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Notes and Documents

The Restoration of the Cross at Jerusalem

IN an elaboratc paper recently -published Bolotov has studied
the chronology of the years 628-30 of our era. In the present
note I desire to show that the Russian scholar’s suggested re-
construction is untenable and, further, to propose a different
solution.! The crucial point in the discussion is the date of the
restoration of the Cross, which had been captured by the Persians
on the fall of Jerusalem in 614. Bolotov’s reconstruction of the
chronology ® may be roughly outlined as follows : After the pre-
liminary negotiations of Heraclius with Persia in the spring of 628,
of which an account is given in the Paschal chronicle, Sheroe
(or Kobad) sent the newly appointed Catholicos Ishoyab on an
embassy to the emperor (August-September 628). The Persian
king was mortally ill at the time, and was anxious that Heraclius
should protect his infant son Ardeshir:® he would choose a
Christian to influence a Christian, and the mission was the more

! Seo V. Bolotov, K Istorii Imperatora Irakliya, in Vizaniuiskii Vremmensk, xiv
(1907), St. Petersburg, 1908, pp. 68-124 ; E. A. W. Budge, TAe Book of Governors,
The Historia Monastica of Thomas Bishop of Murga a.n. 840, 2 vols., London, 1893;
J. Labourt, Le Christianisme dana I Empire perse sous la dynastic Sassanide, in Biblio-
théqus de T Ensesgnement de T Histoire Ecclésiastique, 2°° (dition, Paris, 1904 ; N. Marr,
Antiokh Stratig, Plycnenie Ierwsalima Persami v 614 g., St, Petersburg, 1909 ; Telstus
¢ Razwiskaniya po armyano-gruzinskoi Philologii, Kniga viii, /zdaniya Fakulteta
Vostochnuikh yazwilov imperatorskago S. Peterburgskayo Universitela (if Marr’s work
should be inaocossible, sce Archimandrit Kallistos, 'Arrioxos Irparfyios, "Alwais
Tt ‘lepovgarnu Und riw TMepoir 19 614 Tewppardy seiuevor, &o., &v ‘lepogorduos.
rowas II. Tédpov 1910, reprinted from Néa Xww IT xal Z' érovs, which gives a résumé of
Marr's work and a Greek translation of the Georgian text, and compare also F. C.
Conybeare, ante, xxv. 502, 1910); Th. Noldcke, Geschichic der Perser und Araber
zur Zeit der Sassaniden, aus der urabischen Chronik des Tabari, &c., Leyden, 1879
(cited hereafter as Gleschichte), and Die von Quidi herausgegebene syrische Chronik, in
Sitzungaberichte der kaiserl. Akad. der Wissenschaften in Wien, cxxviii, Abh. ix,
1893 ; A. Pernice, /' Imperatore Eraclio, Saggio di Storia Bizantina (Pubblicazions del
reale Istitwto di Studi Superiori Pratici e di Perfexionamenio sn Firenze, 1805) ;
L. Sternbach, in Rozprawy Akademii Umicjetnofei. Wydziat Filologiczny, Serya ii,
tom. xv, Krakow, 1800, and Georgii Pisidue Carmina Inedita (Wiener Studien, xiii
(1891), pp. 1-62; xiv (1892), pp. 51-68) ; W. A. Wigram, An Introduction to the History
of the Assyrian Church or the Church of the Sassanid Persian Empire, Londoun, 1910.

' Op. cit. pp. T7T-N.

3 Compare the confused notice in Nicephorus 209, ed. de Boor.
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likely to succeed if Ishoyab bore with him the Holy Cross.
The delay in sending this may well have been due to the difficulty
of discovering the sacred relic, which might have been placed,
Bolotov suggests! in one of the monasteries, either Nestorian
or Monophysite, favoured at different times by Sirin, the Christian
wife of Chosroes;® its precise location might have been thus
uncertain.® The solemnity of the occasion and the fact that
Ishoyab was unaccompanied by other Nestorian bishops serve to
explain why the Catholicos ventured to attend a celebration of the
eucharist in the emperor’s presence, probably at Theodosiopolis.”
Heraclius then held the synod of Karin (i.e. Theodosiopolis)
and effected a union with the, Armenian church (in the winter
of 628-9), after which he distributed pieces of the true Cross
among the notables of Armenia and thence proceeded to
Caesarea.! From Caesarea, it would seem, Heraclius =ent the
true Cross to Constantinople,® and in June the Persians began to
evacuate Roman territory, while in July 629 the emperor finally
concluded terms of peace with Sahrbaraz at Arabissos Tripotamos.!®
He returned to Constantinople, probably in September 629, and
in the spring of 630, in the month of March, bore the Cross to
. Jerusalem, where it was restored to the place from which it had
been carried in 614. In this year Heraclius assisted Sahrbaraz
in his successful attack on the Persian capital, where Ardashir
had been reigning since October 629.1' This reconstruction of the
chronology has been accepted by Professor Marr,'* who therefore

¢ Op. Cil. pp. 79-81.

* On her change from the Nestorian to the Monophysitc allegiance compare
Wigram, pp. 253, 259.

¢ This isinitself improbable: and further, compare the definite assertion (overlooked
by Bolotov) of Chron. Guidi, ed. Noldeke, p. 32, mentioning the Cross of Christ, ‘ dax
sie von Jerusalem gebracht hatten und das im persischen Schatzhawse niedergelegt war .

