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A POST-IMPERIALIST PERSPECTIVE
ON THE ROMAN EMPIRE

In 1992 a thoughtful French reviewer of my book «Hellenism in Late Antiquity» briefly
summarized its overarching argument and then posed a question that has haunted me ever since.
It went straight to the heart of the problem of imperialism and colonization, and I begin by
quoting his words:

«N'ignorant rien des discussions sur la résistance et I'assimilation de I'hellénisme par
les peuples indigénes, l'auteur déplace le point de vue et veut montrer que I'hellénisme
a été un instrument de I'expression des cultures indigénes. Bowersock est-il, parmi les
spécialistes de 1'Antiquité, le premier historien qui ait digéré les années de
décolonisation?»!.

The writer goes on to invoke, in support of my position, what he calls unte romanisation
destructrice in the western Roman empire as something different from what I seemed to discern
in the East. He is certainly right to link the whole question of Romanization with the role of
Rome as an imperial power. But, as I have pointed out before, Romanization is a modern term.
It has no equivalent in Greek or Roman diction, and muddies the important distinction between
the exercise of power and the transmission of cultures. The poet Horace two thousand years ago
recognized the ambivalence of imperial control in two celebrated lines in the first poem of his
second book of epistles: Graecia capta ferum victorem cepit et artis [ intulit agresti Latio®.
The counterweight to this realistic perception is Virgil's no less celebrated utterance in the sixth
book of the Aeneid: tu regere imperio populos, Romane. memento; | hae tibi erunt artes;
pacisque imponere morem, | parcere subiectis et debellare superbos?.

The superiority of the ruler over the ruled seemed to justify the suppression of peoples in the
interest of a forced peace, but Horace knew that although an imperial power might coerce an
indigenous culture, it ndt only could not annihilate it but ran the risk of being transformed by
it. The attempt to write a history of the Roman Empire in terms of the Romanization of its
provinces presupposed a simple model in which one culture would be replaced or irreversibly
altered by another. This model grew out of the experience of the Spanish and French in the
New World, the British in North America and India, the Belgians in Africa, the Dutch in East
Asia, and the Russians in the Soviet Union. It bears no resemblance to the Ottoman Empire,
the Hapsburg Empire, or the Roman Empire, for which power did not entail the forcible
imposition of a culture. In those three great empires the secret of longevity and success was the
knowledge that local traditions could not be constrained but could, in fact, be mobilized to
strengthen the power base of the ruler.

Virgil's noble lines never described what the Roman government did at any time. The
pragmatic absorption of provincials into the core of government and the retention of local
customs throughout the empire ultimately gave stability to the whole edifice of empire.
Although Rome had planted colonies in the republican period and these provided security in
some areas, this was not a colonial empire. Athens' empire had been, and that is why it was so
brittle and lasted such a short time. My attempt to assess the role of Hellenism in late antiquity

Y Gatier P.-L. «Le spectacle d'un ciel qui se défait» ou I'agonie du paganisme // Topoi. 1992. 2. P. 174-182.
The citation comes from P. 177.

2Hor. Epist. 11. 1. 156 f.

3Virg. Aen. VI. 851-853.
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rejected equally the notion that the eastern provinces had been romanized and the notion that
Semitic culture had been hellenized. Greek and its heritage of myth and symbol served to
integrate a diverse world that had been and continued to be Semitic, Persian, Greek, and
Roman all at the same time. When the Prophet brought Islam to the region, it was not so much
imperial power as religion that gradually changed the culture of the Eastern Mediterranean.
Furthermore, this happened by transforming, and arguably only by transforming, the nature of
Islam itself.

Empire as a civilizing mission was a dream of the modern world. Not even the ghost of
Anchises, who delivers the famous lines in Virgil, imagines that his Roman will civilize the
world he pacifies. The only artes the Roman will possess are those of rule. That was not
enough; and Augustus knew it, Horace knew it, and the unhappy Virgil, who wanted his poem
destroyed, may have known it too. What was required in addition to the apparatus of
government and defense was a certain toleration, even support of distinctive cultures within the
empire. It is historiography of the last four centuries that has been mesmerized by the idea of a
mission civilisatrice. Before their inherent weaknesses became apparent through collapse the
empires of Spain, Britain, France, and Russia were the models that consciously or
unconsciously historians of Rome applied to her empire.

If we leave out of account the much discussed issue of the causes of the acquisition of
provinces during the Roman republic and the whole problem of whether there could be any
structured policy with annual changes in the leadership at the highest level, two of the earliest
emperors show us clearly the solutions they chose for the world they inherited. Augustus and
Claudius were both canny and thoughtful administrators (the latter was a serious scholar), and
their policies contrasted strikingly with the capricioustinstability of Tiberius and the growing
megalomania of Caligula, the two rulers whose work lay in between. Pragmatism ultimately
moved both Augustus and Claudius. They had a sense of what could and could not be achieved
within the frame of Roman power. Both emperors were concerned to hold on to what they pos-
sessed and to make it run as smoothly as possible. They were not concerned with changing the
world or anything remotely resembling what modern historians intend by the word
«Romanization».

