

Dedication
This work would never have been completed unless a few special people had been there for me, and as such I would like to that those people. Firstly, I wish to thank my Learning mentors Claudine Young, Claire Morgans and Sheila Evans-Pritchard. Without their constant support, words of encouragement and constant nagging I would have never moved past my first year of University to get to this point. They helped me prove that I could not let my disability beat me, and I could prove to the world that I was not a lost cause.
I would also like to thank my lecturers, who without them I would never have learnt anything. I’d like to thank Doctor Errietta Bissa for being there to calm me down and assure me that I was worth something, and for giving me the chance to succeed. I’d also like to thank Doctor Ralph Häussler who helped nurture my love for the late antiquity period of the Romans, and to Doctor 

Abstract
By the time of the crusades relations between the Western Kingdoms of Europe and the remnants of the Byzantine Empire to the East had degraded to a bitter animosity. Since the split of the Roman Empire in the late fourth century, the centres of their cultures began to veer away from each other increasingly, with the prime example of their churches remaining at the forefront of the issue. The Greco-Romano split lead to a peculiar relationship between the churches, one defined by practices, ideologies and culture. Yet, one element that both the Roman Catholics of the west and the Eastern Orthodoxy of the east shared was the veneration of relics and their Saints. The Relics, whether they be the bones of the saint themselves or a former item that they once owned, were seen to hold mystical powers of healing and inspiration. Different relics held more importance depending on their region, but there was one particular Saint whose relics were sought after throughout both the east and the west; the relics of Saint Nicholas of Myra. In 1087, the relics were “translated” (in other words, they changed hands in the broadest sense) from their resting place in Turkey to the Italian city of Bari, in a move that created tremors that are still felt today.[footnoteRef:1] This particular historical moment, recorded by the Russian Orthodox Church,[footnoteRef:2] recounts the wonders of the transfer, and shows how important this monumental event truly was to both sides of Europe. Sources for this subject on relics vary between the east and west, with the aforementioned “translation” found within Geanakopolos’ work about Byzantium,[footnoteRef:3] and for the west a series of writings from different authors on the miracles of the relics, such as Jacques de Vitry or Caesar of Heisterbach.[footnoteRef:4] As relics in the medieval age were of such importance to people all across Europe, no matter their wealth or status, they were often disputed over, with a steady business of trafficking occurring.[footnoteRef:5] The argument that relics and their positions could and did affect relations between the west and the east is one that this dissertation will be exploring in more detail, with a key focus on Saint Nicholas of Myra’s “translation” and how it still affects relations between the two churches. The dissertation will consider the different interpretations of relics within the two churches – West and East. More specifically, this dissertation aims to discuss what forms the relics took, from the bones of the Saints to entire columns on buildings, focusing on how accessible they were to the public.
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[bookmark: _Toc514412700]Introduction
In the summer of 2017, a most monumental occasion occurred between the Catholic Church and the Russian Orthodox Church which resulted in a deal that would bring the two different dogmas of Christianity together, a feat that has not been achieved in over a millennium.[footnoteRef:6] The two churches, never truly disagreeing with one another, but not often acknowledging the other either, would finally strike a deal which would see the return of one of the most important relics of a saint within the Orthodox churches, if not so the most important saint for the Russians – the relics of Saint Nicholas of Myra, the ancient inspiration for Santa Claus. Born in 3rd century Asia Minor, this prominent bishop who attended the Council of Nicaea in 325 BC gathered a large following after his death for the supposed miracle attributes his body produced, and his place of burial became a pilgrimage of healing until his body was translated to Italy. The returning of his relics eastward introduces a topic that is not often considered within religious studies and the history of church relations, an element to it that for a great deal of time affected the attitudes and history of the societies around them. This specific topic was the role that relics had played over the years in shaping and melding the ongoing relations between religious communities over the centuries. Relics, no matter how important, have managed to capture the imagination of people for centuries, and still do so today. However, during the medieval period the importance of relics in the minds of the Medieval people reached its highest peak and it is with this consideration that this research aims to detail just how important the relics were in forming and even destroying relations between the medieval religious communities, and even entire continents. The research will analyse just exactly how widespread ‘translations’ of relics were and as to what extent they affected the relations of the communities they occurred within, with a focus on the ‘translation’ of Nicholas of Myra’s relics. [6:  Arnold, 2017] 

