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ISTOPIA.— Byzantium and Greece, dno Sir Steven Runciman *.

Ev Goyi tilg dnuootag ovvedolag 6 modedoog =. Arov. ZaxvdInvog Aafov
tov Abyov elme ta €L -

Kvpior Svvddedgot,

"Exo tv tunv xol v evyoglotnowy va odg ToQovoldow amépe TOV
Sir Steven Runciman, dvremotéAlov uérog tijc *Axadnuiag, 6 6motog Vo meofq
glc avaxoivooy ué déua: «Buldvriov xai ‘EAkdg». °Emi t{j edxaiple tavry da
EFyo ™V yaodv vo émdwon idwoyslows elg tov dampeni) ouvvddergov 10 dimhwpa
10U péhovg, agov 8i° dAlywv EEdow Tovg xvotovg otaduovg tod Eoyov xal td Emi-
otnuovixd gmirevypoato adtod.

‘O James Cochran Stevenson Runciman, vidg tod dmoxéuntoc Runci-
man, gyevviidn v Tv *lovkiov 1903 év Northumberland. *Ecnovdacev elg 10
Eton x»ai 10 Trinity College tov Cambridge, tod 6moiov UmijoEev Etaipog
ano tov 1927 uéyor tob 1938 xal &mitipog €taigog amd tob 1965. Katéhafe
Sragpdoovg duthopatinag xal axadnuaixdag déoeg: “Yonyntig eig 10 Iavemory)-
utov tod Cambridge (1931 - 1938), axérovdog Timov tig &v Zdpug Boetravi-
xiic IToeofetag (1940 -1941), Kadnyntig tdv Bulaviwvav Zmovddv elg 10
Mavemotiuov ths Kovotavrivoundhewg (1942 - 1945), dGvrimpdowmog tot Boet-
tavixod Svpfoviiov &v “EARdd (1945-1947), Ileéedoog tob &év *Aynioq Boet-
tovinod “Aoyatoroywrot Ivetitodtov (amod tod 1962), pélog tijg Boertavixiig
*Axadnuiag (Gmd tod 1957). Elvar éxttipog diddxtwe tdv IMavemotmuiov tob

* SIR STEVEN RUNCIMAN, Buldvtiov nal ‘EAANdg.
ITAA 1974
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Cambridge, tot Sdyov, tod Durham, tob Aovdivov, 1ot St. Andrews, Tiis
Osocahoviume xhx. *And tod 1951 uéyor tob 1967 Serédeoe ITodedoog tob &v
*Ayyrlg *Ayyloehnvixod Svvdéopov. *Avremotédhov uéhos tijc “Axadnuiag "Adn-
vav 2Eehéyn v 26mv *OxtwPoiov 1972 xail dwweiscdy v 9MY tob magedddvrog
*Tavovaotiov.

‘O Steven Runciman givar dhiydregov diddonarog xal megLoodtegov ouy-
yoapevs. To modrov tov PBifriov The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and
his Reign. A Study of Tenth-Century Byzantium £edé9y év Cambridge
@ 1929 (dvarinwog, 1963), fixolovdnoe 8¢ 1o ¥oyov A History of the First
Bulgarian Empire, év Aovdive, 1930. Td 1933 8eédwxe 10 yevixmtégov évdia-
@éoovroc Bifriov Byzantine Civilization, 10 6molov peteqododn xal eig v
‘EMnvuniv. Eic mv dviCovsav algeoy tdv Maviyaiov, ITavivwavdv xai Boyoui-
Awv 6 Runciman é&giéomee v uerétnv The Medieval Manichee. A Study
of the Christian Dualist Heresy (8v Cambridge, 1947).