In the first phase of the Principate, Augustus, like the republican generals before him, saw
aggression and conquest as a vehicle of propaganda and a source of enlarged power. Hence the
expeditions to Ethiopia, South Arabia, Spain, and the Rhineland. All these expeditions were
represented as triumphant successes, whatever we may think of them today. For understanding
the temper of the time no testimony is so eloquent or so accurate as the series of victory reliefs
on the north portico of the Sebasteion at Aphrodisias in western Asia Minor?. Claudius shared
the pragmatic approach of the first princeps, and the Claudian conquest of Britain as represented
on the south portico at Aphrodisias proclaims the same triumphant attitude as the Augustan
conquests. Expansion came when it was available but not at any risk. The absence of annexa-
tion, as in Ethiopia and Arabia, need not be construed as failure, since the victory alone served
perfectly well for propaganda purposes without entailing the dangers of ruling a remote or
ungovernable people.

Augustus ended his days with the celebrated advice known to us from Tacitus as the
consilium coercendi intra terminos imperii, but, as Dick Whittaker has recently reminded us,
this advice did not constitute the establishment of any formal policy of containment within
frontiers determined by a «grand strategy» of empire>. It represented the emperor's view of what
was possible when he died. Not even his aged successor, who made such a fetish of following
Augustus' will, forbore to annex Cappadocia when the opportunity came his way only four
years into his reign.

Whittaker's question in responding to the new generation of advocates of a grand strategy

4 Smith R.R.R. The Imperial Reliefs from Sebasteion at Aphrodisias // JRS. 1987. 77. P. 88-138; and Simulacra
Gentium: The Ethne from the Sebasteion at Aphrodisias // JRS. 1988. 78. P. 50-77.

5Tac. Ann L. 11. 4 (incertum metu an per invidiam). Cf. Whittaker C.R. Where are the Frontiers Now? //
The Roman Army in the East / Ed. D.L. Kennedy. Ann Arbor, 1996. P. 25-41. See also: Elton H. Frontiers of the
Roman Empire. Indiana, 1996.
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was «Where are the frontiers now?». His answer was, in effect, that they were there when and as
they were needed to keep the Roman empire in business. The Rhine, Danube, and Euphrates
provided convenient borders, but over the course of time Roman armies marched beyond them
whenever it was desirable to do so, for administrative, propagandistic, or purely political
reasons. In this way both Dacia and Mesopotamia were later added to the imperium of Rome.
But of consistent, designed frontier policy, founded upon longrange considerations of geo-
graphy and ultimate objectives of keeping a civilization within manageable bounds, there was
none. If there is any broad conclusion from the frontier studies and limes conferences of the last
forty years, it is that all Roman frontiers were porous in the extreme. They bore no resemblance
at all to an iron curtain or a Berlin wall. Yet parallels of that kind were what had insensibly
guided scholars in the middle years of this century.

A view of Roman imperialism after the Velvet Revolution and the collapse of the Soviet
Union necessarily takes us as far away from those parallels as from the equally misleading
parallels of the British, Dutch, and French missions civilisatrices. The openness of Rome's
empire and its porousness (in more ways than frontier administration) was addressed in a cha-
racteristically scholarly manner by Claudius. We know from his speech on the famous bronze
tablet from Lyon, as well as from Tacitus' paraphrase of his words, that Claudius knew that the
undoing of the Athenian empire was the result of the Greeks' arrogance in refusing to admit
subject peoples into the citizenship and the running of government®. The exclusivism of the
Athenians, which depended upon the acceptance of their own culture as superior to any other,
brought their empire to grief in the end.

Claudius recognized that the cultures of peoples within his empire simply could not be era-
dicated but had rather to be respected and incorporated. A famous incident, recorded by Cassius
Dio, in which the emperor stripped a Lycian of his citizenship because he failed to understand
spoken Latin, is, as Dio goes on to show, simply an outburst of ill temper: in general Claudius
granted the citizenship generously both to individuals and to whole groups’. The widening of
the citizenship and the gradual absorption of provincials into the equestrian and senatorial or-
ders owed much to the wisdom and vision of Claudius. This openness — this porousness — may
be held, in large part, to have assured the longevity of the Roman empire until bureaucratic
chaos at home and economic chaos abroad began to transform it in the third century.