This paper will approach the research through a series of chapters: the first chapter will detail what exactly relics are, what their purpose was and how they developed importance in the medieval mindset with sources provided by authors such as Brown, Hahn and Bagnoli. It will also explain what forms relics came in and finally analyse how the Medieval people understood relics as a concept. This will lead into the two next chapters, which will deal with the perspectives of use and importance between the Roman Catholic West and Byzantine Orthodox East. Within these two chapters the aim will be to understand any differences and similarities that the two sides may have on relics and the opinion they had of each other. The final chapter before the conclusion will finally look into how Nicholas of Myra fits into the discussion of relics affecting church relations, looking at how his case affected the discussion, and how it may still be relevant today.
[bookmark: _Toc514412701]Understanding the History
Before delving into the main section of the research, I feel that it is important to understand the political and social situations that led up to the Medieval times, for it is with this background that certain concepts and beliefs about relics will be easier to understand. From the formation of the Christian religion in the first century AD up until the end of the 3rd century, the Christians were harshly persecuted for not abiding by the religious laws of the Roman Empire. Diocletian, the emperor who actually imprisoned Nicholas when he was bishop, was especially cruel to the Christians.[footnoteRef:7] In his time as emperor he would confiscate land and burn properties belonging to the Christians.[footnoteRef:8] All was about to change in the Christians’ favour though. In the early years of the 4th century AD, the Roman forces of the Emperor Constantine won the Battle of Milvian Bridge against impossible odds.[footnoteRef:9] The opposing army was twice their size, and chances were looking thin. Yet the battle was victorious for Constantine’s forces, and a victory for Christians. It was recorded that the night before the battle Constantine had a vision, one that directed him to carve onto his men’s shields the Greek letters Χ and Ρ.[footnoteRef:10] These two letters coincidentally were the two starting letters of Jesus’ Greek name. The supposed backing of the Christian God leading them to victory, and the eventual conversion of Constantine himself would help solidify the Christian’s placement within the empire, not as a community persecuted for their religion, but as equals on level with those of the empire that still worshipped the pagan gods of the Romans. As Constantine’s reign continued, Christian ideology and iconography gradually became more prominent than the pagan beliefs and systems of the old ways, slowly incorporating holidays sacred to the pagans and matching them up with Christian celebrations. Comparatively, Christianity took a short amount of time to be declared as the sole religion of the Roman Empire, only about seventy or so years after Constantine converted. It was Emperor Theodosius I who held the honour of declaring Christianity as the sole religion of the Roman Empire, thus solidifying the placement of Christianity all over Roman Europe. [7:  Bagnoli, Klein, Mann and Robinson, 2011]  [8:  ibid]  [9:  ]  [10:  ] 

However, this did not mean that the Christians were a united front. As the empire had become such an entity that even before Christianity’s solidification it had been split between the east and the west, so too were the churches, thus creating the Roman Church and the Byzantine Church. The major issue was who was the superior, as both were stationed in the capitals of their respective region and each had some sort of claim to superiority. There was also a matter of cultural differences in what language should be used, how the holy men should present themselves, and what they should count as heresy. This lead to many ecumenical councils and a few schisms taking place over the next few centuries. These councils focused on finding an agreement to religious dogma, either discussing the nature of Christ, the dates of Easter, and whether a certain practice of Christianity was deemed as heretical or not. In total, there would be about seven councils over the centuries, each setting out to solve a different issue which would spring up more. While many of these councils resulted in one practice being declared as heretic, such as the result with the Arians in the Council of Nicaea, the schisms that occurred between the churches did not necessarily mean that the other was heretical. Unlike heresy, a schism simply meant a division of beliefs that prevented a compromise. There is no concrete date as to when the schism between the eastern and the western churches truly began, but one date that is often debated and argued for being one of the most prominent dates within the history of the churches is that of 1054, when mutual excommunication between the Pope in Rome and the Patriarch in Constantinople occurred. The mutual excommunication meant that both churches would not talk formally for the next few centuries, and relations would never properly mend until the last century. The reasons and the politics were interesting aspects of the churches’ history, but this research is not looking at that aspect. Instead, we shall be analysing the topic of relics and their role within the relations of the churches.


[bookmark: _Toc514412702]Chapter 01 – Understanding Relics
Before delving into the subject of relics and the mindsets of the medieval people in regard to them, it is essential to first understand what relics are in their simplest terms, their history, what forms they come in, and how the medieval people understood them as a concept.
Now to the main question: what exactly is a relic? The dictionary term for this is “an object surviving from an earlier time, especially one of historical interest”. However, in terms of religion, especially the Christian usage, the word is applied to “the material remains of a saint after his death, as well as to the sacred objects that have been in contact with their body”.[footnoteRef:11] This could include a multitude of things, which will be addressed later in this chapter. [11:  Bonser, p. 234] 

[bookmark: _Toc514412703]The History
As mentioned above, from the conception of Christianity up to the 4th century AD, Roman officials saw fit to persecute the Christians in the name of Pax Deorum. The definition of Pax Deorum, or ‘Peace of the Gods’, as defined by Michael Johnson, was “a mutually beneficial state of peace between Rome and its deities, with the gods safeguarding Rome's public welfare and the Romans providing the gods their desired worship and cult.”[footnoteRef:12] This essentially meant that as long as in public a citizen recognised the state religion and took part in the rituals dictated by it, they could worship whomever they pleased in private with no consequences. This is considered one of the reasons why the Romans were so open to including other cultures’ gods into their own pantheon, thus creating their own sort of religious tolerance. The Christians. however, refused to abide by the rules of Pax Deorum, which in the Roman mindset meant they were disturbing the peace of the empire and potentially allowing the gods to rain punishment down upon them. [12:  Johnson, 2012] 

The first Christians to be considered as holy people, and thus the first relics, were the martyrs of the persecution years. Though small in number, these Christians, often leaders of their communities, made such an impact on the rest of the people for their bravery in standing up for their beliefs even on pain of death that they became heroes in those communities.[footnoteRef:13] Though the knowledge of who was considered the first saint to have his remains venerated has been lost, the earliest recorded martyr to be treated this way was a bishop of Smyrna, Polycarp, who was martyred sometime around 156 AD.[footnoteRef:14] The description of how his followers treated his remains, which again will be discussed later on, shows a perfect example of how the emergence of worshipping relics started. [13:  Bagnoli, Klein, Mann and Robinson, 2011]  [14:  ibid] 

