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ABSTRACT

The aim of this thesis 1s to provide a thorough examination
of the reign of the Byzantine Emperor Nicephorus I (802-811)
and to evaluate 1ts historical significance. To this end
the author turns his attention first to the situation which
Nicephorus 1nherited at the time of his accession to the
throne. He then examines the major aspects of this
Emperor's reign: his domestic, religious and foreign
policies. The main emphasis 1s upon his domestic policies,
because 1t 1s the argument of this thesis that Nicephorus
was one of the few Byzantine emperors who attempted a
concerted reform of the administration. To support this

1t 1s necessary to assess the causes, the value and the
results of the Emperor's measures. Nicephorus' attitude
towards, and relations with other major powers of the time
are not neglected. They form an important chapter,

because under Nicephorus I the Byzantine Empire found
1tself hemmed in by the Franks of Charlemagne, the Caliphate
and the Bulgars. Nicephorus' reactions showed him to be

a competent statesman, though the end results were far from
satisfactory. The Emperor's views on religious affairs
inevitably attracts the author's attention too. Their
importance lies in his confrontation with the leader of the
monastic party Theodore of Stoudios. Nicephorus pursued

a policy of moderation, which was misunderstood at the time.
It provided a long term solution to the Empire's religious
difficulties, but in the short term, probably intensified
division. The events and measures which characterized
Nicephorus I's reign, are not examined in any chronological

order, but according to the field of i1mperial 1interest

they served.
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THE STATE OF THE QUESTION



THE STATE OF THE QUESTION

The reign of Nicephorus I (802-811) ended in disaster
and humiliation. He was killled in battle against the
Bulgars. Not since the death of Valens in 378 had a
Byzantine emperor fallen in battle. Yet Nicephorus
deserves the attention of modern historians. This 1s
not only because his fiscal and economic policies were
one of the foundations upon which the Byzantine recovery
from the middle of the ninth century was built, but also
because he confronted two of the most urgent problems
ever facing a Byzantine emperor: how to come to terms
with the newly-created western Empire and how to deal with
the challenge of the monastic party under the formidable
leadership of Theodore of Stoudios. They provided a test
of the very character of the Byzantine Empire.
surprisingly, there 1s no concerted treatment of
Nicephorus' reign, even 1f some aspects have attracted the
attention of modern historians. In his A History of the
Eastern Roman Empire from the Fall of Irene to the
Accession of Basil I (802-67) J.B. Bury devotes only ﬁorty
pages to the reign of Nicephorus I. Valuable as they are,
this paucity of treatment stands in marked contrast to
P. Speck's more than generous approach in his recent book
on the reign of Constantine VI (780—797).1 In 1t he
devotes no less than 419 pages of text and 411 pages of
notes to a reign, which is by any standards much less

important than that of Nicephorus I, Speck's approach 1is

1. P. Speck, Kaiser Konstantin VI, (Minchen 1978).



chronological. His book is an elaborate commentary on
the relevant pages of the Chroncgraphia of Theophanes.
Perhaps Constantine VI's reign 1is peculiarly susceptible
to this approach, since so much of what we can know about
his reign has to do with his pathetic struggle for power.

Nicephorus' reign demands a different approach, because

1ts 1nterest lies 1n problems faced and policies elaborated.

We have therefore adopted a more analytical approach. Our
survey of the historical literature bearing on the 'State
of the Question' will therefore be divided up according to
various topics.

To begin with, Nicephorus' economic and fiscal policies
have been the field on which a series of works are mainly
focused. Already at the end of last century (1895) the
French scholar R. Monnier discussed the measures taken by
Nicephorus in detail, but only from the point of view of
the ’Eni %o\ .1
'vexations' more or less separately, or in small groups,

Monnier examlined Nicephorus' so-called

according to theilr importance for the purpose of the article.

More than forty years later (1938) G.I. Bratianu dedicated
considerable space in his book2 to an exhaustive
examination of these measures, with the 'vexations' again

tackled one by one. Not long afterwards appeared an

1. R. Monnier 'Etudes de droit byzantin (B: 1'’Enibolw
depuis Nicéphore Genicus jusqu'a Basile le Macédonien:
Les Vexations de Nicephore Genicus)' in Nouvelle revue

historique de droit frangais et étranger, 19 (1895),
pp.59-103.

2. G.I. Bratianu, Etudes Byzantines d'histoire é&conomique
et sociale, (Paris 1938), especially the sections under
the titles 'Empire et '"démocratie' a Byzance', pp.93-126
and 'La politique fiscale de Nicephore 1€T, ou ubu roi

a Byzance', pp.183-216.

1)



article by Professor A. Chryst0phi10poulou,1 who, 1n her
turn, also made some comments on Nicephorus' fiscal and
economic reforms. Finally, a new book by W, Treadgold2
provides us with rough figures on both the revenues and
the expenditures of the Byzantine Empire during Nicephorus
I's reign.

Among other aspects of the Emperor Nicephorus' domestic

policies, the concerted effort he made to assimilate the
Slavs of continental Greece must be emphasized.

Nicephorus' efforts to achieve this have been the object
of a series of articles by P. Charanis.3 The 1mportance
of such a policy from the point of view of the
christianization of the area and especially of the

Peloponnese, forms the subject of two articles, one by
M. Dunn and another by J. Herrin.4

Among the books which shed some 1light on problems

connected with the internal administration and organization

the works of Bury,5 Karayannopoulos,

1. A. Christiphilopoulou, *}{ Oikovopuikwn ka\ AuncéiovowiKn Tof 1T tcm

“Tou AGT"“!’J"T"P“ Niunddpev A/ E ¢ N\W'\'Env K. ’A&a’vrou)
(Athens 1960), pp.413-31.

2. W. Treadgold, Byzantine State Finances in the Eighth and
Ninth Centuries,New York 1982.

3. P. Charanis, 'Nicephorus I, the Savior of Greece from the

Slavs (810 A.D.)', Byzantina-Metabyzantina, 1 (1946),
pPp.75-92; id., 'On the Question of the Slavonic

Settlement 1n Greece during the Middle Ages', Byzantinoslavic
10 (1949), pp.254-58; 1id., 'Observations on the History

of Greece during the Early Middle Ages', Balkan Studies,
vol.1l1l, no.l, Thessalonica 1970, pp.1-34.

4. M. Dunn. 'Evangelisation or Repentance? The re-
christianization of the Peloponnese 1n the Ninth and Tenth
Centuries', Studies 1n Church History, 14, (1977), pp.
71-87; J. Herrin, 'Aspects of the Process of re-
Hellenisation in the Early Middle Ages', Annual of the
British School at Athens, 68 (London 1973), pp.l1l13-26.

5. J.B. Bury, The Imperial Administrative System in the Ninth

Century, New York, 1911.
6. J. Karayannopoulos, 'Contribution au probléme de theémes

Byzantins', in L'Hellénisme_ Contemporain, 10 (1956)
pr.455-502; 'ian,'Dle Entstehung ger Byzantinischen

Themenordnumg', Byzantinisches Archiv , 10, Minchen 1959.

4



Lemerle,l Guilland,2 D61ger,3 Kaegi4 and Haldon5 need to

be mentioned, but they have nothing specifically on the
reign of Nicephorus I.

Relations between church and state during the early
ninth century have also attracted the attention of a
number of scholars. This 1s partly because the reign of
Nicephorus coincides with an obvious strengthening of the
so-called monastic party at Constantinople, but also
because during the same time eastern church went through
some qulte unusual experiences. Among the books which
contributed to a better knowledge of the religious
tendencies and policies during the period under consideration,
the works of A. Gardner,6 P. Henry7 and, of course,

P, Alexander8 must be singled out for special mention.
Yet again the aim of these works is not to reveal the
Emperor Nicephorus' religious tendencies and policies, but

1. P. Lemerle, 'Esquisse pour un histoire agraire de
Byzance', Part I, RH,219 (1958), pp.32-74, 254-284,

Part II, RH 220 (1958), pp.42-94.,

2. R. Guilland, Recherches sur les institutions Byzantines,
2 vols., Berlin 1967.

3. F. Dolger, Beitrage zur.Geschichte der Byzantinischen
Finanzverwaltun; besonders des 10 and 11 Jahrhunderts,
Hildesheim 1960; 1d., 'Zur Ableitung des Byzantinischen
Verwaltungstermlnus 3{\;01, in his Paraspora, Ettal 1961,
pp.231-40.

4. W.E. Kaegi, Jr., Byzantine Military Unrest, 471-843,
Amsterdam 1981.

5. J.F. Haldon, Recruitment and Conscrlptlon in the
Byzantine Armz C.550-950, Wien 1979; , Byzantine

Praetorlans Bonn 1984.
. Gardner, Theodore of Studium, London 1905.

P Henry III Theodore of StOUleS, the Churchman, Ph.D.
Yale University (1967); 1d., 'The Moechian Controversy
and the Constantinopolitan Synod of January A.D. 809',

in Journal of Theological Studies, N.S. vol.XX, pt.Z,
October 1969, pp.495-522.