! That Ishoyab was dispatched by Sheroo on a mission to Heraclius unaccom-
panied by any metropolitans or bishops is purely conjectural. Thomas of Marga,
who alone (Budge, ii, pp. 125 s¢gg.) places this embassyin the reign of Sheroe (though
cf. Barhebraei, Chronicon Ecclesiasticum, ed. Abbeloos and Lamy, Paris, 1877, vol. iii,
coll. 114-16—the patriarch a rege Persarum missus est legatus ad Graccorum impera-
torem), states that there went with him the metropolitans of Nisibis and Adiabenc
and other influential bishops of the Nestorian church. For Bolotov's reasons for
his conjectural reconstruction ree Viz. Vrem., loc. cit., pp. 86 segg. The mission of
which Thomas,of Marga speaks was almost certainly dispatched by Bérin, who
became queen in 830. Cf. Budge, loc. ¢it., n. 2; Chron. Guidi, pp. 32-3; H. Gismondi,
Maris Amri et Slibae de Patriarchis Neatorianorum Commeniaria, pars i, Romae,
1899, p. 64; persii, Romae, 1886, p. 31; Noildeke, Geschichte, p. 3412, n. 1; Labourt,
Pp. 242-3; Wigram, pp. 300 segq. ‘

* John Mamikonian, Fragmenta Historicorum Gruecorum, ed. Muller, v. ii. 380.

* Niceph. 22.

* Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, Scriplores Syri, Versio, Series
tertia, tomus iv, Chronica Minora, pars secunda, Paris, 1904, pp. 108, 113, 114.

"' This sammary will serve our present purpose ; the atudent will consult Bolotov's
paper for the elahorate argumentation by which he sceks to support his conclusions.

* Marr, p. 5.
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concludes that the Cross was restored to its place in Jerusalem
on 21 March 630, adopting the date 21 March from Antiochus
Strategos.

But Bolotov has not paid sufficient attention to the western
authorities, and he has altogether neglected two important
sources—the chronicle of Agapius of Hierapolis and the Carmina
Inedita of George of Pisidia. We can best take these for the
starting-point of our criticism.

(i) The text of that part of the chronicle of Agapius with
which we are concerned is not yet published, but a Russian
translation by Baron von Rosen appeared in 1884 in the Journal
of the Ministry of Public Enlightenment. As this periodical is
to be found in but few libraries in the west of Europe, I may
be pardoned for giving an English rendering from the Russian
of the two relevant passages.’® (p. 72) After the accession of
Sheroe—

Then Heraclius departed on his way back and stopped at the village
called Semanen. This is the same village where the ark stopped in the
flood in the days of Noah: and he went up to the mountain called Al-
Djidi, and looked upon it at the place of the ark and gazed on all four
sides. And then he went in the direction of Amid and there he spent the
whole of that winter. And Sheroe the son of Kisre [Chosroes] sent am-
bassadors to Heraclius asking for peace. And Heraclius agreed thereto
on condition that all the towns and villages which his father [i.e.
Chosroes] had taken from the Greeks should be restored and that
Heraclius should send into Persia all the Persians which were in his
power. [Here follows a mention of certain philosophers of the time.] . . .
Then Heraclius determined to depart for Mesopotamia and Syria, and he
summoned to him his brother Theodore and ordered him to grant the
Persians who were to be found in the whole of Mesopotamia and Syria
permission to retire from his empire and to return into Persia. And
Theodore started forth at the head of the advance-guard, and Heraclius
began to go into each town one after another and to settle his representa-
tives in them, until he had gone round them all, and then returned to bis
kingdom to Constantinople. [Then follows an account of Theodore’s
difficulties at Edeasa and Heraclius’ subsequent attempts to introduce
orthodoxy there. Further, evidently from another source, on p. 64 we
read : In the 18th year of Heraclius] Kesra [Chosroes] son of Hormizd
emperor of the Persians was killed, after he had reigned 38 years. Then
after him his son Kobad reigned, and concluded peace with the Greeks,
and returned to them the towns which he and others had captured up
to Dara which is above Nisibin. [A comet appears.] Then Heraclius
gave orders to the Greeks that they should leave the territory [of the
Persians (e consectura)] and should go to the territory of the Greeks in

3 Baron von Rosen, Zamyethi o Lyetopisi Agapiya Manbidzhakago, in Zhurnal
Ministerstva Narodnago Prosbyeshchensya, pt. cexxxi, February 1884, pp. 47-75;
and for information on Agapius see A. Vasiliev, Agapy, Manbidiheky kristiansky
arabsky Istorik X Vyeka, in Viz. Vrem. xi (1904), pp. 67487,

VOL. XXVII.—NO., OVL U
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accordance with the terms of the peice which Greeks and Persians had con-
cluded with each other. And Sahrbaz [Sahrbardz] gave orders to all the
Persians that they should return to their own land, each to his own town
and family, and that they should not raise disturbances in the land, but
they did not attend to his words. And in the end of the 20th year of
Heraclius the Persians made an expedition to the Euphrates, and Shahrbaz
[Sahrbardz] took [into captivity] many warriors of the Greeks, and many
of the Persian {read Greek] generals and their followers were killed. And
in the 21st year of Heraclius Shahrbaz [Sahrbariz] died who bad grasped
at empire over the Persians, and Burdn his daughter [the relationship is
of course incorrect] reigned. And she concluded peace with the Greeks
and then died.