Perhaps not all too surprisingly, the funerary practices of the early Christians were not all too different to the Greco-Roman and Jewish practices.[footnoteRef:15] One practice that obviously was an inspiration for the regular visits to saints’ tombs was that of Refregerium, which in some ways is relatively similar to today’s holiday of dia de los Muertos, just on a slightly more personal level. On the anniversary of a deceased’s death, the family and friends of the deceased would travel to the site of their tomb and have a memorial feast there, and in the late 4th century AD offerings that would depict biblical scenes or martyrs would be left.[footnoteRef:16] Though this was definitely how the practice of visiting the tombs of saints on the dates of their martyrdom developed, the Christians would soon start to differ extensively from their Jewish and Greco-Roman counterparts, to the extent that many potential holy men became a little bit concerned. Originally, most visitors to graves would only have access to the tombs, not the remains of the inhabitants.[footnoteRef:17] What Christians started to do essentially turned to grave robbing the tombs of martyrs and holy people in their need to be closer to the body of that holy person. This resulted in many bodies being moved to different locations that were considered easier to access, and in many cases, the bodies were split apart so that a saint could be interred at different locations, no matter their link to that area.[footnoteRef:18] Furthermore, many bodies were left unburied, in public view in these new locations. It was so widespread that the man credited with being the father of monasticism, St. Antony, forbade the revealing of where his burial site would be in fear that his bones would be disturbed and separated.[footnoteRef:19] [15:  ibid]  [16:  ibid]  [17:  ibid]  [18:  ibid]  [19:  ibid] 

With the conversion of Constantine and the Christianisation of the empire, attention on the saint’s graves increased. Soon churches were constructed to house relics and new myths were created for different martyrs.[footnoteRef:20] Relics during this time became an important part in upper class power play, and many families would have relics for private use and to show off their status. Many would also seek out burial beside these saints within their churches, despite the fact that burials within cities were frowned upon.[footnoteRef:21] [20:  ibid]  [21:  ibid] 

After the legalization of Christianity, the focus shifted slightly from the dead martyrs to the living saints of the times, with pilgrimages made to living men and women who were considered to be able to perform miracles.[footnoteRef:22] When they died, their bodies were treated just like the martyrs of the past, and those known to produce miracles became even more important.[footnoteRef:23] Shrines dedicated to both real and mythical martyrs popped up all over the Mediterranean, becoming essentially revenue for the villages, towns and cities that harboured them.[footnoteRef:24] [22:  ibid]  [23:  ibid]  [24:  ibid] 

[bookmark: _Toc514412704]The Presentation of Relics
As mentioned above, bodies of saints and martyrs were often broken up so that they could be interred in different locations. This leads to the question of what was actually counted as a relic. The answer is quite broad – anything that was related to a saint in life could be counted as a relic. The most commonly found relics are usually body parts , ribs, finger and feet bones, and the occasional arm or leg bone. The relic of St. Nicholas’ usually are claimed to be his rib bone.[footnoteRef:25] In other cases, relics wold be simple items that were believed to have, in some way, absorbed the holiness of the saint. These items were such commodities for the people that many collected them. One bishop, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, recorded that his family owned many relics from different saints with each gave blessings to the family.[footnoteRef:26] Blood and oils produced by the relics were favourite items that would be taken away from the shrine as a sort of portable relic.[footnoteRef:27] Relics could also be buildings, resulting in a very interesting angle for the pilgrimage angle. [25:  Arnold 2017]  [26:  Bagnoli, Klein, Mann and Robinson, 2011]  [27:  ibid] 

Though the different types of relics came in all different shapes and sizes, usually they are not always on full display. Instead they are placed into what is known as a reliquary. These reliquaries change depending on what is contained within them, from normal reliquaries that are boxes decorated with god and precious jewels, to the peculiarly Shaped Reliquaries which are meant to present the relic within. Usually these shaped reliquaries do not always contain the relic they claim to contain, such as an arm reliquary attested to Peter situated in Binche actually containing a leg bone, not an arm bone.[footnoteRef:28] Reliquaries may also contain more than one relic and some from other saints that the reliquary does not mention. One such is again located at Binche, where the arm reliquary of St. James also supposedly contains the relics of Mary’s hair, the hair of Peter, the head of St. Thomas, the arm of St. Denis and multiple of other martyrs’ relics.[footnoteRef:29] [28:  Hahn, 1997]  [29:  ibid] 