Transformation is the proper term rather than collapse or fall. It has in fact become the
dominant concept in post-colonial or post-imperial interpretations of Rome's empire. Certainly
the Roman empire did not fall in A.D. 476, despite what one reads. Momigliano's well known
reference to a collapse that passed unnoticed, «La caduta senza rumore di un impero», catches
the point®. By the late fifth century it was very different from what it had been in the second,
but the continuity was more prominent than any discontinuity. The porousness of which we
have been speaking was the empire's salvation, and it is nicely symbolized in the revaluation of
the old dichotomy of barbarian and Greek that had originally encapsulated the ruinously
exclusivist concept of the Greeks.

In the Hellenistic age Greek colonists in the West came inevitably into contact with the
emerging Roman republic. The encompassing culture slowly transformed the Greek commu-
nities. Civic institutions, cults, and language all changed without the Greeks' losing any
fundamental sense of their own distinctiveness. Yet these changes appeared to the Greeks of the
homeland as a form of barbarization®: They had no word or concept to embrace Romanization
or any kind of mixed culture. By contrast the Romans, particularly traders, who operated in the
Greek East and even settled there, did not appear to the Latin-speaking population of Italy as no

SILS 212. Cf. Tac. Ann. XI. 24.

" Dio Cass. 60. 17. 4-5.

8 Momigliano A. La caduta senza rumore di un impero nel 476 D.C. // Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di
Pisa. Cl. Lett. e Fil. 1973. Ser. I1I, 2. P. 397-418, repr.: Sesto Contributo alla storia degli studi classici e del mondo
antico. Rome, 1980. P. 159-179. Cf. Bowersock G.W. The Vanishing Paradigm of the Fall of Rome // Bulletin of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences. XLIX. May 1996. 18. P. 29-43.

9 On this theme in relation to Strabo's observations on southern Italy, see: Bowersock G.W. Les grecs «barbaris-
és» // Ktema. 1996. 17. P. 249-257.
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longer Roman. The Romans had no barbarians in the sense of peoples different from them-
selves. Their barbari were savages, tribes who dwelled in remote places, worshippers of strange
gods, warriors, but they were not defined by not being Roman or sharers in Roman culture.
That was why the Romans so easily and readily accommodated the Greek and Hellenized peop-
les of the eastern Mediterranean into their empire. The Romans admired Greek art and literature.
They felt no embarrassment in adapting it for their own houses, building, and language.

Prejudice towards the Greeks in the Roman world certainly existed but was no more than
that. Some Greeks were seen as effeminate or as hostile to Roman virtue. Greek doctors, upon
whom the Romans had to rely, were feared at one time as insidious traitors dedicated to wiping
out their patients, but this childish fear was largely grounded in recognition of the all too
apparent superiority that the Greeks themselves proclaimed for their own culture. It is sympto-
matic that the Greek friends of Rome in the early empire, of whom Dionysius of Halicarnassus
is the best surviving example, chose to win sympathy for Rome by arguing that the Romans
were really Greeks by origin, not by presenting any catalogue of their merits. Even in the
second century the great doctor Galen, who was on excellent terms with the Roman aristocracy,
found himself obliged to circumvent the traditional notion of Romans as barbarians by
advancing the idea that some of them had actually been partially hellenized!?. In short, Roman
acceptance of established cultures, including one that was no less illustrious than its own, was
a precondition of the survival of the empire it administered. Gauls, Germans, and Greeks alike
saw Roman legions in their land, and heard their commanders speaking in Latin, but their own
way of life, with its afcient traditions, was tolerated for the most part (human sacrifice was an
exception), and the local aristocracies were gradually welcomed into the governing hierarchy of
Rome itself.

This meant that there was little overt resistance to the empire. Acts of provincial rebellion
were normally part of the internal power plays of the Roman state and resembled civil unrest
more than anything else. The support accorded to a series of pretenders claiming to be the
emperor Nero demonstrates the extent to which any resistance was a profession of support for
one Roman force as opposed to another, rather than an effort to unsettle the Roman state
altogether''. This alone should have discouraged those who tried to find signs of hostility to
Rome in Greek literature of the second and third centuries of our era. The Greeks admired their
past and received their education through studying it. The never gave up their idea of cultural
superiority, but a sense of superiority is a very different thing from hostility or resistance. The
Greeks were above such things, and the Romans had no problem in accepting their attitude.
Modern historians, by contrast, have had trouble with this kind of imperial rule for the simple
reason that it was so alien to the empires they have known.

