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Notes and Documenits

The Bulgarian Treaty of A.D. 814, and the Great Fence
of Thrace.

MONG the official Greek inseriptions of Omurtag and Malomix
which have been discovered and published in recent years, the
inscription of Suleiman-Keui, containing the provisions of a treaty
between the Bulgarians and the Eastern Empire, is evidently one of
the most important, but it has not been satisfactorily explained.
Suleiman-Keui is three hours to the east of Pliska (Aboba), the
residence of the early Bulgarian Khans, and there can be no doubt
that the column or its fragment was conveyed from the ruins of the
palace to Suleiman-Keui. The remains of the inscription do not
contain the name either of the khan or of the emperor who were
parties to the treaty, but the mention of * thirty years’ shows that
the document, which on palaeographical grounds belongs to the
earlier part of the ninth century, is connected with the Thirty Years’
treaty which was concluded in a.p. 814. Th. Uspenski, the last
editor,) to whose labours in co-operation with the Bulgarian
archaeologist, K. Skorpil, Bulgarian history owes such a deep debt,
thinks that it probably represents the result of negotiations between
Omurtag and Michael IT in 821, or else between a later khan and
Michael IIT (and Theodora) in 842-3. This conclusion is, I think,
untenable ; but before criticising his grounds, it will be convenient
to state briefly what is known, from literary sources, concerning
the Thirty Years’ treaty.
Krum died 14 April 814, while he was making preparations

! Izviestiia russkago arkheologicheskago Instituta, x. (1805), 220 seg. 1 cite this as
Aboba. The inscription was first published in 1896 by Skorpil and Jiretek in Arch.-
epigr. M ittheilungen, xix. 245. ’

* Krum’s death is placed by Safarik and Jiredek (Geschichte der Bulgaren, 146) in
815. But the narrative in the Scriptor Incertus—the fullest narrative we possess of
Krum’s campaigns—makes it quite clear that only one winter passed between Leo’s
accession (a.D. 813) and Krum’s death. Krug, Muralt, and Loparev (Dvie Zamietki,
in Zapisks imp. russk. arkh. obshch. iii. 348, 1888) agree on 814. The victory of
Leo at the Bourds Aéorros, which Jirefek places in 814, must be placed towards the
end of 813. Hirsch indeed (Byzantinische Studien, 125-6) considers it unhistorical.
It is not noticed by the Scriptor Incertus, but depends on the common source of

Genesios (12-13) and Cont. Theoph. (24-25). These writers are herc cited from the
Bonn edition.
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for an attack upon Constantinople. Hostilities then ceased, and
some time afterwards Leo V concluded a treaty for thirty years with
a successor of Krum. This treaty is mentioned in the Continuation
of Theophanes (81) without any indication of date beyond the
reign of Leo V : Tas tpiaxovroiras omovdas rois Odvvois 87 TovTois
Tois xaloupévots Boulydpois SvwpdTws moudY Kkal elpmvikas ouu-
Bdosis xarampattduevos. It is also mentioned by Genesios (41)
in a more valuable passage, which records that when Omurtag
heard how Michael IT was besieged by Thomas the Slavonian, he
SiampeoBevetar mpos BagiNda kal cvppayelv alTeitar aUT * al yap
Umro Adovros Tob BaciMéws wpos adTols TpiarovTolTels omovdai
7180 Ty wpd Ty Sexaernpida cuvemhipovy ayedév. A corresponding
notice also occurs in the Continuation (65), not derived directly
from Genesios, but depending on a common source: 6 y¢ Moprdywy
. . Kkal Tas wpos aUTOov 8% TpraxovTouTEls amovias yeyevnuévas
mapa Tob wpokatacyovros Afovros dmifBeSaidoar . . . {nTdv.
The chronological indication of Genesios, that the first decad of the
thirty years was approaching its completion when Omurtag offered
his assistance to Michael II, proves that the treaty was concluded
very soon after the death of Krum. . A careful examination of the
chronology of the revolt of Thomas shows that he was defeated by
the Bulgarians at Keduktos in the spring of 828. No one dates the
battle later than in this year. It is obvious that the treaty cannot
have been later than 814, otherwise it could not be described
as ‘ nearly completing its first decennium ’ at the beginning of 828.