Another form of reliquary that was and still is popular within churches today is the idea of having the reliquaries as the sarcophagi that the saint was buried in. most of these reliquaries are often heavily decorated with gold and biblical scenes. These reliquaries usually are the main focus of that church or city, and on their feast days many of these sarcophagi are opened for the public to see. In these cases, some people may touch the body to receive its blessing. In cases of saints that after death produced holy oil and blood (), this was a chance for followers and pilgrims to take some back with them in tiny vial reliquary made specifically for the purpose of carrying around with people, and were often sold at the church for people to buy.
[bookmark: _Toc514412705]How the Medieval People understood Relics
Though it is useful to understand the history of relics and how they were presented, one cannot understand relics on this alone. Understanding relics is very different from knowing what relics are, and in its historical context it is essential to understand how the people of the medieval world understood them too. This is an interesting topic, as not only does it present the evolution of understanding death, but also understanding the psyche of the medieval people.
The first thing that can be understood is that for the medieval people, the fact that the saint was dead did not seem to play a factor. Gregory of Nyssa summarised it as despite the saint was dead, the followers and people treated the relics as if the saint was still alive.[footnoteRef:30] Gregory of Nazianzos gives a reason for why this might be – to the medieval people the body and soul shared effects. As the soul was now holy, so was the body, even after the soul left the body. One case showing this belief comes with the account Jerome provides on St. Hilarion, whose body which was found perfectly preserved a few years after his death. With no understanding of funerary practices and how they truly worked, it appeared people believed that the holiness of the saint prevented the decay of the saint. As a further result to multiple of reasons, it appears that the people of the medieval world believed the relics of the saints  took part in some sort of “sacred contagion”,[footnoteRef:31] a process that essentially meant that with close contact to a holy item, a person or item would have the holy properties transfer from the main holy source, blessing the other. [30:  Bagnoli, Klein, Mann and Robinson, 2011]  [31:  ibid] 

Much of the history, general form and understanding of relics was shared by both the east and west, however in some instances there was difference between the two. The next two chapters will look into the different perspectives between the roman west and the byzantine east, looking at their interpretations of relics and as a result how they viewed the other in terms of the relics.


[bookmark: _Toc514412706]Chapter 02 – The Western Perspective
As the original seat of power for the Romans, its not a surprise that the west held strong opinions on relics and where they should be. As mentioned above, in the early periods of the Christianisation of the roman empire many in Rome used relics as a symbol of power, including the pope whose whole papal authority depended on the ownership of the relics of the Apostles.[footnoteRef:32] The major problem however for those in the west was their location. Many of the first martyrs and holy people where from the east, as a result many had to travel far to receive that blessing. As time went on however, fragments of those holy people would appear westward, brought there by pilgrims returning home. [32:  ibid] 

This would create many issues that will be addressed later, but before going into those issues, this chapter shall analyse a few aspects of the western perspective of relic veneration. This chapter will look into some examples of relics in the west, examining the behaviours of the people around them and how they displayed the relics for the populace.
[bookmark: _Toc514412707]The properties they believed in
Most of the qualities that those in the west believed relics to have differed depending on the social circumstance of the user. As a result, relics had multiple uses, usually depending on the saint’s qualities and blessings. Out of all these features, perhaps the most commonly found quality that relics had were their properties of healing. As mentioned in the above chapter, the medieval people understood that relics still contained the holy essence of the saint once they died, there was no competing this view amongst the populace. As many of these saints were claimed to produce miracles, especially miracles of healing, it is understandable that this belief that they would continue to heal them after death would be so prominent. There are many cases of this all-around Europe, so many that it can become confusing. One example of the power relics had in healing is an account that in a rather humorous way, shows how powerful medieval people believed relics were, to the extent that some blessings cannot be stopped. In an account made by Jacques de Vitry, a 13th century priest in France, two beggar men, one blind and one lame, attempted to escape from the procession of St. Martin’s relics, fearful that the relics would heal them. The two failed in their endeavour and were healed, despite the fact that they never touched the relic itself.[footnoteRef:33] By being in close proximity to the relic they were healed, and this is a common theme in the belief of relics. Another tale of miraculous healing appears in the aftermath of Thomas Beckett’s murder. One witness to his death took some of Beckett’s blood home with him to his wife who was paralysed. After bathing in water mixed with the blood the wife supposedly was cured of her paralysis instantaneously.[footnoteRef:34] [33:  Halsall 1997]  [34:  Freeman 2011] 

Most centres for relics, especially in the cases of relics used in the practice of healing, were usually outfitted to house people for a time. As many people would travel to one site and many may not receive the desired effects instantaneously, many would start for days and weeks at a time, praying to the saint to heal them.
Though this was definitely one of the most common acts relics were used for in religious practices, it was not the only job that relics held in the imagination of the people. One aspect of the relics that made them important was again in relation to the use in gaining status and prestige. As mentioned above, the popes relied on the relics of Jesus’ Apostles, in particular Paul and Peter’s to authorise their position as the leaders of the Christian faith.[footnoteRef:35] The more relics one person had, the more power became attached to that person, and as the person known to be the guardian of the early martyred relics the pope needed those relics.[footnoteRef:36] But it was not just the papal leaders that required the relics for legitimisation. Many rulers throughout the western kingdoms used the relics both for means of power and for other aspects. Having and being blessed by a relic allowed a sense of legitimacy within the ruler, as if that ruler was chosen by God to lead the people. But relics were not just significant in legitimising people, but also in legitimising agreements. Oaths sworn upon holy relics are often considered unbreakable on pains of divine punishment, and many in history have used this as a legitimising force. The greatest example of this comes from the events surrounded 1066, where according to popular narratives, Harold Godwinson swore upon two holy relics whiles in Bayeux, promising the kingdom of England to Duke William of Normandy. When Harold broke this oath and ended up losing his war with William, many claimed it was divine punishment for the breaking of an oath sworn on holy relics.[footnoteRef:37] When interpreted from this angle, the tale surrounding 1066 seems to be a cautionary tale of ignoring the authority of relics. [35:  Bagnoli, Klein, Mann and Robinson, 2011]  [36:  ibid]  [37:  William of Poitiers [online]] 