From this we learn that Heraclius did retire into Armenia
in 628, and thus we gain a confirmation of the account of John
Mamikonian, who may be reasonably trusted at this point, as
Bolotov has truly observed (p. 90), since he is here recording local
traditions and copying from a local chronicle of the year 681.
He writes as follows (I employ the translation of Emine as I am
unfortunately unable to read the original Armenian) :}* Heraclius
after his victory over Persia

ramensa la Sainte Croix avec les captifs. Il passa sans s’arréter devant
beaucoup de localités, distribua beaucoup de morceaux [de la Croix] dans
le pays d’Arménie et aux grands seigneurs. Lorsqu’il se rendit & Evez-
navan 18 le serviteur en coupa un grand morceau et voulut s&’enfuir.’
Mais quelqu’un, 'ayant su, en informa le roi qui lui reprit ce morceau, et
lui trancha la téte. Etant ensuite allé & Césarée avec son armée, Héraclius
remit ce fragment au patriarche de Césarée qui s’appelait Jean et lui-méme
gagna 8a ville capitale de Constantinople.

Then follows the subsequent history of this picce of the Cross,
which after many vicissitudes was treasured at Dzidzarn in
Armenia.

But we gain from Agapius the further important fact that
‘Heraclius spent the whole winter at Amida : this, apart from
the further arguments adduced by Owsepian in his Entstehungs-
geschichte des Monothelitismus,’® disproves Bolotov’s view that
Heraclius remained at Theodosiopolis (Karin) and held the famous

' 8o Baron von Rosen : but this is a mistaken translation ; the authority which
Agapius is transcribing is referring to the fact that Roman troops acted in concert
with Sahrbaréz in his invasion of Persia ; cf. Scbeos, Macler’s translation, Paris, 1904
Chron. Guids, pp. 30 sogg. We should therefore, 1 doubt not, translate ‘ and Sahr-
bariz took [as his allies] many warriors of the Greeks, and many of the Persian
generals and their followers were killed °.

Y Fragmenia Historicorum Graecorum, ed. Maller, v. it 380.

!* Eveznavan is apparently only mentivned in this passage ; its precise position
seems to be unknown : cf. H. Habschmann, Die altarmenischen Ortsnamen, &c., in
Indogermansache Forschungen, xvi (1904), p. 424

¥ ¢ Relios are fair game—things that the most honourable and conacientious of
men may blamelessly annex :’ Wigram, p. 303. * Leipzig, 1897
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synod there during the winter of 628-9. The emperor’s difficultics
were in fact by no means surmounted : Sahrbaraz was still in
Asia Minor with his army, and refused to recognize the authority
of Ardeshir.® At Amida Heraclius occupied a strong position
on the frontier from which he could best take effective action.
(ii) The cardinal confusion, however, in Bolotov's account

arises from the fact that he, with Sternbach, places Heraclius's
return to the capital before the restoration of the Cross in Jeru-
salem.® This is shown to be wrong by the carefully dated
account of Nicephorus, p. 22, which we must shortly consider,
and, as Pernice ® has seen, by an important passage in the
Carmina Inedita of George of Pisidia : in the poet’s Adrooy€édiot
wpds TV yevouérmy dvdyvwow Tav kekevoewy ® xdpw Tis dwo-
kaTaoTdoews Tov Tipniowr EVAwy he begins:

& Tokyofa axiprmaov: 7 xrigis mdhw

6An o€ Tipg xal ke Gendoyov:

éx Hepoibos yip 6 Pashas ddiyudvos

TOv oravpdy &v goi Seuvie memmypdvor.B

This is confirmed by the unedited chronicle * contained in Codex
Matritensis Palat. 40, at f. 408. Heraclius ra 7ipa £Vha dmd
Mepaidos dvakaBav kai eis ‘Iepovaalnp mapayevopevos, k-T.\.,
and by the whole series of chroniclers who are represented by
Georgius Monachus.®® There can, indeed, be no doubt on this
point. The text of Theophanes * can be for the moment reserved
for future discussion.”

(iii) But when was it that Heraclius made this journey te
Jerusalem ? Pernice accepts the traditional date for the restora-
tion of the Cross—14 September—but this is difproved by a
hitherto unnoticed passage of George of Pisidia. In the Carmina
Inedita, no. ii, vv. 104 seqq.,”® we read

TovTwy wap' fpiv tav dyabiv fyyduiver
«s xawpdv armpodextov, ds vumddpor,
ore Tpoo oy Tuls Tupdwvois TOV Tdduwy
é Ty xall fuas odolav dvawAdoas

Loy ddijxe TG vexpd 103 Aaldpovr—

" Cf. Sobeos, pp. 86-7.

™ Sternbach (Rozprawy, &c., p. 38) in 628, Bolotov in 629,

*! Pernice, appendix iii, p. 317.

¥ Cf. Bternbach in Wiener Studien, xiii (1891), p. 20, n. 12. xéAevous is the technical
term for an imperial dispatch. Compere for the use of the word Chron. Pasch.,
p 728, 15, 729. 15, 730. 3, &c. ; Geo. Pisid., De Bello Avarico, 30.

® QOarming Inedita, ii, in Wiener Studien, xiii. 4-5.

* Falsely attributed to Cyril of Alexandria and George of Pisidia. On the manu-
saripts of this chronicle cf. Th. Preger, Die angebliche Chronik des M. Kyrillos und
Georgios Pisides, in Byz. Zeitachr. vii (1898), pp. 128-33.

# Ed. de Boor, Leipzig, 1904, ii. 672, * Ed. de Boor, i. 327-8.

 CL infra, pp. 203 segq. * Sternbach, p. 8.

U2
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Bt yip olpar 1) vexplv dvaordoa

oravpol yevéiobar xai wdAy umpipara.