Theodor Mommsen is perhaps the best exhibit here. He believed in imperial control, based
upon law and coercion. He could only conceive of an empire that wished to impose itself upon
its subject peoples, and therefore his greatest contribution to Roman imperial history lay in the
domain of Staatsrecht and Strafrecht. But he found it impossible to segregate the organizing
rules of the state from the social and cultural forms of its constituent parts. It is a notorious fact
that he never completed the volume for his Roman History on the imperial period, although he
was able to assemble a series of essays on the provinces of the empire. As he declared more
than once, he saw Roman imperial history as a tedious and unedifying record of court intrigues,
which he had not the heart to chronicle. The recently published transcript of Mommsen's
lectures on the Empire show how little he understood of its working outside the legal
framework (of which he was obviously a master), and it is now evident that he exercised his
best judgment in refusing to publish any synthetic study. Even Wilamowitz, who saw some of
this material, counselled against publishing what survived, because it showed the great
historian at his weakest'2.

1 Gal. De sanitate tuenda. 1. 10. 17 (VL. 51 Kiihn) // CMG V. 4. 2. P. 24, II. 22-25.

"1 Cf. Bowersock G.W. The Mechanics of Subversion in the Provinces of the Roman Empire // Opposition et
résistances a I'empire d'Auguste a Trajan. Entretiens Hardt XXXIII. Geneve, 1987. P. 291-320.

12 Mommsen Th. A History of Rome under the Emperors / Ed. A. Demandt. L., 1996, transl. from the German,
originally published as «Romische Kaisergeschichte». Miinich,1992.
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It is strange that a scholar who was so committed to an important epigraphical project such
as the corpus of Latin inscriptions should have failed to see that the missing history of the
Empire — free from court intrigues— could be constructed, at least initially, from the immense
resources of Greek and Latin epigraphy. Inscriptions provide direct access to the society, eco-
nomy, and religion of the Roman Empire as it was locally constituted and really live — on
occasion in relation to the imperial government but essentially perpetuating traditions that
antedated it. These documents commemorated families, towns, and territories that flourished in
regional context. Papyrology soon added to the evocation of local life, and by the early years of
this century a new generation of scholars and historians, especially Wilcken, Wilhelm, and
Holleaux, had succeeded in doing what Mommsen had failed to do. They brought back to life
the local cultures that made the Roman Empire so much more than a central government and a
system of administering its possessions. In resuscitating these cultures the papyrologists and
epigraphists saw the first major fruit of their labors in Rostovtzeff's «Social and Economic
History of the Roman Empire», a work that would surely have amazed Mommsen. The next
generation of scholars in these disciplines, notably Louis Robert, were able to go still farther in
revealing the vigour and tenacity of the empire's indigenous peoples, and they were free of the
ideological bias that Rostovtzeff brought with him from the Bolshevik revolution.

At the same time as papyrology and epigraphy were importing radical changes into social,
religious, and economic history the new science of prosopography, developed by Dessau,
Miinzer, and Gelzer in Germany and later brought to spectacular fruition by Syme, enriched our
knowl.edge of local aristocracies so that the entire process of assimilation championed by
Claudius could be observed in detail over the course of several centuries. The ways in which
the leading representatives of these aristocracies could mediate between provincial or urban
priorities and those of the imperial government could now be examined with minute precision.
All this tended to evoke an empire that was more like a living organism, growing, changing,
and adapting, than a rigid system of dictatorial control. The emergent ancillary disciplines of
ancient history proved to be the key to unlocking the secret of Rome's longevity as an empire.

Those who were steeped in the Mommsenian view of Rome found it hard to adjust to this
new perception of empire, and as long as the Soviet Union existed and the British Empire was
still a fresh memory they had contemporary history on their side. Historians who wrote of
Rome in terms of subjugation, Romanization, coercion, legal constraints, fixed frontiers, and a
grand strategy constructed an empire that was brittle like modern empires and yet mysteriously
survived without a catastrophic collapse. Modern historians found it impossible to confront an
empire that did not fall, even thought Gibbon had demonstrated, almost in spite of himself,
that the story of the alleged decline and fall of the Roman Empire had strangely to be extended
all the way down to 1453, nearly a millennium after the alleged caduta senza rumore.

Now, at the end of the twentieth century, we have learned that Balkan natiomalism once
buried under supranational political entities never really died and that the formerly Soviet states
stood ready to reclaim their indigenous heritage just as soon as the stranglehold of the central
government was released. Now at last we can appreciate how different Rome's rule had been. In
her important book of 1993, Graecia Capta, evoking by its title Horace's famous paradox,
Susan Alcock was alert to recognize the change in perspective. She observed that recent
revisionist work on the constituent peoples of the Roman Empire differs from histories
«written by outsiders in order to define their own modern and western identity». She detected
«a greater sensitivity to the implications of imperial activity for subordinate societies», and she
associated this sensitivity explicity with «the post-colonial world». She identified a new
«archaeology of imperialism», that turns away from imperial architecture and prestigious
objects in favor of settlement studies and concern with acculturation!3.

