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CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS
DE ADMINISTRANDO IMPERIO



FOREWORD TO THE FIRST EDITION

In publishing this critical edition and translation of the text of the
treatise De Admanistrando I'mperio, compiled exactly one thousand years ago
by the emperor Constantine VII, we feel that we should explain how our
work began.

The editor of the Greek text started to work on it as long ago as 1926;
but the carrying out of other academic projects interfered during many years
with completing the collection of his material, and bringing it into final shape
for publication. Then, the latter years of the world war made completion and
publication alike impossible. Fortunately, however, the ms. survived the siege
of Budapest; and immediately after the war efforts were again made to finish
the work, and the question arose of bringing it out.

The first draft of the English translation was made independently. But
while its publication was under consideration, chance brought it into relation
with the publication of the Greek text. In the pursuit of our common purpose,
we established contact with one another, and agreed that text and translation
should be published together, believing that an edition of a Greek text is in-
complete without a translation, and having in mind that, apart from the old
Latin versions and those in the Russian and Croat languages, there is still no
complete translation of the treatise in existence.

From the beginning of 1947 we have worked together, through the
medium of correspondence, to bring text and translation into line with one
another, and have thus been able to subject the work of each to the revision
of the other. Doubtless both parts of the work have benefited from this revision.
Certain deficiences came to light in the Greek text, and the editor owes some
corrections to the translator, who has also contributed a few conjectural
emendations to the apparatus. At the same time, the translator wishes to own
a special debt to the editor, whose long study and deep knowledge of the text
have assisted in solving many difficulties of interpretation; and though the



4 Foreword

translator takes responsibility for everything printed in the English version,
he is happy to make this cordial acknowledgment to his senior colleague.

Edition and translation are complementary. For all that, their purposes
are not quite identical; and it has been necessary that a few corruptions and
errors which stand in the text of Constantine should be corrected in the version.
We have therefore printed in italic those few words or phrases of the trans-
lation which do not correspond exactly with the text. References to the present
edition are cited by chapter and line of the chapter; in such citations the letter
«P» stands for «Proem» (ITpootutov), 1. e., the introductory passage which pre-
cedes chapter 1.

Fifty years ago two scholars, the Hungarian R. Vari and the English-
man J. B. Bury, were already concerning themselves with the preparation
of a new edition of Constantine. In bringing to fulfilment what they were
compelled to abandon, we dedicate this work to the memory of both.

Budapest — London
15th of March, 1949.

Gy. Moravesik — R. J. H. JENKRINS



FOREWORD TO THE SECOND EDITION

This re-edition of the Text and Translation of D. 4. I., which appeared
in Budapest eighteen years ago, is published by the Harvard University
Center for Byzantine Studies, Dumbarton Oaks, Washington, D. C., and is
the first of a series of texts to be brought out by this institute. We wish to
thank Dumbarton Oaks for its generosity; and also that large number of
scholars whose suggestions have enlarged our apparatus and improved our
translation.

Despite minor corrections, it has been possible to preserve the earlier
pagination and alignment of the Greek text: so that the Commentary?, which
was arranged for use with the first edition, may equally well be used with the
second.

Washington, D. C.
November, 1966 Gy. M. —R. J.

1 Const. Porph. De Adm. Imp. Vol. 1I, Commentary (University of London, The
Athlone Press, 1962).



GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitust (905—959) was the
second and only surviving son? of the emperor Leo VI, surnamed the Wise,
(866—912) by his mistress and later fourth wife, Zoé Carbunopsina.? Constan-
tine’s early life was clouded by a series of misfortunes for which he himself
was In no way responsible. His constitution was sickly, and he was indeed
invalid throughout his life.# His father’s birth was doubtful; and he was him-
self born out of regular wedlock, although his legitimacy was afterwards
grudgingly recognized. From his eighth to his sixteenth year he was the pawn
by turns of his malignant uncle Alexander, of his mother, of the patriarch
Nicholas and of the lord admiral Romanus Lecapenus. After the seizure of
power by the last of these in the year 920, he was for the next twenty four
years held in a degrading tutelage, cut off from all power and patronage, and,
though married to the usurper’s daughter Helen, demoted successively to
second, third and perhaps fifth place in the hierarchy of co-emperors. It was
not until January of the year 945, at the age of nearly forty, that, with the
aid of a clique of guards officers devoted to his house, he was able to expel the
Lecapenid usurpers and seat himself in sole majesty on the throne that was
rightfully his.

For the next fourteen years he governed, or seemed to govern: for the
substance of power appears to have been in the hands of the Augusta Helen,
of the hetaeriarch Basil Peteinos, of the eparch Theophilus, of the sacellarius
Joseph Bringas, and of the protovestiary Basil, the emperor’s illegitimate

1 Sources in A. Rambaud, L'Empire grec aw dixiéme siécle, (Paris, 1870), pp.
1—4. For date of birth, see Vita Euthymii, (ed. de Boor, Berlin, 1888), pp. 116—118;
R. J. H. Jenkins, Dumbartorn Oaks Papers 19 (1965), pp. 108, 109.

2 His elder brother, Basil, son of his father’s third wife Eudocia, died in infancy;
see De Cer,, (ed. Bonn.), I, p. 643.

3 For her family, see Theoph. Cont., (ed. Bonn.), p. 370; Z 4. 1., 22,,; Vita Euthy-
mii, p. 58; and G. Kolias, Léon Choerosphactés, (Athens, 1939), p. 18.

4 Theoph. Cont., pp. 212, 379, 459, 464, 465.
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brother-in-law.® These made or marred — for the traditions are conflicting® —
the internal administration. The church was scandalized by the impieties of
the worldly patriarch Theophylact; he, dying in 956, was succeeded by the
ascetic Polyeuctus, who soon showed that stiff-necked king Stork might be
worse trouble than disreputable king Log. But abroad the imperial forces,
under the leadership of Bardas Phocas and his two sons, and of the proto-
vestiary Basil, continued, with occasional set-backs, that glorious career
which had begun with the accession of Michael IIT and was to terminate only
with the death of Basil II. The sole major disaster recorded of the reign was
the failure of a costly but ill-led expedition against Crete in 949.7

During these years the emperor devoted himself with tireless zeal to
the minutiae of every department of administration, and to the punctilious
observance of every kind of imperial ritual ® His greatest personal contributions
to the prosperity of his empire were externally, in the sphere of diplomacy,®
and internally, in the encouragement of higher education.’® His relaxations
were the pursuits which had always lain next his heart, and which, during the
long years of his enforced seclusion, he had been able to cultivate without
interruption: art, literature, history and antiquities.!! He found domestic
happiness in the society of his three daughters, whom he tenderly loved;!?
nor 1s there evidence that his relations with his wife were other than uniformly
affectionate, despite a difference of temperament.!®> With his only son Romanus
he was not so fortunate. To fit the youth for his future lofty station, he lavished
on him a wealth of minute instruction'® which was probably excessive. The
boy 18 said to have grown up weak and even vicious; but the accounts are
conflicting, and he died at the age of 24.

By the age of fifty-four the emperor was old and worn out. His fourteen
years of power had been years of ceaseless toil, and his infirmities grew fast
upon him. A quarrel with the patriarch Polyeuctus, whom he seems to have
had in mind to depose,l® occasioned a journey to the monks and hermits of
the Bithynian Olympus; and from them he learnt the mournful tidings of his
own approaching dissolution. He dragged himself back to the City guarded of

5 Cedrenus, (ed. Bonn.), 11, p. 326.

¢ F. Hirsch, Byzantinische Studien, (Leipzig, 1876), pp. 2861f.

? Leo Diac., (ed. Bonn.), p. 7; Cedrenus, II, p. 336.

8 Theoph. Cont., pp. 447, 449,

? Theoph. Cont., pp. 448, 455; De Cer., I, pp. 570ff.; Liutprand, Antapodosis, VI, 5.

10 Theoph. Cont., p. 446.

11 See A. Stransky, ‘Costantino VII Porfirogenito, amante delle arti e collezio-
nista’, in Atti del V Congresso Internazionale di Studi Bizantini, (Rome, 1940), II, pp. 412ff.

12 Theoph. Cont., p. 459.

13 Theoph. Cont., p. 458.

14 Theoph. Cont., p. 458.

15 Cedrenus, II, p. 337; Theoph. Cont., pp. 463ff.
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God; and there, on the 15th of November, 959, he died.!® In person, he was
tall, broad-shouldered and erect in bearing, with a long face, an aquiline nose,
blue? eyes and a fair complexion. Of stainless morals, deep piety and unre-
mitting devotion to duty, he was an emperor after the hearts of his people,
who testified their affection by a spontaneous outburst of grief at his funeral.

The favourable and the unfavourable traditions concerning the character
of Constantine VII provide no mutually incompatible elements.’® They show
him to have been a weak and retiring personality, artistic, studious and
laborious. If he drank wine to excess, it was his antidote to shyness. If he had
fits of severity, even of cruelty, they were the obverse of his diffidence. His
love of learning was inherited from his father, and was confirmed by seclusion.
His lack of self-confidence was inveterated by his long durance in the hands of
the Lecapenids. Yet in those years he was amassing a wealth of historical and
antiquarian knowledge which bore fruit in those encyclopedic manuals and
historical studies to which we owe the chief part of our knowledge of the
machinery and organization of the mediaeval empire of East Rome.

His achievements in the cultural field were indeed immense. Of his
patronage of the manual arts this is no place to speak. But of his encourage-
ment of learning and research a word must be said. Himself deeply versed in
classical learning,!® his liberal intelligence comprehended both the theoretical
and the practical aspects of knowledge, the knowledge which was good in
itself, and the knowledge which was necessary to enable the practical man to
arrive at a correct decision in the affairs of life.2? To the latter branch, which
was principally concerned with the study of history,2 he devoted especial
attention; and from among the graduates of his university, of which he was,
after the Caesar Bardas, second founder, he chose his higher bureaucrats and
churchmen.?? To this practical education he naturally subjected his son
Romanus also. If such knowledge was important for the governed in the con-
duct of their individual, everyday lives, how much more important was it for
him who should govern all!?® How essential was it that decisions which would
affect the whole world should be dictated by the utmost practical wisdom,
sharpened by the widest experience and knowledge of every similar decision
or parallel set of circumstances in the past!

16 The symptoms recorded (Theoph. Cont., p. 464) do not seem to support the later
allegation that he was poisoned.

17 Theoph. Cont., p. 468, if that is what yapomoioic means here; but cf. Genesis
49, 12, where the reference is to wine-induced brightness, and may in Theoph. Cont.
covertly refer to the emperor’s @uiovia.

18 Rambaud, op. cit., pp. 41, 42.

19 Zonaras, (ed. Bonn,), ITI, p. 483.

2 Theoph. Cont., p. 446; D. A. I., Peff.

21 Theoph. Cont., p. 211.

22 Theoph. Cont., pp. 446, 447; Cedrenus, 11, p. 326.

28D AL, 1,



10 General Introduction

This belief in the practical value of learning and education, which is set
out at full in the preface to the De Administrando Imperio and repeated in
many subsequent parts of the book, was, of course, derived through Plutarch?*
from Aristotle; and the method of education through the early inculcation of
precept, which is illustrated in a long series of mediaeval manuals of gnomic
wisdom, goes back ultimately to the Ad Demonicum?® of the Pseudo-Isocrates,
which, with the Latin Disticha of Cato, formed the basis of primary education
throughout later mediaeval and renaissance Europe. But to Constantine may
be given the credit for its revival at Byzantium; for, to teach practical wisdom,
the material for such teaching is required, and was in his time extremely scanty.
With tireless zeal he set about the enormous task of creating such material,
and set about 1t in three ways: first, by diligent search for and collection of
books, of which the supply was quite inadequate®; second, by the compilation
of anthologies and encyclopedias from such books as existed but were too
tedious or prolix for any but a scholar to read®; third, by writing or causing
to be written histories of recent events and manuals of technical instruction
on the various departments of business and administration.?® A school of
historians wrote beneath his eye, sometimes at his dictation.?® Documents
from the files of every branch of the administration, from the foreign ministry,
the treasury, the offices of ceremonial, were scrutinized and abstracted.3®
Provincial governors and imperial envoys wrote historical and topographical
reports on the areas of their jurisdiction or assignment.?! Foreign ambassadors
were diligently questioned as to the affairs of their respective countries.3?
From every quarter the tide of information rolled in, was co-ordinated and
written down. Learning became the key to worldly advancement.® The principle

24 Plutarch, De Virtute Morali, (ed. Bernardakis, Leipzig, 1891), pp. 154, 155. For
this technical usage of cogla and @pévnowg cf. D. 4. I., P,; Romanus was of course to be
cogdc as well as @pbvipog, but practical wisdom is the end of our treatise.

% Cf. Ad Demonicum, p. 9 C, (Bovrevdpevog mapodelypara, xTA.), with D. 4. I.,
46,6, (GEOv vap, plhtate vié, xTh); thid. p. 11 E (Bonep éx tapciov mpopépype), with
ibid. 13,, (G¢ & Tatpdy Jnouvp &y TEoPLpELY),

% De Cer., I, p. 456; Theoph. Cont., p. 212; Procemium ad Excerpta de Legationibus
(M. P. G., vol. CXIII), c. 633.; Exc. de leg., ed. de Boor, I, p. 1.

Z sbid. pp. 633, 636.

28 Theoph. Cont., pp. 3, 4; D. A. 1., Py; (2coqioduny xat” tpavtév). For Constan-
tine’s own works, see Rambaud, op. cit., p. 73, and for those compiled under his aegis,
tbid., pp. 7181F.; also Moravesik, in Atti del V Congresso Internazionale dv Studs Bizanting,
(Rome, 1939), 1, pp. 514—516, and id., Byzantinoturcica, (Budapest, 1942), I, pp. 207ff.
(2nd ed. pp. 3581%.).

» Rambaud, op. cit., p. 65.

¥ Bury, in Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XV, 1905, pp. 539 ff.

31 Theoph. Cont., p. 448.

32 Bury, op. cit., pp. 5563, 556.

8 Theoph. Cont., p. 447.
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laid down by the illiterate Basil I3 found its ultimate fulfilment in the educa-
tional reforms of his scholarly grandson. This is the true glory of the Porphy-
rogenitus. Among the great emperors who enriched the middle-Byzantine
heritage between A. D. 843 and 1204, none is to be compared with Constantine
VII for depth of scholarship, catholicity of interest or fineness of taste. Of the
last, his Life of his grandfather is a unique memorial. It was Constantine who
amassed the libraries from which his successors acquired their learning. With
him Byzantium, rapidly approaching the apex of its military glory, as rapidly
approached the apex of its intellectual achievement, an achievement fostered
by a princely patron of the arts whose like the world scarcely saw in the
thirteen centuries which divided Hadrian from Lorenzo the Magnificent.

The De Admanistrando Imperio,® to give this nameless treatise the Latin
title attached to it by Meursius,3® was written and complied, as we know from
internal evidence, between the years 948 and 952 It is a manual of
kingcraft addressed to the youthful Romanus, the emperor’s son, and is in
form, like numerous other contemporary manuals on various subjects, avowed-
ly didactic. It aims at teaching®™ the youth to be a wise sovereign, first by a
knowledge of past and present affairs, and second by giving him a summary
of the experience of others in circumstances analogous to those likely to
surround himself; so that, knowing what policies have succeeded or failed in
the past, he may himself be able to act prudently and successfully in the
future. The matter of this teaching is a political and historical survey of very
wide extent, suitable to the training of one who is to rule the world. The
preface divides it into four sections: the first, a key to foreign policy in the
most dangerous and complicated area of the contemporary political scene,
the area of the «northerners and Scythians»; the second, a lesson in the diplo-
macy to be pursued in dealing with the nations of this same area; the third
and longest, a comprehensive historical and geographical survey of most of
the nations surrounding the empire, starting with the Saracens to the south-
east, fetching a compass round the Mediterranean and Black Seas, and ending
with the Armenian states on the eastern frontier; the fourth, a summary of
recent tnternal history, politics and orgamization, within the borders of the
empire.3 Upon the whole, these divisions are adhered to in the text as we
have it.10

34 Basilii Imp. Paraenests ad Leonem filium (M. P. G., vol. CVII), p. XXT (mepi
mowdeboews; of. D, A. 1., ch. 1); and ¢bid., p. XLIX (mepl perémne ypagdv: cf. Theoph.
Cont., p. 314).

% For full bibliography, see Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, I, pp. 215221 (2nd
ed. pp. 367—380).

36 Johannes van Meurs (1579—1639); see below, p. 23.

3 Bury, op. cit., pp. 522ff.

8 D, A. L, 135, (S184Ea).

39 3bid., Pyygq.

