation,as to how materialsacrifices
couldbeattractiveand evennutritioustospiritual beings.FurtherhereseeGreenfleld,
Demonology,213—15,253—55.

79 MM I, 180,no. 79, and343—44,no. 153.
80 In the materialin Delatte,Anecdota,I, therearevarious referencesto the em-

ploymentof instrumentsusedfor murder,e.g.,406; or to the useof humanblood or
bones,e.g., 405,417,457; cf. the TestamentofSolomon,77* Note the ritesallegedto
beperformedby the hereticsof the deDaemonibus,139—41, which certainlyseemto
belongto the stockof inheritedlabelsfor religiousor socialopponents.For further
referencesanddiscussion,seeGreenfleld,Demonology,255—57.

81 Seeabove,note 60; againprotectionandcontrol are really indistinguishable.
FurtherhereseePingree,“Ghaya~’ 13.
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that theforcesmostappropriateto theneedsof theparticularoperationwere
dominantandactive,andhere,at themoresophisticatedlevels,a greatdealof
complexastrologicalknowledgewasrequired,aswell as familiarity with the
powersof literally myriadindividualgoodandevil spirits.82

As well as suchmeansfor inducingor enticingthespiritualpowersto do

their will, sorcererswerealso thoughtto havemore direct, coercivemeans
availableto them.On theonehand,asboththedeDaemonibusandGregoras’
commentaryon thede Insomniismakeclear,it was apparentlybelievedin a
rathercrude way that physical force could be employedby sorcerers,who
might thusmakeuseof spits,swords,or othersharpobjects to terrify andso
control theevil spiritswithwhich theyweredealing.83Otherobjectsormateri-
als, which wereheld to terrify or subjugatethesespiritual powers,wereevi-
dentlyusedin a rathersimilarway.84

On the otherhand,muchmoreelaboratedandintellectualnotionswere
alsoapparentlyin circulationwhichdependedon intimidatingandthreatening
thesebeingsby meansof naming and invoking superiorpowersin their own

82 Forspecificdaysof the weeksee,e.g.,Delatte,Anecdota,I, 397—99;for houses
of the zodiac,ibid.,401—3;in relationtothe lunarmonth,ibid., 430—31.Noteagainthe
longlists of demonsandangelspreservedtherewhichareorderedeitherastrologically,
chronologically, or geographically.For particular locations, usually the traditional
crossroads,sceneofamurder,orunfrequentedplace,seeibid., 416—17,425,432,468,
578,580, 590, 617. For anotherassociationof sorceryandcrossroadsin this period,
seetheencyclicalof Athanasios1 summarizedinDar.Reg.,IV, 553 (#3), no. 1777.See
alsoGreenfleld,Demonology257—60.

83 DeDaemonibus,163,line444and177,lines 637—41;Gregoras,deInsomniis,
col. 618.Compare,too, the almostubiquitousblack-handledknife of the sorcererin
the ritualsof theMagic Treatiseandin laterGreekmagic, andwhatwassaid above
aboutfixing evil spirits in placewith knives so thatthey couldbe usedin magic. On
thenecessarymateriality of the demonic“body” that an aversionto sharp objects
implies,andtheoriesconcerningit, seeGreenfleld,Demonology,211—13.

84 So, for example,the “aromata”usedfor compulsionratherthan inducement,
whichwerementionedabove.Also to beconsideredhereareamuleticdeviceswhich
areconceivedprimarily as compellingspirits, like Solomon’s seal,TestamentofSolo-
mon, 15*, 16*; to whichmay be comparedthesorcerer’sring foundin Delatte,Anec-
dota, I, 416;or, e.g.,magicaldevicesfor curing possession,ibid., 406,605. Notealso
theuseofthemagicalsymbols,signs,andnameswritten on the sorcerer’srobes,on his
equipment,or in his circlewhichmayhavemuchto do with coercionaswell asprotec-
tion. Note here,too, theclosely parallelorthodoxpracticesof imposingthe sign of
cross,a crucifix, or somethinglike theGospelsduringexorcism.
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hierarchiesor in those of otherdominantspiritual beings.Among themost
powerfulwerethemysteriousnamesof Godhimself,of which thecommonest
in thePalaeologansourcesare Sabaoth,Adonai,Tetragrammaton,andvariants
of lao and Eloi.85 Also employed,however,were those of majorand lesser
angelicbeings,namedeitheras types,like thearchangelsor seraphim,or else
as individuals,suchas Raphael,Michael, Gabriel, andOuriel, althoughthere
are alsolong andcomplexlists of minorangelicnames.86Thentherewerethe
namesof planetaryandcosmicspirits, aswell as thoseof heroicandparticu-
larly holy men; hereSolomon’s nameis by far the mostpowerful and fre-
quently invoked,althoughotherpatriarchsarealsoused,as aresaintslike Sis-
innios in particularcircumstances,suchas in charmsagainstGylou. Finally,
recoursemight behadto thenamesof demonicprincesandrulers.87

As well as beingusedin theareasof protectionandmanipulation,it was
evidently an extremelycommonbelief that magiccouldbe employedto dis-
cover knowledgethat was otherwiseinaccessible.Divination was thus prac-
ticedin avastvarietyof waysranging,onceagain,fromthecrudetothesophis-
ticatedin techniqueandin theory.Forthesakeof analysisalone,thesemethods

areheredivided looselyinto two groups:techniquesthat basicallyinvolve ob-
servationor experienceof phenomena,andtechniquesthat involve deliberate
manipulationandinterventionon thepart of thediviner.88

At thesimpleendof thescalein thefirst grouparemethodsthatinvolved
thedirectinterpretationof sensationsfelt in thebodyasindicatingsomedistant
or futureactionor outcome.JosephBryenniosthusrefersto peopleobserving
the naturalmovementsof their legs,hands,andnoses,or thefluttering of their
eyelidsandbuzzingin their earsto predict thefuture, while detailedchartsto

83 Others, suchasEmmanueland Pantokrator,or sequencesderivedfrom Agla
(see,e.g.,Delatte,Anecdota,I, 425)arealsousedrelativelyfrequently,asarereminders
of divine deeds,drawnequallyfrom bothOld andNewTestaments.

86 For types see,e.g., ibid.,419,424;for lists of individuals,which are provided
in parallel to thoseof demons,420—21.

87 See,for moredetailandfuller references,Greenfleld,Demonology27 1—74.
88 In whatfollows referenceis madeonlyto someof the practicesfor which there

is directevidencein this period.Therangeof techniquesandmethodsthat existedin
reality shouldbeassumedto be far larger,judgingfrom evidencefrom otherperiodsof
Byzantineandpost-Byzantinehistory. See,e.g.,Koukoules,bios, 1.2, 156—226.
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be used in making such predictionshavealso survived from this period.89
Slightly moreelaborate,butstill basicallydependentonlyon thedirectexperi-
enceof thesubject,was oneiromancy;heredreamswereinterpretedeitherby
referenceto a rangeof simple,commonknowledgeor elseto detailed(and
often ancient)written manualsthat explainedthesymbolismandsignificance
of what had beenseen.Gregoras’commentaryon de Insomniis obviously
springsto mindhere,but therearealsomultiple copiesof all themajorsurviv-
ing Byzantineoneirokritikafrom thePalaeologanperiodor the later fifteenth
century,indicating how popularthis practicewas. Of particularinterestis the
bookassignedto EmperorManuel II Palaeologus;unfortunatelyhecannotbe
firmly identified as the book’s author, eventhoughhe is known from other
sourcesto havehadaninterestin dreaminterpretation.90

Moving alongthescalewereothertypesof observationthat couldinter-
prethumanphysicalfeatures,suchas the lineson thehand,theplacementof

moleson thebody,or eventheeffectof urineon alentil asa testfor virginity,91
or that studiedthe markings on the shoulderblades of sheep(omoplat-
oscopy).92Othersagain, thoughstill not involving deliberateinterventionon
thepartof thediviner,madepredictionsbasedon extemaleventssuchasthose
mentionedby JosephBryennioswhich includethe movementof icons, the

meetingsandgreetingsof men,andthebehaviorof domesticandwild birds,
particularlycrows.93

89 Bryennios,Keph. 47, 227; Delatte,Anecdota, I, 628—30.

90 Seefor detailshereS.Oberhelman,“Prolegomenatothe ByzantineOmeirokrit-

ika,” Byzantion50 (1980),487—503;for thelatterwork seenowG. Calofonos,“Manuel
II Palaiologos:Interpreterof Dreams?”ByzF 16 (1991), 447—55; alsoDelatte,Anec-
dota, I, 511—24. For othermaterialon dreaminterpretation,seeibid., 525—47.Note
ibid., e.g.,468,507,wheretechniquesfor causingdivinatory dreamsarepreserved,and
a numberof amuletsin the Kyranideswhich are said to do the same,e.g.,1.3, 38 or
1.19, 14—16.

91 Delatte,Anecdota,I, 209—10(palmistry);627—28 (meaningofmoles);632 (test
for virginity).

92 SeeDelatte,Anecdota,I, 206—9 for a 13th-centurycopyof short treatiseson
omoplatoscopy.

93 Bryennios,Keph.47, 227.In Keph.11, 59, hecondemnsdivination(manteiai)
and“observations”ofthis sort(paratepeseis)ingeneral.Comparealsothereferences
to bearsand snakesapparenflybeingusedin this wayin the encyclicalsof Athanasios
I, Dar. Reg.IV, 542(#18),no. 1762;553 (#4), no. 1777;556 (#18),no. 1778;557 (#11),
no. 1779.
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Finally, in this classof techniquescomestheextremelyelaborateandde-
velopedpracticeof astrology,which was believedto dependon very precise
astronomicalobservationandcalculationas well as knowledgeof thenature

andoccult powersof the celestialbodies and/orthe spirits (good andbad)
associatedwith them.By the“scientific” interpretationof suchdatain the light
of a variety of astrologicaltheories,it was believedthat either accurateand
detailedpredictionsof thefuturecouldbemadeor themostsuitablemoments
for actionbedetermined.64

In the secondgroup, a variety of techniquesinvolved the scatteringof
objects like grains (barley seemsto havebeena perennialfavorite), beans,
stones,or bones,andthenreadingthepattemsinto which theyfell according
to a rangeof different principles.95Rathersimilarwas the extractionof pre-
paredlots orothersignificantobjectsfrom somesort of containerandinterpre-
tation of the sequencein which they appearedor their relationto the person
who chosethem.A clearexampleof this typeof divinationis the ritual of the
kledonnes,which is knownfrom JosephBryenniosaswell as from references
both before andafter the Palaeologanperiod.96Other methodsof divination

94 ForexamplesseePingree,‘Abramios~’ passim;on the distinctionbetweenthe
two kinds of astrology,seeidem,“Ghaya,” 7. Mentionhasbeenmadeon severalocca-
sionsof theastrologicalconsiderationsthat were crucial to the performanceof many
ofthe moreelaboratemagicrituals;heretheartisevidentlybeingusedfor correctand
propitioustiming ratherthanprediction.Note the relativelyfrequentattackson astrol-
ogy whichhelp to showhow popularit was; soby Bryennios,Keph. 47, 227; but also
by Gregoras,e.g.,Byz. Hist. XVI, 8.5—7 in connectionwith a westernastrologerwho
appearedat the Byzantinecourt; andby Symeonof Thessaloniki,Kataaireseonvi,
PG 155, cols.43—50. It wasperhapsfelt to bemoredangerousthansomeothertech-
niquesbecauseof thehigh intellectual level atwhich it operatedin its moresophisti-
catedforms,and it wasthusattackednotonlyby Christianopponentsbutalsoby schol-
arsfearful for their reputationsandsafetyif theirresearches,particularly inastronomy
andmathematics,wereassociatedwith it.