Relics roles in bringing both health and prestige were rather essential, however one role they had was more comforting, more spiritual. For many, simply going to the site of a relic was not enough to heal a patient. Instead, many travelled to these locations so that in their final days they could be close to these relics as they died. Many Anglo-Saxon kings would choose to abdicate so that they could travel to Rome to die near the relics of the apostles. Thanks to the knowledge of how Christians saw their holy dead as not being truly dead, this lead to the interpretation that for the Christians travelling to die near relics, being close to them allowed them to potentially obtain some of that holiness from the relics, and perhaps it gave them comfort in the idea that with that holiness they would be guaranteed a place with the saints.
[bookmark: _Toc514412708]The display of relics
The question of how the relics were displayed for the populace especially in the case for the westerners is a difficult one to properly answer. From the sources used for this research, it appears for many churches in the west relics were not always easily accessed by people. One example was the relic of St. Martin of Tours, who a half century after his death was relocated from his initial burial location to within the new church built to his dedication. While this practice is not uncommon as seen above, what is peculiar is that his body was not actually accessible by his followers. It was buried underground and behind the alter, with only a large block of stone present to mark his location.[footnoteRef:38] Another church was built around the church and remained undisturbed, but unapproachable still.[footnoteRef:39] One other example, that of the tomb of St. Peter, was also very awkward to get to. If one wished to see the tomb, they would have to open a small fenestella on the floor, bend down and stick their head through it, and even then wouldn’t even be able to touch the relics. [38:  Jacobsen 1997]  [39:  ibid] 

In the culture of the west in terms of relics, the idea of how relics were to be presented was a mixed bag. There was an obvious need for the relics to be had to approach in normal circumstances, but there was also a need to show off the fact they were in the presence of a saint. This is where shaped reliquaries come back into play. Shaped reliquaries were as explained above usually in the form of a body part, usually an arm. These reliquaries usually only contained one part of the saint’s relics, a small fraction or an arm or leg. Though these reliquaries were present all around the medieval world, they did appear to be more popular in the west. This was most likely because of their easier portability that shaped reliquaries provided, and for the issue of where many of the relics contained came from. As mentioned at the start of the chapter, many of the early reliquaries found in the west were claimed to be the relics of martyrs, which was a problem considering that nearly all of these early saints were from the east. Though it has been mentioned that the movement of relics was common in the period of the late antiquity going into the early medieval period, having a finger bone of St. Peter or the Shroud of the Virgin Mary located in a western kingdom does appear almost out of place. and though some of these examples may be proven to at least have some historical precedence for being there, most of the time it is all due to a process that has been mentioned before in passing: Translations.
Translations is a rather broad term when used in relation to relics, which can lead to some confusion and arguments. This term incorporates everything from a natural agreement between two churches on the movement of relics, all the way to common thievery. Translations from the east into the west were where the main source of relics came from, and in this case most of these translations were not of the former. It was a tradition of sorts, that on pilgrimages to the holy land or Rome that a person should bring back a relic for their place of worship. The relics were also an economic advantage for the areas, providing a closer location to visit relics than on the pilgrimages. Though some may have been proper agreements, such as potentially many of Christ’s apostles and other artefacts of the holy people being transferred to Rome, others were not as lucky. The main study of this research, St. Nicholas of Myra, was one such of these unlucky saints who saw their resting places disturbed so that their relic could be moved westward. During the medieval periods, the trade of relics was so widespread that many started to make a living out of it. The elite of the 9th through to the 11th centuries were relic hungry, and many saw their chance to profit from this, selling relics to bishops and royalty. The most ambitious of these professional thieves were the Italians, who were some of the main contributors of Martyrs moving westward. The most impressive of these thieves was the 9th century deacon Deusdona, a man who was no part time thief. Deusdona commanded an entire network of relic merchants, providing the Frankish kingdoms their worth of relics stolen from the catacombs near the basilica of St. Peter in Chains, which it appears he was very familiar with.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  Geary 2011] 

Considering the favourability of tinier fragments and the need in the western mindset for relics, what can this tell about the western perspective of relics? For one, this analysis shows a rather interesting aspect of the western medieval people’s psyche in regard to how the westerners viewed Christian history. The concept of relics being portable is not a western concept on its own, but it was more prominent, and creates an interesting divide in what was considered a relic. As suggested by Julia Smith, the transportation of relics allowed for the history of Christianity to become moveable as well, allowing people to carry that tiny bit of history with them. The ease of transportation for these relics, compared to the stationary tombs of the saints which became apart of the landscape, characterised the western attitude to relics, giving the title that Smith coined as “Portable Christianity”.[footnoteRef:41] This did not however excuse the actions of the west in the eyes of the east, as we shall now move on to. [41:  Smith 2010] 