8. P. Alexander, The Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople,
Oxford 1958.

~1 Oh



to 1lluminate the ecclesiastical and political role
played either by Theodore, the abbot of Stoudios, or by
the Emperor's namesake, the Patriarch Nicephorus.

Scholars who have dealt with the relations between
Byzantium and the newly created Frankish Empire in the
West have mainly directed their research on Charlemagne
and his various achilevements. This i1s, of course,

understandable, since he was a dominant figure on the

political scene at the end of the eighth and the beginning
of the ninth century. Among the abundant literature on
Charlemagne, the works which seem to have covered new
ground in regard to the rivalry between the two Empires,
are those of F. Dtilger,1 P, Classen2 and W. Ohnsorge.3
Disturbances in Asia Minor and conflicts between the
Byzantine Emplre and the Caliphate have been sketched by
several scholars, none of whom, nevertheless, refers
exclusively to the reign of the Emperor Nicephorus I.
Though the majority of them are Arabists and not
Byzantinists, their works have certainly contributed to
the history of Byzantium too, in its relations with the
Muslim world. For a better knowledge on this subject works
dating from the last century such as the book by W. Muir4

must be examined together with the results of recent research

1. F, Dolger, 'Europas Gestaltung 1im Spiegel der frankisch-
byzantinischen Auseilnandersetzung des 9. Jahrhunderts',
1n his collected studies under the title: Byzance und

europdische Staatenwelt, Ettal 1953.

2. P. Classen, Carl der GroBe, das Papsttum und Byzanz,
Disseldorf 1968.

3. W. Ohnsorge, Das Zweikaiserproblem im friheren Mittelalter,
Hildesheim 1947; 1d., Abendland und Byzanz, Darmstadt

1958; 1d., Konstantinopel und der Okzident, Darmstadt
1966; 1d., Ost-Rom und der Westen, Darmstadt 1983.

4. W. Muir, The Caliphate; 1ts Rise, Decline and Fall,
Oxford 1892, Reprint, New York 1975.



made mainly by J.J. Saunders,l M.A. Shaban2 and H. Kennedy.3

In regard to the geographic data, we possess the outstanding
book of W. Ramsay,4 still of great value, though outdated,
and the article by J.G.C. Anderson,5 referring basically

to the road system of Asia Minor. Problems connected

with the eastern frontier line of the Byzantine Empire
during our period have been tackled by E. Honigmann,6

while the work of J.F. Haldon and H. Kennedy7 1s of slightly
different character. Finally, the Arab invasions in

Byzantine territory have been discussed by H. Ahrweiler8
and by M. Canard.9

Students who wish to study the Bulgarian history without
knowing the Bulgarian language, inevitably limit themselves
and theilr access to a rather small number of works written

1n western European languages. Among them the most

valuable for our purpose are the books by S. Runciman10

11

and R. Browning. For the geographical background, the

1. J.J. Saunders, A History of Mediaeval Islam, London 1972.

2. M.A. Shaban, Islamic History 2, A.D. 750-1065,
Cambridge 1976.

3. H. Kennedy, The Early Abbasid Caliphate, Totowa,
N. Jersey 1981. -

4., W.M. Ramsay, The Historical Geography of Asia Minor,
Royal Geographical Society's Supplementary Papers, IV
(London 1890).

5. J.G.C. Anderson, 'The Road System of Eastern Asia Minor
with the Evidence of Byzantine Campaigns' (with map)
in J.H.S., XVII (1897), pp.22-44.

6. E. Honigmann, Die Ostgrenzen des Byzantinischen Reiches
von 363 bis 1071, as third volume 1n A. Vasiliev’s
Byzance et les Arabes (Brussels 1935).

7. J.F. Haldon and H. Kennedy, 'The Arab-Byzantine Frontier
1n the Eighth and Ninth Century: Military Organization
and Society 1in the Border-lands', i1n Zbornik Radova, 19
(1979), pp.79-116.

8. H. Ahrweiler, 'L'Asie Mineure et les 1nvasions Arabes'
in R.H., 227 (1962), pp.1-32.

9. M. Canard, Byzance et les musulmans du proche Orient
(Variorum Reprints) London 1973,

10. S. Runciman, A History of the First Bulgarian Empire,
London 1930.

11. R. Browning, Byzantium and Bulgaria, London 1975.




works of J. Cvijic,1 S. Michailov2 and N. Banescu® are

also indispensable.

The books or articles which have been listed so far
cover several aspects of the reign of the Emperor
Nicephorus I separately. They do draw our attention to
some of the problems connected with our period in one way
Or another. The general histories of the Byzantine
Empire, such as the works of A.A. Vasiliev4 and the better

5

one of G. Ostrogorsky,” also have their value. However,

because they cover a vast chronological era, namely from
the rise till the fall of the Byzantine Empire, they

could not afford the luxury of devoting much attention

and enough space to rather short reigns, such as the one of
the Emperor Nicephorus I (A.D. 802-811). It must be

said, however, that Ostrogorsky goes out of his way to
stress the importance of the reign, because of the reforms
Nicephorus 1initiated while R. Jenkins6 prefers to

emphasize his role as the 'Saviour of Greece'. R. Jenkins'
account 1s fluent but somehow superficial. One gets the
impression that the various sources have not been exploited
elther extensively or profoundly. What J.B. Bury7 has
written on the Byzantine history of the years 802-867 has
not so far been surpassed by any other work covering the

1. J. Cvijic, La péninsule balkanique: géographie humaine,
Paris 1918.

2. S. Michailov, Pliska, die Hauptstadt des ersten
bulgarischen Reiches, Berlin 1960.

3. N. Banescu, 'Les frontieéres de 1l'ancien état Bulgare',
in Mémorial Louls Petit, Bucarest 1948, pp.4-14.

4. A.A. Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire, Second
English Edition, Oxford, 1952.

5. G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, trans.
by Joan Hussey, second edn. Oxford, 1968.

6. R. Jenkins, Byzantium, The Imperial Centuriss A.D..
610-1071, London 1966,

7. J.B. Bury, E.R.E.




same period. Though more than seventy years old,Bury's
book still remains the best guide for students dealing
with this period. Bury's major contribution to the
reign of Nicephorus I was to see through the bias of

the sources and to present Nicephorus as a competent,

1f not outstanding, ruler. His 1ntention was, of course,
to write a history of the period 802-867, not a monograph
devoted tc the reign of Nicephorus. Thus he does not
treat the reign on its own but as part of a general
history. As a result his treatment 1s somewhat
fragmented, and 1ts 1mpact slightly blunted.

It 1s quite clear from this brief survey of modern
historical writing devoted to the reign of the Emperor
Nicephorus that 1t still awaits a proper treatment from
the historian. The comparative lack of attention paid
to this Emperor 1s all the more surprising because, as
we shall see 1n the opening chapter, the sources for his
reign are relatively abundant. It will be the task of
this thesis to bring out 1ts special character. By way of
an 1ntroduction there will be a survey of the condition
of the Byzantine Empire 1in 802Z. This will concentrate on
the particular problems facing Nicephorus I, at the moment
he came to power as the result of a coup d'état. How he
dealt with these problems will be the subject of a series
of chapters on his domestic, religious, and foreign
policies. [t cannot be claimed that he was uniformly
successful. His death in battle in 811 at the hands of
the Bulgarian Khan Krum was the signal for more than a
decade of political turmoil, which nearly brought the
Byzantine Empire to 1ts knees. That the Empire survived
was very much the result of the far-reaching i1nternal
reorganization that he was able to effect. But 1t went
further than this: he provided the foundations for the



sustained advance of the Byzantine Empire from the
middle of the ninth century. In so many ways, his
relgn seems to provide the key to the success of the
Empire under the house of Macedon. He was faced with
a series of problems, that threatened to overwhelm the
government of the Empress Irene: the challenge from
the West, 1n the shape of Charlemagne's coronation on
Christmas Day 800; the revival of Bulgarian power;
the renewed aggression of the Caliphate; and the
emergence of a monastic party around Theodore of Stoudios
as a decisive factor i1n the 1internal politics of the
Empire; not to mention the imperial government's 1losSsS
of control over so many aspects of everyday life.
Nicephorus piloneered lines of approaches and even
solutions to all these problems. In doing so, he was

providing prescriptions for the Empire's future achievements.

10
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THE SOURCES



Chapter I
THE SOURCES

The sources which cover the reign of Nicephorus I can
be divided into the following main categories:

A: Narrative sources (Greek-Latin-Arabic-Syriac).
B Saints' Lives

C: Letters of Theodore of Stoudios, and

D

Other sources.

A: NARRATIVE SOURCES
1. Greek

a. Theophanes the Confessor

Without any doubt Theophanes should be seen as the crucial
source for the period on which we focus. We learn about
this iconodule author mainly from his Vitae. Four of

them are appended to De Boor's edition of Theophanes'

Chronographia (vol.Z).l An anonymous fifth one was copied
from a codex of the monastery of Koutloumousion on Mount

Athos and edited by M.I. Gedeon in 1896.° However, it

1. The first one was written by an anonymous author and

the second by Nicephorus, the skevophylax of Vlachernae.
Of the remaining two, also anonymous and much shorter

than the Drevious ones, one has been copied from the

Paris movustptof Theophanes and the other 1s transcripta
ex menologlo codicis bibliothecae messinensis.

