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CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS,
DE ADMINISTRANDO IMPERIO
AND THE BYZANTINE HISTORIOGRAPHY
OF THE MID-10™ CENTURY"

The paper is dedicated to certain aspects of the treatise De administrando imperio,
composed at the court of Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus in 948-952. It first ex-
amines the diplomatic basis of the information collected in the treatise, then the manage-
ment of the information available from other sources and some common information found
in it and in other contemporary works such as Theophanes Continuatus, Vita Basilii and De
thematibus. It closes with a conclusion about the authorship of the treatise and its place in
the context of the historiographical activity at the court of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus
in the mid-10™ century.

Keywords: Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, Theophanes
Continuatus, Vita Basilii, De thematibus, Byzantine historiography

The renewed scholarly activity during the sole rule of Emperor Constantine VII
Porphyrogenitus from 944 to 959 resulted in a number of famous encyclopedic and
historiographical works and collections initiated, commissioned, edited or created
by the emperor himself.! Among them, the treatise called De administrando imperio,
composed between 948 and 952, has a special and prominent place, because of its

* The paper is part of the project ,Tradition, innovation and identity in the Byzantine world“ (no.
177032), supported by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Repub-
lic of Serbia.

! There has been considerable progress in the scholarly understanding of the literary activity
under Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus thanks to the recent research, cf. the following footnotes and
throughout the paper.
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specific nature and intriguing character. According to its Proem, the text was written
by Emperor Constantine himself for his son and co-emperor Romanus II,? but recent
scholarship tends to reject such a claim, assuming the existence of some “ghostwrit-
ers” that wrote it for the emperor.* Though the traditional view is by no means to be
completely discarded, the authorship of the text, however, remains a question and a
matter of debate, as well as its relation to other works of the period. An attempt to
answer those questions would certainly improve our understanding of the emperor’s
place in the wider context of the historiographical activity at the Byzantine court of
the mid-10" century.

Diplomatic basis of De administrando imperio

The composition of a treatise on foreign peoples and the relations of the Ro-
mans with them such as De administrando imperio fits well into the thematic frame-
work of the extensive scholarly activity at the imperial court of the mid-10" century,
which resulted in the creation of voluminous works such as the Excerpta Historica,®
especially when we know that the fifty three topics it was meant to arrange the whole

2 The scholarly literature on De administrando imperio is quite extensive; the most referent
works are, however, Bury, Treatise, 517-577; DAL Commentary, ed. Jenkins; Sevéenko, Re-reading, 167-
195; Sode, Untersuchungen, 149-260; Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio: a Re-examination,
301-336; Kaldellis, Ethnography, 87-93; Magdalino, Knowledge, 187-209; Markopoulos, Voices, 22-32;
Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 130-137. It is curious that De administrando imperio was completely
neglected in the most recent reviews of Byzantine Historiography, Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Histori-
ans; Neville, Guide.

3 DAL, Proem, passim.

4 Cf. n. 2. Sevéenko, Re-reading, 185-195; Holmes, Byzantine Political Culture, 69-72; Németh,
Excerpta Constantiniana, 131-132, share the opinion that the main person responsible for the composi-
tion of De administrando imperio was Basil Lacapenus, known as the Bastard (6 No6og, +985), the illegit-
imate son of Romanus I Lacapenus and half-brother of Constantine’s wife Helene, the parakoimomenos
of the emperor and his close associate, who was later also the parakoimomenos of Nicephorus II Phocas
(963-969), who promoted him also to the position of the president of the Senate, and of John I Tzimisk-
es (969-976) and Basil I, whom he served as a regent up to 985, and who was involved in the creation
process of a number of other projects of Constantine’s time; on these projects see the footnotes below. On
Basil Lacepenus and his career, cf. Brokkaar, Basil Lacapenus, 199-233; Krsmanovié, Evnusi, 306-402.
According to Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio: a Re-examination, 321-336; Németh, Excerpta
Constantiniana, 132-133, the original recension of DAI was composed thanks to Leo VI between 900 and
910, and Constantine VII and his co-workers only re-edited it in 948-952.

5 Already Bury, Treatise, 539-544, noticed that the impetus for the preparation of the work De
administrando imperio came from the same encyclopedic-historiographical momentum that led to the
creation of De cerimoniis and Excerpta historica.

© The immense project of the systematization of the past by excerpting passages from historical
works of authors from Antiquity to the 9 century and arranging them into fifty three previously defined
topics, with none of the passages of the original historical works left unsorted, was launched by Emperor
Constantine VII shortly after he assumed supreme power in the 940s, involving many skilled scholars and
scribes and lasted for several decades, to be finished only in the 970s or 980s thanks to Basil Lacapenus who
supervised the project after Constantine’s death in 959. The project inspired many similar undertakings
of the systematization of knowledge in the latter half of the 10 century, see Treadgold, Middle Byzantine
Historians, 153-165; Neville, Guide, 110-113, and especially the thorough study by A. Németh, Excerpta
Constantiniana, 1-120 sq.
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historical material into also included those dedicated to the relations between the
Romans and the Barbarians in ancient times, some of which have been preserved
(for example, De legationibus), while others are lost (De nationibus). There is, on the
other hand, some information on the diplomatic relations between the contempo-
rary Romans and the Barbarians of the mid-10™ century, preserved in the so-called
“diplomatic chapters” of De cerimoniis, another great collection of the time. Those are
Chapters 15 and 46-48 of Book II, which describe the receptions of foreign delega-
tions at the imperial court and the ways of addressing them at the court and in the
letters addressed to them and the titles used officially for their rulers by the emperor.”
However, those chapters (except for the beginning of Chapter 15) didn’t belong to the
original De cerimoniis as left by Emperor Constantine VII, but rather to the “unfin-
ished dossier” that contained “various texts and documents” that the emperor had
gathered and kept along with the original version of De cerimoniis, which was later,
between 963 and 969, appended as chapters to the Book II because they were associat-
ed with its content.® That means that in these “chapters” we have, in fact, to determine
the real diplomatic material that came into being for the sake of actual diplomatic ac-
tivity during the reign of Constantine VII (944-959). An example of such material is
certainly the so-called “List of addresses to the foreign rulers”, preserved as Chapter II,
48, which was composed between March and October 946.° If we take a closer look at
it we may find that its geopolitical scope fully matches that of De administrando impe-
rio, since most of the rulers mentioned in it also appear in DAI' That would suggest
a close relation between De administrando imperio and the regular diplomatic activity
of the imperial court at the time and allow us to presume that DAI was meant to be

7 De cerimoniis, 566-598, 679-692.

8 The original version of De cerimoniis produced during the lifetime of Constantine VII comprised
the present Book I, Chapters 1-83 and Book II, Chapters 1-15 (earlier part). It was most probably Basil
Lacapenus who, during the reign of Nicephorus Phocas (963-969), added some additional chapters to
Book I (Chapters 84-97) and appended the material of the “unfinished dossier” left by Constantine VII,
with a few later additions, to Book II (the latter part of the Chapter 15 and the Chapters 16-57) and had
it copied into the Leipzig manuscript, which already contained the treatises on military expeditions, cf.
Featherstone, Preliminary remarks, 457-479; Idem, Olga’s visit, 241-251; Idem, Further remarks, 113-121;
Idem, De cerimoniis, 142; Idem, A év8ei&wv, 75-79; Idem, Basileios Nothos, 355-360. Cf. also Constantine
Porphyrogennetos, Book of Ceremonies I-II, xxiii—xxxviii; Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 137-144.

9 De cerimoniis, 686-692; Zuckermann, Voyage d’Olga, 647-672.

10 The amir al-muminin, De cerimoniis, 686.13-22, DAL, ch. 25, 43, 44, 47; the prince of princes
of Greater Armenia, 686.22-687.3, DAI, ch. 43-44; the prince of Vaspurakan, 687.4-8, DAI, ch. 43, 45;
the prince of Taron, 686.8, DAI, ch. 43; the curopalates of Iberia, 687.16-18, DAI, ch. 43, 45-46; the
exousiokrator of Alania, 688.2-7, DAI, ch. 10-11; the exousiastes of Abasgia, 688.7-10, DAI, ch. 45-46; the
king of Saxony, 689.4-5, DAI, ch. 30; the amir of Africa, the amir of Egypt, 689.14-690.1, DAL ch. 25; the
duke of Venice, 690.4, DAI, ch. 27-28; the prince of Capua, the prince of Salerno, the duke of Naples, the
archon of Amalfi, the archon of Gaeta, 690.4-6, DAI, ch. 27; the khagan of Chazaria, 690.16-21, DAI, ch.
13, 38, 42; the prince of Russia, 690.21-691.1, DAI, ch. 9; the princes of the Hungarians, 691.2-4, DAL ch.
38, 40; the princes of the Pechenegs, 691.4-7, DAI, ch. 37; the prince of Croatia, the prince of the Serbs, the
prince of the Zachlumi, the prince of the Kanalites, the prince of the Terbuniotes, the prince of Dioclea, the
prince of Moravia (Pagania), 691.8-13, DAI, ch. 29-36; the king of Francia, 691.13-20, DAL, ch. 26, 28-29;
the lord of Arabia Felix, 691.24-692.2, DAI, ch. 25; cf. Byzance et ses voisins, 353-672.
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an elaboration about the peoples that were otherwise known at the imperial court and
with which, or most of them, it had established diplomatic relations, and the “List of
addresses” could have served as a solid starting point for such a task.