93 Bryennios,Keph. 47, 227,mentionsdivinationby meansof barley. Barleyor
rye arealsomentionedin theencyclicalsof AthanasiosI: Dar. Reg. IV, 530, no. 1749;
553 (#3), no. 1777; 557 (#12), no. 1779.Seeinparticularherethe cleromancyin De-
latte,Anecdota, I, 392—96;comparethere,too, the variousversionsof arithromancy,
388—91, 451—55,557—61, and cf. 104, 107—10; seefurther idem, “Traite byzantinde
geomancie~’MelangesCumont(1936),I, 575—658(I haveunfortunatelybeenunable
to seethis work); Bruel,Superstition,68—69.

96 Bryennios,Keph. 47, 227;for otherreferencesseeL. Oeconomos,La vie reli-
gieusedans l’empire Byzantinau tempsdes Comneneset desAnges(Paris, 1918),
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could involve all mannerof mechanisms,suchasmagicwordswritten on vari-
ousfoods or droppedin waterwhich athief would be unableto eator drink;
or an amulet tied round theneck of a bird which would settle on the guilty
person’sshoulder.97

The mostcommonforms of manipulativedivination, however,involved
the useof a shining,reflectivesurfacein which the desiredinformation was
seenin some way. While someof thesurviving methodsarerelatively crude

andunelaborate,98it is in thesepractices,particularly of lekanomancyandka-
toptromancy,that someof thegreatestcomplexityandsophisticationcouldbe
found in lateByzantinedivination.99This is becausethesepractices,at more
sophisticatedlevels of interpretation,were linked to supernaturalpowersand
thus involved the invocationandmanipulationof (usuallyevil) spiritsandper-
hapsthe soulsof the dead.100Someof themostelaboraterituals that survive

226—28; Koukoules, bios, 1.2, 167—72. Someform of the ritual is also mentionedin
Pseudo-Psellos,Graecorumopiniones,6, 102—5.

97 Delatte,Anecdota,I, 608; seealsohere,e.g.,587,609—11,625.Thediscovery
of thievesseemsto havebeenaverypopularareain which magicwasused.Compare
here,too, thehigher level useof trial by ordeal,e.g., theincidentinvolving Michael
Palaeologus,GeorgeAkropolites,Historia, ed.A. Heisenberg(Leipzig, 1903),95—98.

98 So,e.g., Delatte,Anecdota,I, 577,586—87, 591.
99 Thereis also evidenceof the sameor similar types of divination throughout

Byzantinehistory. Thepracticeis mentionedin some detail in the Graecorumopini-
ones, 105; Bidez, Catalogue,VI, 129—30.Many examplesof rituals of varyingcom-
plexity areto befoundin Delatte,Anecdota, I: for lekanomancy(orhygromancy)see,
e.g., 430—32,480, 493—98, 504, 588—89, 595—96; for katoptromancy,432—34,479,
584—85, 593.In generalhereseeDelatte, Catoptromancie;andHopfner, “Lekano-”;
alsoGreenfleld,Demonology294—96.

100 Theassumptionbehindmostof theseritualsseemsto bethatdemonicbeings
of onesort or anotherareseenin the surfaceof thewateror the mirror, assumingthe
preparationshavebeencorrectlymadeandthe magicincantationscorrectlysaid; they
will then answerwhateverquestionsthe sorcererhasfor themandperhapsevendo
otherthingsaswell. 1 havearguedelsewhere(seeabove,note 33) thatthe mainriteof
theMagicTreatise itself is probablyto beseenas aritual of this type from whichthe
centralhydromancyis nowmissing;as it stands,it simply involvesthe summoningof
demonsto themagiccircle anddemandingtheir responseor action: Delatte,Anecdota,
I, 417—28.Compareto this theritual for dealingwith the “stoicheion”atibid., 578,or
thoseat 429—30,468, which involve trappingademonor spirit in somesort of vessel
andthen questioningit directly. Theideasareclearlyrelated but representdifferent
branchesof thesametradition.Anotherbranchis alsoapparentin oneor two rituals in
whichthereis somevaguehint of necromancy,ibid., 432.22,589—90,593.4,617—18;cf.
403,wherehydromancyandnecromancyaredirectly linked.Indeed,somecomparative
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arethus lekanomanciesandkatoptromancies,designedto summon,control,

andusetheevil spirits to reveal thefuture (or whateverother knowledgeis

desired) in the shining surfaceof a speciallypreparedvesselof wateror a
mirror; otherreflective or bright objectsthat could also be employedinclude
oiled fingemails,anoiledegg,a crystalheldup to thesun,or acandleflame.101
Usuallyheretherevelationis not givendirectly to thesorcererhimself but to
achild (hencevirgin andpure)medium,andusually it takesplacewithin the

confinesof an elaboratemagiccircle. Onceagainthetechniquesmay reacha
level thatis in someways,at least,“scientific~’ involvingminuteandpainstak-
ingly detailedpreparationand ritual activity, andconsiderableknowledgeof
complexastrologicalandcosmologicaltheory. Furthermore,theseriteswould
seemto includethedeliberatemanipulationof senseperception,partsof them,
at least,being designedto induce an hypnotic or trancestate in the young
mediumnotonly throughsuchmeansas lengthy,meaninglessrepetition,light
shining and flashing in the eyes, and so forth, but by the use at times of
“aromata” which actuallycontainhallucinatorysubstancessuchas opium or
sweetflag root.102

The useof evil spiritual powershasbeenmentionedspecifically in con-
nectionwith theselatteroperations,but it was, of course,possibleto seesuch

beings as activein all the many techniquesof divination that existed;indeed,
this washow thedominantorthodoxtraditiontendedto view themandexplain
their supposedsuccess.The associationwith suchpowerswascertainlymade

at timesby thepractitionersof suchartsthemselves,not only with respectto

lekanomancyandkatoptromancy,but alsoto someotherformssuchas oneiro-
mancy,105andthereweresomefurthermethodsthatseemto havebeenthought

to haveactuallyinvolveddirectrevelationby demonicpowers,suchastheyen-

materialmight suggestthatmost of theseritualsoriginatedasnecromancies,though
thatelementhasbeenalmostentirely lostby thelateByzantineperiod;notehereespe-
cially Gregoras,de Insomniis,615—19, andKyranides, 1.13. Seealso M. Ninck, Die
BedeutungdesWassersim Kult undLebenderAlten,Philologus,Supplementband14,
II (Leipzig, 1921;repr.Darmstadt,1960),70—80.

101 Delatte,Anecdota,I, 580,591—92(fingernails);581 (egg); 500(crystal);576
(candle).

102 SeeGreenfleld,Demonology,291—92.For opium andsweetflag seeDelatte,
Anecdota,I, 405.6 and22—23. Cf. the referenceto the use of a herbalmedicineand
ointmentfor seeingdemonsin thedeDaemonibus,161.

103 See,e.g., Graecorumopiniones,105; Bidez, Catalogue,VI, 129—30;Delatte,
Anecdota,I, 397, 417—28,429—30,468,480,576,578,595—96.
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triloquismof which the notoriousfemalediviner Amarantinawascondemned
by the patriarchalcourt in the middle of thefourteenthcentury.164 In general,
however,it would appearlikely that the many practitioners,certainlyof the
less sophisticatedandelaboratetechniquesof divination, did not makedirect

or overt links to the powersof evil andregardedtheprocessesof their divina-
tion as being somehowautomaticor natural.The samegeneralpoint applies
not just to divinationbut to all the typesandvarietiesof magic.This wasun-

doubtedlyseenby someasbeingentirelymotivatedandoperatedby demonic
forces,but others,atleastin someareas,nevermadethis connectionat all and
saw thepracticesthey were conductingeitheras usingneutral,naturalforces
or as beingsomeform of Christian,andthereforequite legitimate,activity.

This obviouslybrings up the questionof the relationshipbetweenthe
dominantChristiantradition and the sort of beliefs andpracticesdiscussed
above. It is clear, at leastin this period, that for mostpeopleinvolved with
thesethings,whetheras clients or practitioners,therewas no obviousbarrier,
no cleardivide that distinguishedwhatthey were doingin their own mindsor
in thoseof their peersfrom anyotherreligious,andsoin thiscontextChristian,
activity. Only in themindsof highly trainedtheologiansdid suchabsolutedis-
tinctionsexist, andeventhen,thereoften, if not always, seemsto havebeen
some other,ulterior motive at work whenpeopleweresingledout andpun-
ishedfor allegedactsof sorceryandmagic.’03

Justasalmostall the forms ofmagicnotedabovecouldbeascribedto the
working of evil spiritual powers,so they could equallywell be attributedto

that of good powers.In someplacesthereis a very broadandobviousgray
areabetweenpracticesandattitudesthat areundeniablyorthodoxChristian
and those that are incontrovertiblyunorthodox.As hasbeenseenelsewhere,
Christianamuletsaboundedandenjoyeda comparablerangeof form andso-
phisticationto thosethat werenot specifically Christian.Relics or otherholy

objects could fulfill exactlythe samefunctions as theconcoctionsfound in

104 For thecaseseeMM I, 301—6, no. 134; cf. 317—18,no. 137; it is referredto

again in no. 292, p. 542. Seealso Cupane,“La magia 246—48,256—57.Furtheron
AmarantinaseeGone,Kallistou A’, 133, 213—14,230. Compareherethe deDae-
monibus, 161—63; andon the tradition of ventriloquismseeGreenfleld,Demonology
128—29,293.

105 Seebelow,p. 151.In generalon the questionofthe relationbetweenorthodox
andunorthodoxbeliefandpractice,oneof themosthelpful treatmentsis to be found
in A. Ducellier, Le dramedeByzance(Paris,1976),pt. II, 183—272.
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non-Christianamulets,andholy inscriptionscould replacemagicalsymbols
and names.1116Practiceslike exorcism,107blessing, or eventhe major sacra-
mentscould be viewedandusedon the popularlevel in preciselythe same
waysasthemagicaloperationsdesignedto manipulatethematerialconditions
of humanlife, while prayersandrituals dedicatedto specificsaintswhowould
beusedin specific circumstancescouldbe thoughtto createsimilarly effica-
ciousalterationsin humanrelationsto thoseof themagicalpracticesdescribed
above.108 Again, virtually the wholerangeof divinatorytechniquescouldjust
as easilybe seenasoperatingthroughtheinterventionof angelicorotherspiri-
tual powersapprovedby Christianityasit couldthroughevil ones,andthereis
evidenceof a numberof methodsthatutilized specifically Christianobjects

suchas Gospelsor Psaltersfor discoveringhiddenknowledge.100Evenmore
interesting,whetherit shouldsurpriseus ornot, is thefactthatthe practitioner

of themorecomplicatedarts laid out in theMagic Treatiseactuallyvisualizes
himself as working in the nameof God through angelic, spiritual powers,
which he usesto control andcommandthe evil ones.110Moreover, therituals

186 For clear examplesof “magical” Christian amuletsthat havepreciselythe
sameformastheirnon-Christiancounterpartsbutusenamesandinvocationsacceptable
toorthodoxy,see,e.g.,Delatte,Anecdota,1,465,616,622—24.For therecommendation
by Bryenniosthat Christiansymbolsshouldbedeliberatelysubstitutedfor amulets,see
above,note38. Noteagainthereferenceto theburningof Athanasios’garment,above.

107 Thereis no roomin thepresentpaperto enterin anydetailinto theparticularly
grayareaof Christianexorcism.It is clear,however,thatpopularperceptioncouldstray
quite easily into seeingevil spirits as beingcontrolledandhealingseffectedby the
exorcistandhisritual activities in a purely “automatic” manner;it wasevidently only
too easyto forgetthatthegraceof God wasnecessarilyatworkhereif thepracticewas
to remainacceptableto orthodoxy.Note especiallymuchmaterialin thelater“Byzan-
tine” exorcismpublishedby L. Delatte;andseefurther hereGreenfleld,Demonology
140—48.

108 It is clearly hardto distinguishbetweenthe sort of prayer mentionedabove
to St Sisinniosor MichaelagainstthedemonGylou andsomethinglike the“Exorcism
of St.Tryphon” found in the EnchologionMega, 500—503,usedto protectfields and
vinesfrom naturalor magicalills. Fora list of saintsto beapproachedfor help with
particularmedicalproblemsin the Orthodoxtradition, seeS. S. Harakas,Healthand
Medicinein theEasternOrthodoxTradition (NewYork, 1990),87.