[bookmark: _Toc514412709]Chapter 03 – The Eastern Perspective
Though all around the east was not that different to the west, there were still major differences that they had that set them apart from the west. The first and most major of these was their location. Though Rome was the traditional capital of the Roman empire, it was the east that held legitimacy in the fact that many of the early saints were from the area controlled by the eastern administrative powers. This factor gave them a huge advantage in both the spiritual and economical side that the relics provided, making them wealthy in both factors.
However, compared to the west the east did appear to not be as lucky in their position of holding the relics. This chapter will follow in much the same pattern as the previous chapter, as it will be going into depth on the eastern perspective on relics and their veneration. As will be seen, there is a few differences that I shall bring to consideration.
[bookmark: _Toc514412710]The properties they believed in
In most cases, the east didn’t have much difference in their beliefs on relics as the west. Relics as an overall concept do not change depending on the area, only for the status of the person using them. But there was a defiant difference in how to the Christians of the eastern Europe viewed these relics. To start off, though the zealousness of the west though strong, it usually was restricted to those of the nobility, church and royalty. If one was of a wealthy background, it was easier to gain access to relics, and to keep them. The east on the other hand had communities dedicated to the relics that they played host to, those not just religious or the rich, but common people too. There is one example that comes from Procopius’ History of the Wars, detailing one city’s determination that sprung from housing one such relic. The people of an area known as Apamea, Syria, were acknowledged to be the host to a piece of the cross that Jesus was crucified upon. Upon learning that the Persian army was fast approaching their home, they prayed before the piece of wood so that they would be able to die knowing they died speaking to the lord. When the cross was removed from its reliquary however a flame appeared and followed the priest that was holding it around the church. Seeing this, the people of Apamea became confident that they would survive the arrival of the Persian army.[footnoteRef:42] Though many other tales on the effects of relics are impressive, none quite reach the realm of plausibility that this particular tale presents. Most descriptions of relics committing miracles come in the form of these relics healing another, which while still presents an insight into what the medieval people believed relics could do, does not present as good an understanding of the importance relics played to Christian communities. With this tale alone, the belief in relics is proven not only to be fanciful, but impacting the people’s outlook on situations they are faced with. Another case of a relic inspiring the citizens of a city comes with Constantinople itself, who viewed the Panagia, a relic belonging to the Virgin Mary, was considered sacred to the citizens, and Mary herself was considered a protector of the city. [42:  Geanakoplos 1984] 

Of course, there are still many cases where relics were used in similar ways to the west, including the act of their miracles. Constantinople specifically was know to host many locations that acted as places to visit to heal and pray. These locations, though mostly churches, also acted as hospitals for specific ailments, some rather bizarre than others. One such saint who held a sanctuary of healing was St. Artemios, who despite all cases not being a man known to heal the sick and does not have much reason to do so, became associated with the healing of sensitive regions on the body. The collection of tales on his work, The Miracles of St. Artemios, all share a similar pattern of how he is portrayed and how he heals the sick. In these tales, unlike what many would expect a saint to appear like, St. Artemios appears as if he was a grumpy old man and would handle his patients with a roughness not expected, squeezing the ailment and causing pain for the patient. It creates an interesting concept, that a saint who for all purposes would be suited far more to be worshiped as a saint of war would be worshiped as a saint of healing, and his relics as a result treated in the same feverish attitude as many other relics. 
[bookmark: _Toc514412711]The display of relics
Compared to the west, the Byzantine Empire handled their relics in a completely different manner. Though in the west they were still displayed with such rigor, the east easily beat the west in this regard. One such aspect was how they presented the relics. As mentioned in the chapter above, much of the relics in the west were not as easily accessible. In the west, the idea of being close to the relic of that location was more important than actually getting to see and touch it. In the east attitudes were in some ways more personal about relics. Relics in the east were not separated from the pilgrims. Though not being able to directly touch the relics, the reliquaries were still much easier to approach than they would be in the west, and people would be allowed to go up and touch the reliquary. Reliquaries were also vastly different between the two religions. In the west, as mentioned before, reliquaries were usually more favoured in the shaped form, thanks to the portability they presented for many, and for the fact that many of the relics in the west were fragmentary. The east in comparison was  much more focused on sarcophagi styled reliquaries, and it does appear that for many they preferred to have the saint in tact for such a reason. This makes sense when you consider that for certain cities on the feast day of that particular saint, the reliquary would be opened so that many could view the saint. One saint, St. Theodora of Thessaonike, has a hole carved at the bottom of her casket, where oil streamed out of, an oil that presented haling properties. 
The Byzantines were very serious about their relics and their presentation, so much that Constantinople became the main location for many relics, with Christians coming from all over to travel there, and would spend a great amount of money just to achieve this. There were so many relics within the city that at one point there was recorded to be over 3,600 relics spread over ninety-seven shires in and around Constantinople. The important relics collected was kept in the church known as the Pharos, or lighthouse. This place contained many relics of Christ’s passion, though these particular relics were not on public view. Despite this, many of the other relics were on public view, and the relics were presented to the citizens upon the walls of the churches around the cites.
One aspect that was not seen in the west, a rather bizarre take on what a relic could be counted as, was counting buildings at relics. In this case, the Hagia Sofia, perhaps the most impressive of churches in Constantinople, supposedly was a building that contained healing properties. A column at the church supposedly cured sickness of the kidneys, and perhaps even more bizarre, a tube hung above the door to the church that would suck out the sickness of any who placed their mouth over it.
As I mentioned in the previous chapters, relics became a sort of political and power symbol, and this was no different in the east. In fact, the rulers of the Byzantine world to an extent extended on the concept of using them in political and prestige means by taking things one step further – using them as bribery. This is a peculiar use for relics, and one that I reached the conclusion of through my own interpretation of one of the sources. In his book on Byzantium culture, Geanakoplos provides a translation of a letter written by the Byzantine Emperor Alexius I Comnenus to the count of Flanders requesting aid against the oncoming Turks. Particularly, Alexius dedicates a large portion of the letter to describing the riches of Constantinople and the relics she contained. Throughout the letter Alexius seems to choose his wording very carefully, mentioning the relics and wealth the city would lose if the Turks were allowed to take it. In this case we see not only a perfect example of an emperor using the relics as a resource of bribery, but we also can see just what the east thought of the west – as greedy and maybe to an extent prideful when faced with the name of God. To Alexius, invoking the riches and prestige that would be lost if the west were to just sit by and allow the Turks to take the city and riches for themselves would be enough to move the Christians in the west, even if for not as righteous means as the piety of Christianity – which would be proven nearly two centuries later when the west would sack the city themselves.
In all cases, the east defiantly did not seem to have a very high opinion of the west, especially when it came to relics, and there appeared to definitely be a double standard in their ranks. To the Byzantines, the eastern lot were barbarians who stole anything to do with the saints of Christ away from their rightful owners, and who handled the relics with no care whatsoever and used them to their own gains, despite the fact, as we can see above, the Byzantines did exactly the same thing.