De administrando imperio also provides some specific information that is clear-
ly in connection with the data recorded in the “diplomatic chapters” of De cerimoniis.
The author, who I believe was indeed Emperor Constantine himself, at one point,
exclaims in surprise that the Byzantine historians had failed to mention the crossing
of the descendants of Muawiyah I, the Umayyad dynasty, over to Spain in 755.!! But,
how then could he have known of that event if there was no such information in the
Byzantine historical works he had at his disposal? Is it not probable that he might have
gathered some information on the history of the Arabs of Spain during his meeting
with the ambassadors of the caliph of Cordoba Abd ar-Rahman IIT (912-961), who
were formally received at the imperial court on 24 October 946, as described in De
cerimoniis, 11, 15' However, some Byzantine authors, namely Theophanes in his Chro-
nography, did mention this event," but Constantine misinterpreted it and dated it to
the reign of Justinian II, confusing it with the Arab conquest of Spain in 711, which
indeed was not mentioned explicitly by Theophanes.'* On the other hand, the fact that
the ruler of the Arabs of Spain was not mentioned in the “List of addresses”, composed
in 946, but before the arrival of the Cordovan delegation to Constantinople,'® shows
that the Byzantines up until then were not very familiar with them and that Con-
stantine indeed could claim that his knowledge of their affairs, if it had resulted from
his encounter with their envoys, was greater than that of any of the earlier Byzantine
authors.' The Arab chapters of De administrando imperio (ch. 14-25) include Spain,
which is represented in them as an Arab country and in those chapters, curiously,
Muawiyah I has a central place.”” In Chapter 25 it is stated that there are three amir
al-muminin among the Arabs - one in Baghdad, who is descended from Muhammad
(the Abbasids); the second in Egypt, who is descended from Fatima (the Fatimids);
and the third in Spain, who is descended from Muawiyah (the Umayyads).'® Bearing

11 DAT, 21.28-31.

12 De cerimoniis, 571.11-16; Kresten, “Staatsempfange’, 31-34; Zuckermann, Voyage d’Olga, 654—
660; Signes Codofier, Bizancio y al-Andalus, 212 sq.

13 Theophanis Chronographia, 424.12-16, 425.13-15, 426.1-7.

14 Theophanes speaks of the Arabs that crossed from Africa to Spain, conquered it and ruled
it from then on in the context of the Frankish wars with them, which he describes under the year AM
6216 = AD 723/724, and of the flight of the Umayyads to Spain under the year AM 6241 = AD 748/749,
Theophanis Chronographia, 403.12-13, 426.1-7; Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor, 556-558, 588-589;
Németh, Database, 92-95; Idem, Excerpta Constantiniana, 233-236.

15 Zuckermann, Voyage d'Olga, 654-660, 669-672.

16 Signes Codorier, Bizancio y al-Andalus, 212-244, identified as many as ten exchanges of embas-
sies between the courts of Constantinople and Cordoba in the period 946-959, following a gap of more
than a century from 838.

17" Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 234-235; Komatina, Byzantine Concept of “Syria” (forthcoming).

18 DAI, 25.56-62.
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in mind that he himself states that “the Arabs living in Spain are called the Mauiatae
(Mavtatar)’' the question arises whether it was in fact Constantine’s Spanish-An-
dalusian informants who insisted on the importance of Muawiyah as the ancestor
of their rulers in early Muslim history, especially given that he was the first Sunni
caliph, who defeated Ali and the Shi’a. It was, in my opinion, the impression made on
Constantine by the encounter with them and the information they could have offered
about the Arab rule in Spain and the origin of their ruling family that could have led
to his claim that he knew more about it than the earlier Byzantine writers had record-
ed, and that because of this he wished to emphasize his own knowledge about the
history of the Arabs of Spain.

Data on the contemporary situation in the Muslim world that the author re-
corded at the end of Chapter 25, including those on the political division of the Arab
Empire and the independence of the Shia rulers in Yemen and the rise of the Persian
Buyids and their usurpation of actual power from the Caliph in Baghdad in 945,
could first of all have been provided also by the Arab ambassadors, those whose re-
ceptions at the imperial court were also recorded and described in De cerimoniis, 11,
15. The receptions in question were of “the envoys of amir al-muminin from Tarsus,
for the exchange of prisoners and peace”, on 31 May 946,” and “of Daylamite, the amir
of Emet (Amide) and the envoy of Abuhamed’, i.e. the Hamdanids, on 30 August of
the same year.”

On the other hand, it seems that the information about the Russians collected
in Chapter 9 of De administrando imperio,** does not derive from what the emperor
might have learnt from the Russian princess Olga, whose reception at the imperial
court is also described in De cerimoniis, I1, 15, if that reception occurred on 9 Sep-
tember 946, as is usually assumed.” Namely, in Chapter 9 Constantine writes that
“Svjatoslav, the son of Igor, the prince of Russia, had his seat in Novgorod”* Had he
met Olga already in 946 he would certainly have learnt from her that her husband Igor
had already died the year before, as his death, according to the Russian chronicles,

19 DAT, 22.39-40.

20 Ngmeth, Database, 92-95; Idem, Excerpta Constantiniana, 233-237, explained the statement
found in Chapter 21 of DAI that the earlier Byzantine historians hadn’t mentioned the establishment of
Arab rule in Spain with the assumption that the emperor and his co-authors who worked on the Excerpta
Historica searched for such information in the old chronicles but failed to find any.

21 DAL, 25.63-85; Bonner, Waning of empire, 346-356.

22 De cerimoniis, 570.11-592.19.

23 De cerimoniis, 593.1-594.14. On these embassies, cf. Kresten, “Staatsempfinge”, 30-31; Zucker-
mann, Voyage d’Olga, 669-672;Featherstone, AU £vdelrv, 75-81, 85-106. The way of addressing these
Arab envoys is recorded in De cerimoniis, 11, 47, De cermoniis, 682.18-686.2.

24 DAL 9.3-113.

25 De cerimoniis, 594.15-598.12; Kresten, “Staatsempfinge”, 9-11; Zuckermann, Voyage d’Olga,
647-654, 660-672. On the discussion on Olga’s visit, cf. Tinnefeld, Zum Stand der Olga-Diskussion, 531-567.

26 DAL 9. 4-5.
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occurred in 945.” However, the reception of Olga at the imperial court is known
to have occurred a whole decade later, in 957, as M. Featherstone has convincingly
argued,” so it wasn't she who provided Constantine with the information about the
Russians. Instead, the information most probably came from his encounter with the
Russian envoys sent by Prince Igor in 944 to negotiate a treaty with the imperial gov-
ernment following the Russian attacks of 941 and 944, which is also recounted in the
Russian chronicles.” The text of the chapter is mostly dedicated to the way in which
the Russians sail in their monoxyla down the Dnieper and over the Black Sea to Con-
stantinople and it is clear that it alludes to the recent arrival of the Russian navy to the
walls of the capital. On the other hand, the mention of a special representative of Svja-
toslav, the son of Igor, in the list of the Russian envoys sent to Constantinople by Igor
preserved in the Russian Primary Chronicle,* testifies to his special political status in
his father’s realm, which is referred to in Chapter 9 of De administrando imperio.

The friendly relations between the Empire and the Frankish king Hugh of Ita-
ly (926-947), crowned in 944 by the marriage of Constantine’s son Romanus II and
Hugh’s daughter Berta, are mirrored in the “List of addresses” of De cerimoniis, where
Hugh is recorded as “beloved, the most respected and spiritual brother of ours (the
emperors’), the most noble and most distinguished king of Francia’* the epithets far
more exalted than those ascribed to the other rulers of the Frankish sphere.”> How-
ever, the full emphasis on that diplomatic friendship is given in DAI, in Chapter 13,
where Constantine elaborates why with the Franks alone of all the foreign and barbar-
ian nations the Roman emperors can enter marital relatioships,* and in Chapter 26,
where King Hugh is recorded with all the epithets that he was entitled to according to
the “List of addresses” and where he is presented as the sole true and legitimate king
of all the Franks and a direct descendant of Charlemagne.** Chapter 26 is often con-
sidered part of the “Italian dossier” of DAL and it has been assumed that there is no
passage on Franks in the work.** However, Chapter 26 deals with the Franks of Italy,
just like most of Chapter 27 deals with the Italian Lombards, and the rest of it and the

27 PSRL]I, 54-57.

28 Featherston, Olga’s visit, 241-251.

29 PSRL I, 44-54; Curta, Eastern Europe, 292-293.
30 pSRL, 46.

31 De cerimoniis, 691.13-20.

32 De cerimoniis, 689.4-12.

33 DAI, 13.107-126.

34 DAL 26 passim. On that subject, cf. Komatina, King of Francia’, 157-168; Prinzing, Emperor
Constantine VII and Margrave Berengar II of Ivrea, 193-199, with older literature. I am indebted to Prof.
G. Prinzing who very kindly sent me his article.

35 DAL Commentary, 82-93; Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio: a Re-examination,
321-322.

36 Bury, Treatise, 575; Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio: a Re-examination, 306, 320—
321; Kaldellis, Ethnography, 89-90.
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whole Chapter 28 with the Venetians. Thus, these three chapters, instead of treating
Italy as a political and geographical unit, deal with the peoples that inhabited and
ruled parts of it - the Franks, the Lombards and the Venetians. As for the origin of the
information on the history of the Frankish rule in Italy, it has long been established
that the author gathered it mainly from Liutprand of Cremona, who came to Constan-
tinople in September 949 as an envoy of the future king Berengar II and stayed there
for a couple of months, having in-depth discussions at the court, for there are many
traces in the author’s account on Italy in Chapter 26 that can be linked to what Liut-
prand wrote in his Antapodosis.”” However, there might have been other informants,
first of all the young Empress Berta-Eudocia,* but also Bishop Sigefred of Parma who
accompanied her in 944 or the imperial envoy Andrew who reached Italy in 948-949
and returned before the end of Summer 949.% Thus, it is clear that the diplomatic ac-
tivity of the imperial court is what lies behind the information on the Franks of Italy
in De administrando imperio.

There is no doubt that this was also the case with the information on the Hungar-
ians, for the author himself speaks of the Hungarian envoys who were received at the
imperial court, most probably in 948, at the end of Chapter 40: “Tebelis is dead, and it is
his son Termatzous who came here recently as friend with Boultzous, third to the prince
and karchas of Turkey”* There is no reason to doubt that they were the author’s main
source for the information on the Hungarians, recounted in Chapters 38-40, which
originate in the Hungarian tradition,” as is evident when we compare the information
from Chapter 38 on the Hungarian homeland, the vojvode Lebedias, Almoutzis (Almos)
and Arpad and the election of the first prince,* to the Hungarian legends about the na-
tions origins and its first leaders, written down by the Anonymous Notary of King Bela
III at the beginning of the 13" century.* The information on the genealogy of the Hun-
garian rulers as well as about their political organization was certainly given by the same

37 Bury, Treatise, 553-556; Schummer, Liutprand of Cremona, 197-201; Prinzing, Emperor Con-
stantine VII and Margrave Berengar II of Ivrea, 204-205.