In late antiquity flexibility in the Roman imperial system, in terms of personnel, admi-
nistration, and frontiers, allowed the division into western and eastern empires to take place
with astonishing ease. This division was, in a sense, the old Roman policy writ large. Each
half of the empire pursued its own traditions and grew according to its own priorities. Both

13 Alcock S.E. Graecia Capta, The Landscapes of Roman Greece. Cambr.. 1993. P. 3, 5.
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halves managed to accommodate other peoples in the govenment. By the end of the fifth
century Goths felt themselves the heirs of Augustus and patronized a Cassiodorus no less
gratefully than Augustus had patronized Virgil. In the East an Arab sheikh looked after the
interests of Constantinople as well as his own, and pagans and Christians alike studied
Demosthenes and Aelius Aristides with equal enthusiasm. By this time the Hellenic world
looked back with respect, but with no palpable nostalgia, not merely to the classical age of
Pericles and Plato but to the Second Sophistic. Greek paideia had been built on study of the
past for a thousand years, and the Romans as well as the Greeks had profited from the
encouragement of such a curriculum.

Others profited as well, as I endeavoured to suggest in the book of Hellenism with which I
began. The voices of many disparate communities and local cultures were able to be heard
through the medium of Greek language and myth. This universal tongue of the eastern Medi-
terranean in no way represented an imperialist triumph on the part of the Greek. Their claims to
empire had come resoundingly to an end in the fourth century B.C. It represented a triumph on
the part of the Romans in allowing Greek cultural supremacy to furnish a cohesion for its
hugely diverse communities. Obviously this did little to advance Roman culture as such,
although the East soon developed a taste for some Roman institutions such as gladiatorial
spQrt. Greek simply facilitated communication, so that Julian and Gregory of Nazianzus could
argue against one another in the same language, and Bishop Rabbula of Edessa could bring the
perspectives of the leading Syriac congregation of Mesopotamia to the attention of the court at
Constantinople'4. The importance of local traditions that survive, not in spite of a common
culture but through it, is something that perhaps we can appreciate only now. In that sense
mine may well be a post-colonial or post-imperialist interpretation of the later empire. The new
voices that speak to us from the nations of central and coastal Africa in English or in French do
so because this is their best means of communication, not because they are subjects of empire.
The Balkan, Ukrainian, or Georgian leaders who speak good English are not subservient to
Britain or America. They are availing themselves of a lingua franca. When the Romans not
only allowed but actively supported the diffusion of Hellenism in their own eastern empire,
they understood what most modern imperialists have not: the prodigious tenacity of local
cultures and the usefulness of an alien cultural system that has evolved over a broad region
without seriously threatening indigenous traditions.

The Romans did not practice Romanization and had no word for it. If they had, their empire
would have been much less successful, and it would undoubtedly have broken apart. As it was,
it evolved according to pressures both inside and outside its areas of influence. It endured
multiple invasions from Persia, incorporated Goths of many stripes, recovered from many civil
wars, and created a whole world for Christianity to absorb. The Christian empires in East and
West were no longer exactly the Roman Empire, but they grew naturally out of it. It may even
be argued that the empire of Islam, constructed in its first century largely on the foundations of
Rome's imperial possessions in Palestine, Syria, and North Africa gave new life to the
chamaeleon that, in a post-imperialist perspective, we see Rome's empire to have been. It was
hardly an accident that the study of Neoplatonism lasted longer in the city of Harran than in
most other places. On a memorable page of the Arab historian Mas'lidi we can still read an
Arabic translation of a line from Plato that adorned a building in that remote place!. The
famous translators of Plato in Baghdad in the ninth century were clearly not alone in continuing
a grand Hellenic tradition that received its long life from Rome and bestowed a comparably
long life upon her empire. The interpretation of Rome's empire that I have been exploring here
takes its place in the discussions of modern historiography that Guiseppe Giarrizzo has well
analyzed in his recent contribution to the article «Storiografia» in the new edition of the

14 On Rabbula's Hellenism, see the forthcoming paper by the present writer, «The Syriac Life of Rabbula and
Syrian Hellenism», to appear at the University of California Press in the publication of the contributions to the
conference on «Greek Biography and Panegyrics in Late Antiquity» held at Bergen from 28-30 August 1996.