[bookmark: _Toc514412712]Chapter 04 – Saint Nicholas
Now we return to the main focus of this research – Saint Nicholas of Myra. Nicholas is a special case, as mentioned above, he was considered important in all corners of the Christian world. So of course, the location of his relics would be a heavily sought-after location to travel to. Throughout this paper, I have explored a few different cases of translations through out the medieval world, but for those cases most were restricted to local locations. This case was much, much larger than that.
Saint Nicholas’ translation is one that I would argue still affects us and is relevant today, if the report of Nicholas’ return eastward is any given proof. This chapter will deviant from the established pattern mentioned above, for a great deal of what shall be said is my own interpretation and conclusions that I have come to over the course of this research. I hope to answer the question I set out in the introduction of how Saint Nicholas is important in the conversation of relics and their impact on relations between the two churches.
[bookmark: _Toc514412713]The Translation of Saint Nicholas
Saint Nicholas’ case was recorded by perhaps a rather surprising source – one that for all intent and purposes, was an outsider to these events. The account was found within the office of the liturgy of the Russian Orthodox church. The account is almost bizarre to read as in many cases it contradicts many different points in relation to what is established and known of the relationship between the east and the west. The account, provided by Geanakoplos, goes as follows;
“The city of Bari rejoices, and with it the whole universe exults in hymns and spiritual canticles … Like a star the relics [of St. Nicholas] have passed from the East to the West … And the city of Bari has received divine grace by their presence. If now the country of Myra is silent, the whole world, enlightened by [Nicholas] the holy worker of miracles, invokes him with song and praise.”
There were a few points within this entry that intrigued me, most specifically thanks to two points to consider when reading it. To begin with, the language is in a way very pro-west. The account mentions how the universe rejoiced at the movement of the relics westward, as if this was not a case of relics being stolen by thieves but as if it was fated and long awaited. But, perhaps the thing that most intrigued me was the attributed author.
As mentioned above this piece was written by members of the Russian Orthodox Church. According to Geanakoplos, this paragraph was written to commemorate the translation of Nicholas’ bones from the east. This would be understandable account however – if it was written by someone in the west. Instead, it is an account written by the Russians, who share more of a religion with the Greeks south of them than the Catholics west, the major difference being language. With this all in consideration, why is it that the Russians write such a favourable account of the translation, and even celebrate such an occasion? One answer, provided again by Geanakoplos, is that the Rus of Kiev, who heavily played a role in military for the Byzantines were the reason. Many of these people, who worked in the imperial Byzantine Varangian guard, were stationed in south Italy, where for a long time Byzantine and Western forces battled for territory. Geanakoplos believes that it is thanks to them being stationed at this location, where Bari is located, that the celebrations in southern Italy were brought with them when they returned to Kiev.
Still, I believe that there are further explanations for why there is this strange narrative. The relationship between the Slavs, the nationality that the Rus belonged to, and the Byzantines was a very peculiar one. in most cases, the Slavs are referred to being apart of what is known as the Byzantine Commonwealth. This did not necessarily mean that the Slavs were apart of the empire, but thanks to their acceptance of both the Orthodox religion and acknowledgment of political power they were able to cultivate a beneficial relationship. However there were still issues that plagued the relationship. The Byzantines viewed the Slavs as culturally inferior, despite recognising them as equals in religious matters. It is my theory then, that though this shared religious identity made them equals, the cultural disagreements did impact the relations between the Slavic Orthodoxy faith and the Byzantine Orthodoxy faith, and when a celebration like the celebration of the translation of Nicholas’ relics arrived in the north, the Slavs embraced it in a way to rile up the Byzantines and to belittle them. In this way, the Slavs continue to be apart of the Orthodox world, but at the same time, publicly shame the south for allowing the relic to so easily change hands.
[bookmark: _Toc514412714]Relics and the Modern day
Nearly exactly one year ago, the relics of saint Nicholas returned (or at least were leant) eastward, passing into the hands of the Russian Orthodox church from the Roman catholic. It was a monumental moment, especially considered that since the translation of the relics in 1087 the relics had not been moved out of Italy since. The agreement was made between Pope Francis and Patriarch Kirill in a historic event in 2016, and the feverish response from the Russians showed how important this agreement was to them. Saint Nicholas is an important figure in the minds of many Christian people around the world, but it is one thing saying that a figure is important compared to his relic being important.
When it was brought to my attention nearly a year ago, there was one particular question that stuck with me as I read through the sources on relics and Christian behaviour: Would the modern sense of morality ever effect the understanding of relics? In another modern case of relic movement, this time to do with the Virgin Mary’s belt, it would be understandable to have that moved around and potentially never returned to its original location, albeit very carefully considering the fragility of such items as clothing. But in most cases relics are not just items – they are parts of human beings. In most modern cases bodily relics are not moved around as much as they did in the medieval time – the vigorous piety of the people has died down, and in huge parts to acts such as the Reformation and the French Revolution, many relics have been lost to the sands of history, destroyed in a bid to change the political and religious landscape of Europe. But in many cases, particularly religious cities that never properly became affect by the changes the two events above created, these relics still remain. Not all of these relics are cases of translation from the east however, but there are still a number of these saints that are far away from where they started.
In many archaeological cases today, there is a huge debate on the morality of keeping a piece of history from another culture within our own. Many artefacts are now being contested between countries over ownership, and the morality of keeping these items is a highly debated topic. Yet throughout my research I did not encounter such a discussion in relation in relics. As a result, I started to wonder whether relics should also be debated over ownership. Many artefacts that are debated over were excavated in the 19th century onwards, when a sense of nationality was taking Europe by storm. Relics on the other hand had been moved around for centuries, with the most extensive movement coming in the 11th centuries onward where politically the east and the west became more involved with one another thanks to the crusades. So why is it that artefacts moved about at such a later date are given the focus on whether they should be returned to their country of origin or not, when in most cases the circumstance, that they were thefts, were the same? For me, there are a few similar arguments between the two. For starter, many relics that came from the east came from areas where currently, it is too dangerous to send back. The west today may have shifted focus from religion playing a huge part in politics, but the east has not changed much. Politics and religion still go hand in hand in some areas, and those areas would not be safe for the relics to be. There is also the matter of where exactly they would be returned to. The general area of where that saint may have come from may be remembered, but in some cases those areas are still vast in space and no proper location would be viable to place them.
Though not a question of morality, another question I considered was what was stopping churches today from leading relics to each other. this in my interpretation still shows how relics can impact on relations not just between churches, but nations as well. Before the discussion of St. Nicholas of Myra’s loan to Russia, conversation between the east and the west was in a weird state of limbo. Though the other was recognised and efforts were made to rectify the schism caused in the 11th century, no proper dialogue was conducted between the two until that point. There was no room to discuss the return of relics, and certainly probably no time to discuss it. With this loan of Nicholas to the Russian, I believe that both the Pope and the Patriarch have opened a door into a new era for the relationship of the church, and I foresee in the near future more loans of such happening. Because of this, I believe St. Nicholas will probably become seen as the first suture to truly mending the millennium long schism between the two religions.