38 DAL Commentary, 4, 83.

39 Bury, Treatise, 553, 555; Prinzing, Emperor Constantine VII and Margrave Berengar II of Ivrea,
193, 200-204.

40 DAI, 40.63-65. The coming of the Hungarian leader Bulcsu to Constantinople is also men-
tioned by John Scylitzes, Scylitzes, 239; DAL Commentary, 153; Moravcsik, Byzantium and the Magyars,
104-107; Curta, Eastern Europe, 256-258.

41 DAL Commentary, 145-146. Moravcsik, Byzantium and the Magyars, 56-57, however, thought
that the information came from the report of the imperial envoy Gabriel, who at an unspecified earlier
moment had been sent to the Hungarians with the imperial order to attack the Pechenegs and draw them
away from the country that once belonged to them and to reclaim it and resettle in it, which they declined,
DAL, 8.22-33. Cf. also Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio: a re-examination, 312-314, 324, who
thought that most of the information on the Northern peoples was gathered in the time of Leo VI c. 900,
and only updated in later intelligence reports.

42 DAL, 38.3-60.
43 Anonymi Gesta Hungarorum, 33-41; Curta, Eastern Europe, 250-255.
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Hungarian envoys,* who might have contributed to some extent also to the author’s
information on the Pechenegs written in Chapter 37, bearing in mind the close contacts
between the two peoples during the previous decades, though the author’s information
on the Pechenegs were for the most part provided through the regular annual exchange
of envoys between the imperial court and that steppe people.*

In De administrando imperio the diplomatic relations between the imperial
court and the Armenian and Georgian principalities are most elaborately recounted
and many exchanges of envoys and letters are described, beginning already with the
reign of Leo VI, as well as the frequent receptions of the Caucasian princes at the
court, which all certainly resulted in much of the diplomatic material that the author
had at his disposal for the composition of his account.*®

Information and interpretation

Most of the information from De administrando imperio that the emperor col-
lected through these diplomatic contacts is in fact our only information about some
events. However, as Paul Magdalino rightly noticed, where it is not the only source,
it is often quite different and even incorrect compared to what other sources report
of the same events. That led to the question whether the emperor consciously invent-
ed facts and intentionally and deliberately reinterpreted historical information in his
own way."” There are two examples in Chapter 29 of DAI that aptly illustrate how the
emperor treated the information available to him from other sources and reinterpret-
ed it in order to create his own interpretation of the past.

The first such piece of information is that the South Slavic peoples - the Croats,
Serbs, Zachlumi, Terbuniotes, Kanalites, Diocletians and the Pagani, rebelled against
Roman rule in the time of Michael IT and became independent, that they at that time
didn’t have princes (archontes) but only “Zupans elders” and that most of them had
still not been baptized but “remained unbaptized for a long time”, and how they sent
envoys to the new emperor Basil I “asking and begging him to baptize those unbap-
tized among them and that they be, as they had originally been, subject to the Empire
of the Romans; and that glorious emperor, of blessed memory, gave ear to them and
sent out an imperial agent and priests with him and baptized all of them that were
unbaptized of the aforesaid nations, and after baptizing them he then appointed for
them princes (archontes) whom they themselves approved and chose, from the family
which they themselves loved and favoured. And from that day to this their princes

come from these same families, and from no other*

44 DAL, 40.51-68.
45 DAI, 1.16-24; Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio: a re-examination, 312.

46 DAT, 43-46 passim; Chrysos, Bu{avtivr) emkpareia, 15-24; Martin-Hisard, Constantinople et
les archontes du monde caucasien, 428-458; Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio: a re-examina-
tion, 314-318, 326-327; Zivkovié, O takozvanoj ,Hronici srpskih vladara®, 318-325.

47" Magdalino, Knowledge, 206-208.
48 DAL, 29.63-79.
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The closest parallel to that information, as has been long noticed,* is to be found
in Chapter 18 of the Tactica of Leo VI (886-912), Constantine’s father, where it reads:
“Our father Basil, the emperor of the Romans, now in the divine dwelling, persuaded
these peoples to abandon their ancient ways and, having made them Greek (ypaukwoag)
subjected them to the rulers according to the Roman model, and having graced them
with baptism, he liberated them from slavery to their own rulers and trained them to
take part in warfare against those nations warring against the Romans.

The passage in question, however, deals with the Slavs in Greece, as is evident
from the following sentence which speaks about the “frequent uprisings by the Slavs
in the past and the many disturbances and wars” the Romans “had suffered from
them in ancient times.”* Those Slavs were indeed subjugated and, over time, due to
the politics of the Roman emperors, graecized and during the 9 century baptized,
and the emperors did deprive them of the right to have their own princes, replacing
them with imperial officials.’ The author, nevertheless, understood that passage as
dealing with the Serbs and the Croats, the Slavs of the Western part of the Balkans,
who were politically relevant in the mid-10" century, unlike the already subjugated
and graecized Slavs of Greece, and interpreted it in that manner. It is evident, in the
first place, from the detail that recounts how Emperor Basil appointed for the Slavs
archontes from the families they wanted,*® where the author found that what he read
in Leo’s account on Basil’s rule - that Basil had liberated the Slavs from being subju-
gated to their own archontes and subordinated them to the archontes “according to
the Roman model”, contradicts what he himself knew as a fact — that at his time the
Slavs were ruled by their own archontes from their own dynasties, which he clearly
states in Chapter 29 of DAL “And from that day to this their princes (archontes) come
from these same families, and from no other.”** So, the author just conformed the
information of Leo’s Tactica on the Slavs in Greece to the conditions he knew as a fact
in the case of the Serbs and the Croats and interpreted it in his own way in Chapter
29 of DAI, which resulted in an assumption that Emperor Basil had appointed for the
Slavic peoples the archontes they themselves chose from the dynasties they themselves
wanted.” The previous assumption, that the Slavs up until then hadn’t had archontes,

“but only zupans elders, as is the model (t0mog) of other Slavonic regions,”* is just a

49 Cf DAL Commentary, 103; Zivkovié, Juzni Sloveni, 369-371; Ancié, Zamisljanje tradicije, 137-
138; Komatina, Crkvena politika, 283-285.

50 Taktika, 18.95, II. 453-457.

51 Taktika, 18.95, 11. 457-460. Commentary of the passage by Haldon, Critical Commentary, 350~
351, though useful for its relation to the relevant passages of Maurice’s Strategikon, is somewhat vague
about posterior events.

52 Zivkovid, Juzni Sloveni, 43-262; Komatina, Crkvena politika, 286-290; Kaldellis, Romanland,
136-151.

53 DAL, 29.75-78.

54 DAL, 29.78-79.

55 Komatina, Crkvena politika, 283-285.

56 DAL, 29.66-68; Ferjancié, Vasilije 1, 9-28; Alimov, Ot zupanov k arhontam, 14-42.
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logical statement resulting from the information that it was only Emperor Basil who
appointed the archontes for them, because he, according the Leos Tactica, “subjected
them to the archontes according to the Roman model (t0m0¢)”*” The use of the same
term tUTOG as used by Leo and in the same context in which the “Roman model” of
rule through the archontes is opposed to the “Slavic model” which, according to him,
knows only of “Zupans elders’, clearly testifies that the author, searching for informa-
tion on the early history of the South Slavs, used the military treatise of Leo VI and
proceeded to interpret data contained therein in his own way.

According to Chapter 29 of DAI, at the time when the Slavs of the Western Bal-
kans were in that manner subjected once again to Roman imperial rule, Emperor Basil
I began his war against the Arabs of Bari, who were attacking the Dalmatian coast and
besieging Ragusa.” The emperor requested assistance from the Frankish emperor Louis
IT (850-875) and the Pope of Rome, who sent him their troops that started the siege of
Bari together with the imperial forces, which included also “the Croat and the Serb, and
the Zachlumian and the Terbuniotes and the Kanalites and the Ragusans along with ev-
eryone from the cities of Dalmatia (for all of them were present because of the imperial
order).”* “The Croats and other Slavic archonts”, the author continues, “were carried
over into Lombardy by the inhabitants of the city of Ragusa in their own vessels.”®

On the other hand, the contemporary sources provide certain information about
the restoration of Roman rule over the South Slavic tribes at the beginning of the reign
of Emperor Basil I in the context of the events concerning the Siege of Bari in 870-871.
Namely, the pirates of the Croatian prince Domagoj captured in the spring or summer
of 870 the papal legates who were traveling by sea back to Italy from the Church Coun-
cil held in Constantinople in 869-870 and took the acts of the Council from them. The
pope and Emperor Basil both reacted and the imperial fleet, led by the patrician Nicetas
Ooryphas, intervened and liberated the papal legates, who finally reached Rome by 22
December 870, but also attacked the Slavs on the Eastern shore of the Adriatic, which
directly threatened the interests of Louis II, the Frankish emperor in Italy. In his letter
addressed to Basil I in the summer of 871, Louis II also noted those events, expressing
his protest against them. In this letter he writes that “the patrician Nicetas, sent to the
lieutenant Hadrian with vessels, taking the advantage of the situation, took from those
Slavs much booty, and after devastating some cities, took their people into captivity,” so
he protests — “our cities were devastated and the whole people of our Sclavenia merci-
lessly taken into captivity”, which all happened while “those same our Slavs were with
their vessels present beneath the walls of Bari, preparing for the common good and not

57 Taktika, 18.95, 1. 455.
58 DAI, 29.84-103.
59 DAI, 29.103-112.
60 DAT, 29.113-115.

6l Liber pontificalis II, 184.24-31; Chronicon Salernitanum, 525.30-51. On the identity of the
attackers, cf. Ferjanci¢, Vasilije I, 15-16; Zivkovié, Juzni Sloveni, 365-367; Komatina, Crkvena politika,
169-270, n. 195; Kislinger, Erster und Zweiter Sieger, 250-251.
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intending any harm to him”*> The “Sclaveni nostri” and the “Sclavenia nostra” referred
to by Emperor Louis II in this letter were certainly the Croats, who had acknowledged
Frankish supremacy since the beginning of the 9* century, which was recognized by
the Treaty of Aachen of 812, and it is clear from his letter that they were besieging
Bari in 870 because of his command and with their own ships.®* On the other hand, in
Chapter 29 of DAI Emperor Constantine emphisizes and underlines that the Croatian
and other South Slavic soldiers as well as those from Ragusa and other Dalmatian cit-
ies “all... were present because of the imperial order”* that is, because of the order of
Emperor Basil I, and that they had been ferried over to Italy by Ragusan ships. It seems
like he is challenging the statements of Louis’ letter.