Ay owiMev «is davry ) wohus (P lopmy OF dwdxrop,

¢ cont. Sternbach)

@5 Ydppos as pois ws duerpa Kipata

mowivra muldAas cwparodas dyvoas

oxouliy yip elxor, ola Sopxas & Bépa

Sufge xai adifovaa, cwripws Pbdaar

oV gy, kpdTiore, ovAaBov ras ixpdSas.
That is, the news of the triumphant restoration of the Cross reached
the capital when the inhabitante were celebrating the festival
of the resurrection of Lazarus. But, as Hoffmann has shown,?®
this festival was celebrated by the Greek church on the Saturday
before Palm Sunday.® Therefore the generally received September
date for the restoration of the Cross is untenable.?! But Antiochus
Strategos gives 21 March : ® is this then 21 March of 629 or,
as Bolotov and Marr maintain, March 630?22 In 629 the
‘ Saturday of Lazarus’ fell on 9 April, but in 630 on 30 March.
That the news of the restoration of the Cross should travel from
Jerusalem to Constantinople in eight days is, considering the
confused state of the empire after the protracted Persian war,
surely impossible. We are compelled to adopt the year 629, and
thus the contemporary poem of George agrees with and supports
the dating of Antiochus Strategos.

(iv) From Jerusalem the emperor turned to recover the towns
which had been captured by the Persians. We know from
Thomas the Presbyter that Alexandria and the towns of Syria
were evacuated in June 629, and in July 629 Heraclius, marching
north, met Sahrbariz at Arabissos, and concluded an agreement
with him whereby the Euphrates was to be the boundary between
the two realms.® Thence it would appear he marched to Caesarea.®
We are now in a position to consider the evidence of Nicephorus.
After describing the restoration of the Cross in Jerusalem, he
continues : ¥

Waldivruy 8t abriv (i.e. ra {pomrowd £¥Aa) dxeioe ebbis &s 10 Buldvriov &
Burdax dérqpper. & &) Zépyws & Tod Bufavriov lepdpyms & Blaxepviow

® In & learned note in H. Feige, Die Geschichte des Mdr * Abhdishd’, Kiel, 1890,
Nachtrige zu Anmerkung 23, pp. 56-7.

* Cf. Nilles, Calendarium wtriusque FEcclesiae, &c., ed. 2, Innsbruck, 1897, ii,
PP- 185 2eqq.

' Theophanes is in fact quite right when he states, 629: vodry vy fre dwdpas &
Bashids Spa Tapi.. . inl 74 ‘lepoodivpn dwopedero drayaydw rd vima xal {powod foAa
108 dwodoivas 7§ 0¢p Tiw ebxapioriar, 328, 2-1; for a further proof cf. Geo. Pisid. Car-
ming Inedita, ii. 1. 7 véovs wpoewrpin(e gowixaw sAdlovs | wpds iy dwomly vob réov
vumpépov: the fresh young shoots appear in spring, not in September.

# Of. Conybeare, ante, xxv. 5186. '

B (f. Labourt, p. 242, who dates the return of the crosa after 27 April 630.

 C1. Budge, §, p. xx. 8 Ct. supra, p. 288,
»* Cf. John Mamikonian, supra, p. 290. " n 22, ed. de Boor.
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(ipov & ai Bhaxdpvar riis Geopiropos) Mraveboy Vredéfaro, wai wpos iy
peyioryy dkdnoiay dyayir ratra dnijwoe Beuripa & v irducre frixa
ratta drpdrrovro,  per’ ob woAd 8 xai ‘HpdxAaos wpos 5 Bufdrriov dxwper,
w0 oAl eidnuias xal 8ééys trepBarrdvans wapd Tov dneioe Sexlais.

The order of events is thus exaltation of the Cross in Jerusalem,
then a similar exaltation in Constantinople, and after this the
return of the emperor to his capital. But the Cross itself must
have remained in Jerusalem : ® the passage of John Mamikonian
above quoted enables us to offer an explanation of the difficulty.
Just as Heraclius had given fragments of the true Cross to
Armenian nobles, and as another fragment was later given to the
church in Caesarea, 80 doubtless he dispatched from Jerusalem
a piece of the sacred relic to Constantinople.® This reached the
capital during the second indiction, i.e. before 1 September 629,
and soon after, i.e. directly he had concluded the peace with
Sahrbardz, the emperor himself made a triumphal progress to
Constantinople (probably in August 629).

(v) There remains the extremely difficult problem of the text
of Theophanes. The order of events as given by him is as follows :
628 : Theodore is dispatched to superintend the return of the
Persians from Roman territory and from the cities of the empire.
Heraclius enters the capital thus celebrating a pvoruc) fewpia :
as God at creation had toiled for six days and then enjoyed the
Sabbath of His rest, so Heraclius after six years of warfare
was at length at peace. 629 : Heraclius leaves the capital in the
spring for Jerusalem and restores the Cross. How are we to explain
this error in the order of events ? We may at once notice that
the material used by Theophanes contradicts his own chronology :
the six years of warfare are 623 % to 628 ; the ‘ Sabbatic year’
is therefore 629, and not as Theophanes gives, 628. The following
paragraph is only offered tentatively as a contribution towards
& possible solution.!

Emphasizing this qualification, I suggest that Theophanes
had before him two sources, each of which was thoroughly well
informed. He attempted to combine them and to fit them
into his annalistic scheme, and the result has been confusion.
One source (B) is represented for us by Georgius Monachus, Leo
Grammaticus, Theodosius Melitenus, the unpublished Pseudo-
Pisides, the unedited Constantinus Lascaris, and, apparently
in a very abbreviated form by Michael Glycas; further, in part

* Until the capture of the city by 8aladin.

® Cf. SBergy, Polnuy Myesyatseslov Vostoka, 2nd od., Vladimir (1901), m. il. 375-6.