The Continuation states that the treaty was made with Omurtag
(mpos avTév), and historians have generally accepted the statement.
The variant of Genesios (mwpos adTovs) however may be held to
assume some possible significance, in view of the fact that Omurtag
did not immediately succeed Krum. One or more obscure and
brief reigns intervened,® and, so far as the literary evidence takes
us, it would be possible to suppose that Leo V concluded peace with
one of these intermediate rulers. Uspenski in the few lines which
he has devoted to the question of the date and the occasion of
the Suleiman-Keui inseription commits two errors. He says that
the Thirty Years' treaty was concluded by Krum, and dates it
in 818.

That the inscribed column was set up by Omurtag is, purely on
palaeographical grounds, highly probable, because, as Uspenski
points out, it has in this respect a close resemblance to the well-known
Tyrnovo inscription which bears that khan’s name. Seeing then
that the text contains articles of a treaty and a reference to thirty

* Tsok (T(éxos), Dukum, and Ditseng (Menologion of Basil IT in Migne, P.G. 117,
276, and the Slavonic Prologue, ed. Moscow, 1877, under 2 January, p. 42). Theophy-
laktos of Achrida (Migne, P.G. 126, 192), and Cont. Theoph. (217) represent Omurtag
as immediately following Krum.
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years (AET), it is reasonable to assume that we have to do with
nothing less than the text of the Thirty Years’ treaty or an abstract
of its provisions. It is curious that Uspenski should have ignored
this obvious explanation, and I can only account for his neglecting
to consider i1t by his erroneous aseription of the treaty to Krum.
His own theory is based on a highly improbable restoration in the
second line of the text. The fragment begins as follows :

... AJTTEAIA [ JSAIIEC

.. IIPOTOCI [ AJNTOAET
Uspenski restores Sames[tiher . . . e7e]e wpoTo oi[vbiras emvicalvro
A er, 1.6, kal amdoTerey . . . ETer wpdTE cuvbikas dmoujoavro N

ir(av). He explains #re¢ mpwTe as dating the treaty in the first year
of the emperor concerned, and as he will not refer it to the treaty
concluded by Leo V, he argues that the emperor must be either
Michael II, whose first year was 821, or Michael III, whose first
year was 842. He leans to the former hypothesis, presumably
because the palaeographical indications point to the reign of Omurtag.
It would follow that in 821, a new treaty of thirty years was
contracted, a treaty which our authorities never mention and
whose existence is clearly inconsistent with the passage of Genesios
cited above. Nor has #tec mpidTe in itself any probability—though
if we accepted it, we might rather refer it to the first year of Leo V
(818-14). TFor we expect the name of the emperor following it
in the genitive. Uspenski makes no suggestion about the con-
struction ; but we may say that 700 Muyag\ (or adrod) #rer wpodTe
is improbable in a text of this kind.

A simple and natural restoration of the passage is not difficult.
a]yyerda[ points to & message between Pliska and Constantinople,
and we may without hesitation accept améo[recrev from Uspenski.
The verb must have been followed by the name or designation
of the envoy, and thus we get at once

S ATIEC[TIAEN . . .
N OPOTOCH[A®APION S ECIICAIJNTO AET

The strokes which Uspenski took for I (fret, cwbriras) are
respectively the last stroke of N and the first of II. ‘And he (the
Emperor Leo) sent so-and-so protospatharios, and they made a treaty
for thirty years ’ (doweioavro N’ #7).

The restoration of the text is rendered difficult by the irregularity
of the writing, the spaces between the letters varying considerably.
The editor has given no distinct indications as to thé number of letters
which may have been lost at the ends of lines, nor is this made clear
by the facsimile in the album which accompanies his publication.
It is however possible to restore the drift of the articles of the treaty.
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My reconstruction, which differs in important points from Uspenski's,
is as follows :

2 16 o’ Tév [év omovdais
Ja xegaraiov . [wepi s . . L .. Ins évopias va {o} omj[xy dmo Aefl-
eAlrod kal émi O[. . . . . . xaoT]|é\v kal péoov 7ov . B . [dmodelpev