[bookmark: _Toc514412715]Conclusion
The impact relics had on the relations of the medieval world is one question I sought to find an answer for and I believe I found an answer to whether that impact was large or not. From my research, I do believe relics played a larger role that many expected them to, and are one of the hidden secret routes that we as modern scholars can use to understand the psyche of the medieval people.
The differences between the two parts of the medieval world were not as different that I suspected them to be though. Starting this research, I was expecting major differences in how the people treated them and how their viewed them, but in the end the differences were not that grand. Both believed that relics would produce miracles, and both believed that just being in contact with them would bless a person. Both also were not afraid to use relics to further themselves politically, whether with one another or internally. However, one major difference that appeared to me was the number of relics in each area, and how the veneration of each was to an extent different. The West were more focused on the concept of being close to a relic than to see or have it physically, and were more favourable to shaped relics and the portability they provided. The east on the other hand were proud to have those relics, and would venerate them in their entirety and wanted to be sure they had that particular relic.
This conclusion that I reached made many aspects of the religion today more clear to me, particularly in their differences. On a field trip I took to Thessaloniki during my time of conducting research, I visited many Byzantine Churches, and what I encountered there was a surprise. In many of these churches, you were able to walk up to the reliquary and view it visibly, and even touch them (though this was advised against). It amazed me, and reminded me of what the west lost thanks to the reformation of the church. Relics in many areas of the west today no longer hold the value they once did in the medieval times, and in many cases have probably become nothing more than objects for tourists to gawk at. The east have kept the veneration of relics going for over a millennia, despite the fact that they set against by both the kingdoms to the west and the Islamic cultures to the east, and still today they hold such importance to the Christian people in their mindset. And though I believe that today the miracles they were recorded to accomplish are proven incorrect by science and are simply fiction, I still believe it is truly miraculous that they continue to produce such wonder and rupture in the minds of people.
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