* That the second campaign of Heraclius began in 623 and not (as Gerland main-
tains) in 624 I have endeavoured to prove in a paper on ‘ The Date of the Avar Surprise *
which will shortly appear in the Byzantiniache Zeitschrift.

*! For the unedited texts used by me for the following paragraph I am indebtc(l
to Sternbach, Rozprawy, &c., pp. 35 seqq.
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by Theophanes, Cedrenus, and the unedited Codex Parisinus
Gr. 1712. The other source (A) can only be reconstructed from
Theophanes himself and from the shorter and slightly different
version in Cedrenus. Some subsequent chronicler made a con-
flation of A and B, and this conflation is represented in different
ways by the unedited Symeon Magister, by Ephraemius, and in
an individual form by Zonaras. Source A was probably of
eastern origin, and was not concerned with the affairs of Con-
stantinople and the west ; it had close affinities with the authority
used (probably mediately) by Agapius of Hierapolis (cited above).
Source B would seem to have been written in the capital, and
to have made use of some part of the Heraclias of George of
Pisidia now lost to us*® Source A contained a full account
of the restoration of the Cross to Jerusalem, carefully dating the
event—and, as we have seen, rightly—to the spring of 629.
Theophanes determined to follow source A for Heraclius’s visit
to the holy city. It has, however, long been recognized that
Theophanes has confused his chronology by placing the accession
of Sheroe and the conclusion of peace in 627. Kretschmann’s
attempt to follow the chronology of Theophanes at this point
was foredoomed to failure¥ Owing to this antedating of the
accession of Sheroe, and the Cross being restored only in 629,
Theophanes was in difficulties as to how to fill up the year 628—
what was the emperor doing during these twelve months ¥ As
he wrote, he had before him the western source (B), which after
a summary mention of the setting up of the Cross in Jerusalem
dealt at length with the return of Heraclius to Constantinople.
He saw in this account an activity of the emperor which would
provide material for the awkward hiatus in the chronological
scheme which he had himself created by antedating events under
the year 627. Clearly in 628, he argued, Heraclius returned to
the capital. He accordingly adopted the western source (B) for
his chronicle of the year 628, but having previously rightly
determined to follow source A in placing the restoration of the
Cross in the spring of 629, he naturally omitted the brief refer-
ence to that event which stood in source B before the account
of the emperor’s return to the capital. Thus when using source
A for the year 629 he adapted it to his own composite scheme by

* The Synopais Sathae (K. N. sathas, Meocaianmxs) BiSAiohan, répos (’ Venice,
1894, p. 108) stands alone, but has considerable resemblances to Theophanes.

4 H. C. Rawlinson, ‘ The Site of the Atropatenian Ecbatana,” Journal of the Royal
Geographical Society, x (1840), pp. 65-158, long ago showed that the Heraclias, as
it has come down to us, extends only to the capture, not of Dastagero, but of Gansaca
(Takbti-SolelmAn) in the first year of the second Persian campaign in 623. On the
loat cantos of the Heraclias cf. Pernioe, op. ¢it. xiii-xiv. I accept his argumenta.

# Kretaschmann, Die Kampfe rwischen Heracliua I und Chosroes 11, Teil i, Pro-
gramm, Domschule zu Gistrow, 1873, Teil ii, 1878,
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adding the words dmd 775 Baothevovons mohews (32812 7M), thus
making Heraclius depart for Jerusalem from Constantinople, in
which he was, of course, in error.

Before tracing the two sources in our authorities it is only
right to note a possible consequence of this hypothesis. As we
have seen, source B states fully the theory of the pvorucy fewpia.
Those who have studied long and closely the style and thought
of George of Pisidia must, I think, agree with Sternbach ¢ that
this whole conception can only have arisen in the pious fancy
of the court poet, and, following Pernice’s argument, almost
as certainly must have appeared in the lost cantos of the Heraclias.
If this were 8o, a source of Theophanes had already used the
poems of George as material for a prose chronicle. We might
thus be led to the conclusion that the account given by Theophanes
of the Persian campaigns was derived by him only mediately
from George of Pisidia, and that he was here transcribing the
work of an earlier historian.

Traces of A and B tn the Byzantine Historians

Source A. Its reconstruction for the purpose of this note (with whlch
cf. Agapius, p. 72).

Theophanes, 327%9, dmpys (88) yeoropdrs perafd Ilepoir xal ‘Popaivv,
dméorerey & Pachels Beddwpor Tov davrov dSAAPov (rov ddeddov adrod
Cedr. I 735 Bonn) uera ypappdrur xai dvfpdrwy Sipbov, Tob Bacréus Mepgav
(nerd y. Zipdy 19 Pacdrd Mepadv xal dfpdrwy atrod Oedr.), Sxws rois &
"Edéoy xai Hadawrivy xai ‘lepoordpos (x. ‘Tep. om. Cedr.) xai rals Aoiwals
wéreat Tdv ‘Popalvv (r. ‘Pw. om. Cedr.) époas pwerd epmms (uer' dpipys
Cedr.) droorpiywow & Hepoidt xai dBAafis mapiibwor Ty rav ‘Popaivy
yiv. (v 8 18 bveaxaBexdry ira tis Burdas atrot) Theoph. 32813 dxdpas
6 Bagals dpa lapi [dxd s Bacdevovons wdhews secludendum, cf. supra)
&xi 76 ‘lepoadAvpa éropedero dmayaydw 1o tipa kai {gomwoik fiAa ro dxodoivas
1% Ocp Ty edxaporriav. NGOyt 82 atr v Tifepudds, k.7 A. usque ad 328,8:
(haec omnis semper ab inferioris aetatis scriptoribus omissa] eloeGiv 8¢
o Bao s &v ‘Tepogoripois xai droxaragmioas Zaxaplay Tov marpudpxmy xai T3
Tiua xai {poroix &ika ds Tov Biov TéTov xai moAAL eixapwrTiras T¢ Jed dmi-
Aage tovs ‘Efpaiovs dmd i dylas mdlews . .. usque ad wAnowdfar. «ara-
AaBiv 8 mjpy 'E8loay dwéSuxe my dxxhnoiav rols opboddfos, x.rA. ([Theoph.
32812 8qq. = Cedrenus 1o O &re dpa dape dwdpas 6 Baocax s Baaios
it 70 ‘Lepoadhupa Emopevlty xai dmijyaye ra Tiue xai {pomour fida xal dwodots
16 Oeg Ty edxapoTiay droxaréomre Tov marpudpxyv Zaxaplay. [sequuntur
Iudaeorum exclusio et Nestorianorum ex Edessa expulsio.].