109 See,e.g., the arithromancyinDelatte,Anecdota,I, 388—91,557—61; cf. 104,
107,whichutilizes thesebooks.

110 So, e.g., Delatte,Anecdota,I, 403—4, 406—10, 418—25,wheretherearefre-
quentreferencestothe fact that the powersusedto subjugatethe demonsare angelic,
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of purification, which he mustundergoin orderto renderhim bothsafefrom
the evil spirits andopento the knowledgehe will receive,differ very little
in somewaysfrom standardpracticesof Christianasceticism,somethingthat
perhapsmakesthe involvementin magicof the renownedasceticGabrielo-

poulos,condemnedin thetrial of 1371,moreunderstandable.111

It is clearthat the relationshipbetweenthe centralChristianorthodoxy
and the peripheralsemi-Christian(or actuallynon-Christian)elementsof be-
lief andpracticein thePalaeologanreligiousmentalityis onethat is complex
and far-reaching.At thepopularlevel, beliefandpracticeembraceda range
that simply did notrecognizedistinctionsbetweenreligionand magicandwas
not only uninterestedin separatingareasof orthodoxyandunorthodoxy,but
was almostentirely incapableof doingso.Whatis beingdescribedhereis thus
merely one end of a largely continuousspectrumwhich shades,as it were,

quite smoothly from whiteto black. Any divisionsin it are imposedeitherby
subsequenthistoricalmisconceptionsorby the viewsof thesmallminority of
trained Christiantheologianswho believedin andwere both capableof and
interestedin establishingsuchdivisions.It is vitalnot to let theminority speak
in placeof thevastmajority.

Onefinal arearelatesto this point, and that is the evidencethe sources
provide for an understandingof the way in which suchbeliefsoperatedat all
levelsof lateByzantinesociety—intellectual,political, andeconomic,aswell
as religious. Someof thesebeliefsandpracticesare,it is true, so lacking in
sophisticationandtheoreticalsupportthat theymusthavebeencapableof op-
erating only at the very lowest levels. Others,however,are so elaborate,so
complex,anddemandsucharangeof knowledgeandscholarshipthattheycan
havebeenheldandpracticedonly by peopleat theveryhighestlevelsof soci-
ety,especiallygiven that educationto sucha standardwasa prerogativeof the
privileged.The evidencethat hasbeenprovidedabovefrom this period, like
that from othereras of Byzantinehistory thathavebeenexamined,for the
acceptanceandindeeduseof such ideasandpracticesevenat the imperial

andwherethe namesanddeedsofGod arealsoutilized.Noteespeciallythe stipulation
thatwax to be usedin making amagic figurine mustbe allowed to standon the altar
for threedayswhile the priest is celebratingthe liturgy, ibid., 410.Comparetoo the
ritualsat ibid.,493—500,577.

111 OnGabrielopoulosseeMM I, 543—44no. 292,andPLP~ nos.3431 and3433.
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court, evenamongleadingintellectuals,andevenby clergyandmonksof high
rank, shouldnot, therefore,besurprising.Onemay think immediatelyhereof
men like TheodoreII Laskarisor the despotMichael II Angelosat thecourt;
of NikephorosGregoras,JohnAbramios,or perhapsGabrielopoulosamong
intellectuals;andof theanonymouswould-bebishopwho hadturnedto Kap-

padokesfor help,theprotonotariosandformerkanstresiosDemetriosChloros,
or even(althoughonly if Gregorasis to be believed)PatriarchJohnKalekas
amongchurchmen.112

It is true that a furthercautionaryfact shouldperhapsalso be bornein
mind: accusationsof this type amongleadingsocial and intellectualfigures
may haveas muchto do with political infighting as with real involvementin
magic.ThosesurroundingKalekas,Gregoras,andperhapsatleastsomeof the
defendantsin thetrials beforethe patriarchalcourtneedfurther examination

in this light.113Nevertheless,whenemperorsaccusecourtiersof making them

sick by demonicmagicandmake useof astrologywhenmaking important
decisions,whenleadingintellectualsandscholarsseriouslydiscussmagical
practicesandcasthoroscopes,whenmanuscriptsof sorcerythat requireex-
tremelyhigh levels of erudition are copied andemployed,andwhen senior

112 In this contextit maybeimportantto point outthat it is hardtoaccept,without

at leastsomereservations,the claimmadeby CarolinaCupane,“La magia 260—61,
e.g., thatinformationin thetrials at thepatriarchalcourtrelatesprimarily to themagic
of the poorerand moreignorant classes.AbramiosandChloros (andprobably also
Gabrielopoulos)certainlycannotbeputin this bracket.Exotrochina,whois specifically
said to havebeenwealthy (as Cupanenotes)andevidently moving in noblecircles,
paid five hyperpyrafor the servicesof themagiciansheemployed;this is the samesum
asthelustful fatherloasaphwasableto afford, althoughhealsogaveapieceofAlexan-
driancrystal,somethingwhich suggeststhathe toowasnotpoor.Phoudoulisis saidto
havebeenaccusedof his crimesby a memberof the nobility, which may suggesthe,
too, is unlikely tohavecamefromthepoorestlevelof society.Syropouloswasadoctor
andso probablynotto be countedamongtheignorant,andneither,perhaps,wasJoan-
nesParadisiossincehewasthe sonof the“Primikerioston anagnoston.”

113 Cf. Pingree,‘Abramios,” 193; R. Guilland, Essaisur NicephoreGregoras
(Paris,1926), 27. Onearliercasesthatmakethis point,seeR. Greenfleld,“Sorceryand
Politics at the ByzantineCourt in the Twelfth Century: Interpretationsof History,” in
R. Beatonand C. Roueche,eds.,The Making of ByzantineHistory (London, 1993),
73—85;cf. alsoidem,“SorceryAccusationasaPolitical WeaponattheByzantineCourt
in the Twelfth andThirteenthCenturies,”ByzantineStudiesConference,Abstractsof
Papers,17 (1991),26.
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churchmenare condemnedfor using, and actually being, practitionersof

magic,it is quiteclearthatwhatisbeingdealtwith hereis not tobe dismissed
as “superstition~’asthemisguided,ignorant,andunrepresentativebeliefsof a
lowly socialgroupor afew isolatedindividuals,but is somethingthat was an
integralpartof generalByzantinecultureandthought.

Constraintsof spaceandthe wealthof availableevidencehavenot only
meantthatsomedetail hashadto besacrificedbutalsothat this paperhashad

toconcemitself almostentirelywithdocumentinganddescribing;anapproach
to Palaeologanmagicat theanalyticallevel is thus, unfortunately,notpossible
hereandonly to beglimpsedby wayof conclusion.

What,for instance,doestheundeniableevidenceherethatmagicalbeliefs
andpracticesfound favor at the very highestlevels of Byzantinesociety say
about the real dominanceandcohesionof the standardorthodox tradition?
What was it thatmadealtemativetraditionsmoreattractiveandsatisfyingto

somepeoplethan standardorthodoxones?To whom werethey appealing,in
whatcircumstances,andfor whatreasons?And whatdo wemakeof thefact
that muchof this magic was basedon a conceptof thenatureof supematural
beingswhichwasverydifferentfromthatof thestandardorthodoxtradition?

Again, to what extentis the magicfound at high levels to be compared
andrelatedto the magicof lower levels?What may be discoveredaboutthe
interactionbetweenthe differentlevels of belief in thePalaeologansituation,
aswell asabouttheabsorptionof popularnotionsintomoresophisticatedareas
andthepercolationof standard,orthodox ideasdown into lessdevelopedcon-
ceptions?Whatcausedthesemovements?Whatpatternsaretherein the trans-
formationsandshiftsof emphasisthattakeplace?

What, too,may be determinedfrom the contextsin which accusationof
magicwere madeandpursued?To what extentwas theaccusationof magic
merelya political weapon,atwhateverlevel, asit undoubtedlywassometimes
at the imperial court?To whatextentwas it evera purelyreligious concern?
And whatthenis to be madeof theapparentlyuniqueappealfor anorganized
purgeof magiciansin Constantinoplein themid-fourteenthcentury?114

Finally, on anotherlevel again,thereare thequestionsof how this magic
wasperceivedto be empowered.On what symbolismdid it dependfor its
efficacy, on whatassociations?115

114 MM I, 184—87,no. 85; 188—90, no. 86.
115 See,for a brief indication of what may be done,Greenfleld, Demonology,

298—302.
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Thissort of questioningis, of course,pertinenttothewholerangeof late
Byzantinereligiousbeliefandpractice,not just to the subjectof Palaeologan
magic,but the importanceof the latterlies, perhaps,in the fact that it is one

areain whichtheanswersto suchquestionsmaybeparticularly,andunusually,
accessible.It is one of thoserarehistoricalsituationsin which it may indeed
be possibleto examinethedevelopmentof practicalreligion in the handsof
the leamedandtheconceptionof orthodoxbelief in themindsof the people.
Let us hopeit is not too long beforethe conjuror arrivesat the palaceand
works hismagiconthefeast.

Queen’sUniversity,Kingston, Ontario
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Magic in SlaviaOrthodoxa:TheWritten Tradition

ROBERTMATHIESEN

I. Introduction

Ethnographersandfolklorists interestedin theOrthodoxSlayshavelongbeen
awareof the rich oral traditionsof magic in thatpart of the world, andhave
beencollectingandstudyingtextsof magicalfoildore for well over a century.
Particularlyvaluablearetheextensivecollectionsof EastSlavic folk incanta-
tionspublishedlongagoby L. Majkov andby N. Vinogradov,but SouthSlavic
materialsare alsoavailablein quantity.1

Philologistsandhistorians,in sharpcontrast,havepaid little systematic

attentionto the correspondingwritten traditionsof magicandthe occultsci-
encesamongthemedievalOrthodoxSlays.Somemagicaltextshavebeenpub-
lished,andothersstudied,but alwaysonly in passing,by scholarswho were
pursuingotherinterests,suchasdescribingmanuscriptsoreditingtextsfor the
historical studyof literature, language,the Bible, liturgy, churchhistory, the
sciences—inshort,of anythingandeverythingexceptmagicin its own right.

Thisneglectof magicas a subjectof scholarshipis only partly theconse-
quenceof a kind of rationalistic or scientific distastefor magic itself, or of
discomfortin the presenceof magicianswho took their magicseriously.It is
alsodueto the intractability of themagicaltextsthemselves.

1 L. Majkov, “Velikorusskiezaklinanija~’ZapiskiRusskogogeografi~eskogoob-

~~estvapoOtdeleniju~tnografii2 (1869),417—580,747—48;Nikolaj Vinogradov,Zago-
vory, oberegi,spasitel’nyemolitvy i pro~. Zivaja starina,Dopolneme(St. Petersburg,
1907—10).There are convenientsurveysby JosephL. Coarad: “Magic Charms and
HealingRitualsinContemporaryYugoslavia~’SoutheasternEurope/L’Europedusud-
est10.2(1983),99—120; “BulgarianMagicCharms:Ritual,Form,andContent~’SlEE]
31(1987).548—62; “RussianRitual Incantations:Tradition,Diversity,andContinuity,”
SIEEJ33(1989),422—44.
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Somefew magical texts seemto havebeenwholly lost, andare now
knownonly by name.2Otherssurviveonly in very latecopies,oftenthework

of scribeswho poorly understoodthetextsthey werecopying,or who altered
them to suit the views andtastesof the agein which they lived andworked.
Modem editors,too, usuallylack am insider’s understandingof magicaltexts
andusuallyhavenothadmuchexperiencewith thepracticeswhichthesetexts

treat. Many of thetextsthathavebeenpublishedare anonymousor pseudepi-
graphicandoffer little evidencefor the timeandplaceof theirorigin. In addi-
tion, many are what textual critics referto as “wild texts~’ that is, texts that

scribesfelt freeto alter atwill or whim as they copiedthem. It is not easyto
determinethe stemmaticrelationsbetweenthe extantcopiesof a wild text.
Thus an editor who wishes to edit a wild text of any length mustovercome
greatdifficulties andmayperhapsbeexcusedif hedecidesto tumhishandto
an easiertaskinstead.