In all probability, it is the information contained in the letter of Emperor Louis
I to Emperor Basil I from the summer of 871 on the intervention of the imperial fleet
under Nicetas Ooryphas against the Croats in 870 that lies at the root of the men-
tioned data from Chapter 29 of DAI This intervention had far-reaching consequences
for the political situation on the eastern coast of the Adriatic Sea, since after that the
Croats were indeed forced to recognize Roman supreme authority, which in the fol-
lowing decade, until 879, is well-attested in the sources,” and it is quite possible that
Emperor Constantine, when he says that in the time of Basil I the Slavs of the eastern
coast of the Adriatic recognized Roman authority, had in mind the above mentioned
events. He certainly had access to the aforementioned letter of Louis II to Emperor
Basil, which would have allowed him to find information about the intervention of
the imperial fleet led by Nicetas Ooryphas, otherwise known to have been in the Adri-
atic at the time, since it ended the Arab siege of Ragusa in 868.% That intervention
was directed only against the Croats, but in Louis’ letter they are called by the general
name of Slavs, so the emperor concluded that it must have referred to all the South
Slavs of the eastern Adriatic area that he knew in his time - the Croats and Serbs and
the Serbian coastal tribes of the Narentans, Zachlumi, Terbuniotes, Kanalites and Di-
ocletians. On the other hand, the fact that the reestablishment of imperial authority
over the Slavs mentioned in the letter was achieved in a violent manner didn’t speak
in favour of his ideological position of the legitimacy of imperial power over the Serbs

62 | Et Niceta quidam patricius, Hadriano loci servatore cum classibus destinato, accepta quasi pro
huiusmodi re occasione, multas praedas ab ipsis Sclavenis abstulit, et quibusdam castris dirruptis, eorum
homines captivos adduxit... Sane spiritalem tuam nolumus ignorare fraternitatem, super castra nostra
dirrupta et tot populus Sclaveniae nostrae in captivitate sine qualibet parcitate subtractis, supra quam
dici possit animum nostrum commotum. Non enim congrue gestum est, ut eisdem Sclavenis nostris cum
navibus suis apud Barim in procinctu communim utilitatis consistentibus et nichil adversi sibi aliunde
imminere putantibus, tam impie domi sua quaeque diriperentur, sibique contingerent, quae si praeno-
scerent, nequaquam prorsus incurrerent®, Chronicon Salernitanum, 525.48-526.6; Komatina, Crkvena
politika, 270-271; Kislinger, Erster und Zweiter Sieger, 250-255.
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64 DAT, 29.108-111.
65 Ferjancic, Vasilije I, 13-21; Komatina, Crkvena politika, 270-271.
66 Kislinger, Erster und Zweiter Sieger, 247-252.
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and Croats that had lasted ever since the time of Emperor Heraclius,* leading him to
conceal that fact. That this is only his interpretation of the events based on the data in
the letter of Emperor Louis II, and not the version taken from some existing account,
is corroborated also by the fact that he as the participants of these events along the
other South Slavic tribes regularly includes the Kanalites, who existed as a separate
entity in the mid-10™ century, but not in the second half of the 9" century.®® It is quite
clear, therefore, that the author shaped his narrative on the establishment of Byzantine
authority over the South Slavic tribes of the eastern coast of the Adriatic Sea during
the reign of Basil I on the basis of the information from the letter of Emperor Louis II
to Emperor Basil I from 871, which he interpreted in his own way and in accordance
with his own needs and postulates.

The stories about the baptism of the South Slavs in the time of Basil I, of their
subjugation to the same emperor and their participation in the siege of Bari in 870-
871 appear also in Chapters 52-55 of Vita Basilii, but that seems to be only an adapta-
tion and retelling of the information from DAI 29, in a different style and with slight
modifications.*

De administrando imperio and other contemporary works: shared information

There is some further historical information in De administrando imperio that
also appears in other related historical works of the period, such as Theophanes Con-
tinuatus 1-1V and Vita Basilii (Theophanes Continuatus V), as well as De thematibus.
What is, however, most important concerning this information is the fact that it is not
to be found in the relevant passages of the works of other historiographers of the time,
such as Genesius and Symeon the Logothete. That is why such places deserve special
attention and a close examination.”

Roman losses in the West in the time of Michael II

In the previous passages I have tried to explain the origin of the information
about the restoration of imperial rule over the South Slavic tribes in the first years of
the reign of Basil I, after it was temporarily discontinued because of the weak rule
of Michael II (820-829). According to Chapter 29 of De administrando imperio, it
was because of “the sloth and inexperience of those who then governed the Roman
Empire and especially in the time of Michael from Amorium, the Lisper, that the in-
habitants of the Dalmatian cities became independent, subject neither to the Emperor
of the Romans nor to anybody else, but also the peoples of those parts, the Croats
and Serbs and Zachlumites and Terbuniotes and Kanalites and Diocletians and the

67 DAL, 29.54-58, 31.57-60, 32.146-148.
68 Komatina, Politicki polozaj Konavala, 11-21.
69 Vita Basilii, 52.1-55.36; Komatina, Crkvena politika, 262-265.

70 Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 161-162, only concludes that the emperor’s redactors insert-
ed various redactions of the same text into the multiple treatises.
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Pagani, shaking off the reigns of the Empire of the Romans, became self-governing
and independent, subject to none””! The same information about the breaking of the
imperial rule in the South Slavic lands and the Dalmatian cities can be found in The-
ophanes Continuatus and Vita Basilii. For example, in Theophanes Continuatus, Book
I1, there is information that during the rule of Michael IT (820-829) the Saracens took
from the Romans Sicily, Calabria and Lombardy and the island of Crete, and that
at that time Dalmatia also revolted against the Roman Empire.”> According to Vita
Basilii, the Saracens took almost all of Italy and Sicily, while the inhabitants of Pan-
nonia and Dalmatia rebelled against the rule of the Romans.” However, neither Gen-
esius nor Symeon the Logothete mentions that Dalmatia was among the provinces
that were lost during the reign of Michael II - Genesius mentions only Crete,”* while
Symeon speaks of Crete, Sicily and the Cyclades.” That may mean that there was no
such information in the so-called “common source” of Theophanes Continuatus and
Genesius.” Furthermore, even in De administrando imperio, Chapter 22 recounts that
the Hagarenes from Spain in the time of Michael II conquered parts of Sicily, devas-
tated all of the Cyclades islands and came to Crete.”” It is clear that this reference in
DAI is in full concordance with the information provided by Symeon the Logothete,
and that it differs from that recounted in Theophanes Continuatus II and Vita Basilii.

Also, in Genesius, Symeon the Logothete and DAI 22, there is no mention of
Calabria, Lombardy or Italy in the context of the Arab conquests during the reign of
Michael IT, which are mentioned in Theophanes Continuatus 11.28 and Vita Basilii, Ch.
52.7% But, if we take a closer look at Theophanes Continuatus 11.28, we can observe that
it consists of two parts of information. The first states that “then the Hagarenes took
possession not only of Sicily, but also of Calabria and Lombardy” (Ot §" Ayapnvot
00 Tiig Zikehiag povov Extote Al kai KakaPpiag kai AayoBapdiag éyévovTo Eykpd-
TelG), and that they remained in possesssion of them “until the reign of Basil of blessed
memory, which will be related in the history of his reign””® The other part summarizes
Michael’s nine-year-long reign and concludes that it was his wickedness that made
God bring forth “the events surrounding Thomas and the Cretans as well as those of
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the Africans, as has been recounted”, and then adds that “all of Dalmatia then also
revolted from the empire of the Romans (GAA& kai maoa 1} Aapartia g T@v Pwpai-
wv anéotn Baotleiag), and they all became self-governed and independent until the
reign of the glorious Basil; for then they were all again brought under subjection to the
Romans”*® As we can see, the first part states that the Romans lost not only Sicily, but
also Calabria and Lombardy, the other that the Empire did not suffer only because of
the dnootaoic of Thomas, the attacks of the Saracenes from Africa and the loss of Crete,
but also because of the revolt in Dalmatia. Thus, it is obvious that Calabria and Lombar-
dy in the first case and Dalmatia in the second are additions to the main narrative and
they are clearly marked as such. The fact is that in the previous chapters of Book II of
Theophanes Continuatus dealing with the earlier part of Michael’s rule, only the events
in Sicily and Crete are described, with Calabria, Lombardy and Dalmatia not even being
mentioned.* Thus, in the description of the territorial losses of Michael IT it in fact fully
coresponds to Genesius, Symeon and DAI 22, which means that in the sources available
to all of them there was only information concerning the loss of Crete, Sicily and Cy-
clades, just as it appears in the sources of the previous century.® So, the information that
place Calabria, Lombardy and Dalmatia in that context must have had a different origin.