2. The text was published in an appendix to the 26th vol.
of the periodical of the Greek Philological Association
of Constantinople (Q’ev Kwvllev @i\ opoxikos €VYAroxos).

The editor dates the ms. from which he copied the Vita,
to the twelfth century.

12



would seem that all these Vitae are based on a sixth

and the only complete Life of Theophanes, written by
the Patriarch Methodius.1

2

Dating probably from the period 820-29" the Life 1is

of vital importance, not only because 1its author 1s a

near contemporary source, who played a prominent role in

Byzantium during the first half of ninth century, but also,

and mainly, for 1ts 1impartiality.

3

Some 1nformation on Theophanes can also be derived

from the so-called Panegyric of Theophanes, which, if 1t

has been written by Theodore of Stoudios, as C. Mango

¥
and I Sevdenko seem to assume,4 would be the earliest

source on the Confessor,

: and from a letter by Michael

Psellos, (dating from the year 1078) which describes the

voyage of Theophanes along the coast of the sea of Marmara

and his landing somewhere near Agros.

1.

= N

6.

It was edited by D. Spyridonos 1in ’W,

12 (Constantinople 1913), pp.95-96 and 113-65.
Unfortunately, another edition by V.V. Latysev, 'Methodi:
Patr. Const. Vita S. Theophanis Confessoris...'

Zapiskili Russijskoj Akad. Nauk. po 1istor-filol,
otdeljeniju, 8¢ serié, 13, 4 (1918) was not available

to me. On this Vita see, E. Kurtz, 'Zum Leben des h.
Theophanes von Methodius', B.N.G.J. 5, (1926-27),
pp- 390-961

On the date see: J. Gouillard, 'Une oeuvre 1nédite du
Patriarche Méthode: La vie d'Euthyme de Sardes', B.Z.
53, (1960), pp.36-46; cf. p.45; see also I. §evEenko,
'Hagiography of the Iconoclastic Period', in Iconoclasm,
(Birmingham 1977), p.118.

On this cft. belog, 5.24.
C. Mango and I. Sevc¢enko, 'Some Churches and Monasteries

on the Southern Shore of Marmara', D.O.P. 27 (1973),

. 260.
Bn this see, C. Van de Vorst, 'Un Panégyrique de.
S. Théophane le Chronographe par S. Théodore Studite',
A.B., 31 (1912), pp.1l1-23.
E. Kurtz and F. Drexl, Michaelis Pselli Scripta Minora
IT, (Milan 1941), pp. 167-608.

13



Theophanes was born 1in 759-60.1 His family was one

of the most noble and distinguished 1in Byzantium.2 His
mother's name was Theodote. His father, whose name was
Isaac, was a close friend and collaborator of the Emperor
Constantine V. When Theophanes was three years old, his

father died.3 At that time the Emperor gave the child

4

the second name of Isaac,5 1in memory of his father.

Being the son of a high officer6 and the heir to a
large estate, Theophanes was destined to follow an army
career. At the age of eighteen he became a member of the
corps of stratores7 in the reign of Leo IV (775-80).

1. The patriarch Methodius (op.cit. p.128) asserts that at
the time the Emperor Leo IV died, i.e. in 780, Theophanes
was twenty-one, and in the same Vita (p.147) it 1is
stated that Theophanes was fifty-three at the time of
Leo V's accession to the throne (813). Therefore the
much earlier dating of the Confessor's birth 'somewhere
around the year 752' provided by A.R. Santoro:
Byzantium and the Arabs during the Isaurian period
717-802, Ph.D. 1978, Rutgers University, New Brunswick,
p.2, 1S unacceptable. )

2. Anonymous Vita, De. Boor II, p.4 '"...ebgevidv YOVEWV Kal Ty

Ev dhduos neerdhénTwy  xépove Tékvoy!

Methodius (op.cit.),p.115.

. Methodius (op.cit., p.115) asserts that, when the child
was baptised, probably much earlier than his father's
death, he was given only one name, that of Theophanes.

5. According to a custom 1n Greece today, when somebody's

death leaves an unbaptised son or daughter, then the
child is given the name of his father or his mother who
had died recently.

6. One can assume that from the Patriarch Methodius'

(op.cit., p.116) phrase: "...ev Th drenopévn adT® Toy
Alyouone o\ TOV  Gpxn
7. Methodius, p.119. On the corps of stratores see
J.B. Bury, The Imperial... (op.cit.), pp.117-18. One
of their tasks was to assist the emperor 1n mounting his
horse; 1n general they performed the duties of 1mperial

gTrOoOoms. See also R. Guilland, 'Etudes de titulature et
de prosopographle byzantines, le protostrator' 1n R.E.B.,

7 (1949), pp.156-79.

+ (A
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Later, after he had led a successful operation around
Cyzicus, Theophanes received the dignity of spatharius.1

In the meantime he had been engaged at the age of ten and
married at eighteen to Megald, whose father Leo was a high
dignitary of his namesake the Emperor Leo 1IV. However,
Theophanes does not seem to have been a worldly man. He
never consummated his marriage and after some time, retiring
from public life, established two monasteries. The first
one was bulilt on the 1sland of Kalonymos,2 where the
Contessor spent the first six years of his retirement.
Nevertheless our Saint 1s best known as the abbot of the
monastery called Megas Agros on Mount Sigriana, where he
spent the rest of his 1ife.3

Theophanes was one of the participants of the second

councill of Nicaea, which restored the veneration of sacred

images . I"'-""'=""""'="""""-"'":‘""""'"-':"*"""-""--"'_"":""""-""'':"-"—-'-'._.—':"''::'"""‘.‘-_————:-':"""""‘...-":""'—"'-—:-"'--,.' He was
an iconodule. Thus at the time of the revival of
1. Anonymous, Blos &Qteodeavovs, (op.cit,), p.8: "...Tov

GNodopiwy TP KoTaddyw Va0 Tou fobuéws Tidwdels]

The highest rank of spatharii was obtained by the
rotospatharius, on whom see R. Guilland, 'Etudes sur
1"histoire administrative de 1'Empire Byzantin. Les
titres auliques des eunuqgwe@s. Le Protospathalre’ 1n

Byz. 25-27 (1955-57), pp.649-711.

2. Methodius, p.131; Vita Theophanis Parisina (op.cit.),

p.29; From the sources one may argue that this 1sland
was one of the Prince's Islands i1n the Propontis; see
C. de Boor's edition of Theophanes, vol.II, p.635 where
1t 1s stated: '"'insula Propontidis in qua Theophanis
Chronographi uxor vitam deget'. See also J.B. Bury,
E.R.E. p.74, note 1, who identifies Kalonymos as the
ancient Besbikos, the modern Emir Ali Adasi1.
5. Methodius, p.132; Life by Nicephorus Skevophylax,

(loc.cit.), p.19; According to this Vita (p.26) the

monastery was located twelve gwpnel o from Hieria;
cf. also Vita Parisina, (loc.cit.), p.29. For location

of the monastery see W. Ramsay, The Historical Geography...
(op.cit.), p.162, where he says: 'The hilly country between

Cyzicus and the north of the Rhydakos was called Sigriana'.

Further below Ramsay translates the word 6éuwéevoe as
miles. Such a location has also been 1dentified by .
Bury, E.R.E., 74, n.1; see also T.E. Evangelides, ™™ wovwu

Twe S L VWS =W Tew Meépralon Aypeu, Athens
1895, anﬁ the article by C. Mango - I. Sevdenko,

'Some Churches...', (loc.cit.), pp.259-67.
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1

Iconoclasm in 815,  Theophanes bravely opposed the

Emperor Leo V's policy against 1cons. This Emperor's
attempt to win over Theophanes by peaceful means failed,
and thus the abbot of Megas Agros was put in prison for
two years.2 After that we find him banished to the

1sland of Samothrace,3 where he :pent the last days of his
1ife,4 before he died on 12 March 818.5

1. On the second Iconoclasm see the following: K. Schwarzlose,
Der Bilderstreit. Ein Kampf der griechischen Kirche um
ihre Freiheit (Gotha, 1890); J. Pargoire, 'Saint Méthode
et la persécution', E.O0.,6 (1903), pp.183-91; D. Serruys,
'Les actes du concile 1conoclaste de 1'an 815",

Melanges d'archéologie et d'histoire, 23 (1903),
pp.345-51; L. Bréhier, La Querelle des 1images (VIIIeIXe
siécles)(Paris 1904), pp.30-38; J. Pargoire, L'Eglise
Byzantine de 527-847, (Paris 1905), pp.265-272;

J.B. Bury, E.R.E., (op.cit.), pp.56-76 and 135-143;
A.J. Visser, Nikephorus und der Bilderstreit. Eine
Untersuchung uber die Stellung des Konstantinopler
Patriarchen Nikephoros 1nnerhalb der ikonoklastischen
Wirren (Haag, 1952); P. Alexander, The Patriarc
Nicephorus (op.cit.), pp.111-47; id., "Church Councils
and Patristic Authority. The Iconoclastic Councils of
Hiereia (754) and St. Sophia (815)', Harvard Studies 1in
Classical Philosophy, 63, (Cambridge Mass., 1958),
pp.493-505; H.G. Beck, 'The Greek Church in the Epoch
of Iconoclasm', Handbook of Church History, vol. IILl
(New York, 1969); A. Bryer and I. Herrin, Iconoclasm
(op.cit.), Birmingham 1977; H.G. Beck, Die Kirche 1in
ihrer Geschichte, (Gottingen 1980), pp.81-90.