As a resultof all this thereis still no publishedcorpusof all the magical
andocculttexts copiedby the medievalOrthodoxSlays.Indeed,thereis not
evena singlepublishedsurveyof theknown materialsfor sucha corpus.It is
the simpleaim, therefore,of this paperto providea preliminaryoverview of
thewhole writtentradition of magicandtheoccult scienceswithin SlaviaOr-
thodoxa,that is, within the world of the Orthodox Slaysduring the middle
ages.

II. TheTerm“Magic”

Let us say, first of all, whatwemeanby “magic.” We do not wish to limit the
termto “using spellsand incantationsto control the forcesof nature~’as the
skepticJamesRandionceput it.3 A broaderdefinitionwill provemoreuseful

2 Severalof the OrthodoxSlavicdefinitions of thecanonof Scriptureincludeat

theirendalist ofrejectedorhereticalbooks,mostofwhichseemto bebooksof magic
(seesection111.1 below).Someof thetitles in this list arenot nowknownto beextant,
e.g., Putnik and Volxovnik. SeeA. I. Jacimirskij,Bibliografi~eskijobzorapokrifov v
ju~no-slavjanskoji russkojpis‘mennosti(spiskipamjatnikov),I: Apokrifyvetxozavetnye
(Petrograd,1921), 1—75; N. A. Kobjak, “Indeksy otre~ennyxi zapreicemnyxknig v
russkoj pis’mennosti~’Drevnerusskajaliteratura: Istocnikovedenie:Sborniknaucnyx
trudov, ed.D. S. Lixa~ev(Leningrad,1984),45—54.

3 JamesRandi,“The Role of Conjurorsin Psi Research~’A Skeptic’sHandbook
ofParapsychologyed.PaulKurtz (Buffalo, 1985), 339—56(at342).
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for our purposehere. In particular,we shall regarddivination as a klnd of
magic.

Thequestionof how to definemagicis anold andvexedone,andwewill
notbeableto answerit fully here.As a rule, scholarshavetried todefinemagic
in contrastto suchthingsas religion,science,technology,or medicine.There
is much to be said for this approach,sincetherewas a time whenno sharp
distinctionsweredrawnamongtheseseveraldisciplines,andfor centuriesaf-
terwardtherewere largeareasof knowledgeandpracticewherethey all over-
lappedoneanother.

In the beginningthe Greekshada word for magic, and thatword was

mageiaMageiawas thespecialexpertiseof the magoiand themagoi were
originally a tribeor a peoplein the landsof theMedesandthePersians.Leg-
endclaimedthat the sageZoroasterwas a memberof this tribe andthe first
magosof themall in thesecondarysenseof theterm, that is, a mageor magi-
cian.He, it wassaid,wasthefirst teacherof the religionandthehighor hidden
sciencesthat werepracticedby the Greeks’ mostformidableenemy,namely,
thePersianEmpire.Thus mayeiaoriginally referredto thereligion,themagic,
and the scienceof one’s enemies,and so it could easilybecomea term of
reprobation.Subsequentlyboth theGreeksandtheRomansusedthewordto
referto anythingalienor subversiveorreprehensiblethat usedhiddenor super-
naturalforces and thusfell beyondthe understandingor comprehensionof
ordinarypeople.By a veryslightshift in meaningit couldalsobeusedto refer
to anyfalseor evil religious orparareligiouspractices.

As falseor evil practice,it eventuallycameto contrastwith theourgia,a
form of magicalreligion cultivatedby certainNeoplatonistsfrom thesecond
centuryA.D. onward.4This positiveterm echoesboth thelogiaand thauma-
tourgia, beingin oppositionto the formeras practiceto theory, and to the
latter as holy practiceto merewonderworklng.On theotherhand,somede-
fendersof magicinsistedon retainingmageiaasa positiveterm,in opposition
to goeteiaas goodpracticeto evil.

Science and technology,of course, took shapeas distinct spheresof

4 GeorgLuck, “Theurgy and Formsof Worshipin Neoplatonism~’in Religion,
Science,andMagic in Concertandin Conflict, ed.JacobNeusner,ErnestS. Frerichs,
and PaulVirgil McCrackenFlesher(New York-Oxford, 1989), 185—225;SarahIles
Johnston,HekateSoteira:A StudyofHekate’sRolesin the ChaldeanOraclesandRe-
latedLiterature,AmericanClassicalStudies21 (Atlanta, 1990).
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knowledgeandpracticemuch,muchlater. Weall know themainlines,at least,
of the way in which scientifictruth cameto beregardedas a differentkind of
knowledgefromreligioustruth, andasakind of knowledgethatrestson differ-
ent foundations—onobservationandexperimentasopposedto divine revela-
tion. In eachcase,of course,oneputsforth propositionsthat are true or false
(as logiciansuse theseterms),andfrom thesepropositionsone then deduces
manyothersby theprocessesof logic. Thedifferencehingeson how onedeter-
minesthetruth or falsity of suchpropositionsin thefirst place.

What may be less well known is the similar processby which applied
scienceor technologycameto beregardedas differentfrom magic.This long
history wasthesubject of Lynn Thomdike’sgreatwork, A History ofMagic

and ExperimentalScience,publishedin eight substantialvolumesover the
courseof thirty-five years.5Here,too, observationandexperimentwere the

foundationson which thewall wasbuilt that eventuallyseparatedtherealmof
appliedscienceandtechnologyfrom thatof magic.

It shouldalsobe notedthat bothtechnologyandmagiccanbepracticed

withoutanyexplicittheoryfor theirpractice.Theycanexistwholly aspractical
activities, whereone follows certain directionsin order to attain somegoal;
andthesedirectionseitherwork or do notwork, asmaybe thecase.It isjust
aseasyto testa setof directionsby observationandexperimentas to testa set
of propositions.Magicandtechnologymay,butneednot,entailonly“knowing
how to”; religion andsciencealwaysentailacertainamountof “knowing that”
alongsideof their “knowing how to.”

In sayingthat scienceandtechnologyreston afoundationof observation
andexperiment,andthuscanbe testedempirically, wedo notwishto saythat
religiousor magicalclaimsareneverempiricallytestable.Thehistoryof world
religions is in fact littered with many empirically testableclaims that were
made,andthen foundempirically wanting (for example,propheciesthat the
world would endat somespecificdatemow long past).Nor is it very hardto
find historical magicianswhosespellsdid not work. We merelysay that the
claims of religion andmagicneednotbeempirically testable.

Suchconsiderationsleadus to proposethat scienceand technologyare
distinguishedfrom religion andmagicin that theclaimsof theformerareem-
pirically testable—withour greatermodemsophisticationwemight mow say

5 Lynn Thorudike,A History of Magic and ExperimentalScience(New York,
1923—58).
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Table1. Defining Featuresof Science,Technology,Religion, andMagic

Theclaims of Science Technology Religion Magic

are:
Empirically Testable + +

True/FalsePropositions -I- +

that theyare empiricallyfalsifiable—whereastheclaims of the latterneednot
havethis property.In semioticterms,theformerare markedfor theempirical
testability or falsifiability of their claims, whereasthe latterare unmarkedin
that respect.6

Similarly, we would proposethat scienceandreligion aredistinguished
fromtechnologyandmagicin that theformermakeclaims in the logical form

of propositionsthatmay be true or false,whereasthe latter neednot do so.
In semioticterms,theformer are markedfor making claims in the form of
propositionalstatementswith truth-value,whereasthelatter are unmarkedin
thatrespect.

Thiscanbeset outas a table(Table 1).
Here it is sciencethat is doubly marked,themostnarrowly specifiedof

the four categories.Religion andtechnologyare specified by a singlemark
each.Magic is the wholly unmarkedcategory,the residueclassleft after the
otherthreecategorieshavebeendefinedandhavetakenshapeas organizeddis-
ciplines.7

Residueclassesneednothaveanypositivedefiningcharacteristicsof their
own, but may be merely a kind of classificatory“leftovers?This is why it
seemsimpossibleto definemagicin any positive terms.However,as the ar-
chaeologistsamongus know, residuesalsomeritseriousstudy,andoftenrepay

it mostgenerously.8

6 Forthis terminologyseeRolandBarthes,ElementsofSemiology,trans.Annette

LayersandColin Smith(NewYork, 1967),76—78.
7 The problemsconnectedwith the definition of magichavebeenmost pro-

foundlyexaminedby StanleyJeyarajaTambiah,Culture, Thought,andSocialAction:
AnAnthropologicalPerspective(Cambridge,1985), 1—86, 123—66; idem,Magic, Sci-
ence,Religion,andtheScopeofRationality(Cambridge,1990).

8 Thereis now a branchof archaeologydevotedto the remainsof magic and
ritual: seeRalphMerrifield, TheArchaeologyofRitual andMagic (NewYork, 1987).
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III. TheExtantMagicalTexts

Thewritten magicaltextsthathavesofarbeendiscoveredfall largelyinto three
classes:(1) individualcharms,spells,incantations,andmagicalprayers,includ-
inginscriptionsonamulets;(2) divinatorytextsof severalkinds;and(3)herbals
that containelementsof magicalherbalism,andothertextsof naturalmagic.

Thereare also a few textsthat are occult in the broadersense,although
not preciselymagical,and that thereforedo not fall clearly into one of these
threeclasses.Amongthe latteristheLaodiceanEpistle, whichI view asessen-

tially a systemof cryptographyappendedto abrief accountof thepremisesof
a ratheridiosyncratictheology.9

Mostof thesewrittentextsaretranslationsfrom Greekintooneoranother
typeof ChurchSlavonic,but someof themseemto havebeentranslatedfrom
otherlanguages,anda veryfew maybeeitheroriginal compositionsor written
copiesof oral charmsfrom Slavic folk magic.10

Themajorityof thesemagicaltextsin ChurchSlavonicweretranslatedin
the broad contextof the liturgy of the Slavic Orthodoxchurches,or at least
havebeenpreservedin that context.That is, mostof the charmsandmagical
prayers,aswell as someof thedivinatorytexts,havebeenpreservedin liturgi-

cal or biblical manuscripts.11Since the samekinds of text in Greekseemto
occurin the samekinds of Greekmanuscripts,suchmagicaltextsmay some-

9 M. Speranskij,Tajnopis’vjugo-slavjanskixi russkixpamjatnikaxpis‘ma, En-
cildopedijaslavjanskojfilologii 4.3 (Leningrad,1929),103—7, 114—15; N. A. Kazakova
andJa. S. Lur’e, Antifeodal’nyeereticeskiedvifenzja na RusiXIV—nacalaXVI veka
(Moscow-Leningrad,1955),256—76. There is a largebody of scholarly literatureon
the LaodiceanEpistlewhichneednotbecitedhere.

10 Most of the 125 incantationsin the OlonetskSpellbookappearto derivefrom
Russianfolk magic.This remarkablemanuscript(48ff, written ca. 1625—50) wascare-
fully describedandpublishedby V. I. Sreznevskij,Opisanierukopiseji knig,sobrannyx
dlja AkademiinaukvOloneckomkrae (St. Petersburg,1913),196—202,48 1—512; see
alsoElenaEleonskaja,“Vredonosnyezagovory:Tri zagovoraiz Shornika17-goveka~’
Slavia7 (1928—29),934—39.A fewothersuchmanuscriptsareknownto exist,butthey
are no older thanthe late 18th centuryand are much briefer: in addition to Majkov,
“Velikorusskie zaklinanija~’ and Vinogradov,Zagovory,seeV. I. Sreznevskij,“Otcet
Otdelenijurusskogojazykai slovesnostio poezdkev Vologodskujuguberniju~’Izvestzja
Otdelenzjarusskogojazykai slovesnostiAkademlinauk 7(1902),2, 232—72; 4, 128—
245 (at 186, 188,235—45).