Both parts of information in Theophanes Continuatus 11.28, the first one which
adds Calabria and Lombardy to the losses of Michael II, and the other which adds
Dalmatia, end with a statement that those territories remained outside the rule of the
Romans until the reign of Emperor Basil, who brought them back to the Roman do-
minion, the first part expicitly stating that those events would be related in the history
of his reign, thus obviously referring to Vita Basilii.* However, there are some import-
ant differences between the accounts of these events in Theophanes Continuatus 11.28
and Vita Basilii 52. Namely, according to Theophanes Continuatus I1.28 the Arab con-
quest of Calabria and Lombardy and the rebellion of Dalmatia happened in the time
of Michael II, while the account of Vita Basilii 52 places them in the reign of Michael
III (842-867), which is clear from the context in which it recounts further events. It
starts with the statement that during the rule of Michael “almost the whole of that
part of Italy that had formerly belonged to our New Rome, and most of the area of
Sicily, had been conquered by the neighboring Carthaginian power” Moreover, “the
Scythians dwelling in Pannonia, Dalmatia, and beyond,” that is the Slavic tribes of the
Eastern Adriatic, “rebelled against the immemorial rule of the Romans, and became
independent and sovereign,” even rejecting the Holy Baptism.** Then the Hagarenes

80 Theophanes Continuatus, 11.28.5-16.
81 Theophanes Continuatus, I1.21-27.
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came from Carthage and besieged the Dalmatian cities of Budua, Rosa, Lower Cataro
and Ragusa. The Ragusans, pressed by the long siege, decided to appeal to the Em-
peror, “even though they must have known full well that the ruler <of the time> was
engrossed in things of a rather different kind.”* However, while their envoys were
still on their way, “the worthless emperor had disappeared from among men, and
absolute power was transferred to Basil, the watchful and sober-minded steward of
the common weal”*® The new emperor sent a fleet of one hundred vessels under the
command of Nicetas Ooryphas, the droungarios of the Fleet, which caused the Sar-
acens to lift the siege and “cross over to Italy, which is now called Lombardy”, where
they captured the city of Bari and settled in it, from where they seized the whole land
up to Rome.¥” Further in the text, there is also the statement that “the barbarians who
had crossed over into Roman dominions during the disorderly and slovenly reign <of
Michael> and had been repulsed from Ragusa were still, as has already been stated,
present in Italy, raiding it without respite and plundering it without mercy.”®®

Obviously, from this context it is clear that the “worthless emperor” to whom
the besieged Ragusans appealed for help, but who was overthrown before they could
reach him, was the same one from the beginning of the story, whose incompetent rule
resulted in the rebellion of the Dalmatians — Michael II1.%° Thus, it contradicts the
account of Theophanes Continuatus 11.28. Another difference lies in the geographic
terms used in the two accounts. According to Theophanes Continuatus 11.28 the Sara-
cens conquered Calabria and Lombardy, while Vita Basilii 52 speaks of their conquest
of “almost the whole of that part of Italy”, and only later explains that “Italy is now
called Lombardy”. However, in the description of the same events in De thematibus,
Chapter 11, the emperor is directly referred to as “Michael, son of Theophilus”, while
it is stated that after the siege of Ragusa the “Africans” crossed over to Lombardy, took
the city of Bari “and all the cities and the whole of Lombardy and the rest of the cities
of Calabria as far as Rome. Thus, regarding the identity of the emperor it agrees with
the version of Vita Basilii, while regarding the geographic terms it is more congruent
with the account of Theophanes Continuatus 11.28.

On the other hand, according to Chapter 29 of De administrando imperio, it
was because of “the sloth and inexperience of those who then governed (the Empire)
and especially in the time of Michael from Amorium, the Lisper”, that the Dalma-
tian cities and the Slavic tribes of Dalmatia became independent from Roman rule.”!
For the Arab conquest of Italian territories it says nothing in that context, but later

85 Vita Basilii, 53.1-18.
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88 Vita Basilii, 55.1-5.
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relates how, after the fleet sent from Constantinople by Emperor Basil I in 868 under
the command of Nicetas Ooryphas made the Saracens lift the siege of Ragusa, they
“crossed over into Lombardy and laid siege to the city of Bari and took it”, built a pal-
ace there and “for forty years” ruled all of Lombardy as far as Rome.”* After the siege of
Ragusa the Saracens did cross over to Italy, although not to conquer Bari, but because
they had come from there, since they, as is well-known, had ruled that city from 847.°
So, at that point their rule in that city had lasted only twenty years. However, the men-
tion of the “forty years” of Saracen rule in “all of Lombardy as far as Rome” points to
the conclusion that the author believed that it had started during the rule of Michael
IT (820-829), more precisely during his last years, when the Arab conquests in Sicily
began. So, there is a parallel in the accounts of DAI 29 and Theophanes Continuatus
I1.28. The Arab rule in Lombardy and Calabria is also mentioned in DAI 27, which
may explain the use of the same geographic terms in Theophanes Continuatus 11.28.

Thus, we can conclude that the information about the Roman losses in the West
during the rule of Michael II in Theophanes Continuatus 11.28 actually has its origin
in Chapter 29 of DAI* rather than in some common source that was lost, as is usually
assumed.” This information was not known to Genesius and Symeon the Logothete,
and Constantine himself was also not aware of it while writing Chapter 22 of DAL It
is clear that at the time of writing Chapter 22 he had at his disposal only those sources
about the Arab conquests in the time of Michael IT that were available also to Genesius
and Symeon and that included the same information provided in the sources of the
previous century, such as the Chronicle of George the Monk and the Vita Theodorae.
Later, in Chapter 29 he wrote that Dalmatian cities and the South Slavic tribes had be-
come independent from imperial rule during the reign of Michael IT and he extended
the duration of the Arab dominion in South Italy backwards to the rule of the same
emperor. The reason for inventing all that information was obviously the same - in
each case Roman rule was restored by his grandfather Basil I, described as the saviour
and champion of Roman interests in the West. Thus, it was necessary to explain how
those interests came to be in such a bad condition before his time, and the context was
conveniently found in the real losses in the West during the time of Michael I (Sicily,
Crete, Cyclades). From the same source, Chapter 29 of DA, this information also made
its way into Vita Basilii, Ch. 52, where it was further elaborated and adjusted in some
details, as well as into De thematibus, Ch. 11, where the story received its final shape.”
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Petronas Camaterus and the city of Sarkel

Another example of the shared information between De administrando imperio
and Theophanes Continuatus I-IV is the mission of Petronas Camaterus among the
Khazars and the construction of the city of Sarkel in the time of Emperor Theophi-
lus (829-842), which is described in detail in Chapter 42 of DAI and in Theophanes
Continuatus 111.28.%° In Chapter 42 of DAI it is found within the context of a detailed
geographical description of the territory north of the Black Sea. The author states here
that from the lower Danube, across from Dristra, the land of the Pechenegs begins
and extends all the way to Sarkel, the city of the Khazars, which is manned with a
permanent regiment of three hundred soldiers.” Then comes the story of Petronas
Camaterus, the building of Sarkel on the coast of the Don and the establishment of
the post of the strategus of Chersones.'® It is followed by a description of the distance
between the Danube and Sarkel and of the rivers that lie between them, a descrip-
tion of the country of the Pechenegs and of other lands north of the Black Sea.’*! In
Theophanes Continuatus 111.28, the story begins with the information that the city
of Sarkel is located on the river Don, which divides the Pechenegs and the Khaz-
ars,'® followed by the story about Petronas Camaterus, the construction of Sarkel and
the establishment of the post of the strategus of Chersones, which is almost identical
to that of DAI 42, with which the account ends.” This account is not found in any
other historical source recounting the reign of Emperor Theophilus - neither in the
Chronicle of George the Monk from the 9" century nor in the contemporary works
of Genesius and Symeon the Logothete. However, it is believed that it made its way
into both Chapter 42 of DAI and Theophanes Continuatus I11.28 from some unknown
common source.'” This would, therefore, be a source known again only to the authors
of De administrando imperio and Teophanes Continuatus. Nevertheless, upon closer
inspection of the story as recorded in these two sources, it can be seen that in Chapter
42 of DAI the story of Petronas Camaterus and the construction of Sarkel is placed
into the wider context of the description of the area north of the Black Sea, while in
Theophanes Continuatus 111.28 it is extracted from that context. The information that

53.9-10; De thematibus, 11.20-23, but not in De administrando imperio, which testifies that both works
were posterior to DAI, since the bishopric of Ragusa obtained the metropolitan rank only around 950,
Komatina, Crkva i drzava, 65-67.

98 DAL 42.20-55; Theophanes Continuatus, I11.28.3-33; Signes Codofier, Emperor Theophilos,
337-345, who places the event in the first years of Theophilus’ reign.

99 DAL, 42.20-23.

100 DAT, 42.23-55. The theme of Chersones (Klimata) headed by a strategus was established in 841,
cf. Seibt, Was lehren die Siegel, 190-191; Signes Codoiier, Emperor Theophilos, 345-347.

101 pAT, 42.55-110.
102 Theophanes Continuatus, I11.28.3-9.
103 Theophanes Continuatus, I11.28.9-33.

104 Bury, Treatise, 569-570; DAI, Commentary, 154; Howard-Johnston, De administrando imperio:
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the Don River on which Sarkel is situated separates the Pechenegs “on this side” and
the Khazars “on the far side” makes more sense in the context in which the scope of
the country of the Pechenegs from the Danube to Sarkel, that is from the West to the
East, is first exposed, then independently of it, and it points to the conclusion that the
information was actually taken from Chapter 42 of De administrando imperio.'® In
fact, the author of Theophanes Continuatus took from that passage only that part of
the story which was dated to the reign of Emperor Theophilus and included it in his
account of this emperor’s reign.