15 Magudi, Murij IV. 64—-65 (Barbier de Meynard). Cf. M. Tardieu, «Sabiens coraniques et "Sabiens" de Harr-
an» // Journal asiatique. 1986. 274. P. 1-44, particularly 13-14.
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«Enciclopedia Italiana»'6. In reviewing current debates over historical objectivity and the nature
of «historicity», he observes, «Si suole fare, a tal proposito, referimento alla decolonizzazione e
alla fine dell' egemonia coloniale 'europea’ », although he rightly notes that even non-European
historians still tend to work with European problems and models. Nonetheless, within this
framework, many traditional categories of historical thinking have been substantially altered.
Giarrizzo, as an important authority on Gibbon and eighteenth-century historiography, knows
this as well as anyone. In surveying modern historiography he chose imperial Spain rather than
Rome to illustrate the decline of an empire, and he chose wisely because modern Spain, with
its mission civilisatrice, would appear to be a far more compelling example of decline than
ancient Rome. Yet the notion of decline still fails to produce a satisfactory explanation. As
Giarrizzo says, «E stato facile liquidare il concetto di decadenza, e trovare misure meglio
adeguate a comprendere la realta di quell'impero». In short, decline is not a useful concept in
looking at empires. It tells us far more about the viewer than the object. A persuasive
appreciation of the Roman empire requires the utterly different perspective that the late
twentieth century has now dramatically opened up before our eyes.

G.W. Bowersock

PUMCKASI UMIEPUS B NMOCTUMIIEPMAJTUCTUYECKON
MEPCIEKTUBE

I". Bayapcok

ABTOp paccMaTpUBaeT OTHOIUECHMS MEXRKY MMNEPCKON BIAacTbiO M MECTHBIMH KYJbTypaMH
M faeT o0luyi0 XapaKTepUCTHKY PUMcKoOHl MMNepuu B AyXe HOBOTO NOAXOAA, CKIafblBAIOLIETOCS
MOA BIUSHMEM KPYLICHUS COBPEMEHHbIX KOJOHMANbHbIX HMIEDHH M BO3DOXIECHHS MECTHLIX
KYJIbTYp B MOCTUMNEPHANUCTUUECKOM Mupe KoHua XX Beka. B mocnefHue yeTbipe croseTus
UCTOPHMKH TIDUMHCBIBANM PUMY LMBMIM3ATOPCKYIO MICCHIO U HEPENKO PACCMATPHBANH HUCTOPHIO
PuMckoit uMnepun B cBeTe poManusanuu ee npoBuHUKA. OgHako yxe I'opauuto GblLIO U3BECTHO,
4YTO MOJMTHUYECKOE U KYJIbTYPHOE TOCMNOACTBO HE 00653aTENbHO COBMAAAIOT U UTO MMIEpcKas
BJIACTb HE TOJIbLKO HE CMNOCOOHA YHHMUTOXHUTb MECTHYIO KYJIbTYpy, HO M caMa PHCKYET MOJN-
BEPrHYThCA TpaHCOpPMaLUUU NMOJ €€ BO3[EeHCTBHEM.

KoHuenuus poMaHu3aluuu UCXOAUT M3 MPOCTOl MOJENH, B COOTBETCTBUHU C KOTOPOIl OiHA KYJIb-
Typa 1160 BbITECHSETCA APYroif, Nu6O NMOABEpraeTcs NMOA ee BO3[eHCTBHEM HeoGpaTHMbIM
M3MEHEHHsIM. JTa MOJIeNb CIIOXHIIach Ha OMbITe HCnaHues 1 ¢panuy3os B Hosom Ceete, Gpuran-
ueB B CeBepHoil AMepuke n B WHanu, Genbruiiues — B AcdpHKe, roanaHiues — B Bocrousoit
Asnu n pycckux — B CoBetckom Corose. Ho oHa cosepiueHHO He cooTseTcTByeT OTTOMAHCKOIL,
T'abcOyprekoit u PuMcKoit UMIepusiM, Y KOTOPbIX BIAacTh He Oblia CBA3aHA C HACHIbCTBEHHbIM
HacaxjeHueM cBoeil KynbTypbl. CEKPET NONTOBEUHOCTH 3THUX TPeX BENMKHX MMIEPHit 3aKIIO-
4ajcs B 3HAHMM TOTO, UTO AN YKPEIUICHUs ONOPbI BJACTH NPABUTENs CIEyeT He CTECHSTH, a
Hao6opOT, MOGHIH30BbIBATL MECTHbIE TPANMLUK. Y DUMISIH He GbLIO MPEACTABIEHHS O MOJTUTHKE
POMaHU32UNN, M OHM HMKOTAA HE MbITANUCL NPOBOAUTH MOAOGHYI MONUTUKY. COBpEMEHHBII
TCPMUH «POMAHU3AUMS» HE UMEET SKBUBAJIEHTOB y PUMJISH M TpeKoB. [IparMaTuuHble puMIIsHe
CTPEMUIIACL HE K OCYLUECTBJIEHHIO KAKOH-TMO0 UMBUIIM3ATOPCKON MUCCUH, @ K COXPAHEHHIO CBOMX
BIIaICHUA M 00ECIEYEHHIO MX HOPMANIbHOM XU3HENEATENbHOCTH. Bnaropaps cpoiictBenHo#t Pumy
OTKPBITOCTH MO OTHOIUEHUIO K NPYTUM HapofaM M KylbTypaM pUMcKas TDaHHLA HUKOTLA He
TIOXOIMNIA Ha Xele3Hblit 3aHaBec unu BepnuHekyio creny.