40 Bury, op. cit., p. 574.
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The method of compilation has been elucidated in detail in the General
Introduction to the Commentary*!. These findings can here be very briefly
summarized. The work as we have it now is a rifacimento of an earlier work
which corresponds to chapters 14—42 in the present arrangement. This
earlier work was a historical and antiquarian treatise probably entitled Ilepi
é0vadv, which the emperor had compiled during the 940’s as a companion
volume to his ITept Oepdrewv. As the Ilept Oepartwv described the origing, anti-
quities and topography of the imperial provinces, so the ITeptl &6vév told the
traditional, sometimes legendary, stories of how the territories surrounding
the empire came in past centuries to be occupied by their present inhabitants
(Saracens, Lombards, Venetians, Slavs, Magyars, Pechenegs). These chapters,
then, are the earliest parts of D. A. I. The remaining parts of the book (except
for a few chapters — 23—25, 48, 52, 53 and perhaps 9 and 30 — of source-
material included by oversight) are notices of a different kind: they are political
derectives, illustrated by contemporary or nearly contemporary examples.
Chapters 1—8, 10—12, explain imperial policy towards the Pechenegs and
Turks. Chapter 13 is a general directive on foreign policy from the emperor’s
own pen. Chapters 43—46 deal with contemporary policy in the north-east
(Armenia and Georgia). Chapters 49—52 are guides to the incorporation and
taxation of new imperial provinces, and to some parts of civil and naval
administration. These later parts of the book are designed to give practical
wnstruction to the young emperor Romanus II, and were probably added to
the Ilept 20viv during the year 951—952, in order that the whole treatise might
mark Romanus’ fourteenth birthday (952). The book as it now stands is there-
fore an amalgam of two unequal parts: the first historical and antiquarian,
the second political and diplomatic.

The sources of the various sections, where these are known, are noted
in the apparatus to the present volume. But the peculiar construction of the
book, with 1ts diversity of styles and often careless expression, calls for a note
of explanation regarding the English translation. The chief value of the treatise
to the modern historian lies in its third section, which provides information
not found elsewhere about the origins and early history of many nations
established on the borders of the Byzantine empire in the tenth century of
our era. This information, valuable as it 1s, is often given in a style so careless
as to leave many statements open to more than one interpretation. Chapter 39
is a notable instance of this;* but there are several others. Now, these state-
ments have been, are and probably will continue to be the subject of contro-
versy between scholars of many nations; and it is therefore our duty as trans-
lators, at whatever cost to elegance or even in a few cases to sense, to render

41 See D. A. I. Vol. II, Commentary (London, 1962), pp. 1—8; also Moravesik,
Byzantinoturcica (2nd ed.) I, pp. 361—367.
2D A 1,39 ¢ 0
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as closely as possible what the text says rather than what we are disposed to
think it means to say. Interpretations may be left to a commentary. If there-
fore our rendering is in some cases ambiguous, 80 is the original. If it often
halts, so does the text. If it is often inelegant and uncouth, it is no more so
than the Greek. Where our author is plain and even elegant, we have tried to
preserve his idiom; where he has left his sources to tell their own stories in
their own styles, we have left them too.

With all its inaccuracies and shortcomings®? the De Administrando
Imperio, for the bulk and variety of its information on so much of foreign
relations and internal administration, must be allowed to be one of the most
important historical documents surviving from mediaeval Byzantium, even
surpassing the great Book of Ceremonies compiled by the same indefatigable
author. Its very omissions, the lack of any historical account of Bulgaria or
of an up-to-date appreciation of the Saracen power, have their own historical
lessons to teach us: for these two longstanding menaces to the empire had at
length yielded, the one to the diplomacy of Romanus I, the other to the
hammer of Gourgen. The first-hand information comes mainly from Italy,
from the Balkans and Steppes, and from Armenia. In Armenia the advance
of the Roman arms and the retreat of the Saracens involved a complicated
Roman diplomacy in the numerous and jealous principalities beyond the
eastern frontier. In a divided and enfeebled Italy, during the interim between
the empires of Charlemagne and Otto, Byzantium was for the last time in its
history a strong military and diplomatic influence. The only hint of anxiety
comes from the north, where the watchful eyes of the foreign ministry observed
intently the ever shifting kaleidoscope of the political scene, as Magyar and
Slav, Russian and Pecheneg, Chazar and Alan made their complicated moves
between the Caucasus and the Carpathians.

There is no doubt that the De Administrando Imperio was a secret and
confidential document. It tells too much about the principles of imperial for-
eign policy and diplomacy, especially in the first thirteen chapters, to be safe
for publication. Knowledge of these early chapters would have been worth
untold sums in blackmail to the Pechenegs. Moreover, in the Armenian chap-
ters there are several traces of information got through secret service channels,
which the government must have been most reluctant to divulge. Nor is it
probable that the outspoken criticisms which the emperor passes on his father-
in-law and colleague?®® were intended for general reading. These criticisms betray
the justifiable resentment of a prince deprived of his throne by an interloper
during a quarter of a century; but his strong regard for the imperial dignity
would have debarred him from publishing this resentment to the world at

43 Bury, op. cit., p. 574.
M4 gt D. A. I 435 14 4654 50

46 3bid., 13149-175» Sl1ss-186:
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large. This confidential character of the book, confirmed, if confirmation be
required, by its manuscript history and by the circumstance that later writers
betray no knowledge of it,* enhances its value. It is no partial document of
propaganda, fudged up to impress domestic or foreign circles. Much of it is
an honest appreciation of the contemporary political situation, compiled
from information upon which the government based its day-to-day foreign

policy. And, as such, it is unique.
R. J. H. JENKINS.

46 See below, p. 32.



CRITICAL INTRODUCTION

1. MANUSCRIPTS

The De Admanistrando Imperio is preserved in four mss.! Three of these
contain the full text, the fourth a part only. These mss. are:

P = codex Paristnus gr. 2009: codex on vellum, of 211 numbered leaves.?
There are also some additional leaves, 4 at the beginning of the ms. (3 vellum,
1 paper), and 7 at the end (4 paper, 3 vellum). The leaves are of sizes varying
between c. 23.8 cm — 24 cm X 15 cm. The first three of the additional leaves
are blank. On the recto of the fourth is a Greek table of the contents of the
codex, in a later hand;3 on the verso of the same leaf is gummed a small slip
of paper, inscribed with the table of contents in Latin.4 On the first numbered
page begins the first Greek text, which covers 4 pages (fol. 1*—2V); it is entitled :
’Emiotony; Hudaybpa mpdg Aatde («Letter of Pythagoras to Laisy), and is
followed, still on fol. 2V, by a table which relates to 1t. The «Letter» and table
have been published from this ms. by P. Tannery.5 At fol. 3f begins the text
of D. A. I, and it finishes at fol. 2117. This text originally constituted an
independent codex, with which the «Letter of Pythagoras» was subsequently
bound up, as is clear from the facts, a) that the numeration of the quaternios

1 See Gy. Moravesik, ‘‘H yeipdypagog mapddoots tob De administrando imperio’,
*Eretpic “Etotpelag Bulavrivav Zmovday, 7 (1930), pp. 138—152.

2 See H. Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Natio-
nale, vol. Il (Paris, 1888), p. 178.

3 Kovotavrtiv(iov) Pasiié(ws) ‘Popai{wv) mpds ‘Popav(dv) tov 3wy uidy xal
oupBaciiéa Edvoypapla x(al) xopoypaple x(at) mowxthy Tic iotople Telvousa Tpde Spdiv
drobxnowv 1(¥s) “Popai(wv) Pasiel{ag) No. 21.»

1 (Codex 1783. Membr. 13. saec. Epistola Pythagorae ad Laidem cum laterculo
eiuadem de vita et morbo, victoria et clade aliisque rebus, inventione et amissione, lucro
et damno, bona via et mala. Constantini Imperatoris ad Romanum filium Porphyrogeni-
tum Imperatorem. Est liber de administrando imperio, quem edidit Meursius. Ms. 1240.»

& ‘Notices sur des fragments d’onomatomancie arithmétique’, Notices et extraits
des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Nationale et qutres bibliothéques, vol. XXXI. 2. partie,
(Paris, 1886), pp. 231—260; cf. K. I. Dyobuniotes, *Ovopatopavrete’, Big pviunv Zrupt-
Swvog Adprpov, (Athens, 1935), pp. 491—494.
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begins only at fol. 37; and b) that the beginning of D. 4. I., that is to say, the
first page (fol. 37) of the original codex, is so much worn, and the handwriting
so indistinct, as to require its mending in brown ink by a later hand. In any
case, the «Letter of Pythagoras» is copied in a different, and in all probability
a later, hand. The subsequent history of the codex gives us, as we shall see,
some clue as to when the «Letter» became attached to the ms. of D. 4. I.

The text of D. 4. I. ends in the middle of fol. 2117. The rest of this page
and its verso, which, as it was the last page of the original codex, is very much
the worse for wear, contain a number of notes in different and, in some cases,
later hands. Of especial interest as casting light on the origin of the codex 1s
that written on the then blank fol. 211V by the actual copyist of D. 4. I., in
the same red ink which he employed for the initial letters and headings of the
chapters. Some of the letters in this note are so much worn and so dim as to
render them now almost illegible. The text of this metrical epilogue 1s as
follows: 1BiBro¢ xais[ap]os ZImavvov ol Aodxa 3ypagpih{oa) yepalv foixoyevods
olxétov SMuya(M)r ovépatt Stob ‘Poilatrov §, which makes it quite
clear that the ms. at one time belonged to the library of the Caesar John Ducas,
and that the copyist was his own confidential secretary, Michael.® Unfortunately
there is no date, but the name of the Caesar John Ducas, references to whom
in Byzantine sources occur between the years 1059—1081, proves that the
ms. was copied towards the end of the XI century. This 1s confirmed by a
dated note in a later hand on the same page, which contains a reference to the
year 1098/9.7

Concerning the adventures of the codex during the Byzantine age we
have no other information, apart from the evidence of marginal notes to be
described lower down; it emerges again only towards the beginning of the
XVI century, when it was copied in 1509 by.Antony Eparchus, very probably
in the island of Corfu (see ms. V below). By the middle of the century our ms.
was in Italy, whither it had been brought perhaps through the agency of
Janus Lascaris® The first mention of it in Italy is in the catalogue of the
library of Cardinal Niccolo Ridolfi.® On the death of Ridolfi in 1550, it passed,

¢ See G. Kolias, “O xaioap *lwdvwwng Aobxag dvriypageds tob cod. Par. Gr. 2009
700 De administrando imperio’, *Emetnplc ‘Etaipetoag Bulavrivéy Lnouvdav, 14 (1938),
Pp. 300—305; Gy. Moravesik, ‘La provenance du manuscrit byzantin du «De admini-
strando imperioy’, Bulletin de la Société Historique Bulgare, 16—18 (1940), pp. 333—337;
B. Leib, ‘Jean Doukas, César et moine’, Analecta Bollandigna 68 (1950), pp. 163—180.
— In the deciphering of the text I was given valuable assistance by Prof. F. Dolger (Mu-
nich) and Dir. V. Laurent (Paris), to whom I express my sincere gratitude.

7 See Gy. Moravesik, 'Enetnple ‘Erotpetag Bulavrivay Znovdav, 7 (1930), p. 141,
but cf. V. Laurent, Erasmus, 3 (1950) p. 766.

8 See B. Knos, Un ambassadeur de U'hellénisme — Janus Lascaris — et la tradition
greco-byzantine dans Uhumanisme francais, (Uppsala-Paris, 1945), pp. 213, 216.

® (Num. 21. Constantini Romanorum Imperatoris ad Romanum filium descriptio
gentium et locorum, ac varia historia ad rectam administrationem tendens.» See B. Mont-
faucon, Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova I1 (Parisiis, 1739), p. 777.
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along with others of his books, into the possession of Pietro Strozzi, and later,
in 1560, into the collection of Catherine de Medici. At this period some chap-
ters from it were transcribed by Andrea Darmari (see ms. M below). From
Catherine’s library it passed in 1599 to the Bibliothéque Royale in Paris,
where it was numbered 2661.1° Now, since the relevant entry in the catalogue
of Ridolfi’s library is simply a Latin rendering of the Greek note on the recto
of the fourth fly-leaf at the beginning of our ms. (see above), and since this
entry notes D. 4. I. only, we conclude that the «Letter of Pythagorasy was
attached to our ms. subsequently to its being placed in the Bibliothéque
Royale. This conclusion is confirmed by the circumstance that the present
sumptuous binding of gilt red morocco bears the cypher of King Henry IV
(1589—1610).

This manuscript, some pages of which have been published in facsimile,1*
I have studied by means of photographic reproductions in the Library of the
Hungarian National Museum, and also by examination of the original in
the Bibliothéque Nationale at Paris in 1936 and in 1948.

The text of D. A. I. was, as we have seen, copied by a certain Michael
Roizaites. Only in two passages (fol. 31V—32r == 14,, cupdeudopapTupobvrog
—15g moAépovg xal, and 35V—36T = 20 xal T vijcov — 21, yevécDa)l2
has another hand relieved him. The text is written in single columns, and the
columns vary in dimension between c. 16—17 cm. deep X 11—12 cm. across.
The medium is the usual dark brown Byzantine ink, save that initial letters
and headings of chapters are in red, a detail which goes back to the original
copyist. The script is a mixture of uncial and minuscule; v, 3, ¢, §, 7, %, A,
u, &, 7 are written both ways indifferently; uncial forms of B, ¢, w are un-
common, and very rare are uncial forms af a, v, o, {. Here and there we find
a cursive 9, while T occasionally rises above the height of the other letters.
Rough breathing is still angular in shape, but the smooth breathing is always
round. The writing is either on the ruled lines or under them, but never above
them. Ligature abbreviations are frequent; short-hand abbreviations and

10 See H. Omont, ‘Un premier catalogue des manuscrits grecs du cardinal Ridolfi’,
Bibliothéque de U Ecole des Chartes, 49 (1888), pp. 309—323; J. Haury, Sitzungsberichie der
philos.-philol. und der hist. Classe der bayer. Akademie der Wiss. 1895. I, pp. 142—143,
147; V. Gardthausen, Sammlungen und Cataloge griechischer Handschriften, (Leipzig,
1903), p. 18; F. Dalger, ‘Der Titel des sog. Suidaslexikons’, Sitzungsberichte der Bayers-
schen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philos.-hist. Abt. 1936. Heft 6., (Miinchen, 1936), pp.
36—37.

11 See Arpdd ¢s az Arpddok, szerk. Csinky Dezsé, (Budapest, 1908): fol. 111f =
p- 46/7., fol. 1127 = p. 168/9., fol. 113* = p. 174/5., fol. 115V = p. 140/1.; cf. Gy. Moravesik,
Byzantinoturcica, vol. II, (Budapest, 1943), p. 51 (2nd ed. pl. IT, no. 4). See also the
facsimile on the opposite page.

12 For the principles which have been applied to the transcription of the mss.
variants, see below p. 37.
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abbreviations by suspension occur rarely, and mostly at the ends of lines.
The copyist is fond of special ligatures for at, g0, 77, of kinds which occur in
other contemporary mss.