Source A appears otherwise only to be found in a conflation with
source B ; cf. infra.

Source B. Its reconstruction for the purpose of this note,

A good representative of source B is Georgius Monachus : 4 there are

“ Rozprawy, &c., pp. 35 segq.
“ Ed. De Boor, ii. 672,
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only slight verbal differences between the text of Georgius Monachus and
that of Leo Grammaticus 47 and Theodosius Melitenus.# I have, however,
inserted in brackets ( ) the most important variations of the chronicle
of Pseudo-Pisides, Codex Matritensis Palat. 40, f. 408 segq.

(Heraclius) ofx ¢peivaro xaragdd{wy xal wuprodiv xai xaragrpépwy Ticay
iy HepoiBa & &reow . 19 8¢ iB80uy Ira Ta {porour &iha 10U mavoénrov
oravpet dvadaBiv ds ‘lepovoarnpu mapayooueres (ra riua &ida dnd Tep-
ai8os dvalaBiw xai ds 'lep. vapay.) kai ratiru xabuwpdoas pera ToAdis xapas
xai elppys &t Ty Kororavrivormolw dréorpafe pvoruaiy rwva bewplay &v Tovrg
mAnpooas: Gomep yap br Judpais ¥ & Beds magay Ty xriow Snypovpynoas Ty
{B56uny dvamavoews pdpay dxdeoer, otrw &) xai olros &v Tols B xpovois
moMots Survoas morépovs® xal xomudoas, & 1o B8y fre per’ elppys
Tmoorpdyas dveravoaro. ot 81 rijs mokews Ty I w alrob yvivres dxaraoyére
wobp wdvres els Ty lépuay EfAfoy (& Tois makarios Tijs ‘Hpias d&jAbov), atv
19 warpudpxy xkai Kovorarrivy 18 Bacdd xai vig atrod, Beordforres xAddovs
Dady xal Aaprddas ebgnpotvres alrov pere moddils ebdpocinms. xal b piv
vids alrod mpooeAfoy éxcoev dis Tois midas Tob warpds, 6 8 mamp Teprlaxds
T¢ vig xaréfpebar dudorepor Ty yiv Tois ddxprow Gmep Geacdpevos 6 Aads
dxapuamplovs Tpvovs 1¢ Geg oiv ddkpvow dvémeumor xai olrw Aafovres Tov
Baoéa xailperres ehgypoivres. xporotvres davjrfov dv 1) #dAe (danAboy ¢is o
raldriov).

Later traces of this hypothetical source (B).

Theophanes, 327%, treats source B thus :

628: & & Bacress dv ¥ ireoe xaramoAeuijras Ty Hlepaida 14 { &rea dpy-
revoras perd yapis peydAns dri Koveravrvorrolw dméorpape (omni crucis men-
tione omissa et restitutione crucis in annum 629 translata) pvorualy rva
bewplay dv Tovry TAnpaoas. v yap ¥ Huépass magay Ty xriow Spuovppioas
6 Ocds Ty {B8Sunv dvaravoves judpav dxdheocar ovrw xai alros &v rols ¥
Xpovois moMhots wovovs Suavvoas ® 1 iB8opp ire per’ dpivys xai xapds & T
mAet UmooTpéfas drexatoaro. O 8¢ Aads T wéhews Ty EAevow alrot pabivres
dxaraoxiry wéby wdvres eis Ty Tepelav ABov s ovvdrmow atrod oiv 1§
warpudpxy xal Kovoravrive 16 Bachel xai vi abrot, Baord{ovres xAdSovs dhaiir
xal Aapwrddas, ebdyuotrres arrov pera yapas xal Saxpvwy mpocerbov 8¢ & vids
abrob drecer &xi Tovs 76das alTob xai mepirAaxeis atrg {Bpefav duddrepor Ty
v rots 8dxpvowr.  Toiro feacdpevos 6 Aads dravres diyapirmmpiovs Tpvovs 1§ Oc
dvéreprov xai oVre Aafivres Tov LBacdéa axprivres elofjAfov &v T woe.

Cedrenus, i. 735, represents an abbreviated form of Theophanes.

Following on xai é8Aafis mapeAboioe mpy 1év ‘Pwpaiwv yiv of the
hypothetical aource (A) he proceeds pvrrdy 8 1 &dratba Oewpeirar v
ybp xriocw wiacav 6 Oeos dv 8 pipass rdimoe xai 1 { dveradoaro xai b Bardea's
v ¥ &reo iy UepoiBa xaramodepioas ¢ { elprvevoe xkal perd xapas mpy Kar-
orarroovmoly karadapfBdve. 6 8t Aaos Ts mohews perd Tob Bachinws Kov-

" Pp. 158 seqq. (Bonn).