B npOTUBOMONIOXHOCTL rpekaM pUMIISHE CUMTAlHU BapBapaMy HE BCE HapoOfbl, OTIMUAIOUIHECH
OT HHX CaMMX, a JIMUIb AuKapel, obuTaTeNeil OTNANIEHHbIX CTPaH, MOYATATENEH CTPaHHbIX GOroB.
MIMeHHO MO3TOMY pUMIISHE TaK JIEFKO M OXOTHO MPENOCTABHIIN MOUYETHOE MECTO B CBOEH UMIIEpUH
TPEKaM U SJUIMHU3MPOBAHHBIM HapolaM Boctounoro CpepnsemuoMopbs. [Tpu3Hanne pumisHaMu
YCTOSIBLUMXCS KYJNbTYp, BKJIIOUas M He MeHee ONUCTaTeNnbHYylo, YeM UX cOOCTBeHHast, Obliao
NPENNOCHUIKON COXpPaHEHUs MX MMMeEpHU. ['ajibl, repMaHibl U TPEKH MOTJIM BECTH MOJ BIACTbIO

16 Giarrizzo G. Enciclopedia Italiana. Rome, 1996, s.v. Storiografia. P. 292-299 («Eta moderna e contempo-
ranea»). The citations are taken from p. 293 and 298.

92



PUMJISIH IPUBBIYHBIA 00pa3 )XU3HU, a MECTHbIE APHCTOKPATHH — UHKOPIOPUPOBATLCA B NMPABSIIYIO
uepapxuto caMoro Puma. CrnegcrBueM 3TOro 6blLIO OTCYTCTBHE CKONbKO-HHOYAb 3HAYUTENBHOTO
conpoTtusneHus uMnepu. OTaebHblE Clyyal BOCCTAHUA B MPOBUHUMAX OObIYHO ObUIM CBSI3aHbI C
60opb00it 3a BIacTh BHYTPH PHMCKOro rocygapcTsa, a He ¢ MONbITKAMH €ro HU3BEPTHYTh.
CoBpeMeHHbIE HCCNIEA0BaHUs, B KOTOPbIX IIMPOKO MCIONB3YIOTCS 3NMUrpaduuecKkue U namupo-
JIOTHYECKHe JaHHble, a TakKXe nmpoconorpaduyeckuil MeTo[ MO3BOJSIOT YBMAETb B HMIEPHU He
NPOCTO XECTKYH CHCTEMY [MKTATOPCKOTO KOHTPOJIS, HO >KMUBOH OPraHM3M, pacTyLIHH,
pa3BUBAOUMIACA U afjanTupyroiuiics. IMEHHO B Hallle MOCTHMIEPHATUCTHYECKOE BPEMSI MOXHO
GbI7I0 BBISBAUTL U OLEHHTB TO 3acCIyraM TOT (pakT, UTO B PUMCKOM MMIEPUH MECTHblE TPafMLUK

BbIXKMBANM M pa3sBUBANIMCh HE BOMPEKM OOUIEH (HanpuMep, rpevyeckoil B ee BOCTOUYHOMN MOJIOBHHE)
KYNbTYpE, HO B Heil, Gnarofaps €if u BHyTpH Hee.

OTUM OGBICHSETCH >KU3HECHOCOGHOCTb MMIEPHH, KOTOpas He pacnanach M He morub6ia
B 476 T. H.3., a MIOCTENEHHO TPaHCHOPMUPOBATIACD, COXpaHssl BbICOKYIO CTENEHb PEEMCTBEHHOCTH
70 OTHOLICHUIO K MpouuioMy. MMeHHO noaTtoMy dopmyna A. MOMUIBAHO — «MafeHue MMIEPUH
6e3 rpoxoTa» — KakK Hejib3si 60Jiee MOAXONMT ANl ONUCAHUS TOTO SBJIECHMUS, KOTOpO€ MHOrfa 1o
MHEPLUMHM Ha3blBaeTCs nadenuem Pumckoit umnepuu. OHa Bblepkala MHOTOYHCIEHHbIE
TNIEpCUACKHE HAUIECTBUS, MHKOPNOPHPOBAa HECKONBKO BOJIH I'OTCKOIC IepeceseHus, nepeHecna
HEMaJo TpaxaHCKUX BOMH M CO3[ana Uesbli MMD Al XPUCTHAHCTBA. XPUCTHAHCKHE MMIEPHH
Bocroka n 3anapa He GbliM B TOYHOCTH TeM, uyeM Obina Pumckas umnepus Il B. H.3., HO OHM
BbIPOCIIM M3 HEE €CTECTBEHHbIM 00pa3oMm.