5 1a] moANd ye ¢p[ovpia uélaov Ballyvas xai "Ayadovixys dv-

ra] kal eis Kwvorav[r{]av xai eis Makpipy AfdSa [xai ta Svra émi
AT}pov Gpos &ws kel yéyovey 7 dpofeaia - [y . mepl mpoopy-
yolv ZxAdBwv v vrov Trd riv BoAydpwv s T& 6
py] &s épbdoTicay Sre yévero 7 bp[obeaia, xai Tiv

10 X]owurdv Zxhdfov vév ui Troxapévov {16 Bacel els =
apldhiov pépos, émotpeioe alrovs . . . . . & . we-
pJi Tdv alypoddrov xpioTiaviv kexp[aTnpévoy . dv-
ri] 8¢ Tpopapx@v xai omwabapiov xai xowirafy Sdoe . v, Tob 8¢ -
Tw]xot Aaod Yy dvri Yuxis .- Bovrha B+ J[voe dvri xpa-

15 rlpbévrov éowber Tév xdorpwv éav Eaxfbow ls -
@|pas éav dmodiyy aTparyyds.

1. 2. Uspenski reads 76 a’ v [cvvfnxdr] a'kedparatov, supposing
that o' has been inadvertently repeated. This seems improbable.
I think that vov goes with reparaiwy (2 is written O throughout),
and perhaps the number of the articles was mentioned, e.g. Tav
[v omovdals i]a’ xeparaiwv. There is no mark over the first A,
there seem to have been two dots over the second. «xedadaiov is
written SPAAEON (as also in the short fragment of another treaty,
discovered at Eski-Juma *).

1. 8. Uspenski [u?) 3£s\0¢iv 7]fis évopias, Jiredek-Skorpil émol]naey
opias. Probably only the subject of the agreement is stated with
mepi (ep. 1. 7, 18). Perhaps [mepi 175 kaw]is.

The stone has HNA, and the editors must be right in explaining it
as iva. Uspenski takes the following word (CCTI[.) to be éori[v, but
it may be doubted whether fva would be nsed in the sense of * where’
in a text like this, or whether in its ordinary sense it could be followed
by éorw. The Sprachgefiihl of the composer of this inscription
might not revolt against {Jva Siaufvovow, if that is the right
restoration in the Eski-Jumsa inscription, but I suspect that fva
éoriv for va 7} would have been too much for him. Moreover in
either case he would have used not elvar but yivesBa:. I con-
Jecture that we should read either {ol}orix:, t.e. orikn or
{otaripixbs, t.e. aTnpixbi :  concerning the frontier, that it shall
be fixed.” -7ov must be the termination of a local name, and I read
AeferTod, which suits the geographical requirements, as will be
shown below.

1. 4. Uspenski xal émunr{{mres petafv] EAA)iv(wy) kal péoov Tav
Bovhydpwv. This restoration is particularly unfortunate. émumimree
(? % évopia) is improbable, and so is the repetition of uégov after

¢ Aboba, 226.
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peraki (why not péoov here?) The omission of the last two letters
of "EAMjvwy is a third improbability. But the reconstruction is
decisively negatived by the stop after B, which shows that we have
to do with a numeral, evidently marking article no. 2. Hence we get
péoov Ty, between these points (rév for avrewv, ci. Chatalar
ingeription Ty Sdvaper Tod®). This shows that -rov at the beginning
of the line is the termination of a local name, and that e w is
probably part of xactéA(AM)w. IlpoBdrov xdarpov suggests itself,
mentioned in the Shumla inscription of Malomir,® but it does not
seem geographically suitable.

The second article evidently began with a verb, expressing what
was t0 be done with the fortresses enumerated. The vestige of
a letter after B suggests A or A. Perhaps amoheifrecv (amoririv)
ge. domeloavro (of I'pairat).

1. 5. There is a trace before II, which suggests A, so that we may
read ra. Uspenskireads els. Itissomewhat unexpected to find ryein
a text of this kind. ’Avabovikns Jiretek, *Aryafomrdrews, Uspenski.

1. 6. I conjecture [S TA ONTA EIII or IC. Uspenski gives
[kal &is To.

1. 7. [mepi 82 7—ao]v Uspenski. We have here evidently a third
article dealing with the Slavs, and I read [y . mepi mpoodpiyw Jv.

. 8. tmo Tév Bov[Aydpwr xa-f]ws Uspenski. I conjecture either
eis Ta 6pn | ds or els Alpov] ws. els Alpov would be written ICEMON.