In the orthography the most notable points are these: iota subscript is
never found, iota adscript once only (5345, t6t). As regards peculiarities of
accentuation, we may note that proper names ending in -ttat in many cases
carry the paroxytone accent in nom. and gen, plural (e. g. 2, Ilatlwvaxival,
814 IMarlwaxitwy, 5355, Xepowvitar, 53g; Xepowvitwy); while the genitive
plural of paroxytone racial names in -o¢ is sometimes perispomenon (e. g. 28,
Qoayydv, 32, ZepBrdv). The word et is occasionally accented with double
stroke: &mel (e. g. 48,,, 49y, 49,5). With regard to misspellings due to pronun-
ciation, it is particularly noticeable that the copyist makes the same error
consistently through a series of particular words or forms. Characteristic ex-
amples of such regularly repeated misspellings are: ou for ¢ at the end of
2nd person plural verbs (e. g. 8; &xadélecdur, 53,9 uddetar, 534,, dmodetfatar);
et for v commonly in the words eitig = frig (e. g. 13, 2644, 29534), elnep = Fmep
(e. g. 38,9, 5049,) and el = #c (e. g. 31,, 35,, 4344,); and in the augmented
forms of the verb aitéd (e. g. 29,4, elricato = fTcuro, 424 elrhcavro =
frhcavto, 50,0 elthoato = Jrhoaro); n for e almost invariably in the
infinitive forms -ewv and -eiv (e. g. 15 TnSaktovytyy, 47, Sumeony), and quite
often also in the words % and ) = el (e. g. 13g;, 29,44, 41;6), 3% = 3¢l (e. g.
13,9, 13,46), and in the verb Omixw = dmeixw (6. g. 38;5, 50,9, 50g). Some
confusion Is seen in the use of v and v in the different forms of the verbs Aapfa-
vo and Aeimo (e. g. Py Aelderar = Mperar, 255, cuvedelpdn = cuvediipdm,
20593 amolelfecdon = dmohndecPe, 21,5 Omedpdncay = OmereioInony,
263, xatadnedels = xataherpdelg, 464, xateEMedn = xateheipdy). o is found
consistently for o in the -ovrat termination of the 3rd person plur. pres. ind.
pass. (e. 8. 9411 xarépywvral, 31y Teptowlwvrat, 37, ciplonwvrat); and often
also in the termination -ov of nom. neut. partic. act. (e. g. 9g; &x v, 1394 orteA-
Yo, 37,4 amoBrénwv). From verbs beginning with o the temporal augment is
usually absent (e. g. 13, Sroptoaro, 26,, petovouksdn, 30, dppioav). From
the point of view of the history of Byzantine pronunciation it is significant
that in our codex we frequently meet with v for ot (e. g. 20, sTuyToUE = GTOUYY-
oo, 45, puyevdnong = pouxeudelone, 51,50 HvuEav = fvorkay), and vice versa
(e. g 955 mpoluvay = wpduvay, 265, duvolovreg = duvdovreg, 53,9, PpoLATTE-
pevog = gpuattopevog). This proves that at the period when the work
was copied, the pronunciation of these two sounds was still identical (a modi-
fied u). An odd feature, which we meet here and elsewhere, is the frequent
interchange between the forms fueicand dueic (e. g. 27 55 43,5 53g,). As regards
consonants, we note uncertainty in the writing of double consonants (e. g.
Py, avtitdosadon, 164 pocatov, 4245 Evalhacbpevor, 9,9 touvvion, 284, ooy,
4534 ofupepov); and the substitution of pd, pr for v9, vrr (e. g. 13,4, oupmey-
depuioan, 26, Zp IMahaorivy, 27, Eumpwrowg); and of yv for yyv (e. g
299; omhaywnodeic = omhayyviodelg). These details also throw light on
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contemporary pronunciation. There is a curious use of v for y before v, x, %
(. g. 27,3 Kdévxopda, 295 &vwpdppoarta, 431, Sryovyydlovies, 52;; wovyu-
Aevtal); moreover, while on the one hand the accusative sing. in « of 3rd
declension substantives and the -9 or -7 of the 3rd pers. ging. aor. pass. indic.
add a v before a word beginning with a vowel (e. g. 133, Bacuréav, 26,
lvav, 264, Suyatépay, 535, vOxtay, 325 &yevwwhdny, 43,,, anecordiny), on
the other hand the v of the acc. sing. of péyoc (e. g. 999, 414, 46,5;), and of the
1st pers. sing. aor. pass. indic. drops off before words beginning with a con-
sonant (e. g. 27, Evopicdy, 29,4 E3LOYIM, 5344 Hvoryracdn).

In the ms. we note several words erased, amended, completed or correct-
ed. A detailed study of the original may identify traces of at least six different
hands in the text and, besides, of five other hands which have added marginal
notes. There is no doubt that the copyist himself made some erasures and
corrections; but from the styles of the handwriting and from other evidence
it can be established that many alterations have been made by hands in the
XIV and later centuries. In one place a marginal gloss bears a date which
proves it to have been written in 1361/2 (165). To determine the chronology
of certain other alterations we may argue from the fact that in V, which was
copied from P, we often find the true text as it was before correction, which
proves that at least these alterations in P were done by a hand postertor to
the date when V was copied, that is, posterior to 1509 (e. g. P; 29vév P V:
&9év PY || 38, 6 *Aruodtlng P V: Zopodrtlng PY || 38, *Alpoltln P V:
Zaipovtln PY).

In the margins of the ms. are notes, some of which are from the hand
of the original copyist, but others, as the style of handwriting demonstrates,
from those of later readers, principally of the XIV and XVI centuries. Some
of these notes are in Latin. In the marginal notes, too, we may distinguish at
least six hands. Those which go back to the hand of the copyist are mainly
chapter-headings and citations of the contents, which were added to the text
either by collaborators of the imperial author or by later scribes and readers.
At least one of these original notes is not contemporary with the work itself,
as is proved beyond doubt by its reference to the Abbot John Tornices as
holder of the office of Syncellus, an office which, as we know, was conferred
on him about the year 979;!% this note, therefore, was written about three
decades after the treatise was compiled.

A list of these original comments, and the passages to which they
refer, is as follows: 1; Ile(pl) tév IMotlwontdv || 2, ITe(pl) 7dv Ila-
tlwottdv  (xal) tov ‘Pég || 3; Ie(pl) tav IMatlwoet(dv) (xat) Todp-
x(@v) || 4, IMe(pl) wav v &dv(&v) || 5; He(pl) tév HMatlwont(év) (xal)
7(év) Boukydpwv || 6; Ie(pl) t6v Horlwoncrt(év) (xal) Xepowvitdv || 7, Tle-
(pt) T(&v) dnd Xepodvog amosterrop(évey) Basiax(@y) &v Horlvaxio || 8,

13 N. Adontz, “Tornik le moine’, Byzantion, 13 (1938), pp. 148-—149.
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ITe(pl) 700 amoatelhop(évov) Bacthe(od) &x T(3g) moMewg) S T(&v)
nor(x)u(6v) || 8y IMe(pl) Tod xhmpueod Tafpuhin || 9y lle(pl) 7of mésg
xarépywvr(on) ol ‘Péc &v Kwvoravrivourmd(he) || 950 Ile(pl) Tév 2eyop(évav)
xarpher(ev) || 9 Te(pl) w05 B oporyia(oD) || 9 Te(el) 7o ¥ pporyu(od)
| 9y He(pl) ol & poyp(od) || 9, IHe(pl) Tob & @poypol || 9 IMe(pl)
00 ¢ qpayuod || 9 ITe(pl) 100 T gpayuob || 955 Ie(pl) tHg vhoou ol
700 Spudg xol tév Yuoiav || 9y, He(pl) t(&v) OBCw(v) || 10, Ile(pl) t¥e
Xaloptag || 11; IHe(pl) t¥g Xepodvo(g) xat t(3g) Booombpov || 13,5 Ie(pt)
ol Aapmpob || 16; TO Jepotiv tédv Dapoxtv(dv) (xol) wotov ypd(vov)
I ov) || 21y Atdpe(oic) wov "ApdBav || 21, € dpxnyd(s) ApdPev |
21,, Obrog mapenddmoe(v) iy Koveravrivodmo(dw) || 22, Sov | 22,
Me(pt) 1%¢ vhooou tig Kofmne || 226 Somy’ || 31 Aw t Mywvrar Xo(w)-
Bator || 3349 Ié3(ev) Aéye(vitan Zayhodpor || 34, Ile(pl) Erép(wv) Edvav |
36,4 ITe(pl) T0D aylov dmo(oTdrov) Aouxd xal Iadrov || 3745 “Ot ' &pyo(v)-
reg elol(v) &v Ilatlv(a)xia || 3735 “Ott (xad) elc w' péom M IMoalwoexi(a) ||
3850 “O7t ot Tobp(xot) elg T Suupobvrar || 42, He(pu)nyn(ow) yewypo(punn)
Thg onvduddic Yic || 43,55 OB10(c) 2oti(v) 6 w(at)np Nixo(Adou) poayiotpou
vou  Topvixy || 44, Ile(pt) t(év) xd(otpwv) 1(Fg) *Avatoric | 45,
Me(pt) tév ’Ifnpwv || 45, OBto(c) (éotlv) & Tlunoy(fe) Emuxhndeic ||
45,50 Ie(pt) 7o xd(otpov) 7ob ’Afvixouv || 45,3 Olro(g) (éotiv)
ZovpBovér(ng) 6 m(at)Np o0 Topviun t(od) &B& To¥ dpt(lewg) cuyxeNrov ||
46, II63(ev) veyéva(ow) ol “IBmpeg || 47, He(pl) t(év) Kumplow || 50,44
IMolov mfuar(og) v Tob (mpwroomadupiov) &kiwpa || 51; Ile(pt) tob
Spopwmviov || 53,5 Obro(c) (2o7tiv) 6 10l peydarov Kwvortavr(ivou) m(at)e-

The marginal notes appended by later hands consist principally of
repetitions of words or names occuring in the text; but there are a few which
are worth noting from the point of view of their content. These are:
3; HMotlvaxar ol Adixeg mpdrepov P8 (cf. Suidas s. v. Adxeg, ed. Ada Adler,
IL, p. 2.) || 8, Motlwvdxar oi Adxeg, Bovkydpot of Muoot P53 || 165 viv 3¢
(Borwv) Swo’ (Ivdxrtiddvoc) e’ g elvar &md tHT(e) g viv ypbvor u’ P3 ||
21 Iepi Tob *AMu Tob yapBpob tod Movdued P2 || 21,, IIérepos *Arnu
xot MeBic P8 || 28, Madopa(dnov) 10 viv Mohapédx(ov) P8 || 29,
Teayodprov P7 || 3045 "ANBodvov P7 *Adpméva P8 || 32,, ZéoPra P8 1a
vov Zépfote v 1) Bepola P® || 32y, XépProl Sra 1 So¥hor pwpain(éc) P ||
3649 Dapo viicog N Aéleva P8 || 36, Bpdtlne viioog ta ITpatla P8 || 40,,
*Ered mo(topoc) x(al) Kovlob P8,

Marginal notes and textual emendations are especially frequent in the
chapters dealing with the Arabs (14—22), a fact which, like the gloss of the
year 1361/2, mentioned above, suggests that this section of the treatise was at
some time or another an object of peculiar interest to Byzantine readers.

The original text has not merely been subject to emendations and alter-
ations by later hands, but has also been touched by the hand of time. We
have said that the writing on the first and last pages of the originally indepen-
dent ms. was so much worn and faded that it had to be rewritten. Traces of



Manuscripts 21

such rewriting are observable in other parts of the codex as well. Apart from
these ravages of time, some leaves (fol. 59, 63, 75, 80) have received such
material damage through clipping of the margins that the text itself is impaired
and some letters are missing.

V = codex Vaticanus— Palatinus gr. 126: codex on paper of 271 number-
ed leaves; 3 additional leaves at the beginning, 1 at the end. Leaves measure
21.2 x 15.4 em. Ms. contains several works. After D. 4. 1., which covers fol 27
to 127r, come works of Tzetzes, Theophrastus, Bessarion and Nicolas Secun-
dinus, though these have been copied by other hands.! At the end of the text
of D. A. I., at the bottom of fol. 127%, are two notes in the hand of the copyist:
36k t@ H(e)d T Abyov xal yv@dowv Tolg dv(Fpdm)ows Swpovutve : aph’: tou-
v(iw) &7 Ereret®@I(n) 1 apvd™ poate 16’7, Eyd *Avrdvioc 6 "Emapyog moic &v xatd
76, 0pd Y Erog Eypada 10 &vwd(ev) Pifriov («Glory be to God who giveth under-
standing and knowledge to men: finished, 5th June 1509. — 16 May, 1554:
I, Antony Eparchus, then a boy, wrote this book in the year 1509.») It was,
then, the well-known humanist of Corfiot origin, Antony Eparchus (1491—
1571), who copied the ms. —apart from a single passage at fol. 16V (=139, 197),
which is in another hand — in the 18th year of his age; three years before, in
1506, he had completed his ms. copy of the Gospels.!® The ms. passed into the
possession of John Egnatius (1473—1553),16 probably very soon after it was
copied, since Egnatius in the book which he published in 1516 refers to it as
being already in his library.1? It should seem that the second note, dated 16th
May 15564, was penned when Eparchus, after the death of Egnatius, came
across his own copy among the relics of the deceased. The codex next passed

14 See H. Stevenson, Codices manuscripti Palatini graeci bibliothecae Vaticanae,
(Romae, 1885), p. 60.

15 See E. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique au 15¢ et 16¢ siécles, I, (Paris, 1885),
pp. CCX—CCXXVII; L. Dorez, ‘Antoine Eparque’, Médlanges d’archéologie et d histoire,
13 (1893), pp. 281—364; M. Vogel—V. Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber des Mittel-
alters und der Renaissance, (Leipzig, 1909), p. 35.

16 Stevenson, op. ci., p. 302; A. Firmin-Didot, Alde Manuce et I'hellénisme & Venise,
(Paris, 1875), pp. 449—452.

17 ¢... hic (sc. Constantinus) & literis, optimisque disciplinis non abhorrens, quas
peneé extinctas ab interitu uindicauit, librum Romano filio reliquit. in quo summam totius
imperii, sociorum omnium foedera, hostium uires, rationes, consilia explicuit. quem nos
in bibliotheca nostra tanquam thesaurum seruamus, in quo multa de Venetis etiam nostris
imperator ipse disserat.» See J. B. Egnatius, De Caesaribus libri 111 a dictatore Caesare ad
Constantinum Palaeologum, hinc ¢ Carolo Magno ad Mazimilianum Caesarem, (Venetiis,
1516) (sine numeris pag.); cf. Romanorum principum U. 111, ex recognitione Des. Erasmi
Rotercdami, (Basileae, 1518), p. 850.
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to the Bibliotheca Palatina at Heidelberg, where it appears in the catalogue
compiled by Fr. Sylburg about the year 1584.18 From Heidelberg it was trans-
ferred in 1623, along with other mss., to the Vatican Library in Rome.

In the margins of V, as of P, there is a number of notes in Greek and
Latin, which are the additions of later readers. An exceptionally large pro-
portion of these notes is appended to the chapters dealing with Venice (27, 28),
which obviously were of particular interest to Italian readers. Some of these
are worth our attention: 27, uacteopfilng 6 xametaviog || 27,3 Kovrbpda ||
274 Kéypadov vide ne Ipddov || 27g, ‘PPadévene || 2755 Awévtlia ||
2745 Madoluov || 274 Bpouvdoudov (sine acc.) || 275 Aadpttov || 274
‘PiBadtov || 28,5 "AciBorag || 29555 Tpdyovpts || 29563 Karepa.

I have studied this ms. partly by means of photographic reproductions
in the library of the Hungarian National Museum, and partly by examination
of the original in the Vatican Library in 1927 and in 1936.

F = codex Parisinus gr. 2967: codex on paper, of 241 numbered leaves
and 11 additional leaves. Leaves measure 32 X 21.5 cm. Apart from the text
of D. A. I., which covers fol. 1t to 80V, ms. includes several other works, such
as compositions of Photius, Themistius, Choricius, Polybius and Apollodorus.’®
The first part of D. 4. I. (fol. It to 16V) was copied by Antony Eparchus, as
appears from a comparison of the script with that of V; the remainder (fol. 177
to 80V), together with the excerpts of Polybius and the work of Apollodorus,
which are together at the end of the ms. (fol. 1257 to 241T), is the work of an-
other hand. Omont in his catalogue identified this copyist as the Cretan Michael
Damascene, but in the index of the same catalogue we find instead the name
of Valeriano de Forli.2® A comparison with the script of the last named and
with other mss. of Michael Damascene®* shows that the copyist of the latter
part of D. 4. I. was not Valeriano de Forli, but Michael Damascene.

The first mention of F occurs in the catalogue of mss. sent by Jerome
Fondulo to Fontainebleau in 1529.22 That the ms. there mentioned is m fact

18 (126. Constantini Imper. ad Romanum filum suum liber de Notitia utriusque
Imperii, orientalis sc. et occidentalis in quo et de rebus Turcicis, aliisque nationibus hodier-
nis. Citatur in eodem Theophanis Chronographia bis . ..» See Friderici Sylburgii Catalogus
codicum Graecorum M.SS. olim in Bibliotheca Palatina, nunc Vaticana asservatorum ...,
(Francofurti ad M., 1701), p. 40.

19 See H. Omont, Inventaire sommaire ... Y11, (Paris, 1888), p. 76.

2 Introduction. Liste des copistes dcs manuscrits grecs, (Paris, 1898), p. XXXIII;
cf. M. Vogel—V. Gardthausen, op. ¢i., pp. 311, 371.

2 Cod. Paris. gr. 1926, 2937 (Michael Damascene); cod. Paris. gr. 1687, 1823,
1830, 2376 (Valeriano de Forli); cf. H. Omont, Facsimilés des manuscrits grecs du X Ve et
X VIe siécles, (Paris, 1887), 11 pl. 36., 48.; E. M. Thompson, Handbook of Greek and Latin
Palacograpky, (London, 1906), p. 178; E. Thompson—Sp. P. Lampros, *Eyyepldiov
ExnrvnTc vol ratvixfe Tahatoypaplac, (Athens, 1903), p. 297.

22 (No. 25. Kevotavtivov Bacirémg Tpodc vidv ‘Pwuavév.y See H. Omont, Catalogues
des manuscrits grecs de Fontainebleav, sous Frangois 1¢t et Henr; II, (Paris, 1889), p. 372.
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our F is proved by later catalogues, which mention not only D. 4. I., but also
the other components of the same ms. These catalogues are: the catalogue of
1544 ;%3 that of 1550, by Angelo Vergetius and Constantine Palaeocappa;2 and
that compiled in the reign of Charles IX (16560—1574).25 Since, as we shall
see, I i8 a copy of V, it 18 certain that it was written between 1509—1529, to
which period are assignable also the water-marks of fol. 1—80.

I have studied this ms. both through photographic reproductions and
by examination of the original in the Bibliothéque Nationale at Paris in 1936
and in 1948.