11 Eventheglagolitic EuchologiumSinaiticum,probablywritten in the 11thcen-
tury, containsa numberof prayerswhichmight beviewedasmagical,for example,the
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timeshavebeentranslatedwithoutanyspecialforethought,as part of the on-
going large-scaleprocessof translationandredactionof liturgical andritual
texts.This process,we know, beganwith ConstantineandMethodiusaround
863 andcontinuedamongtheOrthodoxSlaysthroughoutthemiddle ages.15

Smallergroupsof textsmay havebeentranslatedin othercontexts,of
course;oneobvious examplemay be the inscriptionson amulets,a few of
which arequite earlyexamplesof writing in theCyrillic alphabet.The oldest
of thesemayhavebelongedto GrandPrinceVladimir Monomaxandhavebeen

madein thelateeleventhcentury:this is thegoldamuletfrom Cemihiv.13

1. Charms,Spells,Incantations,andMagicalPrayers

Thesearetheonly texts,of all thosethatweshallsurveyhere,which meritthe
term“magical” in the verystrictestsenseof theterm,wheretheovertpurpose
is to control bothnatureandone’s fellows, andthe meansof that control are
words andgesturesalone.

Let us remind ourselves,at theoutset, that our commonsharpmodem
distinctionbetweenreligion as actsof humble supplicationandmagicas acts
of proudcommandis preciselythat—amoderndistinction,andonemorechar-
acteristicof westernthan easternEurope.Its roots lie in thereformingmove-

Prayerof St. Tryphonagainstinsectsthat mightharmvineyardsandfields (fol. 59): see
RajkoNahtigal,EuchologiumSinaiticum:starocerkveno-slovanskiglagolskispomenik,
Akademijazinanosti in umeanostiv Ljubljani, Filozofsko-filoloiko-hisaoricnirazred,
dela 1—2 (Ljubljana, 1941—42),II, 151—54).Similartexts in liturgical manuscriptsare
discussedby I. Ja.Porfir’ev, “Apokrificeskiemolitvy po rukopisjamSoloveckojbiblio-
teki~’ TrudyCetvertogoarxeologiceskogos”ezda v Rossii,byvsegovKazani, s31 zjulja
po l8 avgusta1877goda(Kazan,1891),II, 1—24 (separatelypaginated);A. I. Almazoy,
“K istoni molty na raznye slucai (zametkl i pamjatniki) Letopis’ Istoriko-
filologiceskogoobscestvapri Novorosszjskomuniversitete6 [= Vizanaiskoeotdelenie
31(1896),380—432;5. Rozanov,“Narodnyezagovoryv cerkovnyxTrebmikax(k istorii
byta i mysli)~’ Sbornikstatejvcest’akademikaAleksejalvanovicaSobolevskogo,Sbor-
nik Qadelenijarusskogojazyka i slovesnostiAkademiinauk 101.3 (Leningrad,1928),
30—35.

12 ForanexcellentgeneralaccountseeA. P. Vlasto,TheEntryof theSlaysinto
Christendom:AnIntroductionto theMedievalHistoryof theSlays(Cambridge,1970).

13 B. A. Rybakov, Russkiedatirovannye nadpisi XI—XIV vekov, Arxeologija
SSSR: Svod arxeologiceskixisaocnikov,E 1—44 (Moscow, 1964), 19—20, p1. xxxiv:
1—2; T. V. NikolaevaandA. V. Cemecoy,Drevnerusskieamuleay-zmeeviki(Moscow,
1991).
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mentsof latemedievalCatholicism,andits full bloom occurredduring the
ProtestantReformation,as StanleyTambiahhas so decisivelyshown; modem

historianswho still opposereligionto magicon this basisarejustmaking un-
examineduseof arelic of sixteenth-centuryecclesiasticalpolemics.14Weshall
notusethis relic here.

Thus it becomesveryhard, perhapsimpossible,to decidein every case
whethersometext is religious ormagical.A veryfew of thetextsthatwe shall

treatheremakeno referenceto Godor anysaint,or to theChristianreligion:
these,indeed,mayberegardedasmagical,andmayunhesitatinglybelabeledas

charms,spells,or incantations.Also, therearemanyprayersthatdo not attempt

evento influencenatureorone’s fellows,let alonecontrol them,but aregratu-
itousactsof devotion.However,therearemanytextsthataimatinfluenceorcon-
trol, andyet alsohavereligiousreferences;andtheirstatusiswhollyambiguous.
Wemayperhapstermthem“magical prayers~’but if wedo so, werisk giving
offensetobelieverswhousesomeof themin waysthatarefully approvedby the
Orthodoxchurches.In Orthodoxy,rather,the line appearsto bedrawnsharply
betweenapprovedandrejectedprayersofthis class,andonly thelattermightbe

thoughttomerittheterm“magical~’ whichistakenasatermof reprobation.
However,in theveryfew caseswhereamedievalOrthodoxSlavicchurch-

man condemnsor rejectsa specific text or groupof textsthat belongto this

class,hedoesso on thegroundsof heresy,not magic. Thus theearliestform

of the anonymoustext On the True Booksand the False(0 knigaxistinnyx

i lofnyx) concludeswith thefollowing remark:13 ‘And thepriests havefalse
writings in their Euchologia, like the badPenitentials(Nomokanony)andthe
falsePrayersfor theFevers.Hereticshaddistortedthetraditionsof theHoly
Apostles,writing falsewords to deceivethevulgar; but theCouncil investi-

gatedthemandcleansedthemandcursedthem.”
Virtually the samewordsareincludedin the later,muchamplifiedredac-

tionsof this text, two variantsof which areattributedto theRussianmetropoli-
tansKiprian andZosimus;onecompositeredactionreads:16

14 Tambiah,Magic.
15 A. N. Pypin, “Dlja ob’jasnenijastat’i Q loimyx knigax~’ Letopis’ zanjatzjAr-

xeograficeskojkommissii, 1 (1861), 1—55 (at 27). For the manuscriptsof the earliest
form of this text, seeJacimirskij,Bibliograficeskzjobzorapokrifov, 6—9.

16 Pypin, “Dlja ob’~jasnenija~’41 (with variantreadingsfrom severalmanuscripts
incorporatedinto his text).
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And in their Euchologia, amongthe Divine Writ, the stupidvillage
priestshavefalsewritings—sownby hereticsfor thedestructionof ig-
norantpriestsanddeacons—thickvillage manuscriptsandbad Peni-
tentials(Nomokanony)andthefalsehealingPrayersfor theFeversand
for infectionsandfor sicknesses.And theywrite fever letterson pros-
phoraeandon apples,becauseof sickness.All thisis doneby theigno-
rant,andtheyhaveit from theirfathersandforefathers,andthey perish
in thisfolly. Hereticshaddistortedthetraditionsof theChurchandthe
Canonsof theHoly Apostles,writing falsewords.

Elsewhere,in oneor anotherof theseamplifiedredactions,we also find
someor all of the following condemnedas false andheretical: The Seven
Daughtersof Herod which are wrongly called Fevers, The Namesof the

Angels. The SeventyNamesof God, The Letter from HeavenaboutSunday,

Jesus’Letterto King Abgar~ “all sortsof hereticalspells” (“kobi vsjakie ere-
ticeskie”) and“alsootherspellsabouttheMartyrsandabouttheAnnunciation,
which are hereticalwritings” (“tako~dei prociekobi o Mucennikaxi o Bla-
goveicenii,e~esut’ knigi ereticeskie”).17

Thusit appearsthatthecategoryof “magical” textsin thewritten tradition
of Slavia Orthodoxamay be a scholars’ construct,andmight not correspond
to any categoryof texts commonly recognizedby the medieval Orthodox
Slays.This questionneedstobe investigatedfurther.

Thenumberof extantcharrms,spells,incantations,andmagicalprayersis
surprisinglylarge.We cando no morethan briefly list someof themajortexts
andtypesof textsthatbelonghere.16

17 Jacimirskij, Bibliograficeskzjobzorapokrifov, 9—28, for the manuscripts;and
for the texts, 44—45 (#44), 46—47 (#54), 50—51 (#62—63),56—59 (#76-80), 70—71
(#111), 72—73 (#114). SeealsoPypin, “Dlja ob’~jasnenija,” 32—46; Kobjak, “Indeksy,”
50—54; Bon’o Angelov, “Spiskat nazabraneniteknigi v staro-bulgarskaaaliteratura~’
Izvestzjana Instituta zaBalgarskaliteratura 1(1952),107—59.

18 A. N. Pypin, Lofnyei otrecennyeknigi russkoj stariny, Pamjaamikistarmnnoj
russkojliteratury, izdavaemyegrafomGrigoriemKuielevym-Bezborodko3 (St. Peters-
burg, 1862), 150—53, 167—68; Nikolaj Tixonravov, Pamjatniki otrecennoj russkoj
literatury (Moscow, 1863), II, 11—17, 3 14—22, 339—46, 35 1—60; Porfir’ev, ‘Apok-
rificeskie molitvy”; A. I. Jacimirskij, “K istorii loimyx molitv v juimo-slavjanskoj
pis’mennosti~’ IzvestzjaOtdelenijarusskogojazyka i slovesnostiAkademiinauk 18
(1913), 3, 1—102; 4, 16—126; W. F Ryan,“Solomon,SATOR, Acrostics,andLeo the
Wise in Russia~’OxjSlPap,n.s. 19 (1986), 46—61. Seealso the referencesin notes
10—11 above.
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— lists of epithetsor namesfor God (usually72 in number)andfor theVirgin
Mary

— praisefor thecross

— prayerto the archangelMichaelfor generalprotection
— charmsandprayersagainstthebiteof a snakeor of a maddog
— charmsandprayersto stoptheflow of blood
— charmsandprayersagainstblockedwater(urine)

— charmsandprayersagainsttoothache
— prayersagainstvariousotherformsof sickness

— prayersfor a speedyandsafechildbirth
— prayersandrituals againstthunderandlightning

— prayersto protecttravelers

— prayersfor protectionin acourtof law

— TheLetterfromHeavenaboutSunday
— Jesus’Letterto King Abgar
— St. Theodosius‘s Coffin Letter
- the SATORAREPOTENET OPERAROTAS squareandrelatedtalismanic

seals(oftenascribedto Solomon)

Mostof thesetextsare probablytranslationsfrom theGreek,andGreek
parallel textsseemnotto berare, althoughfew havebeenpublishedby modem

scholars.19However,St. Theodosius‘s Coffin Letteris an EastSlavic original

text, theorigin of which isrecountedin thefirst chapterof thePaterikonof the
KievanCryptsMonastery.20

2. Divinatory Texts

About adozendivinatorytextsareknownin ChurchSlavonictranslation.They

fall naturally into severalgroups.There are,first of all, a few bibliomantic
texts.In thepureformof bibliomancy,aftera few prayers,abook is openedat

19 See alsoE Pradel,Griechischeund siuditalienischeGebete,Beschworungen

undRezeptedesMittelalters, ReligionsgeschichalicheVersucheund Vorarbeiten111.3
(Giessen,1907),aswell asthevariousworksby ArmandDelattecited in notes36, 48,
and49 below.

20 DmytroAbramovyc,Kyjevo-pecers’lcyjpateryk,Pam’jaakymovy tapys’mens-
avadavn~oji Ukrajmny4 (Kiev, 1930), 1—5; cf. 212 note4 for the scholarlyliteratureon
the Coffin Letter
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randomto yield a suggestivetext. Thus onemay openabook of theBible to

seewhatversefirst catchestheeye.Alternatively, thebook that oneopensmay
havebeenprovidedwith specialnotesfordivination.