1. 9. Uspenski rightly explains é¢pfdoricav as = é¢pfdobnoav.
He reads opu7 in the sense of hostile movement, and seems to under-
stand ‘ as they were caught when the invasion took place.” I adopt
with hesitation opofeaia (which he notices as admissible), because O
seems to be indicated on the stone, not M. ws épfdoTicar means
‘ as they already were,” namely Jo, Tédv BovAydpwy.

1. 10. 7¢ Bagihel els mapdiiov Uspenski.

1. 11. 2miotpeioe: for émiarpéyrer. Uspenski reads 4 [amoddoer
awr]i 1Ay alypardTov ypioTiavdy xai kplarTics a’ vo(uoua).
This makes very poor sense: apparently, the emperor will either
restore the Slavs or will give them in exchange for Christian captives,
and he (who ? the emperor or the khan ?) will get one nomisma per
head. Such an alternative seems to be absurd, and the mutual
exchange of captives is provided for below, 1. 15. Obviously the
words 7@y aiy. ;xp. belong to a new article. If {va were likely in a
local sense, we might conjecture n[va tgav = lva 7joav ¢ to their
districts,” but I régard this as improbable. 7 [xdwaer might be
suggested, if a distinction could be drawn between driving the
deserters across the frontier and formally handing them over to the
Bulgarian authorities.

1. 12. I read SKP[ATIMENON, that is xexparnuévoy, cp.

5 Aboba, 545. ¢ Ib. 233.
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SO®AAEON above. «xai xplamnférrwy, referring to the xparnférrwv
focwlevr TdV xdaTpwv mentioned below, might also be thought of.

1. 18. Tpopapydv = Tovpuapydv. 1 insert Swoee (Sooi) after
rountev. Uspenski reads 8. vo, but the sum may have been less or
more. Tob 82 mTw |yov Uspenski. xai wrw]yod is also possible.

1. 14. BoUmiiais a new form. Uspenski may be right in explain-
ing it as oxen (comparing Sovmraliwy Leiryos in Bull. de Corr. hell. vi.
127 n.4). He takes the symbol -: to mean y«Aeidas, and reads[dwose
éx Tdv elp Inbévtv, ‘ he will give 2000 oxen of those found in the
fortresses.” Does this mean as an additional payment for the
captives ? I read xpat]nfévrov, referring it to persons found in
fortresses deserted by the imperial commanders and detained by the
Bulgarians ; they are to be ransomed by a number of SodmAa.

1. 15. 2£a[xOdow eis xd|puas Uspenski.

TRANSLATION.
[The sublime Khan Omurtag’ (made peace and a treaty with the
Greeks. Messages were interchanged and the Basileus)] sent —— proto-

spatharios, and they (the Greeks) made a treaty for thirty years. Art. 1
of the articles in the treaty: concerning the frontier, that it be fixed from
Develtos and to the Castle—— and between these places. Art.2: that they
shall vacate the forts, which are numerous, which are between Balzena
and Agathonike, and at Constantia and at Makre-Libas, and those which
are towards Mount Haemus, until the setting of the frontier has been
completed. Art. 3: Concerning the Slavs of the hill country, who were
subject to the Bulgarians at the time when the (last) delimitation (?) was
made, and concerning the other Slavs who are not subjects of the Emperor
in the coast part: he shall restore them ... Art. 4: Concerning the
captive Christians who were seized and detained. For turmarchs and
spathars and counts he shall give ——, and for the common (poor) folk
(he shall exchange) soul for soul. He shall give two thousand (?) cattle (?)
for those who were seized within the forts ; if they have been removed into
the villages (?), in case of a commander’s flight . . .

The inscription is evidently not a complete copy of the treaty
but an abstract of its provisions, and perhaps (as the column was
set up in the precincts of the royal residence for all who understood
Greek to read) containing only those provisions which were advan-
tageous to Bulgaria.

Art. 1 concerns the delimitation of the frontier. The course of
the boundary does not seem to have been defined in detail in the
act of treaty, and this article apparently only provides that a
delimitation shall be made and names the extreme points. This
follows from the words fws yéyovev 5j opofecia,® which must refer to

T Kdvas U8myh 'Quovprdy, probably followed by something like éximoer lpirir xal
oxorBas perd rovs Tpexovs. Of. the Shumla inscription (discussed below), 1. 3.