M = codex Mutinensis gr. 179 (111 F 1): codex on paper, of 104 leaves.
Leaves measure 32.4 X 22.4 cm. Fol. 2% to 6V of the ms. contain text of chh.
15—21 of D. 4. I. (15, Ilepl 7ol yévoug tév Pazepirédv — 21,4 Sk Enpéic),
copied by Andrea Darmari.2® As to chronology, we know only that the dated
mss. of this famous copyist fall between the years 1560—1586.27 I have studied
the relevant portion of this ms. by means of photographic reproductions.

2. EDITIONS

Of the Greek text in its entirety seven editions have hitherto been
published. The first edition was published in 1611 by John Meursius (= Me)
under the title «De administrando imperion® a title which he himself gave to
the work and which has been since then generally adopted. In his notes he
informs the reader that the basis of his edition was the Vatican ms, (= V),
which was at that time still in the Bibliotheca Palatina at Heidelberg. Meursius

2 (No 199. Kwvoravtivou Baotiéwe mpds uldy ‘Popavdy xal Patiov mepl v/ dntdpmv.»
See H. Omont, op. cit., p. 365.

% (Kovatavrivou Bacthéwe voudeolon. No 334, BifMov o phnous, &vdedupévoy
Stpuatt Aeuxd, elol & &v adtd talrar Kovetavrivov Bactiéwe vovdestor mpdg tov (Siov
vidv adtob ‘Popavév tdv Ilopgupoyéwnroy, 8mwe 8l yivdoxev mavtog Edvoug guaete
Te xo H8) wad ISroparta, kol ey kol xwpdy adTédv, xol Totov € adTdv Jdvatatl dperioot
‘Popatorg ol molov odyl, xal totoplag Tiveg véag. Patiov Ratpidpyou mepl Séxa fntépwv.
Ocpiotiou .. .». See H. Omont, op. cit., p. 113.

% (No 560. Kwvotavrivov Baoctiéws voudestiat.» See H. Omont, op. cit., p. 449.

% See V. Puntoni, ‘Indice dei codici greci della biblioteca Estense di Modena’,
Studi stalianz di filologia classica, 4 (1896), p. 495.

27 See Vogel-—Gardthausen, op. cit., pp. 16—27.

B Constantint Imperatoris Porphyrogeniti, De Admanistrando Imperio, ad Roma-
num F. Liber nungquam antehac editus. Ioannes Mevrsivs primus vulgavit, Latinam inter-
pretationem, ac Notas adjecit. Lvgdvni Batavorvm. Ex officind typographicd Ioannis
Balduini, impensis verd Ludovici Elzeviri. CI0.IOC. XI.
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worked on it by favour of the then librarian, Janus Gruterus.?® Six years
later a new edition came out, but is was simply a literal copy of the first.30
The text, with corrections from Bandur’s edition, was also published by John
Lami in his complete edition of the works of Meursius.3!

A century after the first edition, that is, in 1711, the work was republish-
ed by Anselm Bandur (= Ba).32 It appears from his introduction that Bandur
collated the text of Meursius’ edition of 1617 with the original Paris ms. (P),
and was thus able to introduce several corrections into his text.3® Bandur’s
edition was twice reprinted: an uncorrected reprint appeared in 1729, in the
Venetian collection of the Byzantine Historians®, and in 1864 Migne repub-
lished Bandur’s text with a few corrections.

The final edition was the work of Emmanuel Bekker (= Be),3¢ who did
not divulge his methods, though 1t is clear that he did not use any fresh ms.
material.

Editions containing excerpted chapters only of D. 4. I. have generally
followed Bekker’s text. Such are, e. g., the editions of Fr. Ra¢ki,? H. Marczali,?®

2 (Scias autem unde habeam. Descripsi ante quatuor amplius annos ex Codice
qui est in Bibliothecd Palatina, et Ioannis Baptistae Egnatii olim fuisse perhibetur ...
Quin accessit huc quoque comitas V. C. Jani Gruteri, eius praefecti, per quem liber mihi
quotidie ad eam accessus patuit.» See ed. cit., Notae, p. 2.

® Constanting Porphyrogennetae Imperatoris Opera. In quibus Tactica nunc primum
prodeunt. Ioannes Mevrsivs collegit, coniunxit, edidit. Lvgdvni Batavorum. Ex Officind
Elzeviriana. Anno CIOIOCXVIL

31 Foannis Meursi Operum volumen sextum ex recensione Ioannis Lami, Florentiae,
CID.ID.CC.XLV., ce. 929—1132.

32 Imperium Orientale sive Antiquitates Constantinopolitanae in quatuor partes distri-
butae ... Operd et studio Domni Anselmi Banduri Ragusini, Presbyteri ac Monachi
Benedictini & Congregatione Melitensi. Tomus primus. Parisiis. Typis et sumptibus Joannis
Baptistae Coignard, Regis et Academiae Gallicae Architypographi. MDCCXI. (Corpus
Byzantinae Historiae XXXTIIL.), pp. 53—157.

3 (Imprimis textum Graecum contuli cum Codice MS. membranaceo Bibliothecae
Regiae, optimae notae num. 2661. quem annis ab hine circiter quingentis scriptum fuisse
aiunt: innumerabiles mendas, quibus Meursiana editio undique scatebat, sustulimus,
loca corrupta ac mutila quae plurima erant in textu Graeco edito ex eodem MS. Regio
sarcivimus.» See op. cit., p. IV.

3 Imperium Orientale sive Antiguitates Constantinopolitanae in quatuor partes
distributae ... opera et studio D. A. Banduri ... Venetiis 1729. (Corpus Historiae Byzan-
tinae XV.) L., pp. 45—127.

35 Patrologiae cursus completus ... Series Graeca posterior ... accurante J. P.
Migne t. CXIII., Parisiia 1864, c. 158—422.

38 Constantinus Porphyrogenitus De thematibus et De administrando imperio. Accedit
Hieroclis Synecdemus cum Banduri et Wesselingii commentariis. Recognovit Immanuel
Bekkerus, Bonnae MDCCCXL. (Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae), pp. 65—270.

3 Fr. Racki, Documenta historiae Croaticae periodum antiquam illustrantia (Monu-
menta spectantia historiam Slavorum meridionalium VIIL.) (Zagrabiae, 1877), pp. 264—419.

38 Pauler-Szilagyi, A magyar honfoglalds kutfoi, (Budapest, 1900), pp. 110—136;
H. Marezali, A magyar torténet kut{inek kézikonyve (Enchiridion fontium historiae Hun-
garorum), (Budapest, 1902), pp. 27-—55.
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J. B. Bury,® St. Stanojevi¢ — V. Corovié,®® A. Gombos® and G. Cankova-
Petkova — P. Tivev.41?18 Only C. G. Cobet, who published a part of ch. 9
dealing with the Russians,® and E. Jakubovich, who published chh. 38—40
dealing with the Hungarians,® made a fresh collation of P. Certain variants
in P are cited by V. Thomsen,* G. Fehér,’ F. Sigi4t, H. Grégoire?” and K. O.
Falk4?!s in their works. A new edition of the chh. on the Southern Slavs pre-
pared by R. Vari was never published, and his ms. is in the archives of the
Hungarian National Museum.4®

The plan for a new critical edition of D. 4. I. originated when the
Hungarian scholar, R. Vari, at that time a young man, began preliminary
researches in 1892 with a view to elucidating the ms. tradition.? The plan next
engaged the English historian J. B. Bury, who proposed to include the work
in his collection of Byzantine Texts. But these projects came to nothing.
Bury, in a letter dated 5th October, 1925, announced that he had given up
the plan of an edition, which he surrendered to me.

3 J. B. Bury, The early History of the Slavonic Settlements in Dalmatia, Croatia,
& Serbia, Constantine Porphyrogennetos De administrando tmperio, Chapters 29-—36.
{Texts for Students No. 18.), (London, 1920).

10 8t, Stanojevie—V. Corovié, Ona6pann ussopu 3a cpricky ucropujy I, (Beograd,
1921), pp. 58—72.

11 A, B. Gombos, Catalogus fontium historiae Hungaricae aevo ducum et regum ex
stirpe Arpad descendentium ab anno Christi DCCC usque ad annum MCCCI. T. 1, (Buda-
pestini, 1937). pp. 720—727.

41 vis ['pbuUKKM U3BOPH 3a Objirapckara ucropust V (Sofia, 1964), pp. 198—220.

42 G, G. Cobet, ‘Locus Constantini Porphyrogeniti ex codice archetypo Parisino
descriptus’, Mnemosyne, 4 (1876), pp. 378—382.

43 B, Jakubovich—D. Pais, O-magyar olvasékinyv (Tudoméanyos Gyiljtemény 30.),
(Pées, 1929), pp. 6—10.

44V, Thomsen, Der Ursprung des russischen Staates, (Gotha, 1879), p. 59.

45 . Fehér, ‘Ungarns Gebietsgrenzen in der Mitte des 10. Jahrhunderts. Nach
dem De administrando imperio des Konstantinos Perphyrogennetos’, Ungarische Jahr-
biicher, 2 (1922), p. 46. = ‘Magyarorszag teriilete a X. szazad kozepe tdjan Kenstantinos
Porphyrogennetos De administrando imperioja alapjan’, Szdzadok, 56 (1921—22), p. 354.

16 |, Sifi6, Povijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara, (Zagreb, 1925), p. 239.

47 H. Grégoire, Annuaire de I'Institut de Philologie et d’Histoire Orientales et Slaves
V. Mélanges Emile Boisacq, (Bruxelles, 1937), p. 450.

47 bis Dneprforsarnas namn 1 Kejsar Konstantin VIL Porfyrogennetos’ De admini-
strando imperio (Lund, 1951).

48 12, Quart. Graec. fol. 11-—79, 99—105.

% R. Vari, ‘Jeléntes Constantinus Porphyrogennitus De administrando imperio
czim{i munkajanak kéziratair6l’, 4dkadémiai Ertesits, 6 (1895), pp. T10—712.
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3. TRANSLATIONS

Of the full text of D. 4. I. four translations have been published, two
in Latin, one in Russian, and one in Croat.

The first Latin rendering, supplied by Meursius, was printed in his
edition of 1611 and afterwards reprinted without alteration in the edition of
1617: it appeared side by side with the Greek text. It was reprinted by Lami
in his collected works of Meursius, as an appendix.5® The translation of Meur-
sius was radically revised and amended by Anselm Bandur in his edition of
1711, and the revised version was published in the Venice edition of 1729.
Bandur’s rendering was also republished by Lami, side by side with the
Greek text, in his collected works of Meursius. The same rendering was intro-
duced, practically without alteration, by Bekker into his edition of 1840
and by Migne into the text of his Patrologia (1864).

D. A. I. was translated into Russian by G. Laskin,® and into Croat by
N. Tomasi¢.52

Translation of select chapters or sections have been published in many
works and in many languages. We may instance the following: several passages
in Latin translation are to be found in Stritter’s collection;5 N. V. Malickij
published a revised Russian translation of chh. 1—14, 38—40, 42—46 and 53,
which was found in ms. among the papers of V. V. LatySev®; Russian render-
ings of other passages are found in the works of E. Kunik, N. Protopopov,
A. Zernin, V. Jurgevit, K. Grot, F. I. Uspenskij, S. P. Sestakov, F. Westberg,
N. P. Kondakov and others. K. Dieterich turned some chapters into German.5?
German translations of select passages are found in the works of A. C. Lehr-
berg, E. Kunik, V. Thomsen and others; French translations in the work of
M. Brosset; and English in that of C. A. Macartney. Serb and Croat renderings
of select passages have been published in the works of Fr. Ragki, A. Pavié,
F. Si&ié, G. Manojlovié, Stanojevié—Corovié, B. Ferjanéié and others; and

5 See ed. cit., ¢. 1133—1208.

%1 ‘Counnenisi Koucranruna Barpsxopoauaro: ,,0 eemaxsd’’ (De thematibus) u
»O Hapoaaxb‘‘ (De administrando imperio)’, Urtenis gb Mmu. O6mecrss ucropin u ape-
BHOCTEH poccilickuxs npu MockoBckoms YHuBepcuterhs 1899, I (188), (Moskva, 1899),
pp. 1—262.

82 Viesnik kr. Hrvatsko-Slavonsko-Dalmatinskoga Zemaljskog Arkiva, 20 (1918),
Pp- 1—91; Vijesnik kr. Driavnog Arkiva u Zagrebu, 3 (1928), pp. 1—70.

5 J. G. Stritter, Memoriae populorum olim ad Danubium, Pontum Euszinum,
paludem Maeotidem, Caucasum, mare Caspium et inde magis ad septemtriones incolentium
e scriptoribus historiae Byzantinae erutae et digestae I—IV, Petropoli, 1771—1779.

5 (V. V. LatySev—N. V. Malickij), ‘Koucranruna Barpsunopoauoro OG ynpas-
JleHun tocynapcTBoM,” VisBectus TocyRapeTBeHnoi AKageMUu UCTOPUM MaTe PUAJILHOH
Kynbtypnt 91, Moskva—Leningrad, 1934.

55 K. Dieterich, Byzantinische Quellen zur Linder- und Volkerkunde I—1I, (Leipzig,
1912).



Relationship of Manuscripts and Editions 27

Bulgarian in the work of G. Cankova-Petkova—P. Tiv¢ev. A Hungarian ver-
sion of the chh. dealing with the Hungarians may be found both in the
editions of H. Marczali and in the special study of K. Szabo.

4. MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP OF MANUSCRIPTS AND EDITIONS

A full collation of the four mss. (P, V, F, M) and of the three editions
(Me, Ba, Be) shows their mutual relationship to have been as follows:

V is a simple transcript of P. This is clear from the following considera-
tions:

1. V contains many orthographical errors, which are due to the peculiar
and individual forms of letters employed by P, that is to say, they are due
to palaeographical causes. Antony KEparchus imitated faithfully in many
places the peculiarities and abbreviations in the script of P, but occasionally
misread some of the letters and abbreviations, e. g.: 13,43 mepryivesSor P:
neprvecdar V || 29g; Xowfaror P: Xpwpdrtor V || 30, Bedtla P: Bpatlw
V || 4245 Xapaxovh P: Xwpaxovh V || 43, Eyypagov P: &yypagov V |
43,1, Koxiov P: Kuxiov V|| 43 g5 150 o Kpwit(nv) P: dxpwimyy V ||
50,99 TpofAndévrag P: mposdnévrag V || 53, Eomeuce(v) P: #mecev V ||
53,59 AeAndéTt P Aepdén V.

2. In other passages some letters of P are indistinct and were in conse-
quence omitted by the copyist of V, e. g.: 1334 wposetpidato P: mpoetpédaro
V || 145 ouvavaotpepbuevos P: ocuvavarpepouevos V|| 25,, petamepedeic
P: peramepgeic V.

3. Further, it 18 clear that in two places the copyist of V has written a
passage twice over, just because the initial words of the duplicated passages
happen in P to recur at the beginning of a line. These dittographies are:
50,5 Mecomotapiay — 5055 Hpa tter. V. || 5l paylotpou — 8vrog
om. et a® — tabedelbewv (cf. 5lygy 95) tter. V.

4. Basic corruptions of P recur in V. Common to both versions are:
Py adtév om. PV || 1, 8ctv om. P V || 9y xopoc] tapdg P V || 13,
Ocot om. P V || 26, post & lac. ind. PV || 29,; ‘Popdvovs] Kouavoug
PV || 295 to Aexdrepa] tdde xdotpa P V || 32y yptotiavédv] ypbdvev
P V|| 37, XapuBon] Xapdy P V || 38;; Acfedia] yeravduw PV || 425
towxboror] T PV || 425, 6 xal PV || 53,4 d¥poirouc P V.

5. Antony Eparchus incorporated into his version additions and alter-
ations made by later hands in P, among which is the note, already referred
to, which bears the date 1361/2, e. g.: 164 post o) siglo /. adhibito viv 3¢
(Eotv) cwo’ (Wvdwtidvog) te’, g elvar dmd T67(c) Emg Viv ypbvor Yy’ myg.
add. P3: co) viv 3¢ doti cwo’ (Wvdwmidvog) &', ag elvan & 1ét(e) Eog viv
xpdvor ' V|| 215 post ixavév s. v. add. #m ' Erq P3: txavov, ftor Et)

TV || 224 post Bacirelov s. v. add. tob ex Moxedoviac P3: Basirciov 1ol
gx Moxedoviac V.
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6. In two passages of the text of P (22,5, 22,,: correction of the word
*ApdfBav) we recognise unmistakably the handwriting of Antony Eparchus
— PY).