Theme of Mesopotamia

There is also important common information shared between De administran-
do imperio and De thematibus concerning the creation of the theme of Mesopotamia,
which is found in Chapter 50 of De administrando imperio and Chapter IX of De
thematibus. In Chapter 50 of DAI the author states that Mesopotamia was initially
not a theme, but that “the emperor Leo called Manuel from Tekis and brought him
to Constantinople and made him a protospaharius. He had four sons: Pankratukas,
Tachnukas, Mudaphar and John. The emperor made Pankratukas commander of the
Hicanati, and after that, the strategus of the Bukellarii, lachnukas he made strategus of
Nicopolis, and he gave to Mudaphar and John crown land in Trebizond, and he hon-
ored them all with dignities and conferred on them many benefits. And he created the
theme of Mesopotamia and appointed the late Orestes the Charsiantes strategus of it,
and then he ordered that the turma of Kamacha be under the theme of Mesopotamia,
and he made the turma of Keltzene also under the theme of Mesopotamia”'® In De
tematibus, there is a section on the theme of Mesopotamia, cited as the ninth theme
of the East, in which it is said that “the theme of Mesopotamia is not of many years
(that is, not very ancient), nor was it great and vast, but an anonymous and nameless
kleisoura. In the days of the emperor Leo, the blessed and holy father of ours, the
late Pankratukas the Armenian and his brothers Pukrikas and Tautukas escaped and
surrendered the castles there and the place spread and acquired the name of strategis
(a theme led by a strategus)”'” Although the names of Pankratukas’ brothers do not
correspond to those recorded in the DAI, it is clear that this is the same information.
It is also obvious that the data on the establishment of the theme of Mesopotamia in
Chapter 50 of DAI is far more comprehensive and complete. There, the story of Pank-
ratukas and his brothers appears only as part of a wider account on the creation of the
theme of Mesopotamia, which begins with the statement that “in the past the theme
of Chozanon was under the Saracens, and the theme of Asmosaton was also under
the Saracens. Chanzit and Romanopolis were frontier passes of the Melitenians. And
from the Mountain of Phatilanon all beyond belonged to the Saracens; Tekis belonged

105 Seveenko, Re-reading, 190, n. 56.

106 DAT, 50.117-130. The theme of Mesopotamia was established in 899-901 or 911, Krsmanovic,
Byzantine Province, 84-85, 120-121.

107 De thematibus, IX.1-6.
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to Manuel. Kamacha was the extreme turma of Colonia, and the turma of Keltzene was
under Chaldia”'*® Only then the above story of Pankratukas’ family begins with the
words that “Mesopotamia was not a theme at that time”'” followed by the passage on
Manuel and his sons explaining how the theme of Mesopotamia was established and
how the turmae of Kamacha and Keltzene were subordinated to it,''° to conclude the
entire section with the statement that all these territories “are now under the authority of
the Romans” and that during the reign of Emperor Romanus Romanopolis and Chanzit
were also added to the theme of Mesopotamia."! Thus, in Chapter 50 of De adminis-
trando imperio, the wider context of the creation of the theme of Mesopotamia and the
preceding history of that event is exposed. The main place in it is occupied by Manuel,
the former master of Tekis, who fled with his four sons to the Roman emperor Leo VI
the Wise, who endowed him and his sons richly and made them Roman dignitaries,
and then, in the area of Tekis which they had handed over to him, founded the theme
of Mesopotamia with Orestes Charsianites as strategus, and added to it the turmae of
Kamacha and Keltzene, which until then belonged to the neighboring older themes of
Colonia and Chaldia, while the emperor Romanus later added to it the cities of Roma-
nopolis and Chanzit, newly conquered from the Arabs. So, without the whole context,
the story of Manuel and his sons would make little sense. In De thematibus there is,
however, only a short summary of that story, in which the escape to Roman territory
and the transfer of the possessions is attributed to Manuel’s sons. The story as recorded
in DAI is obviously more complete and original, while in De thematibus it appears as its
derivation and adaptation. That the version recorded in De thematibus is later than that
of Chapter 50 of DAI is also corroborated by the fact that in it Pankratukas is referred to
as “late” (¢xeivog), while in De administrando imperio this is not mentioned.

De administrando imperio and Theophanes Continuatus VI

There is also some information that is shared between De administrando im-
perio and the third part (Book VI) of the chronicle of Theophanes Continuatus,"
concerning the war between the Hungarians, instigated by the imperial government,
and Symeon of Bulgaria in 894-896,'" the marriage of Mary, the granddaughter of
Emperor Romanus I to Peter of Bulgaria in 927,"* and the marriage of his grandson,
Romanus II, son of Constantine Porphyrogenitus, to Bertha, the daughter of King
Hugh of Italy in 944."> However, there is no direct connection between the descrip-
tions of these events in the two texts other then the fact that both describe the same

108 DAT, 50.111-117.

109 pATL, 50.117.

110 AT, 50.117-130.

11 DAJ, 50.130-132.

112 Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 161-162.

13 pAT, 40.7-19; Theophanes Continuatus et all., 358.7-359.16.

114 DAT, 13.146-175; Theophanes Continuatus et all., 414.1-415.9, 422.10-15.
115 DAT, 26.66-72; Theophanes Continuatus et all., 431.11-19.
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events. The descriptions in the two texts are different, as is their origin. The account
of the Hungarian-Bulgarian war in Chapter 40 of DAI is part of the Hungarian tale
of the Conquest of the Homeland and comes from the Hungarian tradition, while the
account of Theophanes Continuatus VI comes from Byzantine evidence. The two dy-
nastic marriages in the family of Romanus I and Constantine Porphyrogenitus were
well-known events among contemporaries, which the authors of both texts were.

Constantinian historiography

The above analysis points to several important aspects of De administrando im-
perio. It shows, 1) that its geographical scope was the same as that of the “List of ad-
dresses” of 946 and other “diplomatic chapters” of De cerimoniis, 2) that it discusses the
peoples the Empire had regular diplomatic contacts with at the time, 3) that much of
its information on foreign peoples was provided by their envoys who visited Constan-
tinople, 4) that the details about some events not known to other Byzantine authors
writing about them were intentionally invented, 5) that the author deliberately altered
the information available in extant sources in order to shape his own interpretation
of the past, 6) that the information shared by DAI and Theophanes Continuatus I-1V,
Vita Basilii and De thematibus originates from DAI, but that information common
to DAI and Theophanes Continuatus VI is independent from each other. All of that,
in my opinion, leaves no room for a better candidate for the authorship of DAI than
Emperor Consrantine himself. Was it not him who had the best opportunity to collect
oral accounts on foreign peoples from their envoys to the imperial court? Was it not
him who, because of his meeting and talks with the envoys of the caliph of Cordoba,
could have claimed that he knew something about the history of the Arabs of Spain
that the earlier Byzantine authors had not recorded? Was it not him who had a vested
interest in altering the available information in order to downgrade the Amorian dy-
nasty and to praise his grandfather Basil I? Thus, I believe that there is no ground to
doubt the claim of Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus that he personally was the
author of De administrando imperio.

It is well known that there was a void in historiographic work since the time of
Theophanes the Confessor at the beginning of the 9" century. From the century and
a half dividing Theophanes and Porphyrogenitus only the Chronicle of George the
Monk, which was known to him and used for the Excerpta Historica, and some ha-
giographic and a couple of documentary sources were extant at his time."'® He himself
in De administrando imperio recounts the history of the Arabs at the end of Chapter 22
only up to the moment described by Theophanes, and after that he has nothing more
to say about them until his own time, when he, at the end of Chapter 25, adds what he
learnt about the present political situation in the Arab lands from various Muslim am-
bassadors he had received at his court in the middle of the 940s. Constantine was thus

116 On the Byzantine historiography between Theophanes Confessor and the time of Porphyro-
genitus, cf. Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 78-152; Neville, Guide, 87-94.
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well aware of this void in historical memory and felt the need to have this gap filled.
He first commissioned the writing of a history of the emperors beginning with Leo V
in 813 from Genesius, a man about whom very little is known apart from what he
himself says in the Proem to his history titled the Reigns of the Emperors (Ai Baothia),
even whether his first name was Joseph or not.""” If we consider that the similarities
in the Proems to the Excerpta Historica and to De cerimoniis testify that both projects
— the first systematizing historical knowledge and the other court ceremonial - started
at about the same time in the mid-940s,'"® then the idea of composing a history of the
period not yet described was certainly born simultanously. In the Proem to the Reigns
of the Emperors Genesius states that it was Emperor Constantine who entrusted to
him the task of writing a history of the emperors from the reign of Leo V (813-820),
which “was not handed over to the book of history” (t& ur| mapadedopéva BifAw T
iotopodon),'® which means that he was the first to write about it.

That would not, however, remain so for long. The emperor soon entrusted the
same task to a group of authors known to us under the common appellation of Theoph-
anes Continuatus,'® who were, as demonstrated by Juan Signes Codofier, involved in
the work on the Excerpta Historica as well.”*' In Title and the the Proem to their work
they also state that they were commissioned by Emperor Constantine to write a history
about the events that had occurred after the Blessed Theophanes concluded his Chro-
nography in 813, namely from the reign of Leo V, and that he also gave them the mate-
rial that he himself had “gathered... from scattered sources written by certain men, and
others from reports transmitted orally, with the noble intention of setting forth a sort of
common instruction for all.”'** The mention of some “written sources” in this statement
seems to contradict Genesius’ claim that there was no “book of history” that covered
the period.'”” On the other hand, it was shown in the above analysis that many pieces of
information that the authors of Theophanes Continuatus I-IV included in their history
actually come from De administrando imperio and the material they say he gathered
from “scattered sources written by certain men, and others from reports transmitted
orally”, rather then pointing to a single “book of history”, would actually be the most ap-
propriate way to explain what kind of work De administrando imperio was. So it is quite
probable that the material they have in mind when they say that it was provided by the

17 Markopoulos, Genesios, 137-150; Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 180-188; Theoph-
anes Continuatus, 10*-15* (M. Featherstone, J. Signes Codorier); Neville, Guide, 95-100; Németh, Excerpta
Constantiniana, 156-158.

118 Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 139-144.
119 Genesius, 3; Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 157.

120 Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 188-196; Theophanes Continuatus, 10¥-19* (M. Fea-
therstone, J. Signes Codofier); Neville, Guide, 101-109; Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 151-152.

121 Sienes Codorer, Author of Theophanes Continuatus I-IV, 17-41; Németh, Excerpta Constan-
tiniana, 153-155; Markopoulos, Voices, 26-28.

122 Theophanes Continuatus, I, Title, 1-8, Proem, 19-26.
123 Németh, Excerpta Constantiniana, 157-158.
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emperor, along the material known as the “common source” they shared with Genesius,
was in fact contained in De administrando imperio, which would strongly corroborate
the hypothesis that the emperor himself was the author of the latter work.