* This unclassical syntax, for éws & yémras, is like our use of the perf. ind. ‘ until
it has been decided ' = ¢ until it shall have heen.’

GTOZ ‘€Z aunr uo AlsiBAIUN 3snoyed e /610 jeuInoplojxo’ uys//:dny Wwouj papeoumod


http://ehr.oxfordjournals.org/

282 THE BULGARIAN TREATY OF A.D. 814, April

a delimitation still to be made. It will appear presently that
Develtos was almost certainly the eastern extremity, so that we
can restore [éx or amo AeBeN]tod. II[. . . .Jenw was probably the
name of a fort in Mount Haemus, somewhere north of Philippo-
polis. II{poBdrov xact]é(A)\iv, which naturally occurs to one, does
not seem likely, as Provatu Kastron is probably to be identified
with Provadia, four hours north-east of Hadrianople, and it can be
inferred from art. 2 that the delimitation of the 1whole Thracian
frontier was contemplated.

The interesting question arises: does the frontier determined
by this treaty correspond or not to the line of rampart and fosse
which the Bulgarians constructed against the Empire, and of which
the ruined remains are known as the Erkesiia ? This Great Fence (7
peyahn oovda),® as the Greeks called it, ran from the neighbourhood
of Develtos (Vespasian’s Colony of Deultum) westward past Ruso-
kastro to the river Tundzha, and thence (more difficult to trace) to
Trnovo-Seimen, where its western extremity seems to have been
discovered, in the angle which the Hebrus forms with its tributary
the Arzus (Sazly-dere).”” The line corresponds roughly to the
modern boundary between Turkey and the Bulgarian kingdom.
The date of the construction of the rampart and trench (which is
south of the rampart, proving that it was a Bulgarian defence
against the empire) has been variously assigned to the beginning of
the eighth century, to the middle of the same period,'' and to the
ninth century.’? The second article of the treaty furnishes an answer
to this question.

Art. 2 concerns fortresses on or near the frontier, which apparently
are to be left ungarrisoned ‘ until the delimitation has been com-
pleted.” Makrolivada'® was near the junction of the Arzus with
the Hebrus, not far from the railway station of Trnovo-Seimen.'
Constantia is Constantia on the Hebrus, which Tomaschek has
identified with Harmanly (not the other Conmstantia, fyrther west
near Mount Rhodope). The fortresses defined by the mention of
Mount Haemus must have been north of Makrolivada, towards and
in the mountain range. There is more difficulty about the first
group ‘ between Balzena and Agatho . .. Balzena is otherwise
unknown, and Agatho . . . may be either Agathonike or Agathopolis.

?* Cedrenus, ii. 372.

1 See Skorpil, in Aboba, ¢. xx. 538 s5g. The eastern section is also described by
Jirelek, Das Fiirstenthum Bulgarien, 505 sg. (1891); cf. also Arch.-ep. Mittheilungen,
- 1‘?7it is certain that the Bulgarian fontier extended c. A.D. 760 as far south as the
fortress of Meleona which was adjacent to the rampart near the heights of Bakadzhik
{south-east of Jambol) : Theophanes, ed. De Boor, 487. Cf. Aboba, 514 and 564-5.

12 By Zlatarski, Skorpil, and Jiredek respectively.

'* George Acropol. p. 127.

* Aboba, p. 223. Jirelek identified Makrolivada with Uzundzhova, Arch.-epigr.
Mitthedungen, xix. 245.
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Uspenski, who decides for the latter, seeks Balzena further north
on the same coast and suggests Balchik, north of Varna. It is
not probable however that Agathopolis, south of Develtos, came
within range at all. Agathonike was near Hadrianople, and the
forts to be left untenanted during the delimitation were probably
from Agathonike northward to Balzena, wherever it was.