2. Methodius, p.150; Nicephorus Skevophylax, p.25;
Anonymous edit. by Gedeon p.85.

3. Methodius, p.151; Nicephorus Skevophylax, p.25;
Anonymous, de Boor p.l2; Anonymous, Gedeon p.385.

4. Most of Theophanes' hagiographers do not commit themselves
to the problem of how long the abbot of Megas Agros
survived his banishment. Nicephorus Skevophylax,
however, (loc.cit. p.25) gives us a duration of only
twenty-three days, after which Theophanes died.

5. C. Van de Vorst 'En quelle année mourut S. Theophane?',
A.B., 31 (1912), pp.148-56, dates the death of the
Confessor to the year 817. See, however, J. Pargoire,
'Saint Théophane le chronographe et ses rapports avec
Saint Théodore Studite', V.V., 9 (1902), p.73 fn.
as well as Constantine Porphyrogenitus De Administrando
Imperio, (ed. Moravcsik), Commentary (London 1962),
p.80, where 1t is clearly stated that Theophanes died
1in 818.
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Scholars all around the world have always seen
Theophanes as a prominent literary figure and as a very
important historian. This 1s because of his

Chronographia, which i1s a world chronicle covering the

period from A.D. 284 to A.D. 813.1 This work is a

continuation of the work of George Syncellus,2 which
starts from the creation of the world and ends in the
yvyear A.D. 284. Theophanes was a close friend of
George Syncellus and the latter, before his death, had

asked the abbot of Megas Agros‘j to complete the unfinished
chronicle.

1. Two modern editions of Theophanes' Chronographia exist:
The first one in Corpus Script. Hist. Byzantinae (Bonn
1839-41, 2 vol.) and the second and better one by
C. de Boor, Theophanis Chronographia, with a Latin
translation, (Leipzig 1883-85), The work was

republished by Georg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung, in 2 vol.,

Hildesheim 1963. The Greek text 1s contained in vol.l.
Unless otherwise stated, my references to Theophanes are
made from De Boor's edition. For literature on

Theophanes, see the following: K. Krumbacher, 'Zur
Chronik des Theophanes', Hermes, 23 (1888), pp.626-28;
C. de Boor, 'Zur Chronographia des Theophanes', Hermes,
25 (1890), pp.301-307; 1id., 'Zu Theophanes', B.Z., 1
(1892), pp.591-93; K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der
Byzantinischen Literatur, second edit., (Munchen 1897),
pp.342-47; J.B. Bury, 'Zu einer Stelle der Chronik des
Theophanes', B.Z., 6 (1897), p.508; 1id., 'An unnoticed
Ms. of Theophanes', B.Z., 14 (1905), pp.612-13; N. Jorga,
'Medaillons d'histoire litteraire Byzantine', Byz., Z
(1925), pp.248-50; V. BeSevliev, 'Zur Chronographia des
Theophanes', B.Z., 27 (1927), p.35; G. Ostrogorsky,
'Theophanes', in Paulys Real Encyclopadie der Classischen
Altertumswissenschaft 10, Reihe 2, (Stuttgart 1934)
pp.2127-32.
2. He had served as Syncellus under the Patriarch Tarasius
(Theoph. de Boor 1, p.3 "o e eéxfge,\os Y6xovs Tapo6ioy:
On the office of Syncellus see J.B. Bury, Imperial...
(op.cit.), pp.116-17. He was the intermediary between
tﬁg emperor and the patriarch.
3. We cannot be sure about the exact year of George's death,

but we do know that he was still writing in 810 (on this
cf. his chronicle, Bonn ed. vol.l, p.389).
4. Theophanes 1, p.4.

17



In a recent article C. Mango has put forward the
strong possibility that Theophanes' Chronographia was not

L The
scholar seems to argue that George kept writing till the

year 813 and that Theophanes 'had little part in the
compilation of the work that has made his name immortal'.

Furthermore Professor Mango suggests that Theophanes'

written by Theophanes, but by George Syncellus.

2

task was nothing more than 'to fill in certain gaps or

verlfy certaln chronological calculations'.3
Though Mango's article 1s based on good arguments,

the problem of the identity of the author of the

Chronographia is not going to be solved till some concrete

evidence will point either to George or to Theophanes.

But so far as we are concerned here the really important

thing is who wrote the section on Nicephorus I, which,

one might rightly observe, has a slightly different

character from the rest of the Chronographia.4 One might,

of course, have some reservations about Theophanes being

the author of the section on Nicephor%s, chause the slant
‘ » OGraAP el

\

against the Emperor 111 accords witﬁk ethodius' favourable
treatment of this Emperor. But, then, his perspective 1s
rather different. Both the Emperor and the Patriarch

Nicephorus fell foul of the Studites, because they seemed
to be less favourable to the monastic party than Irene had
been. But can Theophanes be considered to have been a

member of the Studites?5 Broadly defined, the answer must

1. C. Mango, 'Who Wrote the Chronicle of Theophanes?',
S.R., 18 (1978), pp.9-17.

2. C. Mango, 'Who Wrote...', (op.cit.), p.l6.

3. 1bid.

4. On this see below, pp.24-25.

5. On this see J. Pargoire: 'Saint Théophane le

Chronographe et ses rapports avec Théodore Studite.’
V.V., 9 (1902), pp.31-102.
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be yes! For he was a member of the monastic party, of
wnich Theodore and his monks were the core. More
precisely, it seems that the only issue which divided

the abbot of Megas Agros from his disciple, the abbot

of Stoudios, was the so-called Moechian controversy.

Now, 1t must be remembered that after the death of the
Emperor Nicephorus in 811 that obstacle was removed with
the deposition of the Skandalon, Joseph, abbot of Kathara.
Therefore the problem of the authorship of Chronographia's
section on Nicephorus would be better solved, if we first

indicate the time during which this part of the

Chronographia must have been written. It cannot be dated
from a period after the outbreak of the second Iconoclasm,
because, 1n the light of it, Nicephorus' measures would
seem less oppressive. Even the sections of the
Chronographia devoted to the Emperors Michael I and Leo V
must have been completed before the later part of the year
814, because, as G. Ostrogorsky has already rightly

. Leo V is called £E06e8n S (pious), >
4

observed, and his

elevation to the throne as 'most legitimate'.
On the other hand the section which concerns us cannot
have been written before the year 811 either, because the
death of Nicephorus, an event which the Chronographia
records 1n detail, occurred on 26 July of that very year.
We can therefore conclude that the section devoted to
Nicephorus 1s likely to have been written between 811 and
813 and, if this was the case, it is more likely that it

was the work of Theophanes than of George Syncellus.

1. On this see below, pp.64-65 and 177-81.

2. G. Ostrogorsky, 'Theophanes', R.E., Reihe 2, vol.10
(Stuttgart 1934), col. 2129.

3., Theophanes, I, p.502.

4. 1bid.
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The Chronographia is written 1in the form of annals.
Each year is headed by a chronological table, in which,
next to the year of the creation of the world and that
of the incarnation, one finds the current date of the
Byzantine emperor 1n power, as well as those of the
contemporary Arab and Persian rulers. The current dates
of the Pope and the patriarchs 1in office at Constantinople,
Jerusalem, Alexandria and Antioch are also given,

Moreover, Theophanes provides the number of the indiction
cycle. For the reign of Nicephorus I the number of each
year provided by Theophanes' calculation does not coilncide
with the indiction number, a coincidence which also does
not occur for an earlier period, 1.e. from the year of
creation 6102 (A.D. 609-10) to 6265 (A.D. 772-3) with the
exception of the eleven years from 6207 to 6218 (A.D.
714-15 to 725-26).%

Surprisingly enough, Theophanes does not employ the
Byzantine era, which puts the incarnation 5508 years after
the creation. Instead of this, he uses the Alexandrian
era, according to which the 1ncarnation occurred 5492 years

after the creation.2 This 1s one of the grounds that

C. Mango employed to support his 'serious doubts'3
concerning the real author of the Chronographia.
1., Thanks to G. Ostrogorsky's article: 'Die Chronologie

des Theophanes im 7. und 8. Jahrhundert, B.N.G.J., 7
(1930), pp.1-56, problems associated with chronology
have been eliminated.