It seems, in my opinion, that the emperor ordered that the history of the period
be recounted once again not only because he was not satisfied with Genesius’ work,
as believed by most scholars who characterize his stylistic, literary and scholarly skills
as inadequate and his ideological views as not “pro-Macedonian” enough,'** but also
because he himself had in the meantime discovered information that was not known
to Genesius and formed his own interpretation of the history of some important events
of the period. The authors of Theophanes Continuatus I-IV carefully selected from that
new material only those passages that were relevant for the period of their interest and
used them for the composition of their own narrative about the history of the emperors
from 813 to 867, which resulted in an account of that period that differs from those of
Genesius and Symeon the Logothete in those details that could be connected with the
material of De administrando imperio. However, they also had to be careful about ideo-
logical matters also, so certain information they had received needed to be left aside, like
that provided in Chapter 50 of DAI, about the uprising of the Slavs of the Peloponnese in
the time of Theophilus and Michael III, quelled by the strategus Theoctistus Bryennius
during the sole rule of the latter,'” which might have seemed like a success of the de-
spised Amorian emperor and would hardly fit into his psogos.

The emperor himself continued working with that material, using it to compose
the history of the reign of his grandfather Basil I (867-886) - Vita Basilii.'*® As already
established in historiography, the fact that the authors of Theophanes Continuatus I-
IV refer to “the history of the emperor Basil” indicates only that they knew that there
would be such a book,'” rather than that they had already read it,'*® while the above
analysis of the information about the Roman losses in the West, which are in Theoph-
anes Continuatus Il ascribed to Michael IT and in Vita Basilii to Michael III proves that
they actually hadn't. The Vita Basilii was thus composed either simultaneously or after
Theophanes Continuatus I-IV as an independent work of history, which, as stated in
its Proem, was meant to be continued, if time and his ill health allowed it, down to the
time of Constantine VII himself,'** and it was only later that it was appended as Book
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V to the compilation known as Theophanes Continuatus."® Vita Basilii was, as claimed
in its Title and Proem, also written by the emperor himself,’*! but this assumption
has been almost abandoned by scholars.'** There are, however, some stylistic parallels
between it and De administrando imperio, though in general the style of Vita Basilii
shows much more literary sophistication than the plain style of DAL'** One close par-
allel between the two works can be observed when one compares the end of Chapter
51 of Vita Basilii with the beginning of Chapter 43 of DAI In Vita Basilii, the author
wrote that it was said “so much for the state of affairs towards the rising sun (npog
avioyovta fjlov) during the years of Basil's pious reign”, and that now he is “about
to narrate the state of affairs towards the falling one”,"** while in DAI 43 the emperor
claims that “concerning the northern Scyths sufficient has been made plain to you,
beloved child... but also it is right that you should not be ignorant of the parts towards
the rising sun (mpog avioxovta fjAtov)..”** Since the phrase was used in different con-
texts, it does not imply a textual dependence of one place upon the other, but rather
reveals the same stylistic manner of the author of both works. Furthermore, because
the second sentence, written in the first person, was clearly addressed to Emperor
Constantine’s son Romanus, designated as “beloved child” (téxvov moBovpevov),
there is every reason to assume that the author in question was Emperor Constantine
Porphyrogenitus himself. As already established, Vita Basilii was composed during
the last years of Constantine’s life, and the illness he alludes to at the end of his Pro-
em is perhaps the best indication of that."*® The above analysis which shows that the
historical material collected in DAI was used for Vita Basilii suggests that it certainly
happened after De administrando imperio. Using the material from DAI while writing
Vita Basilii the emperor, however, adjusted it to the more sophisticated style of his
grandfather’s biography, often changing the style of the sentences, but he also further
developed and processed it and in some places even reinterpreted it in a different way,
changing the meaning of the information from DAI Since he had already handed
over parts of it to the authors of the books I-1V of Theophanes Continuatus, who were
writing independently of him, there appeared certain important divergences and in-
consistencies in the text of Vita Basilii in relation to the first four books of Theophanes
Continuatus concerning those places.

130 Varona, Contribucién, 772-775.
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De thematibus was also claimed to be written by the emperor himself."”” The
traditional view that it was composed in 934-944 has been long challenged, with a
later date for the composition - the last years of the emperor’s life (c. 956-959), being
proposed with strong arguments.'** In the above analysis I have tried to present some
new arguments that show that De thematibus was written after DAI It would be easy
to establish a connection between De thematibus and the fifth section of DAI as de-
fined in the Proem and in its short introduction in Chapter 48 which covers the part
of the work from the end of Chapter 48 up to the end, dedicated to the reforms and
innovations that occurred in the Roman state at various times."”* Within this section
there is in the latter part of Chapter 50 a short survey on the reforms in the thematic
organization of the Empire, where the author explains how some of the themes that
existed at his time came into being, and many of those reforms happened in the time
of the recent emperors Leo VI and Romanus I.'*° Thus, it could be possible that the
idea for the composition of a separate work on the themes of the Empire, De themat-
ibus, in which the history of the themes would be recounted from ancient times, was
born precisely while the emperor was collecting information about reforms in the
thematic organization for the section on innovations in the Empire of De adminis-
trando imperio.

Constantine Porphyrogenitus, however, was not given the time he needed to
extend the biography of his grandfather to become a more comprehensive history of
the imperial rule of his family down to his own time, so at the moment of his death
in 959 the period from the death of Basil I in 886 had yet to be recounted in a history
book. Such a task was to be completed only after his death, but in a way much different
than he envisioned it, with the completion of what is known as Book VI of Theophanes
Continuatus, which has much in common with the Chronicle of Symeon the Logo-
thete, with a different view of the past and composed independently from Constan-
tine’s program.'*! De administrando imperio, on the other hand, remained restricted to
the imperial palace and of all the information collected in it only those pieces that had
been included in Theophanes Continuatus were available to later authors.
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IIpegpai Komaitiuna
Busanronomxku nacruryt CAHY, beorpan
predrag komatina@vi.sanu.ac.rs

KOHCTAHTHWH ITOPOMPOTEHNUT, DE ADMINISTRANDO IMPERIO
M BUISBAHTUJCKA ICTOPVOTPA®UJA CPENVHE X BEKA

O>x1B/bEHA Hay4HA [IETTATHOCT TOKOM CaMOCTa/IHe BlafaBuHe Ijapa Koncran-
tyHa VII Ilopduporennra usmehy 944. u 959. npoussena je H13 3HaYajHUX €HIVKIIO-
HeINjCKMX ¥ MICTOPMOTPadCKUX Jiefa, Koje je 0CMUCTNO, TIOKPEHYO, IPUPEeIO VN
IIaK Hamucao caM 1ap. Mehy wuma noce6Ho MecTo npunaja CIucy I03HaTOM IOf
HasusBoM De administrando imperio, nHacranom usmeby 948. u 952. roguse, 360r mwe-
roBe CIeluduyHe IPUPOJie 1 3aTOHETHOT KapakTepa. Kako je McTakHyTO y IeroBoM
IIpeAroBopy, ciuc je Hamcao caM Lap Koncrautun VII Tlopduporenut 3a cBor cuHa
u caBnafapa Pomana II, ann y caBpeMeHoj Hayly IOCTOjI TeXIba [ja Cé Ta TBPAHA
IOoBefie Y MMTalbe, y3 Te3y A je caM CIIMC 3alpaBo Jelo HeIO3HATHX ,,ghostwriters™
KOjU Cy INCA/IN Y LJApeBO MMe.

Hacranak TpakTara 0 CTpaHMM HapoAyuMa 1 ofHocuMa Pomeja ¢ myMa KakaBs
je De administrando imperio y HOTIIYyHOCTHM OfrOBapa OKBUPY MHTEpPeCOBatba Hayd-
He JIeTATHOCTY Ha LIAPUIPafICKOM JBOPY cpefiuHe X BeKa, IIOr0OTOBO Kajja ce y3Me y
00631p [a je y TO BpeMe 3amoueT pajg Ha ooumuuM Excerpta Historica, meby unje cy
ce IefieceT TPY TeMe HallljIe 1 OHe O AUIUIOMAaTCKUM ofHocKuMa usMmehy Pumpana un
BapBapa y aHTU4KO job6a. C gpyre cTpaHe, IOJALM O AUIJIOMATCKUM OJHOCUMA V3-
Mmeby Tagammsyx PuMbana u BapBapa 13 cpefyHe X BeKa CaqyBaHU Cy y TAKO3BaHUM
»IUIUIOMATCKMM TTOrIaB/buMa” Kisuire De cerimoniis, a To Cy oraBba 15. 1 46-48. u3
Apyre KibUre TOT CIMCa, KOja Cy IaK MPOUCTEK/IA U3 KMBE AUIJIOMATCKe aKTMBHOCTHI
Ha fgBopy KoncranTtnna VII. Y ToM cMumcry je moceOHO MHTEpeCAHTHO IOITIaB/be
I1, 48, xoje mpexncTaB/ba T3B. ,J/INCTy afipeca 3a CTpaHe Blagape” us 946. ronnHe,
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YMj¥ TEOHOIUTUYKM OKBUP Y IIOTIYHOCTY OArOBapa OHOM Koju ce Moxke Hahu y De
administrando imperio. Y moromeM cnmcy ce Takobhe Mory Hahy 11 HeKM Tofany Koju
CY Y HEIIOCpeHOj Be3M ca IofaliMa 3a0e/IeKeHUM Y ,,JUITIOMATCKIM IIOIIaB/b/Ma
De cerimoniis, morryT oHux o ucropuju mmnanckux OMejaja, Koju cy MOI/IM IOTHIIA-
TY Of BJXOBMX ITOC/TAHMKA KOji Cy OMIM CBeYaHO IPUM/bEHM Ha LJAPCKOM JBOPY
946, MM OHYUX O caBpeMEeHOj IIONTUYKO] CUTyanuju y AbacuackoM Kanudary, Koje
Cy LiJapy MOIIM IIpEeHeTy MOC/IAHNUIN CUPUjCKUX eMMpa Koju ¢y Takobe mcTe roguse
nocetuy napcku asop. C ipyre crpaHe, nogauy o Pycuma, nranujanckum @pannm-
ma, Mabapuma u [TeyeHesuma Koju ¢y ce Haum y cuucy De administrando imperio
HEJIBOCMMC/IEHO IIOTUYY M3 JUIIJIOMATCKMX KOHTaKaTa Kojeé je ca lIUXOBYM IIpes-
CTaBHMIMMA MIMAO0 LJaPCKM IBOP TOKOM IIeTe JielleHuje X BeKa, oK Cy IUIIOMATCKU
OJJHOCU C jepMEHCKIMM M TPY3MjCKMM KHeXKeBMMa OCTaBM/IM 3Ha4YajaH Tpar y AUILIO-
MaTCKOM MaTepujay LlapcKe apXMBe.