ITooidv pnaxodv doeuvidv xal Motuov ioroguxol croyacuod eivat 1) Toitopog
History of the Crusades (3v Cambridge, 1951, 1952, 1954), Ueuehddeg
obyyoauua ovvretayuévov émi tii Bdoer t@v anydv. Eig 10 doxiwov The Sicil-
ian Vespers. A History of the Mediterranean World in the Later Thir-
teenth Century (év Cambridge, 1958) 6 Runciman donyeitar pet’ évagyeiag
T0¢ ToUYIdg meQLoTdoelg oD Sixehxot ‘Eomeovol wal 8moxomel ta meofAii-
pata to0 Mecoysiaxol xmeov xatd tO tehevralov téraptov Ttol dexdrtou toitov
aidvog. To Pifriov The Eastern Schism. A Study of the Papacy and
the Eastern Church During the XIth and XIIth Centuries (8v *OE@dodn,
1955) Gmotehel vnpdiiov xal Sowydi avadedonotv tod Zxiouatos t@v Exxdn-
oy xoi tig avrdécewe tiic Xowtiaviriic *Avartohiic xal tiig XotoTiavixilg
Avoews.

Ta tehevraia toia BiPhia tob Runciman évagégovral eig Yuata, ta omoia
dlauréowg ovymvotv tov “Eddmva avayvdotnv: The Fall of Constantinople
(Cambridge, 1960 — I'alhun petdgoacig, &v Ilagiotorg, 1968), The Great
Church in Captivity. A Study of the Patriarchate of Constantinople from
the Eve of the Turkish Conquest to the Greek War of Independence
(8v Cambridge, 1968) »ai The Last Byzantine Renaissance (v Cambridge,
1970). Eig 1o meot tijg Meyding "Exnxlnolag #oyov tov 6 ovyyoupevg Gvadeinvie-
TaL ob uovov dolotog yvdotng t@v Bulavuivay mooypdtwv, GAAa xal oevvnng
0EUg v@v Metd vy “Alwowy, Suvdupevoc va ovAhdfy 10 Padirepov vompo tig

‘Iotoolag t@v ‘EAMivov xata tovg goévovs tiig Tovoxongatiag. Zmavimg Eévou
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totoourol, yodgovteg meol tijg Newtéoag “EAlddos, xarwodwoav va uetadwcovv
eindva ouvoluxny tolavtng mAnodTnrog.

KAnooviuog tiig meyding Bostravixiic ZyxoAiig, 1) Omola yevvdtar amd tol
I'iBBwvog #al woodystar due Tto¥ Finlay, ol Bury »oi tob Baynes, 6 Runciman
gnetéleoey &ni teocapdnovra xal mévre £ty foyov EmPBAntxdv. *Exnvdv mdvrote
amo v duoggov VAny t@v mnydv, Exov O’ Sy tOv Syxov tiic BifAioyoagpliag,
ratwgdwoe va cvvdudoy elg ta dnuoocieduard tov ™V adetnedtnra Tiig foto-
ol nedodov peta tijg Aitiig ydoitog tob Adyov, tijg évagyelag t@v dgnyfocwy
%ol thg Aemtdrnrog Tov croyacuob.

Mr. President, Fellow Academicians,

It is a very great honour that you have done to me today; and I am
touched and flattered by the kind words that you, Mr. President, have
spoken. I would have liked to have been able to prepare an address more
worthy of the great traditions of this Academy. But I have not had the
time for that. So I hope that you will accept these rather impromptu
remarks on a subject that is of concern to all of us who are engaged in
Byzantine studies.

I have often been asked, even in Greece, how Greek I believe the
Byzantines to have been; and I have recently heard lectures and seen
articles in which it has been maintained that the Byzantines had very
little to do with Ancient Greece. They spoke a decadent Greek language,
and they had a superficial knowledge of some parts of ancient Greek
literature but racially, culturally and temperamentally they were en-
tirely different from the Greeks of the Classical era.