2. On the question of chronology used by Theophanes, see
furthermore: E.W. Brooks, 'The Chronology of Theophanes,
605-775', B.Z., 8 (1899), pp.82-97; F. Martroye,
'Chronologie de Theophane', Bulletin de la Société
nationale des Antiquaries de France' (1910), pp.292-95;
V. Grumel, 'L'année du monde dans la Chronographie de
Theophane', E.O., 33 (1934), pp.396-408; F. Dolger,

'Das Kaiserjahr der Byzantiner', Jahrbuch der Bayer,
Akad. der Wissenschaft, 1949, Heft 1, pp.21-38;
V. Grumel, Traité d'études byzantines, I, La Chronologie,

Paris 1958), pp.95-96.
3. C. Mango, 'Who Wrote...' (loc.cit.), p.1l7.
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George Syncellus had lived 1n Palestine, where, as

1 the Alexandrian era was

V. Grumel has pointed out,
current, at least among eccleslastical circles. But
some further remarks must be made about the chronology
and more especially about the way Theophanes counts the
years 1n his Chronographia.

As has already been mentioned above, in the Confessor's
Chronographia each year is headed by a chronological
table, 1ndicating various dates. According to this
chronological table, Theophanes dates Nicephorus'
elevation to the year 6295, which in the Alexandrian era
1s the year 803 from the incarnation. The table assures
us that this was the eighteenth year of Harun al-Rashid's
rule, the seventh year of Popeleo III's office and the
nineteenth year since Tarasius became patriarch at
Constantinople. The rest of the dates are not recorded.
However, one must be very careful in accepting the accuracy
of these 1lists. The reason for this seems to be the
fact that, when one of the dates in the chronological table
changes, the rest of them change together too. Let us
take an example: The Patriarch Tarasius remained 22 years
1in office (784-806). Hisllast year was the third of
Nicephorus' reign, the twentieth of Hartn al-Rashid's
caliphate and the ninth of Leo III's papacy. On 18 February
806 Tarasius died and the Emperor's namesake Nicephorus was
elevated to the patriarchal throne of Constantinople.
From that time, of course, the first year of Nicephorus’
patriarchate begins, but 1t becomes obvious that the year
806 counts as Tarasius' twenty second and at the same time
as Nicephorus' first year 1in office. It 1s clear,
nevertheless, that, in reality, 1t 1s one and not two solar

years, as they are reckoned in Theophanes. Furthermore,

1. V. Grumel, Traité... (op.cit.), p.95, note 4.
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what also strikes us here 1s that with the election of the
new Patriarch, Theophanes adds one year to each of the
other three columns of the chronological table. Thus,

we get the impression that in the Chronographia some

years begin at a certain date, let us say the 1 September
or the 25 March, as V. Grumel seems to suggest,1 and other
years begin at any 1ndefinite date in which a major change
occurred. In other words, it would seem that in
Theophanes some years become shorter, just because they
happened to be marked by a major change, i.e. a change on
the thrones of Constantinople, of Rakka, of Rome,etc.

In brief, in the Chronographia one finds two 'categories'
of years, the 'solar' ones, i.e. those which complete a full
round of 365 days, and the 'occasional' ones, the length
of which varies according to the case. Although this
classification does not apply only to our period, it is of
some 1mportance and 1t provides us with sufficient
explanation of why, when the Annus Mundi and the indiction
do not fall in line, 1t 1s safer for us to trust the
indiction rather than the year from the creation of the
world, provided by the Confessor.

One last point: V. Grumel's hint that in Theophanes
the year begins on 25 March,2 does not seem to apply to
the period of Nicephorus' reign. Theophanes dates the
elevation of that very Emperor to 31 October of A.M. 6295,
which 1s the year 802. According to the same author
Bardanes' rebellion broke out on 19 July 8033 and the death

of Irene at Lesbos occurred the same year on 9 August.4

1. V. Grumel, 'L'année...', (loc.cit.), p.408.
2. ibid.; id., Traité... (op.cit.), p.95, note 4.

5. Theophanes 1, p.479.
4, 1bid., p.480.
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These three events dominate a period of slightly more

than nine months which extends from October 802 to August

803. Now it would be quite 1nconceivable that, although

he considers 25 March as the firstygf the year, Theophanes
includes these three events in the same year. In brief,

1f Theophanes took the 25 March as the first day of the
year, he would not have included all these three events,
as he does, 1n the same year, that of 6295. It 1looks as
1f the Confessor employed the Alexandrian era only in so
far as it concerned the year of the creation and not the
first day of tie year. The first day of the indiction
could mark the first day of the year too 1in The0phanes,1
at least for tl.e period under consideration.

As for his sources, i1t seems very possible that our
chronicler drew his information from a number of materials,
which had been available to him through George Syncellus.
The Hungarian Byzantinist G. Moravcsik2 argues that the
chronicle of Traianos Patrikios, extending till the end

of the eighth century must have been used by Theophanes.

In addition to this the Great Chronicler (Me'3q5 x?°"°&?‘id’°‘ B’
a work which emerges at the end of the eighth century and

exists in fragments, was probably consulted by Theophanes
as well as by the Patriarch Nicephorus.°

It would be a common place to say that for the period
) N
of Nicephorus' reign the Confessor relies on oral

information. Being a contemporary of the Emperor Nicephorus,
Theophanes is very likely to have had strong connections

and acqualintances among prominent people at court and 1n

ecclesiastical circles.4 Furthermore his military

1. On this, cf. the English translation by H. Turtledove,
The Chronicle of Theophanes, Philadelphia 1982, where
each Annus Mundi begins on 1 September and ends on
351 August.

2. G. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, second edit., (Berlin
1958), p.532.

3. A.R. Santoro, Byzantium and... (op.cit.), p.8.
4. A hint of this 1s apparent in the Emperor Leo V's attempt

to win over Theophanes by peaceful persuasion at the very
beginning of the second Iconoclasm (A.D. 815).
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background and, more important, his acquaintances among
high officers made the chronicler well informed on every-
thing that happened among the tagmata as well as the
thematic army.

For no other emperor's reign does Theophanes dedicate
so much space 1n the Chronographia as he does for the
relatively short period (802-811), during which Nicephorus
I was 1n power. The Confessor's narrative description
of this reign covers eighteen pages in De Boor's edition.
The passion and liveliness of the narration 1is also an
astonishing fact. The chronicler provides a detailed
description of all the policies followed by that Emperor.
His intention is to show how entirely mistaken they were.
No historian has so far provided a sufficient explanation
for the bias with which Theophanes has treated Nicephorus.
It 1s noteworthy that another reliable contemporary
author, the Patriarch Methodius, not only did not try to
denigrate Nicephorus, but, on the contrary, he left us a
very favourable account, fulsome 1n 1ts praise of the
Emperor. This 1s of considerable interest, because
Methodius was also the biographer - the main one - of
Theophanes and might therefore have been expected to follow
the latter's view on Nicephorus. Taking into account this
contrast, one might argue that, 1f Theophanes had private
motives for hating the Emperor,1 then Methodius would not
have chosen the Confessor's hagiography to 1insert an
eulogy of Nicephorus;2 unless we admit that Methodius was

not 1n a position to know of any such private motives.

1. C. Mango, 'Who Wrote...', (loc.cit.), p.15;
F.H. Tinnefeld (Kategorien der Kaiserkritik 1n der

byzantinischen Historiographie, Munchen 1971, p.78)
also attributes Theophanes' bias mainly to 'personlichen

Erfahrungen des Chronisten mit dem Kaiser'.
2. Methodius, (op.cit.), p.26.
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Such ignorance is, after all, not totally 1mpossible,
since he does not seem to have spent much of his life at
Constantinople before the year 821.1 But, no matter how
plausible appears the opinion of modern historians, 1.e.
that Theophanes' bias against Nicephorus was for personal
reasons, there 1s no real evidence to support this.
Instead, it would perhaps be sufficient to say that

Methodius' perspective 1s different from that of Theophanes.

The author of the Chronographia seems to have been capable
only of a very schematic approach to history dominated by
rather crude value judgements on the personality of the
different emperors. Theophanes 1s the type otf
historian whom R. Jenkins calls 'essentially mediaeval',
His hagiographer, the later Patriarch Methodius, can be
better classified as a broad minded author perhaps

influenced by the more humanistic approach of a historian,
such as Plutarch.

2

Nevertheless, there is one point which might help us
to explain the unjustified bias, which informs Theophanes'
section on Nicephorus. It must be remembered that the
chronicler accuses Nicephorus of having been a close friend
of the Paulicians whose heretic rituals - &s Theophanes
says - the Emperor found delectable.3

to have irritated Theophanes more than anything else, was

But, what seemed

the fact that during Nicephorus' reign these heretics felt
free to preach their own ideas openly, with the result that
a number of orthodox Christians were converted to the

heresy.4 No matter how exaggerated these reports ot

1. On this see his Life, in P.G. 100, col.1l245; GSee also
J. Pargoire's article 'Saint Méthode de Constantinople
avant 821', E.O. 6 (1903), pp.126-31 and V. Laurent,
'Méthode de Constantinople', D.Th. C., 10 (1929), cl.
1597.

2. R. Jenkins, 'The Classical Background of the Scriptores
post Theophanem', D.O.P., 8 (1954), p.1l4.

3. Theophanes 1, p.488.

4. 1bid.