( These examples prove indisputably that the youthful Antony Eparchus
copied V from P in 1509. For all that, V is not a faithful, verbal transcript of
P. The text of V, as compared with P, shows many significant variants, a large
proportion of which has crept into the editions (Me, Ba, Be). It is unnecessary
to detail all the errors of V; some examples are:

1. The copyist of V often omits words or phrases, e. g.: 9,5 xal dmépyov-
wat om. V (F Me) || 13,y Bactréwg om. V (F Me Ba Be) || 21,5_5, 700
Movdued Expdtnoey ThHe dpyic T@v ‘ApdBwv, odx & Tob yévous Ry om.
V (F Me) || 255,59 &v 7@ Bayddd, €omiv 3¢ éx i 100 Movaued yevedc,
#rot o5 Mouyodpet . 6 8¢ debrepog xadélerar om. V (F Me) || 404, Emoinoey
viov 1ov "Elérey om. V (F Me) || 45,5 ypnuatiodvar om. V (F Me Ba Be)
| 5049_sy Totéov, 81t 7 7ol Xapoiavol orpatnyls Tolpua Hv 76 Tahoudv
THe Tév *Appevidxwv otpumyidoc om. V (F Me) || 50,5, xai om. V (F Me
Ba Be) || 51,,_,, 6 100 mpwrosmadapiov *Apseviov xal payyrafitov mathp.
Obtor 8¢, & te 6 mpwroomaddptos 6 Iloddpwv xal 6 TpwrooTaddpros Aéwv 6
*Apuévne om. V (F Me) || 5333_g44 Kol Aéyer 1)) mardiony. «Ilédg ebpeg tb
npayue tovto;» om. V (F Me).

2. The copyist of V read or transcribed some words incorrectly,
e. g1 9 @Yalew P: ¢ddveww V (F Me Ba Be) || 255, xpotn¥évroc P (Ba
Be): xparndévroc V (F Me) || 275 Bpotviov P (Ba Be): BpoGdov V (F
Me) || 30,, dpecdévrec P: épucVévrec V (F Me Ba Be) || 32y £yovrag
P (Be): #ovreg V (F Me Ba) || 38g mpd gmBévres P: mpoetpnuévor V
(F Me Ba Be) || 40, KdBapor P (Ba Be): Béaxapor V (F Me) || 40,
Soevdomibxog P (Ba Be): Zgevdovomiéxog V (F Me) || 42,0 Xmorahol
P: motapod V (F Me Ba Be) || 43, toxfinreto P (Be): éoxémrero V
(F Me Ba) || 44,, *Amerpdpr P (Ba Be): *Aneixdpr V (F Me) || 5014
Baaoaxiov P (Me Ba Be): Kaxouxiov V (F) || 515, mhoxodg P: mhoxag
V (F Me Ba Be) || 53,,, Tuxiav P: yovaixe V (F Me Ba Be) || 53,5 Bo-
detar P: MBere V (F Me Ba Be) || 535 mpaypatelag P: mpdyparos V
(F Me Ba Be).

3. The copyist of V sometimes replaced the numerical cyphers of P by
the verbal equivalents, or, conversely, rendered the numerals of P by numerical
cyphers, e.g.: 95 o« P: mpétov V (F Me Ba Be) || 945 3" P: téraprov A
(F Me Ba Be) || 953 & P (Me Ba Be): ¢ V (F) || 16, 1f" P: dwdéxarov
V (FM Me Ba Be) || 23,4 § P: Seurépag V (F Me Ba Be) || 26y o
P: mpétov V (F Me Ba Be) || 29y, wig P: « V (F Me Ba Be) ||
30, & P: ey V (F Me Ba Be) || 465 v P: tpeig V (F Me Ba Be) || 52
3%e P (Me Ba Be): p' V F.

4. The copyist of V occasionally changed the word-order, e. g.: Py
alaviog xal dvaredpoc P: avdredpoc xal aldviog V (F Me Ba Be) || 7,
mepl T8y dmd Xepobvog dmoaterhopévay Bacihéy P mepl tév dmostelhopé-
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voy Bashxéy énd Xepaivog V (I Me Ba Be) || 9105108 EEEpymvran &oyov-
teg P 8pyovreg EEépyovtar V (F Me Ba Be) || 13551 3t ol dypyéhov 6
O(ed)e P: & Ofed)s Suo w0l dyyérou V (F Me Ba Be) || 175 todovre &mo
xophhov P (M): amd xopfhov godiovro V (F Me Ba Be) || 29,5, vnatoy
Zotiv wuxpd(v) P opuxpdv éome wnolov V (F Me Ba Be) || 324, &v xoiins
yevbuevng P: yevbpevog &v tobte V (F Me Ba Be) || 46, Eotv dynphy
ngvo P: byupév ot mdvu V (F Me Ba Be) || 495 vaov adtol P: abroi)
vadv V (F Me Ba Be) || 5044 tiig odtol P: adrtoh 7ig V (F Me Ba Be).

5. The copyist of V occasionally made stylistic changes, e. g.: 16,
xol T & T& oufimTpa THe Pacielac ‘Pouxiwyv Siérmw(v) P (M): xal ti¢ Hv
téte & Pactheds) ‘Popai(wv) V (F Me Ba Be) || 295, 3 Stamepasdvrav
noté tév ‘Popaviv, moufoavteg odtor évxpbpuata P (Ba Be): Swnepdooy-
teq wott ol ‘Powpdvor Emotnoav obror Eywpuua V (F Me) || 385 _4 mopd
26y Hoatlwaxitdy odx E3¢Eavto P: pera 1év Hoatlvaxitév odx émoinoay
V (F Me Ba Be) || 46,y BoAdwv adtd elc xovrdpiov P: Aafdv adtd elg
xovraptov mepédnue xal V (F Me Ba Be) || 50, 7ol tehelv adtode P: tva
tehdot ta V (F Me Ba Be).

6. The copyist of V occasionally inserted words which are missing
in P, e. g.: 9,5 post dmavra add. e povobure 1o V (F) || 9, ante dcbrepov
add. el tov V (F Me Ba Be) || 9,95 post KixPov add. motaudv V (F Me) ||
18, post *Apafov add. dpyxnyds V (F Me) || 29,05 ante pérhovroc add. Tob
V (F) || 33y post Buocréx add. ‘Popdvewv V (F) || 405, post éxcivo add.
w5 V (F Me Ba Be) || 4244 post uéypr add. 100 V (F Me Ba Be) || 50,54 ante
natpixtog add. 6 V (F Me Ba Be) || 53y post Xepowvirév add. yopug V
(F Me Ba Be) || 53303 ante maidwv add. tév V (F Me Ba Be) || 53,4,
post &doc add. pov V (F Me Ba Be) || 534, post mwérews? add. adtiv V
(F Me Ba Be).

If we look more closely at the variants of V, we observe that they are
only in part oversights or slips of the copyist, while others of them represent
a deliberate attempt to emend the text. Antony Eparchus, like so many other
humanists, was, it should seem, no slavish copyist, but showed some indepen-
dence in his efforts to correct what he was copying. This is clear also from the
fact that in many places he has emended not only misspellings in P, but also
textual corruptions.

Comparison of the mss. makes it clear that F is copied immediately
from V. This is proved not only by the circumstance that at the end of the
text of F we discover the same chronological note which, as we saw, Antony
Eparchus appended to V in 1509, but also by the fact that all the omissions,
repetitions and variants of V recur in F'; that is to say, where P and V disagree,
F invariably follows V to the letter. The copyist of F was faithful to the text
of V, but here and there introduced noteworthy corrections of his own.

It is also beyond question that in his transcription into M of the section
relating to the Saracens, Andrea Darmari copied from P. This is proved
indisputably by the fact that where P and V disagree, M always agrees with

Eoy.
T
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P, and further that Darmari introduced into his text corrections and additions
made by later hands in P. Numerous errors distort his text; and in two places
the copyist has incorporated marginal notes from P as though they were
chapter-headings.

As for the editions, Meursius, as he tells us himself, used V: but com-
parison shows that in many places he has diverged from his original. These
divergences are in most cases blunders on the part of Meursius, and only in a
few instances can be regarded as deliberate attempts at emendation. Some of
his blunders Meursius himself corrected in the «Notae brevesy and «Erratan
appended to his edition, but most of them perpetuated themselves in the
later editions, Ba and Be.

Discrepancies between the text of Meursius and V are:

1. Meursius omitted many words and phrases, e. g.: 23 mpdg
aMnhoug om. Me || 13,95 nal 88Gv om. Me || 21y, o, Moviov yépwv mpdg
Tov Yépovra tob om. Me || 26, 100 om. Me (Ba) || 26,, otépdr mapk Tod
téte mdna. Kal om. Me || 27,5 xdotpov om. Me (Ba Be) || 29;6_;; xai
xotopodely, Tiveg xatooboly éxeldev Tol motapol, Sixmepkouvtes om. Me
| 29,55 054 BA0OV ¥l TOot T TaAdTI adTOD ol TEVTX TX olxNpoTa TOU
xagtpov om. Me | 36,y 4, ‘&Bdnticror’ Epunvedovrar, Tf T&v Popatwy 3¢
Swuhéxtey om. Me || 431910, adt0d dvahxBéodor xal eloayaysiv om. Me ||
445, 10 xdotpov om. Me (Ba Be) || 4655 10 om. Me (Ba) || 49g3_g5 %ol
avacThoovtal kel grayyeroloty adtd Tolg uiole adrdv, tva wih émuddwvrar
iy ehepyeoiddy, Hv émoinoey 6 Pedg St mpesPeidv ol &moatéiov om. Me ||
53¢; mapa tdv Xepowvitdv om. Me | 53,5 adtods om. Me (Ba Be) ||
53170173 TOTW Tohepnoavte TOv Zavpduatov dvixnoauv, &v & om. Me ||
53500 “lotéov, 811 xal Etépa Bploig Eotiv éxeloe &pdav dvadidolon om. Me.

2. Meursius misread or miscopied several words, and his edition has also
typographical errors, e. g.: 1y, Scogurdxte (P) V (F Be): Sevpuidxry Me
(Ba) || 9, «i Aot Bxrafivicr (P) V (F): ol Aotrmol ZxraBivior Me (Ba Be) ||
17,, dmoxtevbpevog (P) V (F): dmoxrewbpevog (M) Me (Ba Be) || 27,
AayoiPapSor (P) V (F): AoyouBdpdor Me (Ba Be) || 375, Kovpxobrar (P)
V (F): Koupxoitov Me (Ba Be) || 405 Kouprouyeppdrtov (P) V (F):
Kouvpruyeppdtou Me (Ba Be) || 43,, Siutpidag (P) V (F Be): émrptdag Me
(Ba) || 43,5 &veBrdornoev (P) V (F): éBrdomoe Me (Ba Be) || 49,5 7o
i (P) V (F Ba Be): tére Me || 50; 100 map’ adrév Tehoupévou mdxTov
(P) V (F): 16y map” adtdv tehovpévov maxtov Me (Ba Be) || 53,5 nueic
(P) V (F Ba Be): oddcic Me || 5345, éxreEdodwoay (P) V (F): éxiebarwony
Me (Ba Be) || 53, évex®ivar (P) V (F Be): fvexdijvar Me (Ba).

3. Meursius in most cases replaced the numerical cyphers of V by the
verbal equivalents, e. g.: 95, ¢ (P) V (F): méuntov Me (Ba Be) || 185 ¥’ (P)
V (F M): tpix Me (Ba Be) || 299 ¢ (P) V (¥): éxatév Me (Ba Be) ||
2955 1€ (P) V (F): Sexamévte Me (Ba Be) || 305 « (P) V (F): yiniwv Me
(Ba Be) || 373 w' (P) V (F): tecoapdnovte Me (Ba Be) || 404 o (P)
V: mpiteg (F) Me (Ba Be) || 495 v (P) V (F): tolty Me (Ba Be) I
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5ly, B (P) V (F): 3ebrepov Me (Ba Be) || 53995 ' 7 f (P) V (F): 8éxa
¥, dodexa Me (Ba Be).

4. Meursius made occasional changes in word-order, e. g.: 2Ty,
grootarfvae por (P) V (F): pot dmootarfivar Me (Ba Be) || 295, opaying
adtod (P) V (F): adrod ooayfic Me (Ba Be) || 295, éxeloe xhidwvx (P)
V (F): xA08wve Exeloe Me (Ba Be) || 32435 tév ‘Popaiov Basireds (P) V
(F): Pactreds ‘Popatwv Me (Ba Be) || 405 wdpux dvépata (P) V (F): ové-
pota xOptx Me (Ba Be) || 45,,, yevéodor Sobroc (P) V (F): dolhog yevé-
cdar Me (Ba Be) || 50530_13 76V *Pouaiov Eovstay (P) V (F): Eovsiay
t@v ‘Popaiey Me (Ba Be) || 51,55 Baothindy Spopdviov (P) V (F): Spopdr-
viov PBacthxdv Me (Ba Be) || 5335 mAvpogopiioar &v 8pxw (P) V (F): &v
8px e TANpoopTcat Me (Ba Be).

5. Meursius here and there inserts words missing in V, and hence
in P also, e. g.: 9, ante ‘Pwolag add. t7ic Me (Ba Be) || 9, post TobTov
add. xal Me || 225 ante 'lovotviavdv add. tov Me (Ba Be) || 22,, ante
wpt add. 3o Me || 25, post Beettaviay add. & Me || 25,5 post Eomeplov
add. ABing Me (Ba Be) || 254 post 8tv add. &v v$ Me (Ba Be) || 27,
ante ©6v add. S Me (Ba Be) || 40q, ante viol add. ot Me (Ba Be) || 43,
post lg add. vhv Me (Ba Be) || 46,; ante ‘Popaviac add. t7¢ Me (Ba Be)
| 60, post xdotpov add. tol Me (Ba Be) || 504, ante Baciiéoc add. b
Me (Ba Be) || 5345 post tadra add. v« Me (Ba Be).

If we take into consideration that the ms. V used by Meursius contains,
as we have shown, innumerable errors, we can scarcely wonder that the first
edition presents a sufficiently corrupted version of the original. It should, how-
ever, be emphasized that Meursius, particularly in his notes, made a large
number of emendations to the text, and of these emendations later editions
have made use.

The edition of Bandur marks an advance on that of Meursius; Bandur,
as he himself records, collated Meursius’ text with P, and was thus able to
correct, both in his text and in his notes, a large number of errors originating
partly in V and partly in Me. But Bandur did not make his collation with the
necessary care, with the result that many omissions and blunders escaped his
attention. How many errors of Meursius were corrected by Bandur, and how
many Bandur transferred to his own edition, may be easily discerned if we
look at the examples given above in our examination of the relationship of V
and Me, and note the proportion of the number of errors found in V Me and
Me only to the number of errors found in V Me Ba or V Me Ba Be, and in Me
Ba or Me Ba Be. To the number of inherited blunders Bandur added a fresh
crop of his own, e. g.: 6 wéncpt Ba (Be) || 29, ¢£ om. Ba || 29, épunvebovran
Ba (Be) {| 30, of Aotmol ZxAafivior Ba (Be) || 40,5 Atobvrive Ba (Be) || 454
xat! om. Ba (Be) || 46;,; Kwvoravtive (per comp. P)] Kdvotavr. Ba (Be) ||
46,,, Kovotavtivos (per comp. P)] (Be) Kdvorag Ba || 515 mpwroonaddpolog
om. Ba (Be) || 51z AoyouBapdiz Ba (Be) || 5344 &v 1@ 100 Papvaxou
orporeés om. Ba (Be) || 53, dexouévou Ba (Be) || 53s wiciIviy Ba (Be).
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Bekker’s edition marks no considerable advance. He made no study of
mss., and therefore made no use of fresh ms. material. He republished Bandur’s
text, which he occasionally emended by his own conjectures. Although he
recorded in his critical apparatus the variants between the mss. used by
Meursius and Bandur, and between their respective editions, yet he merely
copied this information out of Bandur’s notes, as is seen from the fact that
he reproduces Bandur’s typographical errors. Bekker’s edition therefore
repeats numerous errors of earlier editions, as appears in our examination
above of the relationship between V Me and Ba; and he added to their number
the slips and typographical errors of his own edition, e. g.: 214 %poBdariovrar
| 26,6 Tov] Ty || 29,5 xdoTEOVE om. || 30,5 xal pévov om. || 30gs xal om. ||
30,93 105 07dinem versuum permutavit || 37,0t om. || 37,4 Koukrén || 3749 mAnaie-
arepov || 375 xévrevpn || 45, Tov! om. || 45,y mpocpacilopevos || 45,
Moodtov | 464 macus || 47,4 &v om. || 49, TdAo || 49g morpaddtre ||
50, ThY om. || 50,5 Nixftng || 51,5 vhimiov Tuyydvew <dv Bactréa, xaddg
elontat, xod 10 om. || 5lyyy 16 Baothel || 534, el om. || 5351 TO ywplov om.

In the light of our examination of the mutual relationship of mss. and
editions, we may summarize as follows the history of the text of D. 4. I.