Clear thinking is needed. First, what is race? There is no such thing
as complete purity of race. Every nation in the world is of mixed blood ;
and, the longer that the nation has been civilized, the greater is the mix-
ture, as immigrants have been coming in down the centuries to share in
the civilization, individually or in hordes. The Ancient Greeks had
Pelasgian, Ionian and Dorian strains, which were different from each
other ; and certainly in Byzantine times the mixture was enormous, though
this does not mean that any single element, Greek or other, was elimi-
nated. Even modern dictators have never succeeded in achieving complete
genocide. Language is a better criterion, but it is not entirely satisfacto-
ry. In Switzerland, for instance, some of the population speak German,
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some French, some Italian, but they are all Swiss ; they are not Germans,
Frenchmen and Italians settled in Switzerland. Even the Americans
speak English of a sort, but they are not English. All in same, language
is of importance. It is the fundamental means of self-expression. It dic-
tates the process of thought and is at the same time affected by the process
of thought. There is a tendency for people who speak the same language
to regard themselves as being of the same community, especially if they
share the same literary heritage, as well as the same folklore and tradi-
tions. But, in the final analysis, we are what we feel ourselves to be.
If I may speak personally, I consider myself to be Scottish. I was born
and educated in England, as were my parents. But my blood is purely
Scottish, which means a mixture of Celtic, Anglo-Saxon and Scandina-
vian; and as a family we always thought of ourselves as Scots. So we
are Scots.

The question therefore is: what did the Byzantines consider them-
selves to be? If you had asked a Byzantine his nationality, at least up
till the thirteenth century, he would probably have answered, if he
understood the question at all, that he was Roman, - ‘Popaios, because
he would have answered in Greek. - This did not mean that he was a
citizen of the old Latin city by the Tiber. He was a Roman in the sense
that St. Paul used when he claimed to be a Roman citizen. The Empire
was the Roman Empire, constitutionally and legally ; and Constantinople
was New Rome. The Emperor who resided there saw himself as the law-
ful heir not only of Constantine but also of Augustus Caesar. Every
Byzantine was all the more anxious to emphasise that he was Roman
when upstart Emperors appeared in the West with no legal right to the
title. Alternatively, he might have answered that he was a Christian:
which to him meant the same thing. For the Empire was now the Chris-
tian Emperor, the Oecumene of all true Christians, and its Emperor
was the viceroy of God on earth. The one thing that he would not have
called himself was Greek, neither "EAAnv nor I'oaxds. The latter word
seems to have had a derogatory implication. It was only used by Western-
ers, and usually with either hostility or contempt. For this we can
chiefly blame Virgil, the one Classical poet to be consistently admired
in the West throughout the Middle Ages, who had proclaimed the
Greeks to be treacherous and hostile. When the Western ambassador
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Liudprand of Cremona arrived at the Court of Nicephorus Phocas with
letters addressed to the Imperator Graecorum, he was rightly
not received. Indeed, I am always regretful that we in the West still use
the word G re ek instead of the more correct and harmonious word
Hellene.

Hellene was, however, unacceptable to the Byzantines for many
centuries to come, as it had acquired the meaning of pagan. By the fifth
century after Christ the Hellene was the citizen of the Empire in the
East who had not accepted Christianity. One might therefore suppose
that the Byzantine considered himself to be in no way Greek. But there
was the matter of language. From the middle of the sixth century onwards
the whole administration and life of the Empire was conducted in Greek.
Every citizen of the Empire was conscious that he spoke the Hellenic
tongue, and he was prepared to make use of the word Hellene in
this context. As Anna Comnena tells us, it was an essential part of a
child’s education that he should be taught to ‘hellenise his tongue’, that
is to say, to learn to speak and write Greek correctly. Anyone who failed
to speak good Greek was an object of ridicule, like the tenth-century
Patrician Nicetas who never lost his Slav accent, or the thirteenth-
century Constantine Margarites whose speech was so common that you
would have thought him, Acropolita tells us, to have been brought up
on barley and bran. Having studied his grammar and syntax a child had
next to start reading the Greek Classics, Homer first and foremost, but
a wide range of other works. It is sometimes maintained that the By-
zantines did not really know the Classics but contented themselves with
digests and compendia; and their quotations from the Classics are full
of verbal inaccuracies. This contention is hardly borne out by the
evidence. It is true that quotations are often inaccurate. But the idea
that complete accuracy is needed is of a compatively modern date. It was
enough to give the sense of the passage. It is true that the Byzantines
liked digests and encyclopaedias. But so do many people today. We are
none of us ashamed of consulting, for example, a dictionary of quota-
tions. And you cannot have digests made unless someone has thoroughly
studied the original works. Moreover, the surviving number of manu-
scripts of Classical works made in Byzantine times shows that there
must have been a demand for them then. There is abundant evidence
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that Homer was intimately known. There were scholars, such as Psellus,
who could recite the whole Iliad by heart. Anna Comnena introduced
sixty-six quotations or allusions from Homer in her Alexiad, and seldom
bothered to add ‘as Homer says’. That was quite unnecessary.