Theophanes are, they do reveal the chronicler's strong

opposition to the Emperor's tolerant policy towards the

Paulicians. Moreover, an advocate of these heretics'

annihilation, Theophanes probably wrote this section on

the Paulicians, after Nicephorus' successor, the Emperor

Michael I, had already inflicted capital punishment against

a certaln number of these heretics, almost immediately

after his accession to the imperial throne in 811.l It

1s definitely of some 1interest to know that at that time

(late 1n 811) the Patriarch Nicephorus persuaded Michael

to go ahead with the annihilation of the Paulicians and

the Athinganol. But, the Patriarch was not the only person

by whom the Emperor Michael I was influenced. It would

seem that the Studites had already won the upper hand on

certaln matters, and their advice to the Emperor to spare

the 1lives of these heretics, proved stronger.2 This

change in the mind of Michael which resulted in the survival

of the heretics disappointed Theophanes who, nevertheless,

celebrates the fact that 'the pious Emperor Michael

decapitated many of them anyway'.3
But there 1s more. From the way Theophanes records

1t, 1t becomes obvious that the chronicler favoured

Bardanes' rebellion against Nicephorus in 803. Such a

sympathy, of course, does not need much explanation. Since

he hated this Emperor, it 1is quite understandable that our

chronicler favoured any movement against Nicephorus.

However, one needs also to remember that at the time he

held the powerful post of the monostrategos of the five

eastern themes, Bardanes had already built a monastery at

1. Theophanes 1, p.495.
2. 1bid.
3. 1bid.
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the island of Proti with the 1ntention of retiring there
and becoming a monk at a later age.l His failure to seize
power 1n 803 forced him to fulfil this long term intention
much earlier than originally planned, But even as a

monk Bardanes did not escape his opponents' attack. As
we hear from our mailn source about the event, some time
during the first half of 804 a band of Lycaonians deprived
him of his eyesight in his own monastery on the isle of
Proti.2 Theophanes does not say, of course, that these
people were heretics, but this 1s probably what he implies
by asserting that they were of the same opinion &$

the Emperor.s In relation to that one needs to remember
that both the Paulicians and the Athinganol were settled
in Phrygia and Lycaonia.4 In brief, these data lead us
to the following consideration: given the clear hatred of
Theophanes against the Paulicians, together with the
Emperor Nicephorus' clear tolerance towards the same
heretics, one would be tempted to suggest that the bias with
which the Confessor treated this Emperor might have been
caused by this contrast of opinion of the two men on this
particular 1ssue. Furthermore, as we have already
calculated above,5 this section must have been written
between 811 and 813, at a time when Nicephorus' successor
Michael I was in power and, more important, at a time when
the Radicals were 1in the ascendancy. Therefore, would 1t
be totally groundless to suggest that the criticisms of
Nicephorus would be intended as a guide to the new regime?
Methodius' favourable opinion 1is similarly to be explained

by a realization of the Emperor Nicephorus' true worth,

. Theophanes 1, p.479,

1

2. 1bid., p.480.
3. 1bid.

4. 1ibid., p.495.
5. On p.19.
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now that the iconoclasts were back 1n power.

To end the section on Theophanes, one must admit that,

1n spite of the bias with which its author treated the

Emperor Nicephorus, the Chronographia's contribution to

the history of the early ninth century is invaluable,

because 1t 1s the only contemporary source describing

his reign 1n detail.

b.

Nicephorus the Patriarch (758-828)
1

Born 1n Constantinople of a distinguished and noble family,

Nicephorus, like his contemporary Theophanes, was a

prominent figure of our period. His father, Theodore,

who at first was 1imperial secretary under Constantine V,

later lost his post and was sent into exile because of his

1conodule 1deas. Nicephorus seems to have received a

mainly secular education, but he did not neglect to study
the Bible and the writings of the church fathers. Like

1.

Our main source on Nicephorus 1s his Vita written by
Ignatius the Deacon. It was edited by C. De Boor,

Nicephori Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani Opuscula
Historica (Leipzig 1880), pp.139-217. P. Alexander,

'Secular Biography at Byzantium', Speculum, 15 (Cambridge,

Mass. 1940) p.204, argues that, because of the lack of
miracles performed by the saint, Nicephorus' Life can
be classified as a 'semi-secular hagiography'. For
bibliography on Nicephorus see among others: Gass
'Nicephorus' in Herzog and Plitt, Realenzyklopadie fur

rotestantische Theologie und Kirche, 2014 ed., X.
(Leipzig 1882), pp.537 sq.; A. Ehrhard, 'Nicephorus',
in Wetzer and Welte, Kirchenlexikon, ZH& ed. IX,

pp-249-59; Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte..., (op.cit.),
pp-71-73 and 349-5Z2; E. von Dobschiitz "Nicephot#s'™, 1in Hauck

Realenzyklopddie fir... (op.cit.), XIV, pp.22-25;

N. Jorga, 'Médaillons d'histoire littéraire byzantine, 8.
Le patriarche Nicéphore', in Byz., 2 (1925), pp.252-53;

R. Janin, 'Nicéphore de Constantinople', D.Th.C. XI,

pt.I, (Paris 1931), pp.452-55; G. Moravcsik
'Byzantinoturcica', (op.cit.), 1, pp.456-59; A.J. Visser,
Nikephoros... (op.cit.); P. Alexander, 'The Patriarch

Nicephorus... (op.cit.); R.P. Blake, 'Note sur
l'activité littéraire de Nicéphore ler Patriarche de

Constantinople', Byz., 14 (1939), pp.1-15-
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his father, Nicephorus too, held the post of imperial
secretary, from which he later resigned with the intention

of becoming a monk. -

Before becoming patriarch (806)
Nicephorus served for a time as head of a poorhouse at
Constantinople.2 During the second outbreak of
Iconoclasm he became an outspoken defender of the icons.
But Nicephorus 1s not only a person deeply involved
1n our perilod. He 1s also a prominent literary figure,
who wrote both, historical as well as theological works.
Unfortunately his historical writings cover a period much
earlier than the reign of his namesake Nicephorus,3 while
the theological ones refer mostly to the second Iconoclasm.

Nevertheless, there 1s one work, namely his Epistola
ad Leonem III, which 1s of vital importance for our period.
The letter must have been sent to the Pope some time between
October and December of 811. This letter, which does not

appear to have been exploited properly so far, 1lluminates
from inside the following problems:

1) The relations between church and state 1in
Byzantium and in the West.

11) The rivalry between the eastern and western
Empire. |

1ii) The involvement of the papacy 1n the political
scene of the West during the very last years otf
the eighth and the first years of the ninth
centuries.

1. cf. his: Epistola ad Leonem, Migne: P.G. vol.1l00, 176 A:

"ws EPQ el duvalpwny Tog KOVY poug bi{ov tbantdHEvos’

2. Vita Nicephori, (ed. De Boor, loc.cit.), p.15Z2. More
about his activities before and during his patriarchate
can be found below, pp.(82-95.

3. His chronicle, for example, ed. C. de Boor, Nicephori
Archiespicopi... (op.cit.), pp.3-77, extends from the death
of Mauricius (602) to the time when Leo IV was married to
Irene (769).

4. The letter can be found in J.D. Mansi: Sacrorum
Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio (Florence 1757-
98), Reprint, (Paris and Leipzig 1901-27), vol.XIV, pp.
29-56 and in Migne's P.G. 100, col, 169-200. On this

letter see also V. Grumel, Le patriarchat byzantin, Les
regestes des actes du patriarchat de Constantinople,

vol.I, fasc. 11, pp.25-26.
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C. George the Monk
It is difficult to say for sure whether George the Monk

1s an original or a derivative source of information for
our period. Only a few things about him are known. He
was a monk and called himself Hamartolos (= the sinful).
He lived during the ninth century probably dying at the
end of the reign of Michael III (842-867).%  His
contribution to the Byzantine literature 1s a world
chronicle under the title Chronikon SXntomon2 which begins
with the creation of the world and ends with the first year
of Michael III's reign 1in 842-43.

It 1s true that George's 1nterest concentrates mainly
on ecclesiastical matters. However for the period of
Nicephorus' reign the chronicle 1s certainly of considerable

1importance. Though he used the Chronographia of
Theophanes, his historical judgements display a large
measure of independence. In contrast to the Confessor's
bias against Nicephorus, George the Monk considers this

Emperor as a 'very pious and friend of the Christians'3 as

well as 'a prudent and sensible'4 ruler. Therefore

St. Runciman's argument that George based his work on
Theophanes,5 is only partly correct, for he brings to his
treatment of the reign of Nicephorus I an independence of

1. J. Karayannopoulos ,‘ﬁhgcﬁ TWS Bulavtwvwg ¢ (.,-rog(as,

second edit., Thessalonica 1971, p.2035.
2. The best edition of the chronicle 1s the one made by

C. de Boor, Georgil Monachi Chronicon, (Lipsiae 1904).

For literature on George see among others: F. Hirsch,

Byzantinische Studien (Leipzig 1876), p.88; Fr. Lauchert,
'Zur Textiuberlieferung des Georgios Monachos', B.Z., 4

(1895), pp.493-513; K. Krumbacher, Geschichte...,
(op.cit.), pp.352-58; J.B. Bury, E.R.E., pp.453-54;
N. Jorga, 'Medaillons...' (loc.cit.), pp.258-60;

G. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica (op.cit.), I, pp.277-80.
3, C. de Boor, Georgiji..., (op.cit.), vol.Z, p.77%,

4. C. de Boor, Georgii..., (op.cit,.,), vol.2, p.774.
5. St. Runciman, The First..., appendix 1, p.266.



outlook. This is in contrast to the first part of his
chronicle, which covers the period up to the deposition
of Irene (802) and which 1s not of much significance.