Of D. A. I, as of the De Cerimonits, only one ms. survives from the
Byzantine age.55018 In view of the fact that none of the later Byzantine histor-
ians or chronographers makes use of the work, we must conclude that D. 4. I,
which was a confidential, indeed a most secret, document, was never published,
but only preserved at the imperial court. There, probably, it was discovered
by a member of the imperial family, the Caesar John Ducas, who between
1059 and 1081 had it copied for his library. But P is not an immediate copy
of the original. Since P exhibits so many corruptions, and one marginal note
refers to the year 979, we must postulate, between the archetype and P, yet
another copy, probably made towards the close of the X century after the
death of the author. Marginal notes and emendations make it clear that P
continued to be read during the Byzantine age; from the note of 1361/2 and
from other corrections we may conclude that the chh. on the Saracens were
of peculiar interest at the period when the Ottoman Turks had crossed the
Hellespont (1360) and were threatening the capital.

After this the history of P is obscure. We do not know where it went
from the library of John Ducas or what was its fate, until it came into the
hands of Antony Eparchus. Certain it is that during the Renaissance the
interest of Venetian humanists was aroused by the chh. of the work dealing
with Venice, as is clear from the marginal notes to V; and that it is owing to
this circumstance, not merely that the copy from the library of the Byzantine

55 bis But see now C. Mango—1. Sevienko, ‘A New MS of the De Cerimoniis’, Dum-
barton Oaks Papers, 14 (1960), pp. 247—249.
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Caesar reached Italy, but also that, at the beginning of the XVI century, two
other complete copies of the work were made there as well. Upon the copy of
Antony Eparchus was based the first edition of Meursius, the errors of which
Bandur endeavoured to correct by a collation with the Byzantine copy; but
even 80, many inherited errors were transmitted not only to his own edition
but also to the final edition of Bekker, published more than a century ago.

The relationships of mss. and editions may be seen at a glance in the
following tree:

ARCHETYPE
(about 952)

X

(after 979)

P

(between 1059—-1081)

A

(1509)

F

(between 1509—1529)

M Me

(between 1560—1586) (1611)

(1840)
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5. METHOD FOLLOWED IN THE PRESENT EDITION

It will be clear from our examination of the relationship of mss. and
editions that all the known mass. of D. 4. I. derive from a Byzantine copy of
the XTI century, P, which is thus the source of the whole textual tradition. On
this ms. therefore, a new edition must be based.’® However, as we have empha-
sized, P exhibits additions, erasures and emendations which are partly the
work of the copyist or a contemporary, and partly of various later hands.
These last are again divisible into two categories: into those which were added
to P before V and M were copied, and those which were added after V and M
were copied. Insertions of the former class, which go back to the Byzantine
age, are of unequal value: we find among them alterations which are mere
arbitrary additions of later readers, such as the marginal note of 1361/2; but
there are others, especially in the chh. dealing with the Arabs, which do emend
errors which have occurred in the copying of P. Additions of the second cate-
gory, dating from the post-Byzantine period and consisting of arbitrary alter-
ations made by later readers, are of no value whatever; a characteristic speci-
men of these is the garbling from analogy of the original name ‘Almoutzis’
(see 38,4, 384). But, apart from the attentions of later hands, P has also, as
we saw, sustained material damage; and to restore the occasionally faded or
mutilated text we are compelled to have recourse to the copies of P, made
when P was in better condition than it is to-day. For these reasons, then, to
restore the original text of P, use must be made of its copies, V and M.

But even if the text of the Byzantine version preserved to us be purged
of its later alterations and be restored, so far as may be, to its original state,
the question remains whether P, thus restored, can be regarded as a faithful
replica of the original text of Constantine. Since our new edition rests upon
one ms. only, which cannot be checked by comparison with any other, the
problem thus raised can be solved only by reference to internal evidence,
that is, to the condition of the text as preserved in P and to the linguistic
peculiarities of the work. There can be no doubt that copyist’s errors have
crept even into P. It can be demonstrated that in some passages the copyist
has omitted words, as is seen is cases where the text 1s mutilated or unintelli-
gible (e. g. 1,, 9,9, 13,7, 224,, 264, 4645). It 18 also certain that, in other passages,
we have to deal with more serious corruptions (e. g. 13,77, 2958, 2955, 3833, 4243,
53,01), Which can only be conjecturally emended.

In correcting the text of P, we have to take into account the fact that
D. A. I. 18 compiled from various sources of which the language is not uniform.
In some chapters we find vulgarisms whose removal would distort the genuine

5 See Gy. Moravesik, ‘L’édition critique du «De administrando imperio»’, Byzan-
tion, 14 (1939), pp. 353—360.
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form of the work.5” But since, as we saw above, the orthography of P is extre-
mely faulty, there are many places where it is not easy to determine which
linguistic peculiarities are native to Constantine’s text and which are to be
put down to the copyist. So, for example, we see in P forms which indicate the
amalgamation of the participles of olda and eldov (e. g. 45,49, 4954, 4934, 53,4,
53419s D3429), & phenomenon exemplified also in papyri and other demotic
texts.58 Again, as is well known, in later Greek certain forms of indicative and
subjunctive coincide in pronunciation; and since P often confuses the diphthong
e with the vowel 7, these forms coincide and amalgamate in its text also. It is
well known, too, that in the post-classical age the conjunction tva is followed
by indicative as well as subjunctive; and since the orthography of P is not
consistent, we sometimes find after iva indicative and subjunctive forms used
alternately even in the same sentence (e. g. 13g;—g3, 53;,4). All these and other
confusions in the orthography of P (e. g. absence of the temporal augment)
often make it hard to determine when we have, or have not, the right to correct
it.

Again, it is common knowledge that Constantine drew one part of his
material from written sources which have come down to us independently.
Such sources are, apart from citations of Holy Scripture, the Chronicles of
Theopbanes and George Monachus, the Ethnica of Stephanus of Byzantium,
the Acts of the Synod in Trullo, etc. Elsewhere, passages of D. 4. I. agree so
closely with parallel passages of the De Thematibus, attributed to the same
imperial author, and of the work known as Theophanes Continuatus, that for
these passages we must postulate a common source. Some passages, then, of
D. 4. I. have come down to us immediately, and do not depend on P. We can
thus compare the text of P with the text of the sources of the work, which
sources may be used to restore the text of D. 4. I.

A comparison of the text of P with that of the sources and of other
parallel passages shows that the author sometimes followed his originals faith-
fully, but at other times modified their styles, and occasionally supplemented
his sources with others of unknown origin. But for our appraisal of the text
of Constantine it is of great importance to realize that the text of D. 4. I.
preserved to us, when compared with the text of its sources, gives evidence
in several places of serious corruption. At first sight we might conclude that

% See Gy. Moravesik, T& cvyypdipatae Kavetavrivov tob IToppupoyewsrou dmd
YAwooudic drédewc’, Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici, 5 (1938), pp. 514—520.

8 See S. G. Kapsomenakis, Voruntersuchungen zu einer Grammatik der Papyri der
nachchristlichen Zeit, (Munich, 1938), p. 91.
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P is a faulty copy, and that these errors must be corrected from the sources.
But this is not so. A more searching examination shows that these supposed
corruptions were to be found already in some mss. of the sources themselves
(e. g. 2549, 42,9). It follows that, as Constantine or his collaborators copied the
sources they used out of mss. which were themselves corrupt, it is incorrect to
attribute these corruptions to the carelessness of the copyist of P or other
copyists of D. 4. I.; we must, on the contrary, suppose that these very cor-
ruptions stood even in the original ms. of Constantine. Recognition of this
fact, and of its bearing on the restoration of the original form of D. 4. I.,
enjoins upon us the preservation of these corruptions in our text; since, if we
emend P, we shall be disturbing the true text as Constantine wrote it. Of
course, in the many cases where direct evidence is lacking, it is very hard to
pronounce whether a corruption is of pre- or post-Constantinian origin, that
is to say, whether it has been introduced by the copyist or existed already in
the mss. of the sources and was thence transferred to the original ms. of Con-
stantine. In this difficulty we derive some assistance from the fact that, con-
sidering the corruptions from the point of view of their nature and quantity,
we note a great difference between those sections of D. 4. I. which are based
on contemporary information and those which the editor has derived from
older, written sources. In the former sections we find fewer errors, mainly of a
minor character; but in the latter, which bad been subject to continual trans-
cription over a period of a century or more, the corruptions are proportionately
greater in numbers and importance. This principle cannot be used as an
absolute criterion; we have in each case, according to the nature of the corrup-
tion, to judge whether the corruption in question is or is not anterior to the
age of Constantine, and whether in consequence we may or may not retain
it in his text.

In view of these facts, the principles applied to the new edition may thus
be summarized:

The new edition is based on P, the text of which, however, in places
where it is disturbed by material damage, erasures or alterations by later
bands, is restored by reference to V and M. The critical text diverges from P
when the text of P appears to be corrupt, that is to say, in places where it
may be supposed that, owing to copyists’ errors or alterations by later hands,
the text of P does not correspond to the original text of Constantine’s work.
In such places we have taken into account the variants of the later transcripts
(V, F, M) and editions (Me, Ba, Be) and the conjectural emendations of later
researchers; and on the basis of these we have emended the text of P.

Besides, the critical text diverges from P in spelling also. Modern spelling
has been adopted, which has involved the tacit correction of errors arising
from itacism, of accentual errors (including the Byzantine system of enclitic
accentuation) and of other irregularities. This has been done the more readily
since in our description of P above we have pointed out its orthographical
peculiarities. We have kept the forms of the codex for the ephelcusticon and
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for elision, although P is not consistent in their use. As regards numbers in
the text, P uses verbal forms and cyphers indifferently, sometimes in the same
sentence; we have substituted verbal forms for cyphers in the text only where
consistency absolutely demanded it.

The apparatus criticus falls into two parts, and contains

1. references to sources and parallel passages (F);

2. variants of mss. and editions, and emendations and conjectures of
scholars (V).

In the first section we have directed attention not merely to the imme-
diate sources of Constantine but also to other, parallel passages which may
assist the understanding of passages to which they are referred. But we have
restricted ourselves to Greek sources only, because the enumeration of all
parallels in the different Western and Eastern sources would have made the
apparatus too bulky. In cases where there is no question of borrowing, but
only of a common source, of similar sources of information, or simply of
fortuitous concord, we cite the works in question with the symbol
wefn.

In the second section, the following principles have been adopted. In
each case where, for reasons already set forth, we diverge from the text of P,
or where traces of emendations or erasures appear in the text of P, the fact is
noted posttively; 1. e. we indicate the origin of the variant adopted in the text,
and the reading of P, and if necessary, the readings of the later transcripts
V, F, M, and of the editions Me, Ba, Be. In all other cases, that is, where the
form adopted in the text differs only in spelling from the form found in P, or
when noteworthy variants are recorded in later transcripts or editions, we
note negatively, that is, we confine ourselves to a reference to the variants in
the transcripts or editions in question.

In its references to P, the apparatus records not only the corrections of
the copyist himself (P!), but also the alterations and the marginal notes made
by different later hands (P2—P?®). By the symbol P* are noted the alterations
or erasures which were made by an unrecognizable hand before V was copied,
and by the symbol PY are noted the alterations or erasures which were made
by another unrecognizable hand after V was copied. We have left unnoted
erasures or alterations which are of a purely orthographical character, or those
which occur in words whose meaning is obvious, though we note all erasures
and alterations met with in uncommon proper names. Unnoted also are traces
of occasional attempts by later hands to amend faded writing, unless such
traces suggest that the text has been altered.

Orthographical irregularities of P are noted in the apparatus only when
they occur in uncommon proper names, words of foreign derivation, colloquial
words, or where the handwriting of P admits of more than one reading; and
lastly where the accent falls on a syllable other than that which generally
carries it. Abbreviations of P are noted only where their interpretation is
doubtful, or when numerals are denoted by letters.
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Variants found in V, an immediate transcript of P, are noted in the
apparatus only in cases where the parallel passages of P have suffered from
material damage, erasures or alterations by later hands, or where V gives a
variant which differs from the variant of P and which may serve to elucidate
or emend the text. Variants found in ¥, a transcript of V, are noted only in
exceptional cases, i, e. when F supplies some emendation of substance, or
where the parallel passages of both V and P show trades of alteration. Variants
found in M, a transcript of P, are noted only when erasure or alteration is
found in the parallel passage of P.

We regard it as unnecessary to note in the apparatus all the omissions,
all the blunders and all the alterations of later transcripts and editions, especi-
ally as in our description of mss. and editions we have already given several
examples. The apparatus, therefore, notes only the variants which are in-
formative from the point of view of the restoration or history of the text (in-
cluding the discrepancies between our new text and the text of Be). Note
that where reference i1s made to the text of the editions, the abbreviations
noted above (Me, Ba, Be) are employed; but where we refer to emendations
or conjectures in the notes or apparatus of the editions, we cite them under the
names of the respective editors (Meursius, Bandur, Bekker).

If a source copied word for word by Constantine has come down to us
independently, our apparatus notes variations therefrom, but not omissions
and arbitrary alterations made by Constantine, who often modified the word-
ing of his sources. Where, however, the author has inserted anything into the
text of his source, this is noted in the apparatus.

In respect to these sources, it has been found necessary in two cases to
examine their mss., and make use of the results of the new collation. The
relevant passages of the edition of Theophanes Continuatus I have collated
with V (= codex Vaticanus gr. 167), and of De Thematibus with C (= codex
Parisinus gr. 854); the variants are noted in the apparatus. Special treatment
had to be applied to the text of George Monachus; for, as C. de Boor has
shown, the emperor Constantine made use of that variant of his text which
18 represented by codex P (= cod. Coislin. gr. 305). We have therefore consider-
ed in the apparatus those variants especially which occur in this codex of
George Monachus.

In the apparatus ms, variants are noted in all cases in the original spelling,
omitting only the horizontal strokes above proper names and the dots over
the t and v. Variant proper names are given an initial capital. Uncial numerical
signs are replaced by the usual minuscule forms, and the borizontal stroke
above them by the acute stroke umiversally employed to-day. Signs and
technical details of the apparatus of our edition are generally in conformity
with the ruling of the International Union of Academies.5?

% Emploi des signes critiques, disposition de Uapparat dans les éditions savantes de
textes grecs et latins. Conseils et recommandations par J. Bidez et A. B. Drachmann.
Edition nouvelle par A. Delatte et A. Severyns, (Bruxelles-Paris, 1938).



Method of the Edition 39

Lastly, we have included in the apparatus most of the emendations and
conjectures of scholars known to us, though they are not all of equal value.®
This course i8 justified by the fact that the bibliography relating to D. 4. I.
is so rich and extensive that many individual conjectures are extraordinarily
difficult to find. The work has in the past attracted so many different scholars,
and their studies are published in so many different languages, that it is prac-
tically impossible for one who is not a specialist to know them all.®* We hope
that it will be of service to those who use this edition to find collected here all
the resources of previous research directed towards critical examination of the
text, and that they will be able to build further upon the foundations here
laid; for research on D. 4.1.is by no means exhausted yet, and the present
edition aims at providing future research with a sure and reliable substructure.

GY. MORAVCSIK.

8 I have also made use of some comments of Prof. Ph. Kukules (Athens) which
he kindly communicated by letter, and for which I express my sincere gratitude.

61 See the complete bibliography by Gy. Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, vol. I,
(Budapest, 1942), pp. 215—221 (2nd ed. pp. 367—379). — The studies published since are
as follows: M. Vasmer, Die Slaven in Griechenland (Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akade-
mie der Wissenschaften, Jahrgang 1941., Philos.-hist. Klasse No. 12., Berlin, 1941);
A. Vogt, ‘Le protospathaire de la phiale et la marine byzantine’, Echos d'Orient,
39 (1941—42), pp. 329—332; M. Laskaris, ‘La rivalit¢é bulgaro-byzantine en
Serbie et la mission de Léon Rhabdouches (917), (Constantin Porphyrogénéte,
De adm. imp. chap. 32), Rewvue historigue du Sud-Est Européen, 20 (1943),
pp. 202—207; H. Gégroire, ‘L’origine et le nom des Croates et des Serbes’,
Byzantion, 17 (1944—45), pp. 88—118; K. H. Menges, ‘Etymological notes on some
Paginig names’, Byzantion, 17 (1944—45), pp. 256—279; K. Czeglédy, ‘A IX. szézadi
magyar torténelem f6bb kérdései’, Magyar Nyelv, 41 (1945), pp. 33—55; G. Vernadsky,
‘Great Moravia and White Chorvatia’, Journal of the American Oriental Society, 65 (1945),
pp. 357—359; J. Deér, ‘A IX. szazadi magyar térténet id6rendjéhez’, Szdzadok, 79—80
(1945—46). pp. 2—30; J. Harmatta, ‘Szines lova népek’, Magyar Nyelv, 42 (1946), pp.
26—34; G. Labuda, Pierwsze paristwo stowsariskie. Paristwo Samona, Poznan, 1949. pp.
194—262. For bibliography since 1949, see Gy. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica (2nd ed.) I,
pp. 367—379; D. 4. 1. vol. 11, Commentary (London, 1962); Byzantinische Zeitschrift 55
(1962) and subsequent volumes.
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F = Fontes et loci paralleli
V = Variae lectiones et coniecturae

MANUSCRIPTS:
P = cod. Parisinus gr. 2009 (cf. pp. 15—21.)
P' = manus prima

P?%9 = manus recentiores
PX —= manus incerta (ante a. 1509)
PY — manus incerta (post a. 1509)
V = cod. Vaticanus-Palatinus gr. 126 (cf. pp. 21—22.)
V! = manus prima
V2 = manus secunda
F = cod. Parisinus gr. 2967 (cf. pp. 22—23.)
F! = manus prima
¥2 = manus secunda

M = cod. Mutinensis gr. 179 [III F 1] (cf. p. 23.)