“* Ed. Tafel, in Momumenta Saecularia, published by the Ksnigl bayerische
Akademie der Wissonschaften, Munich, 1859, pp. 105 segq.

“ Hore Theophanes represents more nearly than Georgius Monachus the original
text of B = George of Pisidia. airds for the emperor is a peculiarity of the style of
the poet, and George doos not use wéAepor save in one place, Ezp. Pers. iii. 63, which
Sternbach has emended ; Rozprawy, &c., p. 18.
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aravrivov rob viod rob "HpaxAdov xal rod marpudpxor Zepyiov, pera xhddor Dadr
xai Mpmﬁuvmwﬁt&mwxwfomnﬂp&?dcmﬂamhmawﬂyayw4

The text of the unpublished Codex Pansinus Gr. 1712, f. 1807 segq.
extremely instructive and deserves careful study. It represents the eﬁort
of an unskilful scribe to combine the text of Theophanes with the shorter
version of Cedrenus. It is, I should imagine, but rarely that one has so
good an opportunity of watching a conflation in the making. The
manuscript is by Sternbach denoted I1, and I reproduce from him the
actual text, of which he himself has not noted the full significance.

3 8 Bagdais & ¥ Ireou my NepoBa xaraxcheuions v { & dppredous
et xapis peydns ére (dine accentu) Kevorarrvovrdhews iwiorpape proruap
v Bewplay &v Tovry TAnpaoas: & yap ¥ Huipais vacay My xricw Sypovpyioas
6 beds My iBS0uny dvamadoews juipay ixdAeger otte xal alrds & Tois U
(inc. £, 1811.) xpdvois moddobs wovovs Suvoloas 79 {BSoup &ra per’ dpipys xai
xapas &v 1} woha UmooTpdfas dveravoaro. & 8¢ Aads TS WoAews peri Tod
Baoiées Kovoravrivovrod vied ‘HpaxAdov xai 7o marpudpxov Zepylov pabivres
njr devow 1ob Baochéws A0 ds owwdvriow atTol oy T marpudpxy Kai
Kwvoravrivy 1§ Baohdd xai vig alred Baorifovres xAdBovs iy xai Aap-
wdSoy chpypolvres alrov perd xapds. wpooedddv && 3 vids atrod dmeow dxi
Tols 7é8as alrob xai mepurAaxels atrp {Bpefay &/,Lq&éﬂpoc Yy Tols Sdxpvot.
TovTo 0¢cum'ptm 5 Aads mdvres nrxapw-n;p(ow vprovs T O« dvéreumor xai
ovre Aaforres Tov Bachda oxprivres ds Ta Bagidaa coyayor.

Itis unpoamble. go far as I am aware, to follow further the hypothetical
source (B) in the form which it took in the hands of Theophanes, Cedrenus,
und the scribe of I. But the unedited Constantinus Lascaris of Codex
Matritensis, iv. 72 (f. 170r) represents another and independent abbrevia-
tion of B. He writes:

xai ¥ & rois Hépoas &pov T 8¢ {PSopy dralaBiv 1o {pomoww dyiov
&idor xai dMa kai ds 'lepovoadip wapayerdperos Wwoe. ko perdc Tavra
éravijkey ds Ty wAw ¢ vmijrTioay wavres mepapas uere aAddor Dadv xal
AapraBov Sopvdopovpdvy xal & vits abrod Kovorarrives. .

It will be noted that the proper order of events as it atood in the
original form of B before Theophanes operated upon it is here restored.

I am further inclined to think, though this might be disputed, that
Michael Glycas® represents another independent, original, and highly
abbreviated form of B (with reminiscences from other parts of B 1) :

& ¥ Iren mioar xabedow «mpy Mepoida xai alrov rév Xoopdnr, bs davror
dweiwae, mpos rovros 8 xal 10 rloy {iAov Eravacwous (fruxe yip dmd
"lepodordpwy oxviabdiva) Aaurpis drarileée.

We have now reached the last stage of this inquiry. Some later authority
attempted to combine sources A and B, and we have now to seck the
traces of this conflation.

We find it in the unedited Symeon Magister of the Codex Escurialensis,
Y.1.4,£ 62",

Ta {pomrowr {iAa xai Tov 1rafpwfpxr)v Za.xap.'av & “Lepogordpos dtuaﬂ'a'nyo'(
peyadorperas tmootpifas &v 1j Bachii Tiv wéhewv: §v & marpudpyms XIpyto's
xai Kavorarrivos 6 [vlds adrod xai] Bacdas xal vids awovwvraw«.'ryhnp
paf Soms Tijs Nooriis wc&fnrro, daivwy (8ic) xkAaSovs xai Aaprddas xaréyovres.

“ p. 612 12 (Bonn).
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The unmistakable conjunction of the restoration of Cross and patriarch
¢an only represent A, and the now familiar text of B reappears.
The same fusion, with alterations demanded by the exigencies of a
metrical form, appears in Ephraemiua, vv. 1395-1400 : 8
rabr & xpiros ¥ "HpdxAaos dwioas
&ha 1 gerta xai Sy dpxibimp
‘Iepovgadipu dyxarasmioas mike
npis Paoi8a xabvroorpide mélw
&v BBopw xdAhiara xaipwy TO Xporw
pvovpevos ordpacwy dardv puplwv.
We have yet another representative of this class in Zonaras, xiv. 16. 22,5
together with what is probably an addition by Zonaras himself :
rabra & & ireow dvioas ‘Hpdeews xai droxaraomioas 1 lepovoadajp 1
ria Eka xal Tov warpupyy abrdy, 19 ¢B80uw éraviiMer s 1 Bacilea pe’
etpnuias kal kpoTwv Sexfes xal Aapmpdryros wapd e Tijs yepovalas (& Zonara
interpositum ?) xai rob wAjfovs Tis woAews.
Notice that the true order of events is restored, and that therefore this
fusion was not made through consulting the chronicle of Theophanes
or Cedrenus. ’