For this section George relies heavily on Sozomenus,

J. Malalas, Theodore Anagnostes, the Patriarch Nicephorus
and TheoPhanes.1 However, 1t 1s the second part of his
chronicle covering the period 802-842, for which George
deserves attention. Not only 1s he for the period 813-
842 the only contemporary narrative source, but for
Nicephorus' reign, too, he 1s an 1ndependent witness.

To take just one example: 1in contrast to Theophanes,
George believes that the Emperor Nicephorus was sincere
when he disclaimed responsibility for Bardanes Turcus'
blinding by the Lycaonians 1n 803.2 This 1s all the more
remarkable, because he was well aware of Theophanes'
opinion on this matter. Both historians use the same
phraseology to describe the Lycaonians. George was
therefore deliberately disassociating himself from

Theophanes' point of view.

d. The Chronicle of the year 811

The title of this little chronicle is: ’lTeE‘\ N\Kncbé'gou

Tow Hapn WS Ko\ nws U-Ab(v\é\ TSL Kw ) o ?’c'\f BOU/QOLQ"O(;
and refers to the disastrous defeat of the Byzantine army
by Krum in July 811. At times it was thought to have

been a fragment of a longer chronicle under the title
Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armenio.3 The best and most
recent edition with a commentary is the one made by

Ivan Dujc\:’ev.4 The text seems to be of great importance

/

&x\-.. (op.cit.), p.203.

1. I. I(a:rayannopoulos,’ﬁ‘A
2. C. de Boor, Georgii... (op.cit.), vol.Z, p.772.
3. H. Grégoire, 'Un nouveau fragment du "'scriptor
incertus de Leone Armenio'"', Byz., 11 (1936), pp.417-27.
4. I. Dujl¥ev, 'La chronique byzantine de 1l'an 811', 1n
T.M., vol.I, (Paris 1965), pp.205-54.

L
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for our period. It matches and at the same time differs
from Theophanes' narration. Its anonymous author is

more objective than Theophanes, providing a balanced
portrait of Nicephorus 1.

e. The Chronicle of Monemvasia

The chronicle 1s an i1nvaluable source of information for

our period. Without 1t the problem of the invasion and

the settlement of the Slavs 1n Greece and particularly

in the Peloponnese would scarcely have been illuminated.
Together with Theophanes, the Chronicle of Monemvasia 1s
also our main source for the activities of the Emperor
Nicephorus 1n repopulating the area and strengthening 1its
Byzantine and christian character.

Though short, the Chronicle of Monemvasia has
attracted the interest of many scholars, mainly Greeks.
This 1s quite understandable, since 1t refers to the
question of the Slavonic settlement in Greece. It was

much exploited by Fd&merayer to support his argument that
the inhabitants of modern Greece are mostly of Slavic

origin and that the roots of the ancient Greeks have

completely disappeared.1
The Chronicle of Monemvasia has survived 1n three

versions: the Iberikon, the Koutloumousion and the Turin

version.2 The so-called Scholion of Arethas cannot be

1. J. Ph. Fallmerayer, Geschichte der Halbinsel Morea,
Stuttgart 1830, Reprint, Hildesheim: Olms, 1965,
vol.l, pp.1l71 sq.

2. The first complete edition was made by S.P. Lampros,
‘To nNepl Ths KTVbews Tis Movtubas(oxs Xpovik Sy
in his “leveoeiwax Meletdnare, (Athens 1909), pp.
37-105. See also: P. Charanis, 'The Chronicle of

Monemvasia and the Question of the Slavonic Settlement 1n
Greece', in D.O.P., 5 (1950), pp.1l41-166; E. Chrysanthopoulos,
'T[(-P\‘ Tou XpoVikoU Twug Mo«e\‘\@oc.(,(as: in E.E.B.S., 21 (1951),
pp.238-53; the best edition, however, seems to be the one

made by P. Lemerle, 'La chronique improprement dite de
Monemvasie: 1le contexte historique et légendaire,
R-ElB-, 21 (1963), pp'5_49'
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considered as a fourth version. The text of the Scholion
on which S. Kougeas has commented,1 1s smaller than the
last three and it shows many similarities with the
Iberikon version. For our period the most important
texts are the Iberikon text and the Scholion of Arethas.

The other two versionsrefer to later periods.

2. Latin Sources

We should consider ourselves lucky, because Nicephorus'
reign 1n the East colncides with the era during which
Charlemagne was 1in power 1in the West, and there are fairly
abundant sources of information for the reign of that
Frankish Emperor.

Among these sources the most valuable ones are three
series of chronicles called Annales Regni Francorum,2
covering the period from 741 to 829,3 a revision of these
Annales for the period 741-801 and the Annales Mosellani,
or Moselle Annals for the period 703-797. The rest of

the Annales, such as those of Fulda, Lorsch, Saint Amand,

Altahenses,etc., seem to bé of lesser 1mportance for our
period.

The author or the authors of the Annales are unknown,
but 1t must be assumed that they belonged to Charlemagne's

circle or court. The Annales very often refer to the

1. S. Kougeas, En\ Too Kajouwevoy ¥Xpovikov TWS Movendasias
i N€os “EAAnvourvipnwy, 9 (1912), pp.473-80.

.. They are published in M.G.H., Scriptorum, vol.I,
Hannoverae 1826. The works are described by
W. Wattenbach, Deutschlands Geschichtsquellen im
Mittelalter, New edit., Welmar 1953, Heft 2; see also
the i1ntroduction in F. Kurtz's edition: Annales Regni
Francorum, 1nde ab a. 741 usque ad a. 829, qui dicuntur
Annales Laurissenses Majores et Einhardi, post editionem

G.H. Pertzii, Hannoverae 1895, as well as R. Rau,

Quellen zur Karolinischen Reichsgeschichte, Darmstadt 1955.
Later a continuation extending down to the year 1073,
was added.

R
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rivalry between East and West during the crucial years
of the turn of the eighth and the beginning of the ninth
centuries by giving us the names of ambassadors and
contents of letters exchanged between the Frankish and
the Byzantine emperor of the time.
As for the dating of the events, it is noteworthy that
there 1s usually a gap of one year between the dates we
get from eastern sources and those of the Annales Regni
Francorum. The latter ones, for example, date the death
of Nicephorus I to the year 812 instead of the correct 811.
The two Lives of Charlemagne, one by Einhard and the
second by Notker the Stammerer, monk of Saint Gall,1 though
biased against the eastern Empire and consequently in favour
of Charlemagne, also provide us with pieces of useful

information on the period. The first of these two Vitae,

modeled on the pattern used by Suetonius in his Lives of

the Caesars and especially that of Augustus, provides us
with valuable information on the period under consideration.
Its significance has been pointed out by A.J. Grant who
argues that 'in the chronicles of the same period by other
hands we can feel confidence only in such parts as are
corroborated or supported by Eginhard'.2 This Vita, dating

1. The Latin texts of both Lives can be found in M.G.H.,
Script. Rerum German. N.S. vols.Z25 and 12 respectively.
There exist two English translations with introductions
on the authors. The first 1s the one by A.J. Grant
Early Lives of Charlemagne, New York 1966, and the
second 1s the Penguin Classics one: Einhard and Notker
the Stammerer, Two Lives of Charlemagne (translation and
introduction by Lewis Thorpe), Middlesex 19689. For
literature, see among others: R. Folz, Le souvenir et
la 1légende de Charlemagne dans 1'Empire germanique
medieval (Paris 1950), pp.4-15; D.A. Bullough,

'"Europae Pater: Charlemagne and his Achievements 1in the
Light of Recent Scholarship', in E.H.R. 85 (1970)
pp.67-69; F.L. Ganshof, The Carolingians and the
Frankish Monarchy, (London 1971), pp.1-16.

2. A.J. Grant, Early Lives... (op.cit.), Introduction,
p.vil.




from some time between the years 829-36 can be seen as
'the memoirs of a former public servant who is now in

1

retirement’'. The second one 1s more or less a mixture

of fiction and history, and as such is of lesser value
than the one by Einhard.
Much more valuable are the pieces of information that

we get from the Liber Pontificalis,2 and from the Epistolae

Carolinae.

3. Arabic Sources
The relations between Byzantium and the Arabic world during

the years under consideration cannot be sketched out
properly without taking into account reports provided by
Arabic sources, namely historians and geographers. These
authors not only confirm information given by Greek sources,
but they add their own contribution. The annual raids
launched by the Arabs against the Byzantine territory are
reported systematically and almost exclusively by Arab
historians, while the Byzantine chroniclers hardly refer

to them. Among these Arabic sources the most invaluable

ONNes are.