The bestattestedof thesebooksis theDivinatory Psalter(Gadatel‘naja
Psallyr’),21 which is extantin severalcopiesfrom the eleventhcenturyon.
Here one choosesa Psalm,perhapsby opening the book at random, and
readsthe non-biblical sentenceassociatedwith that Psalmarid written at the
foot of the page.An alternatemethod of choosing the Psalmnumberseems
to haveinvolved a spiral arrangementof the numeralsfrom 1 through 150
(a few suchspirals havesurvivedin manuscriptsfrom the thirteenthcentury
and later); conjecturally, one cast a pebble or seedonto the spiral. Also,
the 150 divinatory motes were sometimescopiedby themselves,apartfrom
thePsalter.22

A secondbibliomantictext is extantin only two manuscripts:theArt Re-

vealedto the ProphetSamuel(Xitrost’ proroku Samuiluotkrovena).Here the
diviner recordsasoddoreventhenumericalvaluesof theinitial Cyrillic letters

of thefirst four verseson apageselectedby openinga book of theBible at

random.Hethemreadsoneof sixteendivinatory motesas indicatedby thespe-
cific sequenceof odd or evennumberswhichhechose.23

Closelyrelatedto thesetextsin its structureis analeamantic(orastragalo-

mantic) text, accordingto which the diviner selectsoneof 56 sentencesby

21 Hereandbelow1 give notonly aninventedEnglishtitle for eachtext, butalso

the title (in its Russianform) by which it is most commonlycited in moderuSlavic
scholarship.

22 M. Speranskij,Iz istorii otrecennyxknig, I: Gadanzjapo Psaltiri, Pamjatniki
drevnejpis’mennostii iskussava129 (St.Petersburg,1899);V. M. Istrin, “K voprosuo
gadatel’nyxPsalairjax~’Letopis’ Istoriko-filologiceskogoobscestvapri Novorosszjskom
universitete9 [= Vizanaisko-slavjanskoeotdelenie61(1901),153—202.CarloVerdiani,
“Ii SaiaerioLaurenziano-Voliniense,codicepaleoslavodel 1384~’RicSlav3 (1954), 1—
29, providesaphotographof suchaspiral(fig. 1).

23 Speranskij,Iz istorii otrecennyxknig, I, 58—66,andPrilozenie,15—20;Gerhard
Birkfellner, “SlavischeBibliomantie (Zurabergluubisch-prognostischenVolksliteratur
bei den Slaven)~’LitteraeslavicaemediiaeviiFranciscoVenceslaoMaressexagenario
oblatae, SagnersslavisaischeSammiung8 (Munich, 1985), 31—51. Althoughthis text
is surelya translation,no original seemsto havebeenfound or published.Eachof the
four numbersadmitsof two possibilities,odd or even;hencethe total numberof pos-
siblechoicesis 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 = 16.
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rollimg threesix-sideddice.24This istheDivinatoryBookofKingDavid(Kniga
gadatel’izajaproroka i carja Davida).23

In geomancy,thediviner castsfour setsof four randomnumbers,eachof

which may beeitherodd or even.(For convenience,all odd numbersarere-
ducedto the number1, all evennumbersto thenumber2.)Hemay castthese
numbersby any randomprocess,for example,by throwing ahandfulof peb-

bleson apatchof groundwhichhasalreadybeendivided into four “fields” by
scratchingthreeparallel lines,or by spatteringdropsof ink onto a pieceof

papersimilarly markedwith threeparallellines. From thesefour setsof the
numbers1 or 2, hethenderivestwelvefurthersetsof four numbers1 or 2 by

a rathercomplicatedprocedure.Thesixteensetsthatresultfromthisprocedure
aretheninterpretedin astrologicalterms.Thereis omelengthygeomantictext,
first publishedwithin the last decade,namely,the Rafli Book(Kniga Rafii).26

24 Thereare6 possiblerolls with all threedice the same,30 with only two dice
the same,and20 with all threedicedifferent; the sumis 56 possiblerolls. Theorderof
the diceis irrelevanato the choiceof a text.

25 Pypin, Lofnyei otrecennyeknigi, 161—66; Speranskij,Iz istorii otrecennyx
knig, I, 66—76,114—68,andPrilozenie,76—99;5. P. MordovinaandA. L. Stanislavskij,
“Gadaael’nyeknigi XVII v. xolopaPimenaKalinina~’ Istorija russkogojazyka:Pamjat-
niki XI—XVIIlvv. (Moscow, 1982),321—36.Althoughthis text is surelyatranslation,no
originalseemsto havebeenfoundorpublished.A similar aleamantictext,whereone
choosesfrom 216Homericversesby rolling asix-sideddiethreetimesin succession,
is foundin a Greekmagicalpapyrusof the3rd or 4th centuryA.D., PGM VII.1—148:
seeHansDieterBetz, TheGreekMagicalPapyri in Thanslation,including theDemotic
Spells(Chicago-London,1986), 112—19.Severallaterparallelscanalsobefound.

26 A. A. Turilov and A. V. Cernecov,“Qirecennajakniga Rafli~’ ThDrLit 40
(1985), 260—344;idem, “Novoe imja v istorii russkojkul’tury,” Priroda (1985), 9,
88—97; idem,“K kul’aurno-istoriceskojxarakteristikeeresi‘zidoysavujuicix’~‘Germen-
evtika drevnerusskojliteratury XI—XVI veka(Moscow, 1989),407—29.The RafliBook
seemsto meto beanadaptationof awesternEuropeanRenaissancetext, but I havenot
yetfoundits source;previousscholarshiphasemphasizeditspresumedeasternsources.
(Notethat the word rafli, thoughultimatelyderivedfrom Arabic raml, reflectsneither
the Arabic form of the word nor the Greek ramplion or rabolion/raboulion,but the
Latin raffia, the Frenchrafle, or the English raffle, all of which areattestedfrom the
14thcenturyon, and originally referredto a processof divinationin which threesix-
sideddiceare thrown.Theoldestattestationofthe wordin westernEuropeseemstobe
in a Frenchdivinatory text, editedmostrecentlyby Erik von Kraemer,LeJeud’Amour~
CommentationesHumanarumLiaterarum54 [Helsinki,1975].) A large-scaleaccount
of westernEuropeangeomancyduringthe middleageshasnowbeengivenby Therese
Charmasson,Recherchessur unetechniquedivinatoire: Lageomanciedans1 ‘Occident
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A muchbriefer treatiseof the samegeneralsort,but without anyastrological
terminology,remainsunpublishedexceptfora few brief extracts:theGatesof
Aristotle (Vrata Aristotelja).27

Many other divinatory texts are bestcharacterizedas omenbooks, or
manualsfor the interpretationof naturallyoccurringomens.Mostof thesetexts
are aboutomensin theheavens,but onetext interpretstremblingin various
partsof thebody. Herebelongat leastthefollowing texts:26

— theKalendologion(Koljadnik), aboutthe dayof theweek on whichChrist-
masfalls29

— theBrontologion(Gromnik),aboutthunderin termsofthesignsofthezodiac
andtheageof themoonwhenit is heard30

medieval,Centrederecherchesd’histoire et dephilologiedela IVe Sectionde l’Ecole
pratiquedes HautesEtudes,V: Hautesetudesmedievaleset modernes44 (Geneva-
Paris,1980).

27 M. Speranskij,“Aristotelevy vraaai Tajnajatajnyx~’SbornikstatejvCest’aka-
demikaAleksejaIvanovicaSobolevskogo,ShoruikQadelenijarusskogojazykai sloves-
nostiAkademiinauk 101.3 (Leningrad,1928), 15—18. This is not to beconfusedwith
the pseudepigraphicSecretaSecretorum(Tajnaja tajnyx)ofAristotle, mentionedbelow
(note40).

21 Qahertexts, notlistedhere,may befoundin Pypin,Lofnyei otrecennyeknigi,
156—57, 159—60; Tixonravov, Pamjatniki, II, 398—424.Cf. Thor Seycenko,“Remarks
on theDiffusion of ByzantineScientificandPseudo-ScientificLiteratureamongthe
Orthodox Slavs~’SlEERev59 (1981),321—45 (at 338—40).

29 Pypin, Lofnyei otrecennyeknigi, 155—56,157—58; Tixonravov,Pamjatniki, II,
377—81; Biljana Jovanovic-Stipcevic,“0 zimamai koledamau Zborniku popaDra-
golja~’ Arheografskiprilozi 2 (1980), 15 3—74.JamesH. Charlesworth,The Old Testa-
mentPseudepigrapha(GardenCity, N.Y, 1983),I, 60 1—4, givesanEnglishtranslation
of anearly Latin versionof the sametext; Charlesworthwasnot awareeitherof the
Church Slavonic version or of the Greektextsmentionedby Seycenko,“Remarks~’
339 note 45. All versionsare pseudepigraphicallyattributedto the Prophet Ezra in
manymanuscripts.

30 Pypin, Lofnyei otrecennyeknigi, 154—55;Tixonravoy,Pamjatniki, II, 361—74;
V. N. Pereac,Materialy k istorii apokrifa i legendy,I: K istorii Gromnika: Vvedenie,
slavjanskie i evrejskie teksay, Zapiski Istoriko-filologiceskogo fakul’teta S.-
Peaerburgskogouniversitet54. 1 (St.Petersburg,1899);idem, “Materialy k istorii apok-
tifa i legendy,[II]: K istorii Lunnika,” IzvestzjaOtdelenzjarusskogojazykai slovesnosti
Akademiinauk6 (1901),3, 1—126;4, 103—31.Cf. Seycenko,“Remarks~’338—40 notes
43, 47, for theparallelGreektexts.
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— theAstrapelogion(Molnzjanik), about lightning in termsof the monthand
daywhenit strikes31

— theSelenodromion(Lunnik),aboutthesuccessor significanceof activitiesat

any givenageof themoon(in days)32
— On the Encircling of theMoon (Okrufeniemesjaca),aboutthering around

themoon in termsof themonthwhenit is seem33

— On GoodandEvil HoursandDays (0 casaxi dnjaxdobryxi zlyx)34

— thePalmologion(Thepetnik),abouttheomensto bedrawnfrom tremblingin
variouspartsof thebody33

Particularlyinterestingis a treatiseon scapulomancyor omoplatoscopy,

that is, on divination fromthecracksor linesthatappearin theshoulderblade
of an animal afterthebonehasbeenheatedovera fire. Only onemanuscript

of this text is knownto exist: On Omoplatoscopy(Lopatocnik).36

3. HerbalsandOtherTextswith ElementsofNatural Magic

The textology of the Church Slavonic herbalsand related works is not
well understood,but thereseemto be at leastthreesuchtextswhich exhibit
elementsof magic. Two of them areherbals: theHerbal (Zelejnik) andthe

RefreshingGardenofHealth (Vertogradproxladnyjzdravzja).37
Much aboutthesetwo works still remainsuncertain,but it is clear that

theRefreshingGardenofHealth is atranslationof awesternEuropeanwork,

theHortus Sanitatis.This massivecompilationwasfirst printedat Mainzby

31 Tixonravov,Pamjatniki, II, 375—76.

32 Thid., 388—95;Pereac,“Materialy,” II. Cf. Seycenko,“Remarks~’ 338 note42,
for theparallelGreektexts.

33 Tixonravoy, Pamjatniki,II, 396—97.
34 Thid., 382—87.
33 M. Speranskij,Iz istorii otrecennyxknig, II: Thepetniki, Pamjatniki drevnej

pis’mennostii iskussava131 (St. Petersburg,1899),wherea Greekparalleltext is also
given.

36 M. Speranskij,Iz istorii otrecennyxknig, III: Lopatocnik,Pamjatniki drevnej
pis’mennostii iskussava137 (St.Petersburg,1900).A Greekparalleltext maybefound
in ArmandDelatte,AnecdotaAtheniensia,I: Textesgrecsinadits relatifsa l’histoire des
religions, Bibliothequedela Facultedephilosophieetleatresdel’UniversitedeLiege
36 (Liege-Paris,1927), 206—9.

37 On thesetexas,which remainunpublished,seeL. F Zmeev,Russkievraceb-
niki, Pamjatnikidrevnejpis’mennostii iskussava112 (Si.Petersburg,1895).Onebrief
text with thetitle Zelejnikwaspublishedby Tixonravoy,Pamjatniki, II, 425—28.
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JakobMeydenbachin 1491,andwassubsequentlyrepublishedmanytimesnot
only in itsoriginal Latin, butalsoin FrenchandLow Germantranslations,and
partly also in High German,Dutch,andEnglishones.The ChurchSlavonic
translation was made in 1534 from the Low Germantranslation,entitled
GaerdederSuntheit, whichhadbeenprintedthreetimesatLilbeckby Steffan
Arindes in 1492, 1510, and 1520. It is possiblethat the oldestform of the
ChurchSlavonicHerbal (Zelejnik)alsoderivesfrom someotherwesternEuro-
peanprintedherbal.