(vi) With regard to the contradictions in the eastern
authorities,® it should be borne in mind that the terms of the
peace with Persia were (1) evacuation of Roman territory by
the Persians and on each side the surrender of prisoners of war,
and (2) the restoration of the Holy Cross. Thus as each successive
ruler of Persia entered into treaty relations with Rome it was
concluded that these were the terms agreed upon between
the two empires, the chroniclers thus ignoring the fact that the
Cross had reached the hands of Heraclius by the close of the
year 6285 The negotiations were begun by Sheroe, the Cross
itself was perhaps restored under Ardeshir (ascended the throne
October 628), Sahrbardz ultimately accepted (July 628) the
condition that Roman territory should be evacuated, and when
with the aid of Roman troops he had overthrown Ardeshir only
to fall a victim to assassination after a forty-days’ rule, his
sucoessor, the Queen Boéréa, felt it imperative to placate the
emperor through an imposing embassy of Christian prelates.®
The terms accepted in each case were apparently the same,
and thus the restoration of the Cross has been attributed to each
sovereign in turn, although as a matter of fact neither Sahrbariz
nor Boran was concerned in the matter.

Y p, 65 (Bonn). 8 Vol. iii, pp. 211-12 (Bonn).

* Most of these are tabulated and classified by Bolotov in a note on p. 84.

% ‘Die verschiedenen Unterhandlungen und Gesandtechaften der rasch wech-
selnden (persischen) Firsten konnten schon von den Zeitgenossen leicht verwechselt
werden,’ Noldeke, Chron. Guids, p. 32, n. 1. ¥ Cf. supra, p. 288, n. 7.

% Aninteresting parallel to this confusion may be seen in Nicephorus, who although
he knows that the Cross waa reatored in 629 yet attributes that restoration to Sahr-
bardz, who only ascended the Persian throne in 630; of. 81" with 22,
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(vii) Lastly, there remains an unexplained difficulty. The
eastern church had long observed a festival in honour of the
invention of the Croas,*” celebrated on 14 September,* and did not
apparently introduce & new celebration to commemorate its
restoration, but joined this to the older rite. This new celebration
was, however, introduced in the west, and such a commemorative
festival can be traced as early as c. 650.¥ This was observed
on 3 May. Why was this date chosen ? Is it possible that the
fragment of the true Cross sent by the emperor to Constantinople
reached the capital on this date ¥ ®

We are at the end of our discussion, and as a result it would
appear that we may safely accept the date given by Antiochus
Strategos for the solemn restoration of the Cross in Jerusalem,
viz. 21 March, and further that this took place in the year 629.

NormMax H. BaywEs.

Burgundian Notes

II. CisaLPINUS AND CONSTANTINUS !

Fropoarp of Rheims is conspicuous among medieval annalists
for his orderliness and precision. He relates facts as they came
to his knowledge. He does not think it his business to examine
the relations of cause and effect : he simply sets down the in-

¥ 8o rightly the pilgrim Theodosius about 530: P. Geyer, ltinera Hierosolymitana
Baecwls 1111-V111, Vindobonae, 1888 (Corpus Smptorum Eccles. Lat. xxxix. 149).
More usually the festival is known as the (yfaois Tob riulov sal {porool oravped or Tav
dyiaw féhaw ; thenoe its western name Exaltatio Crucis : of. Arculf in Adamnanus, De
locis Sanctis, 3. 3; Geyer, op. cit., pp. 286. 22, 287. 3 seqq., 288. 11, 205. 21, 322, 14.

% This festival was only known in the west in the eighth century, and won its way
to scceptance slowly and partially. It was received quite late in many charches, e. g.
in Milan in 1035.

¥ CL. K. A. Heinrich Kellner, Heortology, London, 19808, pp. 333—41; and for
further iniormation on the subject see von Maltzew, Myesyataseslov prmlavum
Katholicheskoi Vostochnos Teerkws, pt. i, pp. 81, 93, Berlin, 1800 ; G. Debol'sky, Das
Bogosluztheniya prav. Kath. Vost. Teerkwi, Kniga i, pp. 84, 91, 8t. Petersburg, 1848.
It is interesting to notice that in the west the festival celebrated for the victory
of Heraclius on 12 December 627 oontinued to be observed for a longer period than
in the east, and was kept on the same day as the commemoration of the exaltation of
the Cross. For the evidenoe of this compare 8. A. Morcelli, MnroAdyior iv Ebayyehiow
‘Eopracricéy sive Calendariwm Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Rome, 1788, i. 266-7;
and Bergy, Polaxy Myesyatseslov Vosioka, Moscow, 1878 1L i. 327 ; and Zamyetki, 1.
ii. 289 #egq., 2nd ed., Viadimir, 1901, 1. i. 383, 1w il 374 seqq.

® I am unable to offer any suggeetion why the Egyptian and Abyssinian S8yn-
axaria give for 6 March a Manifestatio 8. Crucis per Heraclium Imp.

* The firat of theso notes sppeared last year (xxvi. 310-17). The present paper
was in pert written very long ago, but I have only recently had the opportunity of
putting my materials into shape. I am again under great obligations to my friend
the Rev. W. A. B. Coolidge, who has directed me to a good desl of evidenoe which
would probably have otherwise eluded me; but I have no reason to supposs that
he shares the views which I here advocate.
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