1. Einhard and Notker the Stammerer, Two Lives of Charlemagne,

(op.cit.), p.l5.
2, Ed. by L'abbé L. Duchesne, Liber Pontificalis Ecclesiae

Romanae, 2 vols, (Paris 1886-92). Reprinted in 3 vols

(Paris 1955). For the events under pope Leo III see
vol.2, pp.1-48.

5. Ed. by Ph. Jaffé, Monumenta Carolina, Epistolae Carolinae,
Berolini 1864-73. The letter number twenty-nine is of
particular 1interest. It was sent by Charlemagne to the

Emperor Nicephorus and reflects the views of the
Frankish Emperor on the relations between East and West.

More about the contents and the importance of this
letter see below, p.243.
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a. Ya 'Kubi
Ya 'gﬁbi‘is a ninth century historian and geographer,
who brought his world history down to the year A.H. 259

(A.D. 872). He was born 1in Egypt, where he lived for

the greater part of his life.2 Of his work, which is

divided 1nto two parts, the most 1mportant for our period
1s the second one, since it 1s 1in this part that the

author includes a summary of the Arabic raids against the

eastern provinces of Byzantium.3 He died in A.H. 284

(A.D. 897).

b. Al-Tabari (839-923)

One of the most outstanding Arab historians, Abu Dja'far
Muhammad b. Djarir, is commonly known as al-Tabari,

because he was born wm Tabaristan. He was educated first
at Baghdad. Later, travelling extensively, he visited
Syria and Egypt. Finally he settled again at Baghdad
teaching and writing. His main work Ta'rikh al-Rusul wa'l

Muluk (History of the prophets and kings) i1s usually known
as the Annals. It 1s a world history from the creation

Dja'far b. Wahb b. Wadih Al-Katib Al-'Abbasi,
(Encyclopaedia of Islam), ed. M. Th. Houtsma,
A.J. Wensinck, Leiden 1934, vol.IV, p.1152.

2. For literature see: C. Brockelmann, Geschichte der
Arabischen Literatur, vol.I (Weimar 1898-1902), p.226;
R.A. Nicholson, A literary History of the Arabs,
(Cambridge 1930), p.349; F. Rosenthal, A History of
Muslim Historiography, Leiden 1952, pp.114-16.

3. On these raids see E.W. Brooks, 'Byzantines and Arabs
in the Time of the Early Abbasids', E.H.R., vol.1l5
(1900), pp.728-47. It is in this article (p.740)

that Brooks presumes that Tabari_has derived his
information partly from Al-Wakidi.

1. His full name was: Al-Ya'kﬁbi Ahmad b. Abi_Ya'Kﬁb b.



to the year 915 (A.H. 302).1 According to 1ts editor

De Goeje, what makes Tabari's work of great importance
1s: 'completeness of detail, accuracy and the truly
stupendous learning of 1ts author that 1s revealed
throughout and that makes the Annals a vast storehouse of
information for the historian as well as for the student
of Islam'.2 Less enthusiastic, however, 1s the remark

made by D.S. Straley, who argues that 'we must treat
al-?abari with the same circumspection as other sources'>

and that 'there 1s no foundation for considering him an

"objective'" historian'.4

c. Al Mas'udi
Abu'l-Hasan 'Ali b. Al-Husain 1s another important Arab
historian, whose works cover our period. He 1s called

Mas'udI 'after one of the Prophet's companions, 'Abdullah

b. Mas'ud from whom he traced his descent'.5 He was a

1. The best edition_with a translation into French was made
by De Goeje, Kitab Akbar al-Rusul wa¢al Muluk, Annales,

15 vols, (Leiden 1897-1901). For literature see:

K. Brockelmann, Geschichte..., (op.cit.), I, pp.1l42 sq.;
R.A. Nicholson, A literary... (op.cit.), pp.350-32;
Encyclopaedia of Islam, old edition, (op.cit.), vol.IV,
pp.578-79; Ilse Lichtenstadter, 'Arabic and Islamic

Historiography', The Moslem World, 35 (1945), pp.130-31;

Fr. Rosenthal, A history..., (op.cit.), pp.116-17;
D.M. Dunlop, Arab Civilization to A.D. 1500, (London

1971), pp.88-92; D.S. Margoliouth, Lectures on Arabic

Historians, N. York 1930, pp.101-102.
2. Selection from the Annals of Tabari (ed. by J.J. de Geoje,

Leyden 1902, XI),

3. D.S. Straley, Perspective and Method in Early Islamic
Historiography: A study of Al-Tabari's Ta'rikh...
Edin. Univers. Ph.D. Th. 1977, p.171.

4. 1bid.
5. R.A. Nicholson, A Literary..., (op.cit.), p.352.
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native of Baghdad, born probably some time between 890

and 895.1 Following Ibn Khaldun's opinion, Nicholson
calls Mas'udi 'the Herodotus of the Arabs', because like
the Greek historian, Mas'udi shows 'the same eager spirit
of enquiry, the same open-mindness and disposition to
record without prejudice all the marvellous things that he

had heard or seen, the same ripe experience and large

outlook on the present as on the past'.2 He spent almost

all his 1life travelling. As a stimulus for his constant
travels should be seen not his thirst for adventure but
his 'desire for knowledge',

Mas'udi showed particular interest in the Byzantine
world. According to A.M.H. Shboul, he was the first Arab
historian to have shown 1interest in the Byzantines 'not

only as an enemy of Islam, but as people of their own right

4

too'. We find information on Byzantium in both of his

works, the Murudj al-Dhahab (the Meadows of Gold),5 as well
as in the Kitab al-Tanbih (the Book of the Warning).6

In fact 1t 1s 1n this second work, though much shorter

than the first, that Mas'udi dedicates much more space on
Byzantine affairs than he does in the Murudj,which is his

main historical work.7 Mas'udi's account on Byzantine

D.M. Dunlop, Arab Civilization..., (op.cit.), p.89.
R.A. Nicholson, A Literary... (op.cit.

»

1. .

2 . cit.), p.353.

5. Encyclopaedia of Islam (op.cit.), vol.3, p.403.

4. A.M.H. Shboul, Al-Mas'tidi and his World (London 1979),
p.227. |

5. It was edited and translated into French (Les prairies
d'or) by G. Barbier de Meynard (Paris 1861-77).

Pavet de Courteille was co-editor of the first four
out of a total nine volumes.

6. It has been translated into French (Le livre de
l1'avertissement et de la revision) by B. Charra de Vaux,
Paris 1897. L

7. For literature on Mas'udi cf. also: F. Rosenthal
(op.cit.), pp.117-18; D.M. Dunlop, (op.cit.), pp.995-114.
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affairs is slightly different from the accounts provided
by the other two already mentioned Arab historians.
Mas'udi is not interested in listing the yearly raids
launched by the Arabic forces against Byzantine territory,
Military events seem not to have played an important role
in Mas'udi's history. He appears to have seen the
Byzantines as a neighbouring nation and not as a rival

to the Caliphate. In his references to the Byzantine
emperors, Mas'udi tries to assess their competence or
their weakness 1n governing. His reports are 1n some

ways similar to those provided by the Syriac sources,

namely Michael the Syrian and Bar Hebraeus. They have all
tried to sketch portraits of the Byzantine emperors of the
day. Furthermore, Mas'udi was well versed in ancient

Greek and Byzantine history and philosophy. Such a
knowledge had been built up with the help of various
sources, both written and oral. Here his frequent visits
to the frontiler area acquire a certain significance. There

is evidence that in the year 946 Mas'udi met at Damascus
with an important Byzantline ambassador, the mystikos

John, proconsul and patrician,1 who had a considerable
reputation as a scholar. The details contained in
Mas'udi's account of the Emperor Nicephorus I may have come
from some such source, but his anxiety to present

Nicephorus as a great ruler may have another explanation.

2

It will be shown elsewhere® that Mas'udi considered

Nicephorus to have been of Arabic origin.

1. al-Mas'udi, Le livre de 1'avetissement, (op.cit.),
p.261.
2. Below p.80.
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4. Syriac Sources

Being of some importance themselves, the Syriac sources
can be considered as exceptionally significant for the
early ninth century history of Byzantium. It has |
been argued that during the seventh century, and probably
later, Byzantine historians relied on Syriac sources.
However, the two chroniclers whose reports refer directly
to the reign of Nicephorus I, belong to a considerably

later period. These are:

a. Michael the Syrian

He was born 1in 1126 at Antioch or its neighbourhood,

where later he served as the Jacobite patriarch from 1166
until his death in 1199.° Among his literary works,

what 1nterests us here is his world history up to the end

of the twelfth century (1196).4 In the dating of the
events he used the Sefeuciay era, i.e. he started counting
from 311 B.C. We would not, of course, expect Michael

to have been a completely independent source. He must
have relied both on some Greek as well as on some Arabic

sources. Furthermore, he seems to have used a source, also

5

used by Theophanes. Nevertheless as far as Nicephorus'

reign 1s concerned, Michael 1s 1n complete disagreement with

1. S.P. Brock, 'Syriac Sources for Seventh-Century History',
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 2 (1976), pp.17-36.

2. V. Langlois, Chronique de Michael le Grant, (Venice 1868),

p.2.
3. For literature see: W. Wright, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>