EDITIONS:

Me = editio Meursiana (cf. p. 24.)
Meursius = notae Meursii
Ba = editio Banduriana (cf. p. 24.)
Bandurius = animadversiones Bandurii
Be = editio Bekkeriana (cf. p. 24.)
Bekker = apparatus criticus Bekkeri
edd. = editiones Me Ba Be
Migne = editio a Migne curata (cf. p. 24.)
Bury = editio cap. 29-—36 a J. Bury facta (cf. p. 25.)

SOURCES AND PARALLEL PASSAGES:

Georg. Mon. = Georgius Monachus, ed. C. de Boor (Lipsiae, 1904)

Georg. Mon. BEPV — codices B E P V a C. de Boor collati
De Them. = Constantinus Porphyrogenitus, De Thematibus, ed. I. Bekkeru
(Bonnae, 1840); ed. A. Pertusi (Roma, 1952)
De Them.¢ = cod. Parisinus gr. 854 a me collatus
Theoph. = Theophanes, ed. C. de Boor (Lipsiae, 1883)
Theoph. ¢0d4. — ¢odices a. C. de Boor collati
Theoph. bedetghm — codices b ¢ d f g h m a C. de Boor collati
Theoph. Cont, = Theophanes Continnatus, ed. I. Bekkerus (Bonnae, 1838)

Theoph. Cont.v = cod. Vaticanus gr. 167 a me collatus
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CONSTANTINE

IN CHRIST THE ETERNAL EMPEROR EMPEROR OF THE ROMANS
TO HIS SON ROMANUS
THE EMPEROR CROWNED OF GOD AND BORN IN THE PURPLE

Proem.

A wise son maketh glad a father, and an affectionate father taketh
delight in a prudent son. For the Lord giveth wit to speak in season, and
addeth thereto an ear to hear; with Him is the treasure of wisdom, and from
Him cometh every perfect gift; He setteth kings upon the throne and giveth
unto them the lordship over all. Now therefore hearken unto me, my son,
and being adept in this my teaching thou shalt be wise among the prudent,
and be accounted prudent among the wise; the peoples shall bless thee,
and the multitudes of the nations shall call thee blessed. Be instructed in
what it behoves thee before all else to know, and lay hold skilfully upon
the helm of the rule. Study the things that are now, and be instructed
concerning the things that are to be, so that thou mayest amass experience
with sound judgment, and thou shalt be most competent in thine affairs.
Lo, I set a doctrine before thee, so that being sharpened thereby in experi-
ence and knowledge, thou shalt not stumble concerning the best counsels
and the common good: first, in what each nation has power to advantage
the Romans, and in what to hurt, and how and by what other nation each
severally may be encountered in arms and subdued; then, concerning their
ravenous and insatiate temper and the gifts they demand inordinately;
next, concerning also the difference between other nations, their origins

| 4 Tit. 1 post Kwvotavrivov add. tob edd. || 4 moppupoyévwnrov] litteras qup
8. v, add. P! || post Baociréx add. voudeoloar F2.
P. 1 Ilgootpiov add. Moravesik | 8 edroyficoust F? edd.: sdlovfiowot
P || 11/12 peyadenifBolog Meursius Ba Be: peyoderniforos P || 13 cuvetiofévta
Meursius Ba Be: ouvverio9évri P || 14 <& secd. Be || 16 xal moiov secl.
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P

and customs and manner of life, and the position and climate of the land
they dwell in, its geographical description and measurement, and moreover
concerning events which have occurred at various times between the Romans
and different nations; and thereafter, what reforms have been introduced
from time to time in our state, and also throughout the Roman empire.
These things have I discovered of my own wisdom, and have decreed that
they shall be made known unto thee, my beloved son, in order that thou
mayest know the difference between each of these nations, and how either
to treat with and conciliate them, or to make war upon and oppose. For so
shall they quake before thee as one mighty in wisdom, and as from fire
shall they flee from thee; their lips shall be bridled, and as darts shall thy
words wound them unto death. Thou shalt appear terrible unto them, and
at thy face shall trembling take hold upon them. And the Almighty shall
cover thee with his shield, and thy Creator shall endue thee with under-
standing; He shall direct thy steps, and shall establish thee upon a sure
foundation. Thy throne shall be as the sun before Him, and His eyes shall
be looking towards thee, and naught of harm shall touch thee, for He hath
chosen thee and set thee apart from thy mother’s womb, and hath given
unto thee His rule as unto one excellent above all men, and hath set thee
as a refuge upon a hill and as a statue of gold upon an high place,
and as a city upon a mountain hath He raised thee up, that the nations
may bring to thee their gifts and thou mayest be adored of them that dwell
upon the earth. But Thou, O Lord my God, whose rule abideth unharmed
for ever, prosper him in his ways who through Thee was begotten of me, and
may the visitation of Thy face be toward him, and Thine ear be inclined
to his supplications. May Thy hand cover him, and may he rule because
of truth, and may Thy right hand guide him; may his ways be made straight
before Thee to keep thy statutes. May foes fall before his face, and his
enemies lick the dust. May the stem of his race be shady with leaves of
many offspring, and the shadow of his fruit cover the kingly mountains;
for by Thee do kings rule, glorifying Thee for ever and ever.

43 Pacthevétw — % defid couv: Psalm. 44, 5. 44 xatevduv-
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46 adtol Psalm, 71, 9; Is. 49, 23. 48 3 ool — Paotreic Prov. 8, 15,
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1. Of the Pechenegs, and how many advantages
accrue from their being at peace with the
emperor of the Romans.

Hear now, my son, those things of which I think you should not be
ignorant, and be wise that you may attain to government. For I maintain
that while learning is a good thing for all the rest as well, who are subjects,
yet it is especially so for you, who are bound to take thought for the safety
of all, and to steer and guide the laden ship of the world. And if in setting
out my subject I have followed the plain and beaten track of speech and,
o to say, idly running and simple prose, do not wonder at that, my son.
For I have not been studious to make a display of fine writing or of an
Atticizing style, swollen with the sublime and lofty, but rather have been
eager by means of every-day and conversational narrative to teach you
those things of which I think you should not be ignorant, and which may
without difficulty provide that intelligence and prudence which are the
fruit of long experience.

I conceive, then, that it is always greatly to the advantage of the
emperor of the Romans to be minded to keep the peace with the nation
of the Pechenegs and to conclude conventions and treaties of friendship
with them and to send every year to them from our side a diplomatic agent
with presents befitting and suitable to that nation, and to take from their
side sureties, that is, hostages and a diplomatic agent, who shall be collected
together under charge of the competent minister in this city protected of
God, and shall enjoy all imperial benefits and gifts suitable for the emperor
to bestow.

This nation of the Pechenegs is neighbour to the district of Cherson,
and if they are not friendly disposed towards us, they may make excursions
and plundering raids against Cherson, and may ravage Cherson itself and
the so-called Regions.

2, Of the Pechenegs and the Russians.

The Pechenegs are neighbours to and march with the Russians also,
and often, when the two are not at peace with one another, raid Russia,
and do her considerable harm and outrage.

The Russians also are much concerned to keep the peace with the
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Pechenegs. For they buy of them horned cattle and horses and sheep,
whereby they live more easily and comfortably, since none of the aforesaid
animals is found in Russia. Moreover, the Russians are quite unable to
set out for wars beyond their borders unless they are at peace with the
Pechenegs, because while they are away from their homes, these may come
upon them and destroy and outrage their property. And so the Russians,
both to avoid being harmed by them and because of the strength of that
nation, are the more concerned always to be in alliance with them and
to have them for support, so as both to be rid of their enmity and to enjoy
the advantage of their assistance.

Nor can the Russians come at this imperial city of the Romans, either
for war or for trade, unless they are at peace with the Pechenegs, because
when the Russians come with their ships to the barrages of the river and
cannot pass through unless they lift their ships off the river and carry them
past by portaging them on their shoulders, then the men of this nation of the
Pechenegs set upon them, and, as they cannot do two things at once, they
are easily routed and cut to pieces.

3. Of the Pechenegs and Turks.

The tribe of the Turks, too, trembles greatly at and fears the said
Pechenegs, because they have often been defeated by them and brought
to the verge of complete annihilation. Therefore the Turks always look on
the Pechenegs with dread, and are held in check by them.

4, Of the Pechenegs and Russians and Turks.

So long as the emperor of the Romans is at peace with the Pechenegs,
neither Russians nor Turks can come upon the Roman dominions by force
of arms, nor can they exact from the Romans large and inflated sums in
money and goods as the price of peace, for they fear the strength of this
nation which the emperor can turn against them while they are campaigning
against the Romans. For the Pechenegs, if they are leagued in friendship
with the emperor and won over by him through letters and gifts, can easily
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come upon the country both of the Russians and of the Turks, and enslave
their women and children and ravage their country.

5. Of the Pechenegs and the Bulgarians.

To the Bulgarians also the emperor of the Romans will appear more
formidable, and can impose on them the need for tranquillity, if he is at
peace with the Pechenegs, because the said Pechenegs are neighbours to
these Bulgarians also, and when they wish, either for private gain or to
do a favour to the emperor of the Romans, they can easily march against
Bulgaria, and with their preponderating multitude and their strength
overwhelm and defeat them. And so the Bulgarians also continually struggle
and strive to maintain peace and harmony with the Pechenegs. For from
having frequently been crushingly defeated and plundered by them, they
have learned by experience the value and advantage of being always at
peace with them.

6.0f the Pechenegs and Chersonites.

Yet another folk of these Pechenegs lies over against the district
of Cherson; they trade with the Chersonites, and perform services for them
and for the emperor in Russia and Chazaria and Zichia and all the parts
beyond: that is to say, they receive from the Chersonites a prearranged
remuneration in respect of this service proportionate to their labour and
trouble, in the form of pieces of purple cloth, ribbons, loosely woven cloths,
gold brocade, pepper, scarlet or «Parthian» leather, and other commodities
which they require, according to a contract which each Chersonite may make
or agree to with an individual Pecheneg. For these Pechenegs are free men
and, so to say, independent, and never perform any service without remuner-
ation.
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7. Of the dispatch of imperial agents from
Cherson to Patzinacia.

When an imperial agent goes over to Cherson on this service, he must
at once send to Patzinacia and demand of them hostages and an escort, and
on their arrival he must leave the hostages under guard in the city of Cherson,
and himself go off with the escort to Patzinacia and carry out his instruc-
tions. Now these Pechenegs, who are ravenous and keenly covetous of
articles rare among them, are shameless in their demands for generous gifts,
the hostages demanding this for themselves and that for their wives, and the
escort something for their own trouble and some more for the wear and tear
of their cattle. Then, when the imperial agent enters their country, they first
ask for the emperor’s gifts, and then again, when these have glutted the
menfolk, they ask for the presents for their wives and parents. Also, all who
come with him to escort him on his way back to Cherson demand payment
from him for their trouble and the wear and tear of their cattle.

8 Of the dispatch of imperial agents with ships
of war from the city protected of God to Patzi-
nacia along the Danube and Dnieper and
Dniester river.

In the region of Bulgaria also is settled a folk of the Pechenegs, toward
the region of the Dnieper and the Dniester and the other rivers of those
parts. And when an imperial agent is dispatched from here with ships of
war, he may, without going to Cherson, shortly and swiftly find these same
Pechenegs here; and when he has found them, the imperal agent sends
a message to them by his man, himself remaining on board the ships of
war, carrying along with him and guarding in the ships of war the imperial
goods. And they come down to him, and when they come down, the imperial
agent gives them hostages of his men, and himself takes other hostages
of these Pechenegs, and holds them in the ships of war, and then he makes
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agreement with them; and when the Pechenegs have taken their ocaths
to the imperial agent according to their ‘zakana’, he presents them with
the imperial gifts, and takes from among them as many “friends’ as he sees
fit, and returns. Agreement must be made with them on this condition, that
wherever the emperor calls upon them, they are to serve him, whether
against the Russians, or against the Bulganans, or again against the Turks.
For they are able to make war upon all these, and as they have often come
against them, are now regarded by them with dread. And this is clear from
what follows. For once when the cleric Gabriel was dispatched by imperial
mandate to the Turks and said to them, «The emperor declares that you
are to go and expel the Pechenegs from their place and settle yourselves
there (for in former days you used to be settled there yourselves) so that
you may be near to my imperial majesty, and when I wish, I may send
and find you speedily», then all the chief men of the Turks cried aloud with
one voice, «We are not putting ourselves on the track of the Pechenegs;
for we cannot fight them, because their country is great and their people
numerous and they are the devil’s brats; and do not say this to us again;
for we do not like it

When spring is over, the Pechenegs cross to the far side of the Dnieper
river, and always pass the summer there.

9. Of the coming of the Russians in ‘monoxyla’
from Russia to Constantinople.

The ‘monoxyla’ which come down from outer Russia to Constantinople
are from Novgorod, where Sviatoslav, son of Igor, prince of Russia, had
his seat, and others from the city of Smolensk and from Teliutza and Cher-
mgov and from Vyshegrad. All these come down the river Dnieper, and
are collected together at the city of Kiev, also called Sambatas. Their Slav
tributaries, the so-called Krivichians and the Lenzanenes and the rest of
the Slavonic regions, cut the ‘monoxyla’ on their mountains in time of
winter, and when they have prepared them, as spring approaches, and the
ice melts, they bring them on to the neighbouring lakes. And since these
lakes debouch into the river Dnieper, they enter thence on to this same
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river, and come down to Kiev, and draw the ships along to be finished and
sell them to the Russians. The Russians buy these bottoms only, furnishing
them with oars and rowlocks and other tackle from their old ‘monoxyla’,
which they dismantle; and so they fit them out. And in the month of June
they move off down the river Dnieper and come to Vitichev, which is a
tributary city of the Russians, and there they gather during two or three
days; and when all the ‘monoxyla’ are collected together, then they set
out, and come down the said Dnieper river. And first they come to the first
barrage, called Essoupi, which means in Russian and Slavonic ‘Do not
sleep!’; the barrage itself is as narrow as the width of the Polo-ground;
in the middle of it are rooted high rocks, which stand out like islands. Against
these, then, comes the water and wells up and dashes down over the other
side, with a mighty and terrific din. Therefore the Russians do not venture
to pass between them, but put in to the bank hard by, disembarking the
men on to dry land leaving the rest of the goods on board the ‘monoxyla’;
they then strip and, feeling with their feet to avoid striking on a rock, ***.
This they do, some at the prow, some amidships, while others again, in the
stern, punt with poles; and with all this careful procedure they pass this
first barrage, edging round under the river-bank. When they have passed
this barrage, they re-embark the others from the dry land and sail away,
and come down to the second barrage, called in Russian Oulvorsi, and in
Slavonic Ostrovouniprach, which means ‘the Island of the Barrage’. This
one is like the first, awkward and not to be passed through. Once again they
disembark the men and convey the ‘monoxyla’ past, as on the first occasion.
Similarly they pass the third barrage also, called Gelandri, which means in
Slavonic ‘Noise of the Barrage’, and then the fourth barrage, the big one,
called in Russian Aeifor, and in Slavonic Neasit, because the pelicans nest
in the stones of the barrage. At this barrage all put into land prow foremost,
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and those who are deputed to keep the watch with them get out, and off
they go, these men, and keep vigilant watch for the Pechenegs. The re-
mainder, taking up the goods which they have on board the ‘monoxyla’,
conduct the slaves in their chains past by land, six miles, until they are
through the barrage. Then, partly dragging their ‘monoxyla’, partly por-
taging them on their shoulders, they convey them to the far side of the
barrage; and then, putting them on the river and loading up their baggage,
they embark themselves, and again sail off in them. When they come to the
fifth barrage, called in Russian Varouforos, and in Slavonic Voulniprach,
because 1t forms a large lake, they again convey their ‘monoxyla’ through
at the edges of the river, as at the first and second barrages, and arrive at
the sixth barrage, called in Russian Leanti, and in Slavonic Veroutzi, that
is ‘the Boiling of the Water’, and this too they pass similarly. And thence they
sail away to the seventh barrage, called in Russian Stroukoun, and 1n Sla-
vonic Naprezi, which means ‘Little Barrage’. This they pass at the so-called
ford of Vrar, where the Chersonites cross over from Russia and the Pe-
chenegs to Cherson; which ford is as wide as the Hippodrome, and, measured
upstream from the bottom as far as the rocks break surface, a bow-shot in
length. It is at this point, therefore, that the Pechenegs come down and
attack the Russians. After traversing this place, they reach the island called
St. Gregory, on which island they perform their sacrifices because a gigantic
oak-tree stands there; and they sacrifice live cocks. Arrows, too, they peg in
round about, and others bread and meat, or something of whatever each
may have, as is their custom. They also throw lots regarding the cocks,
whether to slaughter them, or to eat them as well, or to leave them alive.
From this island onwards the Russians do not fear the Pecheneg until they
reach the river Selinas. So then they start off thence and sail for four days,
until they reach the lake which forms the mouth of the river, on which is the
island of St. Aitherios. Arrived at this island, they rest themselves there for
two or three days. And they re-equip their ‘monoxyla’ with such tackle as is
needed, sails and masts and rudders, which they bring with them. Since this
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lake i3 the mouth of this river, as has been said, and carries on down to the
sea, and the island of St. Aitherios lies on the sea, they come thence to the
Dniester river, and having got safely there they rest again. But when the
weather is propitious, they put to sea and come to the river called Aspros,
and after resting there too in like manner, they again set out and come to the
Selinas, to the so-called branch of the Danube river. And until they are past
the river Selinas, the Pechenegs keep pace with them. And if it happens that
the sea casts a ‘monoxylon’ on shore, they all put in to land, in order to
present a united opposition to the Pechenegs. But after the Selinas they
fear nobody, but, entering the territory of Bulgaria, they come to the mouth
of the Danube. From the Danube they proceed to the Konopas, and from
the Konopas to Constantia, and from Constantia to the river of Varna, and
from Varna they come to the river Ditzina, all of which are Bulgarian terri-
tory. From the Ditzina they reach the district of Mesembria, and there at last
their voyage, fraught with such travail and terror, such difficulty and danger,
is at an end. The severe manner of life of these same Russians in winter-time
is as follows. When the month of November begins, their chiefs together with
all the Russians at once leave Kiev and go off on the ‘poliudia’, which means
‘rounds’, that is, to the Slavonic regions of the Vervians and Drugovichians
and Krivichians and Severians and the rest of the Slavs who are tributaries
of the Russians. There they are maintained throughout the winter, but then
once more, starting from the month of April, when the ice of the Dnieper
river melts, they come back to Kiev. They then pick up their ‘monoxyla’,
as has been said above, and fit them out, and come down to Romania.