Muoru noganyu us cica De administrando imperio Koje je ap IpUKyIIMO Ha
Taj HAuVH Cy jefyHU nofany o ogpehennm porahajuma. Mebhyrum, kako je ITor Ma-
IIa/IHO IIPUMETHO, TAMO Iie TO HUje jelNHI U3BOP, IherOBY IOJaLM Cy 4eCTO pas-
JIMYMUTY M 9aK IOrpelIHy y nopehemwy ca oHuM mro ce o uctuM gorahajuma moxxe
TO3HATM M3 PYTUX M3Bopa. To foBoAM 1O muTama fla /1M je Ilap CBECHO U HaMep-
HO VHTEPIIPeTPA0 MICTOPUjCKe MOJaTKe IIpeMa CBOM COIICTBEHOM Haxobhemwy. ¥V 29.
nornaspy civca De administrando imperio ocToje mofar Koju Ha Haj6os/p1 HauMH
MOTY Za Jjo4apajy Kako je Iap 6aparao IojalyMa Koje je IMao Ha paclioaramy U3
APYIMX M3BOPA ¥ TYMAuMo MX KaKo 01 CTBOPYO COICTBEHY MHTEPIpeTaIjy Ipo-
mnocty. IIpBu Takas ciyyaj cy nmoganyu o TomMe Kako je nap Bacunuje I norunmnmo
u mokpcTno CroBeHe ¥ mocTaByo UM apxoHTe us Takiiuke Ilopbuporenurosor
ona, napa JIasa VI, xoju ce ogHoce Ha CnoseHe y I[pukoj, anu koje je ITopduporenut
npuMenno Ha CrioBeHe 3amafgHor fena bankanckor nomyoctpsa — Cpbe u Xpate
U cao6pasyo MX TaMOIIBIM UCTOPUjCKIM OKOIHOCTMMA. pyru ciydaj cy mopamnu
u3 nucMa ppanaukor napa JIlygsura II mapy Bacunmjy I y Besu ca oncagom bapuja
870-871. u yueuthem Crnosera (XpBara) ca COICTBEHUM OPOIOBMMA Y 10j Y OKBUPY
dpanaykmx cHara, Koje je IToppuporeHnT Mpepasuo u CaoIIITHO KAKO CY Y ONCA/N
Y4eCTBOBa/IM NPUIIAJHUIIV CBUX jy>KHOCTIOBEHCKMX IIJIEMEHA Y3 BUSAHTHUjCKE CHATe I
110 3amoBecTy japa Bacunmja I, a y3 momoh py6posauknx 6ponosa.

Y cincy De administrando imperio ocToje 1 HeKY ICTOPMjCKM IOfJAIIM KOjI Ce
0jaB/byjy Y SPYTUM OMCKUM MCTOPUjCKMM Jie/IMa U3 UCTOT IePUOfia, KAo LITO CY
Teogparos Haciasmau 1-1V, Vita Basilii (Teogpanos Hacitiasmwau V) u De thematibus,
aJlu KOjuX, ¢ pyre CTpaHe, HeMa y OAroBapajyhuM ofe/pLnMa fena JPyrUx UCTO-
puonucala u3 UCTOT BpeMeHa, Kao mTo cy lenecuje u Cumeon Jlororet. Takas je
CIy4aj ca mojaluma o poMejckuM ryouiuma y Jlanrobappuju u Tanmanuju y Bpeme
napa Muxamnna I, o nocnanctsy Ilerpone Kamarupa Xasapuma 1 usrpamy mbIUXoBe
tBphaBe Capkern y BpeMe napa Teoduia, Te 0 ocHUBamwYy TeMe MeconoTamuje y Bpe-
Me 1apa JlaBa VI, koju cBu, 3ampaBo, HOTNYY U3 oiroBapajyhux ogempaka crca De
administrando imperio, ofakje Cy, HeKaJj 11 ca HEIITO M3MEHEeHNM I0jeAMHOCTIMA,
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YIUIN y TIOMEHyTa JleTla HacTana takobe Tpymom camor napa Koncrantuna Iopdu-
POTEHNTA VLN Y BbeTOBOM KPYTY I 10 BeroBoj sxerbu. C ipyre cTpaHe, ofpehenn mo-
mauy koju ce mory Hahu y De administrando imperio n'y Teoparosom Hacitiasmwauy
VI Hucy y HenmocpegHoj Be3u, Hero MoTu4y 13 pasandanTiX U3Bopa.

JsnoxkeHa aHanmM3a je ykaszaja Ha HeKe 3HadyajHe acrekTe ciyca De admini-
strando imperio, KOju He OCTaB/bajy IpOCTOpa 3a 6O/ber KaHAMAaTa 3a ayTopa TOT
crmca oy camor napa Koncrantuna VII 1 Ha OCHOBY KOjuX ce MOXKe 3aK/by4UTH Jja
je oH ayTop Tor ciyca HeocHoBaHa. I]ap Korcrantnn [Topduporennt je 6mo cacBum
CBeCTaH BeJIMKe IIPasHIHe Y UcTopuorpadckoM pany jour of BpeMeHa Teodana Vc-
HOBeIHNKa ¢ nmodeTka IX Beka, unja ce Xporoipaguja sappiasana 813. rogHOM, U
6110 je pellleH Jia ce Ta MpasHMHA IOIyHM. 300T Tora je Hajipe mosepuo lenecujy na
HaIlVIIle MCTOPY]jy LlapeBa of ycronuyewa Jlasa V 813. ropuse, fa 61 yop3o HoTom
VICTY 3aJaTaK [OBEPMO IPYIN ayTOpa IMO3HATHX IIOf 3ajefHNYKUM HasuBoM Teogpa-
Hosé Hacitiaemway (xmwure I-1V), xoju cy 6unu yxbydenn y pap Ha Excerpta Historica,
a KOj1 Y IIpeATroBOPY CBOM Jiely MCTUYY KaKO MM je caM 1jap CTaBMO Ha pacIofarame
rpaby kojy je oH cam ,,cakynno... U3 pasnNIUTUX U3BOPa KOje Cy MUCaIN HEKHU JbyHN,
VI IPYIUX 13 U3BEIITaja KOjy Cy IPEHeT! YCMEHO...", IITO 611 MOHajIpe MOITIO Ja ce
opHOoCH Ha rpaby kojy je oH cabpao y okBupy cBor cmica De administrando imperio,
a 3a 4je je mofaTKe IoKasaHo fa ¢y 6wy kopuuthenn 3a ogrosapajyhe enose xpo-
Huke Teogparnosoi Hacitiasmwaua I-IV. To 6y MOIIO fa 3Ha4YM [a je Ljap HalIOXMO fa
ce ucTopuja mepuona of 813. rogyHe 06pajy IMOHOBO He CaMo 3aTo IITO je 610 He-
3aJ0BO/baH [eHecyujeBUM pajoM, HEro 1 3aTo LITO je y MehyBpeMeHy u caM pomrao
0 HOBMX IOfIaTaKa KOjy ce OJHOCE Ha Taj Iepyof, ¥ 0 CONCTBEeHe MHTepIIpeTalje
porabaja us Tor BpeMeHa, 3a Kojy je cMaTpao fa Tpeba ja 6yme ysera y 063up y Benu-
KOM UCTOPMjCKOM Iperyieny nocsehenom tom nepuopy. OH caM je HACTaBMO Jja pajy
¢ ToM rpahom, kopucrehnu je mpunmkom cactaBbama 61uorpaduje cor mefe, apa
Bacwunuja I, Vita Basilii, Koja je HacTana MCTOBpeMEHO MIV HAaKOH HacTaHka Teoga-
Hoeoi Hactiasmwaua I-1V, kao moce6HO NCTOPUCKO fieNI0, KOje je, IIpeMa OHOMeE LITO
caonuITasa y npesrosopy, Koncrantus I[Topduporennt HamepaBao fia IpOfyXKI1 CBe
[0 CBOje B/IaJlaBMHE, U KOje je, IIOIITO TO HUjeé CTUTA0 Ja ypajy, TEK HAKHAJHO IIPK-
6pojano cincy Teogparosoi Hacitiasmwaua xao kmwura V. Iloceban crinc o remama Po-
MejcKor napcrBa, De thematibus, 1ap je cacTaByO IIOCTIEHUX TOAMNHA XIBOTA, TI0f-
CTAaKHYT paZioM Ha IofanyMa o pepopMaMa y yHyTpallmwoj opranusanuju Llapcrsa
y HOCIIe0j, 11eToj Lenuuu ciuca De administrando imperio. 1Jap unax Huje yciieo
[ia 3aBpILIY 3aJaTaK Koju je cebm 3a/jao u npommpu 6uorpadujy cBor jieie y LieJIoBy-
Ty ICTOPH]jY BIaJlaBMHE 1]apeBa U3 HeroBe JMHACTH]je, TAKO Jia je Y TPEHYTKY berope
cMpTi 959. roguHe nepuoyp of cmpty Bacumja I 886. u game 610 ncTopujcku He-
o6paben. Taj mocao 3aBpIINO je TEK OC/IE BEroBe CMPTHU HEIIO3HATY ayTOP XPOHMKe
nosHare Kao Teogpanos Hacitiasémwau VI, Koja ¥Ma MHOTO 3ajefHUYKOT ca XpOHUKOM
Cumeona Jlororera u pasnu4umT MOTJIE], HAa IPOLIJIOCT Off OHOT Koju je umao Kow-
crantuH [loppuporenut. Cam cruc De administrando imperio ocTao je orpaHuyYeH
Ha LJApCKM JBOP M Off CBUX MOfjaTaKa CaKyIUbeHUX Y BeMy CaMO Cy OHU KOjy Cy O1yn
yxpydern y Teogparnosoi Hacitiasmpaua OVIM JOCTYIIHY KaCHUjUM ay TOPUMA.