In the absenceof any edition of theseChurch Slavonic texts, onecan
only note that theLatin Hortus Sanitatis is repletewith elementsof magical

herbalism,andthat mostor all of theseelementswould havebeenpreserved
by the two successivetranslations,first from Latin into Low Germanandthen
from Low Germaninto ChurchSlavonic.Since the first Latin edition hasan
extremelyfull index,it is easyto find the many andvariousprescriptionsfor
divination andspellcraft,for cosmetics,for poisons,for contraceptives,andfor

abortifacients.Thereis evena methodwhich usesthe herbsalvia (sage)“to

make a houseseemto be full of serpents?38The scholarly literatureon the
ChurchSlavonicherbalsalsoindicatesthepresenceof charmsor magicalpray-
ersin someof their manuscripts.39

Although it is not strictly aherbal,thereis oneotherwork whichshould

be cited here, sinceit containsthe samesort of prescriptionswith elements
of magic. This is the pseudepigraphicSecretaSecretorum(Tajnaja tajnyx) of
Aristotle,whichseemsto havebeentranslatedfrom aversionin Hebrewsome-
timein the latefifteenthorearlysixteenthcentury.40

36 HortusSanitatis(Mainz, 1491): for theindicesseefols. 2Alr—ESr; for salvia

seechapter404 of the sectionon herbs
39 0. B. Straxova,“Fragmentyzagovoroyi molity v Travnikax~’ ~tnolingvistika

teksta:Semiotikamalyxformfol’klora, I: Tezisyipredvaritel’nyematerialyksimpozi-
umu(Moscow, 1988),40—42.

40 M. Speranskij,Iz istorii otrecennyxknig, IV: Aristotelevyvrata ili Tajnaja taj-
nyx,Pamjatnikidrevnejpis’mennostii iskusstva171 (St. Petersburg,1908);idem,“Ani-
stotelevyvrata?Of particularvalue arefive recentstudiesby W E Ryan: “A Russian
Versionof theSecretaSecretorumin the BodlemanLibrary,” OxjSlPap12(1965),40—48
and2 plates;“The OnomanticTablein the OldRussianSecretaSecretorum,”SIEERev
49 (1971), 603—6; “The Old RussianVersion of the Pseudo-AristotelianSecretaSe-
cretorum,” SlEERevS6 (1978), 242—60; “The SecretaSecretorumandthe Muscovite
Aristocracy,”Pseudo-Aristotle,The Secretof Secrets:SourcesandInfluences,ed.W F
RyanandCharlesB. Schmitt, WarburgInstitute Surveys9 (London, 1982), 114—23;
“Aristotle andPseudo-Aristotlein KievanandMuscoviteRussia~’Pseudo-Aristotlein
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IV. Considerationsfor FurtherStudy

Thequantityof written magicaltextsthathassurvivedmight surpriseascholar
who hadstartedhis researchby observinghow Orthodox Slavic canonlaw,
andalsoOrthodoxpenitentialcanons,reprehendedthepracticeof magic.

Forexample,in theso-calledSyntagmaXIVTitulorum, aChurchSlavonic
translationof which is preservedin manuscriptsfrom thetwelfth centuryon,

onefinds severalcanonspenalizingvariousformsof magic,sorcery,anddivi-
nation, suchas Canons65 and72 of St. Basil:41 “He that confessesmagic

(goeteia)or witchcraftpharmakeiashalldo penanceas longas amurderer”;
and “He that gives himself to divination mantis shallbe treatedas a mur-
derer?

It would bepossibleto multiply canonlaw citationssuchas thesemany

timesover, and to add to them a largenumberof brief negativecomments
made in passingin various homilies. Most suchtexts, like the Canonsof

St. Basil just cited,aretranslationsof Byzantineoriginals,andthus mustbe

usedwith caution as evidencefor theattitudesof theauthoritiesin Slavia

Orthodoxa.42

Similarcomments,however,occasionallyare foundin original Orthodox
Slavic compositions,for example, GrandPrince Vladimir’s Statute about

Tithes,JudgmentsandClerics, or GrandPrinceJaroslay’sStatuteaboutEccle-
siasticalJudgments.GrandPrinceVladimir’s Statute,in its earliestredaction,
reservesa numberof crimes for ecclesiasticaljudgment,including thoseof

“witchcraft, cursing,ligatures,herbs,heresy”(“ved’stvo, urekanie,uzly, zel’e,

theMiddleAges:TheTheologyandOther Texts,ed. Jill Kraye, W E Ryan, andC. B.
Schmitt,WarbungInstituteSurveys11 (London, 1986), 97—109.

41 V. N. Beneievic,Drevne-slavjanskajakormcajaXIVtitulov beztolkovanzj(St.

Petersburg,1906), SOO, 502.The Englishtranslationfollows HenryR. Percival,The
SevenEcumenicalCouncilsoftheUndividedChurch, TheirCanonsandDogmaticDe-
crees,Togetherwith theCanonsofAll theLocal SynodsWhichHaveReceivedEcumeni-
calAcceptance,A SelectLibrary of theNiceneandPosa-NiceneFathersof theChris-
tian Church,2ndsen. 14 (NewYork-Oxford-London,190S),608—9.Cf. Ia. N. Scapov,
Vizantzjskoei jufnoslavjanskoepravovoenasledienaRusivXI—XIIIvv. (Moscow,1978)
for the textologyof thesetranslations.

42 A noteworthyexampleof sucha text translatedfrom the Greek is the early-
printedNomokanonili zakonnoepravilo (Kiev, 1620, 21624 31629),with its extensive
treatmentof manyformsof magic.Largeexcerptsfrom its treatmentof magicmaybe
found reprinted in E Buslaev, lstoriceskajaxristomatzja cerkovno-slavjanskogoi
drevne-russkogojazykov(Moscow, 1861), 1049—56.
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ereticestvo”);andlater redactionsof the sameStatuteaddseveralothersuch
crimes to the list.43 Similarly, GrandPrinceJaroslay’sStatute originally in-

cludedthefollowingciause:44“If awife is anenchantress,ligatrix or sorceress

or herbalist(“Carodeica,nauznica,ili volxva,ili zelejinica”),threegrivny to the
Metropolitan,andherhusband,havingdiscoveredher, shallpunishherandnot
bedivorced?

In view of their brevity andgenerality,all commentslike thesemay as
readily, or morereadily, referto practicesof folk magic thanto thoseof the
written traditionof magic.(Thisfolk magic,of course,includesbothChristian
and pre-Christianelements,both nativeSlavic and imported elements;but
whatevertheorigin of its elements,it is magic that is transmittedchiefly by
oral tradition,not in writing.) Only rarelyis thereanunambiguousreferenceto
anyof thewritten magicaltextsof SlaviaOrthodoxa,or to any of thepractices
describedin them.43

Only oneor two specificreferencesto written magicaltextsare detailed
enoughto shedmuchlight ontheconditionsunderwhichsuchtextswereused.

Thusthefollowing questionandanswer,found amongthe HundredChapters

compiledby the ecclesiasticalcouncil held at Moscow in 1551, is uncom-
monly informative:46

Question17. And in oun SovereignDomain Christiansstriveunjustly,
andhaving utteredslander,kiss the Crossor the icons of the Saints,
andfightoutsidethecity andshedblood. Andonthoseoccasionsmagi-
ciansandenchantersrenderassistancethroughspellcraftof theDevil’s
teaching,and inspectthe Gatesof Aristotle and the Rafli Book, and
divine by the starsandplanets,and inspectthe daysandhours,and
deceivetheworldby suchdevilishacts,andseparateit from God. And
trustingin suchenchantments,theslandererandthecalumniatordo not
keepthepeace,andtheykisstheCross,andthey fight outsidethecity,
andhavingutteredslander,theykill.

AnswerThemostpiousSovereignoughtto commandin his Soy-

43 Ja.N. Scapov,DrevnerusskieknjafeskieustavyXI—XVvv.(Moscow,1976), 1S,
cf. 16—84 passim.Cf. idem, Knjafeskieustavyi cerkov’ v DrevnejRusiXI—XIV vv.
(Moscow, 1972),30, 34—3S,46—48.

44 Scapov,Drevnerusskieknjafeskieustavy, 89, cf. 97, 102, 105. Cf. idem,
Knjafeskieustavyi cerkov’, 247—48.

43 For all thesetextsseeV. J. Mansikka,DieReligionderOstslaven,I: Quellen,
FolkioreFellowsCommunications43 (Helsinki, 1922),esp. 260—80.

46 D. E. Kozancikov,Stoglav(St. Petersburg,1863),136-37.



172 RobertMathiesen

ereigncity Moscowandin all cities of theRussianSovereignDomain,
that suchmagiciansandenchantersandspellcasters,and those who
inspecttheRafli Bookand the GatesofAristotle,and [divine] by the
starsandplanets,anddeceivetheworldby suchdevilishacts,andsepa-
rate it from God,anddo othersuch Hellenic deviltry—andall such
God-abominateddeceithasbeenrenouncedby theHoly Fathers—that
from now andhenceforththeseheresiesshallbe completelystamped
out. WhoeverhenceforthamongOrthodoxChristiansshallby suchen-
chantmentssow deceitamongthe people,either in housesor outside
the city, and thereaftershall be discovered,oughtto suffer thegreat
wrath of the Sovereign.And thoseOrthodoxChristianswho shallac-
ceptsuchdevilish Hellenic enchantmentoughtwholly to be castout
andcursedaccordingto the SacredCanons.

Elsewherein thesameHundredChaptersthereis asecondcondemnation

of the Rafli Book, the SixWings,theRaven’sCall, the GatesofAristotle,and
severalothersuch works, whereunusuallystringentcivil andecclesiastical
penaltiesareproposedfor thosewho shallkeeporreadsuch“God-abominated
hereticalbooks” (“Bogomerzkieknigi eretieeskie”)and “heretical rejected
books” (“enetiCeskieotreCennyeknigi”).47

As notedalready,thesurviving magicaltextsarelikely to beonly partof
what onceexisted,as is truefor every kind of medievalSlavic written text.
Evenso, theyaresufficientlynumerousto suggestfurtherlines of inquiry, two

of whichtouchon themotivesthatmayhaveledtheOrthodoxSlaysto translate
andto copysuchproblematictextsin thefirst place.

1. TextsNotTranslated

First,onemightinquirewhetheranyclassof Byzantinemagicaltextsseemnot
to havebeentranslatedby the OrthodoxSlays.If so, whywere suchtextsleft
untranslated?We may attemptto settlesucha questionby comparingounre-
sultswith thesurveysof theknown Byzantinemagicaltextsby A. Delatteand
now by R. Greenfleld.49When we do so, oneclassof texts emerges:theredo

not seemto be any ChurchSlavonic versionsof anyof the Greekmanualsof

47 Ibid., 139—40.
48 Delatie,Anecdota,I; idem, La caaoptromanciegrecqueet sesdarivas, Biblio-

thequede la Facultedephilosophieet lettresde l’Universite deLiege48 (Liege-Paris,
1932); RichardP. H. Greenfleld, Thaditionsof Beliefin Late ByzantineDemonology
(Amsterdam,1988).
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ceremonialmagicanddemonology,suchas theTestamentof Solomonor the
MagicalTreatiseofSolomon.

49

This may be the result of chance:copiesof thesemanualsin Greekare
now quite uncommon,andonemay conjecturethat no Greekoriginal hap-

penedto comeinto thehandsof anySlav who might havewishedto translate
it. More likely, however,is thehypothesisthatsuchtextswereamongthemost

alarmingandreprehensiblein theentirecorpusof Greekmagicalwritings, and
thuswerecopiedinfrequently,andfrequentlydestroyed.