The Byzantines were therefore well aware that their literary heri-
tage came from Ancient Greece. So too did their scientific heritage. Not
only did they study the Greek philosophers, though the Church consid-
ered that Plato was dangerous because his doctrines were so persuasive,
but they were also well aware of the works of the great scientists such
as Archimedes and Euclid, Ptolemy and Galen. Their whole intellectual
and technical life was grounded in the Classical past. Indeed, as regards
Byzantine literature, it might have been better if they had not been so
conscious of their heritage; for, in their anxiety to write as elegantly
as their forebears, they looked continually back to the past and never
allowed their own literary language to develop healthily. Byzantine
historiography maintained a remarkably high standard. But the works
might have been easier to read had not every historian seen himself
as Thucydides.

In the middle of the fourteenth century there was a change of
attitude, at least amongst intellectuals. We now find Byzantine men of
letters referring to themselves as “Hellenes’, and even addressing the
Emperor as ‘Basileus of the Hellenes’. There had been one or two iso-
lated cases of this use of the word in the twelfth century; but now it
became the fashion. It seems to have started in Thessaloniki, not in
Constantinople where Roman Imperial traditions lingered on. It is no-
ticeable that it occurred at a time when the Empire was reduced in size
to the old Greek lands round the Aegean Sea, with Byzantium itself as
an eastern outpost. It was no longer an Empire so much as a group of
city-states. It occurred, too, at a moment when the Western world was
beginning to look with admiration at the civilization of ancient Greece.
The Byzantines were now politically powerless, but they knew that they
were the heirs and guardians of this great heritage that was now at last
receiving universal appreciation. They were proud to show to the world
that they were Hellenes.

Not everyone accepted the new usage. In the years shortly before
the fall of Constantinople in 1453 someone asked the learned George
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Scholarius what was his rase. “Though I am a Hellene by speech’, he
answered, ‘yet I would never call myself a Hellene, as I do not believe
as the Hellenes believed. I should like to take my name from my faith
and answer that I am a Christian . .. Though my father was born in
Thessaly I do not call myself a Thessalian, but a Byzantine ; for T am of
Byzantium’. Significantly, it was this Christian, this Byzantine, who, as
Gennadius, the first Patriarch of the Church in captivity, by his states-
manship did more than anyone else to ensure that Hellenism should sur-
vive through the dark centuries of Ottoman dominion.

The words and the deeds of the Patriarch Gennadius perhaps provide
the best answer to the question: How Greek were the Byzantines? But
I think that the question is a little irrelevant. What is relevant is to
remember that the Byzantine period is an essential part of Greek history ;
and, if I may say so, it is important that the Greeks themselves should
realise this and to realise that they therefore are the people best qualified
to interpret Byzantine history,-as you, Mr. President, in your many
great works so abundantly and so admirably have shown.

NEPIAHVYIZ

*Etetdlerar 10 Ummua xata méoov ol Bulavuivol foav “Eldnves. *Amo
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dnépewg 8¢ tavtng 6 BuCavrivog Addvaro va ovopdon €avrov “Erldnva. Exi
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