A3BIK 1 UMIIEPHUS

B koHume XX Beka MbICIb O TOM, YTO s3blK U fAaxe opdorpacdusi Moryt ObITh
Bblpa’K€HUEM HALMOHAJIbHON TOPHOCTH M CaMOCO3HAHUSA, KaXXeTCs HaM COBEPILICHHO
€CTECTBEHHOM. Mbl MOXeM BcioMHuTh mpumep Kemans ATaTiopka, KOTOpbI moBesen
CBOMM COOTe4eCTBEHHUKAM TIEPEHTH ¢ apaGcKoro angaBuTa Ha BUIOM3MEHEHHbIH JTATHHCK U
M Hayan YUCTKY TYPELKOro si3bika OT apaGCKUX M MEPCHACKHUX 3aMMCTBOBAHMM — MPOLECC,
npojoykarowuiics 1 no ceit geHb. Eciu o6paTutbes K ucropur XVII B., xorga npu
Jlropouke XIV BO3HUKIIO, MOXKET ObITb, IEPBOE HALMOHAIBLHOE FOCYAPCTBO, HE MOKAXKETCs
napagokcoM TOT PAKT, YTO OTEl «KOPOJIA-CONHIE» OCHOBAI dpannysckyro Akagemuro. Ee
r1aBHOM MUCCHeR ObllO «[laTh TBEP[blE NMPaBUla HALIEMY A3bIKY» M «OYHCTUTb €0 OT
HENMPaBUIILHOCTEH, KOTOPbIE OH MPHOGPEN B YyCTaX NMPOCTOHAPObS, OT XaproHa IOPHCTOB,
OT HEMPABUIbHbIX CIOBOYNOTPEOIEHUH HEBEXKECTBEHHBIX TPUABOPHBIX U 310yNOTPe6 e Huil
TPOMOBEAHUKOB» .

CoBpeMeHHble HalUOHaJIbHblIE TOCYNAapCTBa, Aa)X€ T€, KOTOpble TOpa3fo MeHee
03a604Y€eHbl YHCTOTOM A3bIKa, yeM PpaHuust, YACTO CTPEMUIINCH HABSI3aTh FOCTIOACTBYHOLLHA
SI3bIK HE TOJIbKO CBOMM MOJAaHHbIM (B KOJIOHMSIX) MJIM COFO3HMKAM, HO B DABHOMH, €CIIM HE B
GoJablIEN Mepe, HHAKOTOBOPSILUMM TPyNnaM BHYTPH COOCTBEHHbIX rpaHui. B KavecTse
NpUMEPa MOXHO NMPUBECTH OTHOLUEHUE K KENbTCKHM $3bIKaM B MMIEPCKON bpuranuu unn
BCe elle mpoaosKatoluecs xe6aTol 0 poau aHrauickoro a3pika B CIIA. TIockonbKy A3bIK
AMEET 3HAYUTEJbHO OONbUIEe 3HAYEHUE B CAMOOIIPE[ENEHUHN I'PYNIbl, Y€M POACTBEHHbIE
CBSI3M WM 1a’Ke KYJbTYpa, OH JIErKO CTAHOBHUTCS [JBIXKYILEH CUJION COTIPOTUBJIEHUS MEHb-
IIMHCTB aCCUMIISILMH, KaK B ciyvae ¢ 6ackamu B coBpeMeHHo! Mcnanuu. Y MeHs!, POXHB-
mero 6onee 25 net B Kanape, 661510 605iee YEM JOCTATOYHO BO3MOXKHOCTEH HaOmo#aTh
o6 beuHsIOUIEE M pa3fesiiollee BO3AeiCTBUE 3bIKA, KOTOPbIH, ObITH MOXET, ABIAETCS
BeJIMYailliel ¥ e[IMHCTBEHHO! Yyrpo30ii cyuiectBoBaHMIO KaHa/bl Kak €JMHOTO roCy1apCTBa.

Yro kacaercss PuMckoil uMnepuu, KOTOpO# TIIaBHbIM 00Pa30oM M MOCBSAILIEHA 3Ta CTaThs,
TO B HEH e[[Ba JIX MOT BO3HUKHYTb BOMPOC O SI3bIKOBOM MOJABIEHMH KaK O CO3HATENIbHO NPO-
BoguMo¥ nonutuke. KoHeuHo, Mpu3HaKy ONpefeeHHbIX MOMbITOK COAEHCTBOBATh PaclpoOCT-

! Encyclopaedia Britannica. 11th ed. V.I. L., 1910. P. 100.
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