The Uzes can attack the Pechenegs.

10. Of Chazaria, how and by whom war must be made
upon it.

The Uzes can attack the Chazars, for they are their neighbours, and
80 can the ruler of Alania.
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Nine regions of Chazaria are adjacent to Alania, and the Alan can,
if he be so minded, plunder these and so cause great damage and dearth
among the Chazars: for from these nine regions come all the livelihood
and plenty of Chazaria.

11. Of the city of Cherson and the city of Bosporus.

If the ruler of Alania is not at peace with the Chazars, but thinks
preferable the friendship of the emperor of the Romans, then, if the Chazars
are not minded to preserve friendship and peace with the emperor, he,
the Alan, may do them great hurt by ambushing their routes and setting
upon them when they are off their guard, in their passage to Sarkel and
the Regions and Cherson. And if this ruler will act zealously to check them,
then Cherson and the Regions may enjoy great and profound peace; for
the Chazars, afraid of the attack of the Alans and consequently not being
free to attack Cherson and the Regions with an army, since they are not
strong enough to fight both at once, will be compelled to remain at peace.

12. Of black Bulgaria and Chazaria.
The so-called black Bulgaria can also attack the Chazars.

13. Of the nations that are neighbours to the Turks.

These nations are adjacent to the Turks: on their western side Francia;
on their northern the Pechenegs; and on the south side great Moravia, the
country of Sphendoplokos, which has now been totally devastated by these
Turks, and occupied by them. On the side of the mountains the Croats are
adjacent to the Turks.

The Pechenegs too can attack the Turks, and plunder and harm them
greatly, as has been said above in the chapter on the Pechenegs.
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Fix, my son, your minds’s eye upon my words, and learn those things
which I command you, and you will be able in due season as from ancestral
treasures to bring forth the wealth of wisdom, and to display the abundance of
wit. Know therefore that all the tribes of the north have, as it were implan-
ted in them by nature, a ravening greed of money, never satiated, and so
they demand everything and hanker after everything and have desires that
know no limit or circumseription, but are always eager for more, and desi-
rous to acquire great profits in exchange for a small service. And so these
importunate demands and brazenly submitted claims must be turned back
and rebutted by plausible speeches and prudent and clever excuses, which,
in so far as our experience has enabled us to arrive at them, will, to speak
summarily, run more or less as follows:

Should they ever require and demand, whether they be Chazars, or
Turks, or again Russians, or any other nation of the northerners and Scy-
thians, as frequently happens, that some of the imperial vesture or diadems
or state robes should be sent to them in return for some service or office
performed by them, then thus you shall excuse yourself: «These robes of
state and the diadems, which you call ‘kamelaukia’, were not fashioned by
men, nor by human arts devised or elaborated, but, as we find it written
in secret stories of old history, when God made emperor the former Con-
stantine the great, who was the first Christian emperor, He sent him these
robes of state by the hand of His angel, and the diadems which you call
‘kamelaukia’, and charged him to lay them in the great and holy church
of God, which, after the name of that very wisdom which is the property of
God, is called St.Sophia; and not to clothe himself in them every day, but
only when it is a great public festival of the Lord. And so by God’s command
he laid them up, and they hang above the holy table in the sanctuary of this
same church, and are for the ornament of the church. And the rest of the
imperial vestments and cloaks lie spread out upon this holy table. And
when a festival of our Lord and God Jesus Christ comes round, the patriarch
takes up such of these robes of state and diadems as are suitable and appro-
priated to that occasion, and sends them to the emperor, and he wears them
in the procession, and only in it, as the servant and minister of God, and
after use returns them again to the church, and they are laid up in it.
Moreover, there is a curse of the holy and great emperor Constantine en-
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graved upon this holy table of the church of God, according as he was char-
ged by God through the angel, that if an emperor for any use or occasion
or unseasonable desire be minded to take of them and either himself misuse
them or give them to others, he shall be anathematized as the foe and enemy
of the commands of God, and shall be excommunicated from the church;
moreover, if he himself be minded to make others like them, these too the
church of God must take, with the freely expressed approval of all the
archbishops and of the senate; and it shall not be in the authority either
of the emperor, or of the patriarch, or of any other, to take these robes
of state or the diadems from the holy church of God. And mighty dread
hangs over them who are minded to transgress any of these divine ordinances.
For one of the emperors, Leo by name, who also married a wife from Chaza-
ria, out of his folly and rashness took up one of these diadems when no
festival of the Lord was toward, and without the approval of the patriarch
put it about his head. And straightway a carbuncle came forth upon his
forehead so that in torment at the pains of it he evilly departed his evil life,
and ran upon death untimely. And, this rash act being summarily avenged,
thereafter a rule was made, that when he is about to be crowned the emperor
must first swear and give surety that he will neither do nor conceive anything
against what has been ordained and kept from ancient times, and then may
he be crowned by the patriarch and perform and execute the rites appro-
priate to the established festival.y
Similar care and thought you must take in the matter of the liquid
fire which is discharged through tubes, so that if any shall ever venture
to demand this too, as they have often made demands of us also, you may
rebut and dismiss them in words like these: «This too was revealed and taught
by God through an angel to the great and holy Constantine, the first Chri-
stian emperor, and concerning this too he received great charges from the
same angel, as we are assured by the faithful witness of our fathers and
grandfathers, that it should be manufactured among the Christians only
and in the city ruled by them, and nowhere else at all, nor should it be sent
nor taught to any other nation whatsoever. And so, for the confirmation
of this among those who should come after him, this great emperor caused
curses to be inscribed on the holy table of the church of God, that he who
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should dare to give of this fire to another nation should neither be called
a Christian, not be held worthy of any rank or office; and if he should be
the holder of any such, he should be expelled therefrom and be anathema-
tized and made an example for ever and ever, whether he were emperor, or
patriarch, or any other man whatever, either ruler or subject, who should
seek to transgress this commandment. And he adjured all who had the zeal
and fear of God to be prompt to make away with him who attempted to do
this, as a common enemy and a transgressor of this great commandment, and
to dismiss him to a death most hateful and cruel. And it happened once, as
wickedness will still find room, that one of our military governors, who
had been most heavily bribed by certain foreigners, handed over some of this
fire to them; and, since God could not endure to leave unavenged this
transgression, as he was about to enter the holy church of God, fire came
down out of heaven and devoured and consumed him utterly. And thereafter
mighty dread and terror were implanted in the hearts of all men, and never
since then has anyone, whether emperor, or noble, or private citizen, or
military governor, or any man of any sort whatever, ventured to think of
such a thing, far less to attempt to do it or bring it to pass.»

‘But come, now, turn’, and to meet another sort of demand, monstrous
and unseemly, seemly and appropriate words discover and seek out. For
if any nation of these infidel and dishonourable tribes of the north shall ever
demand a marriage alliance with the emperor of the Romans, and either to
take his daughter to wife, or to give a daughter of their own to be wife to the
emperor or to the emperor’s son, this monstrous demand of theirs also you
shall rebut with these words, saying: «Concerning this matter also a dread and
authentic charge and ordinance of the great and holy Constantine is engraved
upon the sacred table of the universal church of the Christians, St. Sophia,
that never shall an emperor of the Romans ally himself in marriage with
a nation of customs differing from and alien to those of the Roman order,
especially with one that is infidel and unbaptized, unless it be with the
Franks alone; for they alone were excepted by that great man, the holy
Constantine, because he himself drew his origin from those parts; for there
is much relationship and converse between Franks and Romans. And why
did he order that with them alone the emperors of the Romans should
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intermarry ? Because of the traditional fame and nobility of those lands
and races. But with any other nation whatsoever it was not to be in their
power to do this, and he who dared to do it was to be condemned as an
alien from the ranks of the Christians and subject to the anathema, as a
transgressor of ancestral laws and imperial ordinances. And that emperor
Leo aforesaid, who also, as has been described above, unlawfully and rashly,
without the consent of him who was then patriarch, took from the church
the diadem and put it about his head and was summarily punished in full
for his wicked attempt, dared to make light of and to disregard this com-
mandment also of that holy emperor, which, as has already been made
clear, is engraved on the holy table; and as he had once put himself outside
the fear of God and His commandments, so also he contracted an alli-
ance in marriage with the chagan of Chazaria, and received his daughter
to be his wife, and thereby attached great shame to the empire of the Romans
and to himself, because he annulled and disregarded the ancestral injunc-
tions; yet he, however, was not even an orthodox Christian, but an heretic
and a destroyer of images. And so for these his unlawful impieties he is
continually excommunicated and anthematized in the church of God, as
a transgressor and perverter of the ordinance of God and of the holy and
great emperor Constantine. For how can it be admissible that Christians
should form marriage associations and ally themselves by marriage with
infidels, when the canon forbids it and the whole church regards it as alien
to and outside the Christian order? Or which of the illustrious or noble
or wise emperors of the Romans has admitted it ?» But if they reply: «How
then did the lord Romanus, the emperor, ally himself in marriage with the
Bulgarians, and give his grand-daughter to the lord Peter the Bulga-
rian ¢», this must be the defence: «The lord Romanus, the emperor, was
a common, illiterate fellow, and not from among those who have been
bred up in the palace, and have followed the Roman national customs from
the beginning; nor was he of imperial and noble stock, and for this reason
in most of his actions he was too arrogant and despotic, and in this instance
he neither heeded the prohibition of the church, nor followed the command-
ment and ordinance of the great Constantine, but out of a temper arrogant
and self-willed and untaught in virtue and refusing to follow what was
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right and good, or to submit to the ordinances handed down by our fore-
fathers, he dared to do this thing; offering, that is, this alone by way of
gpecious excuse, that by this action so many Christian prisoners were ran-
somed, and that the Bulgarians too are Christians and of like faith with us,
and that in any case she who was given in marriage was not daughter of
the chief and lawful emperor, but of the third and most junior, who was
still subordinate and had no share of authority in matters of government;
but this was no different from giving any other of the ladies of the im-
penial family, whether more distantly or closely related to the impenal
nobility, nor did it make any difference that she was given for some service
to the commonweal, or was daughter of the most junior, who had no autho-
rity to speak of. And because he did this thing contrary to the canon and
to ecclesiastical tradition and the ordinance and commandment of the
great and holy emperor Constantine, the aforesaid lord Romanus was in
his lifetime much abused, and was slandered and hated by the senatorial
council and all the commons and the church herself, so that their hatred
became abundantly clear in the end to which he came; and after his death
he is in the same way vilified and slandered and condemned inasmuch as
he too introduced an unworthy and unseemly innovation into the noble
polity of the Romans.» For each nation has different customs and divergent
laws and institutions, and should consolidate those things that are proper
to it, and should form and develop out of the same nation the associations
for the fusion of its life. For just a8 each animal mates with its own tribe,
so it 18 right that each nation also should marry and cohabit not with those
of other race and tongue but of the same tribe and speech. For hence arise
naturally harmony of thought and intercourse among one another and
friendly converse and living together; but alien customs and divergent
laws are likely on the contrary to engender enmities and quarrels and hatreds
and broils, which tend to beget not friendship and association but spite
and division. Mark, too, that it is not for those who wish to govern lawfully
to copy and emulate what has been ill done by some out of ignorance or
arrogance, but rather to have the glorious deeds of those who have ruled
lawfully and righteously as noble pictures set up for an example to be copied,
and after their pattern to strive himself also to direct all that he does; since
the end which came upon him, I mean, the lord Romanus, through these
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his headstrong acts is a sufficient warning to restrain anyone who is minded
to emulate his evil deeds.

But now, with the rest, you must know also what follows, my well-loved
gon, since knowledge of it may greatly advantage you and render you the
object of greater admiration. That is, once again, knowledge ‘of the dif-
ference between other nations, their origins and customs and manner of
life, and the position and climate of the land they dwell in, and its geo-
graphical description and measurement’, as they are more widely expounded
hereafter.

14. Of the genealogy of Mahomet.

The blasphemous and obscene Mahomet, whom the Saracens claim
for their prophet, traces his genealogy by descent from the most widespread
race of Ishmael, son of Abraham. For Nizaros, the descendant of Ishmael,
is proclaimed the father of them all. Now he begat two sons, Moundaros
and Rabias, and Moundaros begat Kousaros and Kaisos and Themimes
and Asandos and various others whose names are unknown, who were allotted
the Madianite desert and reared their flocks, dwelling in tents. And there
are others further off in the interior who are not of the same tribe, but of
Iektan, the so-called Homerites, that is, Amanites. And the story is published
abroad thus. This Mahomet, being destitute and an orphan, thought fit
to hire himself out to a certain wealthy woman, his relative, Chadiga by
name, to tend her camels and to trade for her in Egypt among the foreigners
and in Palestine. Thereafter by little and little he grew more free in converse
and ingratiated himself with the woman, who was a widow, and took her
to wife. Now, during his visits to Palestine and intercourse with Jews and
Christians he used to follow up certain of their doctrines and interpretations
of scripture. But as he had the disease of epilepsy, his wife, a noble and
wealthy lady, was greatly cast down at being united to this man, who was
not only destitute but an epileptic into the bargain, and so he deceived
her by alleging: «I behold a dreadful vision of an angel called Gabriel, and
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being unable to endure his sight, I faint and fally; and he was believed
because a certain Arian, who pretended to be a monk, testified falsely in
his support for love of gain. The woman being in this manner imposed on
and proclaiming to other women of her tribe that he was a prophet, the
lying fraud reached also the ears of a head-man whose name was Boubachar.
Well, the woman died and left her husband behind to succeed her and to
be heir of her estate, and he became a notable and very wealthy man, and
his wicked imposture and heresy took hold on the district of Ethribos.
And the crazy and deluded fellow taught those who believed on him, that
he who slays an enemy or is slain by an enemy enters into paradise, and
all the rest of his nonsense. And they pray, moreover, to the star of Aphro-
dite, which they call Koubar, and in their supplication cry out: «Alla wa
Koubary, that is, ‘God and Aphrodite’. For they call God ‘Alla’, and ‘wa’
they use for the conjunction ‘and’, and they call the star ‘Koubar’, and so
they say ‘Alla wa Koubar’.

15. Of the tribe of the Fatemites.

Fatem was a daughter of Mahomet, and from her are begotten the
Fatemites. But these are not from Fatemi, from the country of Libya, but
dwell in the district north of Mecca, away behind the tomb of Mahomet. They
are an Arab nation, carefully trained to wars and battles; for with the aid
of this tribe Mahomet went to war, and took many cities and subdued many
countries. For they are brave men and warriors, so that if they be found
to the number of a thousand in an army, that army cannot be defeated
or worsted. They ride not horses but camels, and in time of war they do
not put on corselets or coats of mail but pink-coloured cloaks, and have
long spears and shields as tall as a man and enormous wooden bows which
few can bend, and that with difficulty.
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