In westernEuropeduring thehighmiddle ages,thetheorybecamedomi-
nantthatall magicinvolved apactwith demonicpowersorallegianceto them,

andhencecouldbeseenas theethicalandmoralequivalentof treasonto God.
Medievalistshaveamply documentedthis line of development,whichhad as
its final result the notoriouswesternEuropeanwitch-huntsfrom the latefif-
teenthcenturyup to the earlyeighteenth.30Undersucha theoryall forms of
magic,whetheractiveorpassive,areequallyreprehensibleandequallyhorri-

fying: thereareno differencesof degreebetweenthem.
It cannotbe too muchemphasizedthat sucha theoryis not universal,

evenwithin Christendom.Rather,its dominanceis theresultof quite specific
developmentswithin westernEuropeanChristianity,and theresultingwitch-

huntswereexacerbatedby theextremestressesto which westernEuropewas
subjectin the sixteenthandearlyseventeenthcenturies.Thereis no reasonto
expectcomparableeventsin thehistoryof theeasternOrthodoxchurches,and
theydid not takeplacethere.31

49 ChesterCharltonMcCown, The Testamentof Solomon(Leipzig, 1922);De-
latte, Anecdota, I; idem, “Le traite des plantesplanetairesd’un manuscnitde Le-
ningrad AIPHOS9 = Pankarpeia:MelangesHenri Gregoire](1949), 145—77; idem,
“Un nouveauaemoinde la litteraturesolomonique,le codex Gennadianus4S d’A-
thenes~’AcadamieroyaledeBelgique,Bulletin de la Classedeslettreset dessciences
moraleset politiques, Sth sen. 4S (19S9), 280—321; David Pingree,“Some of the
Sourcesof theGhayatal-Hakiam,” JWarb43 (1980), 1—15 (at 9—12); Greenfleld,Thadi-
tions ofBelief 157—63,andpart II, passim.

30 RichardKieckhefer,EuropeanWitchThials: TheirFoundationsin Popularand
LearnedCulture,1300—1500(Berkeley-LosAngeles,1976);EdwardPeters,TheMagi-
cian, the WitchandtheLaw (Philadelphia,1978).

31 A smallseriesof 17th-centuryMoscowtrials for malevolentmagic, allegedly
practiced(in most cases)againstthe sovereignfamily, seemto me to reflect western
Europeanattitudes,andnotto betheresultof somepurely internaldevelopmentof the
cniminalizationof magic in Russiancivil law. Cf. RussellZguta, “Witchcraft Trials in
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Instead,it may alwayshavebeenpossiblein SlaviaOrthodoxa,as appar-

ently also in Byzantium(andin westernEuropebeforethe high middleages)
to practicemanyformsof magicwithoututterly renouncingone’sChristianity:
althoughagainstcanonlaw (andoftencivil law aswell), magicwas generally
treatedasa crimecomparableto homicideor thereprehendedkindsof sexual

activity, ratherthan to apostasyor treason.At any rate, the penaltiesunder
canonlawaregenerallymuchmilder thanexcommunication,andtypically in-
volve severalyears penanceonly. Theseare severepenalties,but much less

severethanthosefor treasonor. apostasy.
If, however,any kind of magicalpracticemight havebeenviewedas a

form of apostasyor treason,onemight supposeit to havebeenmagic that
explicitly treatedwith demons,to persuadethemto work one’swill. 1 havenot
found anyoriginal ChurchSlavonic text which I cancite in clearsupportof
this educatedguessof mine, but 1 suspectsuchtextsdo exist.32This kind of
magic, of course,is the subjectof the untranslatedTestamentof Solomon

or theMagical TreatiseofSolomon.

2. WeretheMagical TextsUseful?

Second,onemight askwhetherthetextsthatweretranslatedandcopiedwere
actuallyused.If so, why were they used?Were they actually useful?Did at
leastsomeof thepracticesthey describeactuallywork?

We maytakeit as an axiomthata textrarely usedis a textrarely copied.

To apply this axiom, of course,onemustunderstandits sphereof application,
which is to texts that arecopiedby themselves.It shouldbe obviousthat a
rarelyusedtext maybepartof a frequentlyusedlongerwork, andthatsucha
longerwork will often becopiedin its entirety,with its rarelyusedpartsin-
cluded.Thus,someof thetextsin theoccasionalpartof theEuchologion(the
Trebnik, asit is termedin ChurchSlavonic)arerarelyused,sincetheoccasions
for their usearerare;but copiesof thesetextsarecommon,sincetheEucholo-

Seventeenth-CenturyRussia~’ AmericanHistorical Review82 (1977), 1187—1207;
idem, “WasThereaWitch Crazein MuscoviteRussia?”SouthernFolkloreQuarterly
40 (1977), 119—27; idem, “The Ordealby Water (Swimming of Witches) in the East
Slavic Wonid~’ SlavicReview36 (1977), 220—30, which cite the earlierliteratureand
arguefor the oppositeview.

32 TheByzantinetexts,ofcourse,aresurveyedby Greenfleld,ThaditionsofBelief
125—29,249—52.
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gion asawholeis frequentlyusedandfrequentlycopied.By this principle, it
is clearthatmostof theshortermagicaltextsandalmostall of the longerones
were in fact used,sincecopiesseemto havecontinuedto be madeof them
fromtimeto time. Theremight besomeexceptions,perhapsamongthe longer
textsthat havesurvivedin justonecopy each.

Thus we are driven, willy-nilly, to confrontsomehardquestions:were
thesetextsactuallyuseful; andif so, how?Is thereany way in which these
magicalproceduresmaybe saidactuallyto haveworked?Onecanindeedar-
gue(evenasastrictly scientificmaterialist)thattherearewaysin whichmagi-
cal practicescan beboth usefulandeffective,andotherways in which they
canappearto be effectiveto an unsophisticatedobserver.Let us briefly con-

sidersomeof theseways.
If magic,beforethemodernera,is not yet wholly distinctfrom science

andtechnology,then certainlysomepartsof magiccouldbe the ancestorsof
scientifically or technologicallyvalid practices.Obvious examplesmay be
foundin therealmof magicalherbalism,where,to cite someexamplesat ran-
dom, a teamadefrom thebarkof thewillow treemaybeusefulin relievinga
headache,or an incensecontainingground-uphempleavesmay makeit much

easierto seeimagesin a mirrorwhenoneis performingthat kindof divination.
Here,of course,wehavecrmdepharmacologyorpsychopharmacology,forwil-
low barkcontainstheactiveingredientof aspirin andhempis marijuana.

However,thereareother, much less obviousfactors to be consideredin
attempting to assessscientifically the extent to which magic might have

workedin medievalSlavia Orthodoxaandelsewhere.They lie, for the most
part, in the realmof appliedpsychologyand folk psychotherapy,which can
oftenbeusedby onepersonto helpor to harmanother.Among themostobvi-
ousexamplesof suchpracticesare thoseto which wenow apply such labels
ashypnosis,theplaceboeffect, biofeedback,hallucinations,alteredstatesof

consciousness,andcold reading.The impactthesepracticeshaveon aperson
may also beenhancedby skillful useof all theartsof deceptionin ways that

magnifytheapparentpowersof thepractitioner.
Moreover,magicalpracticesthathaveno effectivenesswhatever,evenin

thewaysjust mentioned,may oftenappearto be effective, simply becausea
favorableresult may follow by chancealone: one says an incantationfor
wealth,andby chancefinds a valuableobjectsoonafter; or oneperformsa
rite to destroyone’s enemy,whosealreadydiseasedhearthappensto fail the
nextday.
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Table2. NaturalCausesof theEffectivenessofMagicalPractices

(1) non-intuitivepharmacological,chemical,or physicalpropertiesof magical
ingredientsormaterials

(2) counter-intuitivepropertiesof reality, for example,
(a) the mathematicsof randomaction,and
(b) the physicsof force, temperatureandheat

(3) counter-intuitivecharacteristicsof the humanorganism,for example,
(a) the placeboeffectandbiofeedback
(b) alteredstatesof consciousness,includinghallucinationsandecstasy,

resultingfrom
—sensorydeprivation
—hypnosis(including autohypnosis)
—externallyadministeredentheogens(psychoactivechemicals)
—internally producedentheogens,including endorphmnes

(c) pheromonesandotherchemicalmessengers
(d) areasofnatural low sensitivityto pain

(4) theneedof thehumanmindto find patternsin randomnessandto trust
(suggestibilityandgullibility)

(S) thepsychotherapeuticeffectsof communicationandattention
(6) the arts of deception:misdirectionofattention,prestidigitation,gimmicked

apparatus,coldreading,etc.

It would takeustoo farafield to considerall thesefactors in detail.Thus
theyare listedsystematicallyin Table2, withoutanyfurthercommentary.33

V. Conclusion

Thuswecometo theendof our surveyof the magicofmedievalSlaviaOrtho-
doxa.The textsare not numerous,in comparisonto thoseknownfrom other
partsof medieval Christendom,Islam, andJudaism.Nevertheless,we have
beenableto drawsomeconclusionsfromthem.

Similarlines of inquiry arenow beingfollowedby classicistsandmedi-

33 Thebestsinglescientifictreatmentof thesematters,for purposessuchasours,
is by AndrewNeher,ThePsychologyofThanscendence,2nded. (NewYork, 1990).For
coldreading,seealsoRay Hyman,“Cold Reading:How To ConvinceStrangersThat
You Know All aboutThem~’ TheSkepticalInquirer 1.2 (1977), 18—37;JamesRandi,
“Cold ReadingRevisited~’TheSkepticalInquirer 3.4 (1979),37—41.
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evalistsinterestedin ancientandwesternmedievalmagic,andalsoby anthro-

pologistsinterestedin the magicof othercultures.In additionto far-ranging
historical surveys,wenow haveanthologiesof translatedtextswith commen-
tary, anumberof quite insightfulstudiesof individual textsandclassesof texts
(mostly charms),andat leasttwo uncommonlysophisticatedanthropological
treatmentsof present-daymagicwhichareparticularlyrelevanttotheconcerns
of medievalists.54Among themostpromisinglines of researchare attemptsto
establishfull corporaof specifickindsof texts,forexample,charms,andratio-
nal,scientific investigationsof thewaysin which magicmayappearto work,

or mayreally haveworked,or mayhavehadsubtlepersonalandsocial func-
tionsevenif it did not work.

Suchlinesof inquiryhavealreadyyieldedfruit that canservealsoto nour-
ish studentsof the written tradition of magic in medievalSlavia Orthodoxa.
Evenas the medievalworld,both easternandwestern,is in many respectsa

singleworld, so thewritten tradition of medievalmagic is in many respects
onetradition. We may all expectto gain muchfrom a broad approachto the
studyof medievalmagic.

Brown University

34 In additiontothe recentworkscited innotes4, 7, 8, and 2S above,seeGeorg
Luck, ArcanaMundi: MagicandOccultin theGreekandRomanWorlds (Baltimore-
London,1985);KarenLouiseJolly, ‘Anglo-SaxonCharmsin theContextofaChristian
WorldView,” JournalofMedievalHistory 11(1985),279—93;idem, “Magic, Miracle,
and PopularPractice in the Early Medieval West: Anglo-SaxonEngland~’Religion,
Science,andMagicin Concertandin Conflict, ed. JacobNeusner,ErnestS. Frerichs,
and Paul Virgil McCrackenFlesher(New York-Oxford, 1989),166-82; Brian Mar-
doch, “But Did They Work? Interpretingthe Old High GermanMerseburgCharms
in TheirMedieval Context’ NeuphilologischeMittelungen89 (1988), 3S8—69; T. M.

Luhnuann,Persuasionsof theWitch‘s Craft: RitualMagic in ContemporaryEngland
(Cambridge,Mass.,1989);RichardKieckhefer,Magicin theMiddleAges(Cambridge,
1990); Valerie I. J. Flint, The Riseof Magic in Early MedievalEurope (Princeton,
1991); SuzanneSheldonPamellandLeaT. Olsan,“The Indexof Charms:Purpose,
Design,andImplemenatationLiteraryandLinguisticComputing6(1991),59—63;Lee
Siegel,Netof Magic: WondersandDeceptionsin India(Chicago-London,1991).
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