The temporary vacating of the forts was necessary to secure
the opofeaia. If this fixing of the frontier did not mean anything
more than & perambulation or circuit of imperial and Bulgarian
representatives, it is difficult to see why this precaution was required.
In my opinion, this provision to leave the forts in the neighbourhood
of the frontier untenanted points to the conclusion that the establish-
ing of the frontier meant here more than what we understand by
delimitation : that it meant the construction of a material boundary
or fence. This inference at once supplies us with the solution of a
serious difficulty which has not been considered by the writers who
have discussed the remarkable line of rampart and fosse which the
Bulgarians constructed in Thrace. That long line of fortification on
the frontier '* could not have been built without the consent and
permission of the empire. It would have required the continued
presence of all the Bulgarian army to protect the workmen. Our
text both explains the conditions under which the work was accom-
plished and supplies the date. This is perhaps the most important
and interesting conclusion which can be drawn from this inscription
—namely, that the Great Fence was constructed immediately after
814, in pursuance of the Thirty Years’ treaty, and that in con-
structing it the Bulgarians were secured from any danger of
hostile interruption by the withdrawal of the imperial troops from
fortresses close to the frontier. And when we realige these bearings
of the treaty we can see that the text confirms the archaeological
conclusion of Skorpil that the western extremity of the Fence was
at Trnovo-Seimen. For this point corresponds to Makrolivada, and
the inseription by mentioning Makrolivada and then the forts toward
the Balkans suggests that from this point the frontier line ran north-
ward.'®

Article 8 relstes to the surrender of Slavonic deserters. The
question of deserters had been an important point in the negotiations
between Krum and Michael I. Krum had demanded an exchange
of the deserters to both sides; the emperor was disposed to consent
but was overruled by the opinion of the senate (Cont. Theoph.
12-18). The treaty seems to provide that all Slavs who had been
in the power of the Bulgarians at the time of the delimitation of
the frontier and had since deserted to the emperor should be sur-

1 The length of the eastern section (to the river Tundzha) was about 40 miles, that
of the western a little less.
'$ This section of the frontier seems to have been left unfenced.
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rendered. It further provides that ‘ the other Slavs who are not
subject [to the emperor] in the coast district > should be sent back.
The difference between these two classes evidently is that the first
inhabited the hill districts, which were entirely Bulgarian, the
second belonged to the coast district where there were also Slavs
who were under the Roman government. We must therefore, as I
apprehend, supply els Ta épn or els Alpov or something of the kind
after vmo 7év Bou[Aydpwy. An alternative might be to read vmo
7@y Bov[vdv . . ., ‘under the hills,” ‘in the hill country ’; but it
appears to me that Jmo 7dv Bov[Mydpev cannot be dispensed with
in view of the following @s édfdoricav. The delimitation of the
frontier (if opofeoia is the true restoration) refers, of course, to an
older treaty. The only recorded settlement of the boundaries was
made in the reign of Kormisos, about the middle of the eighth
century. It must be admitted that the different reference of
opofsaia in Art. 2 is in favour of Uspenski’s conjecture dpus here.
The clause would then apply only to acts of desertion since the out-
break of the war between Nicephorus and Krum.

Article 4 provides for the exchange of captives. For officers the
emperor 18 to pay, evidently, a certain sum per head, but it is useless
to speculate how much ; probably not less than two nomismata.
Common soldiers are to be exchanged man for man. Nothing is
said about Bulgarian officers. It is also provided that a payment
is to be made (perhaps 2000 oxen) for persons who had been seized
by the Bulgarians ‘within forts which the commanders had deserted
and left undefended, and who (apparently) had been detained in
neighbouring villages.

That it was Omurtag who concluded the peace and set up the
column is suggested, as already observed, by the ¢haracter of the
script. This is not conclusive, for the resemblance between this
inscription and that of Tyrnovo is compatible with the assumption
that the same engraver who worked afterwards for Omurtag had
worked for one of the obscure khans who reigned in 814. Still,
as all the extant early inseriptions that bear the name of a khan
were set up by Omuwrtag or Malomir, and as the Continuation of
Theophanes refers the conclusion of the treaty to him, the evidence
is strong enough to establish that he was the'khan who made the
Thirty Years’ treaty. The corollary follows that he came to the
throne before the end of 814. There is however another piece
of epigraphic evidence, which, if I am right in interpreting it,
furnishes a confirmation. Itisin the Shumla inscription of Malomir.!

This inscription proves that the Thirty Years’ treaty was not
observed inviolate till its expiration in 844. For it records an
inroad into imperial territory by Malomir, the son of Omurtag. No

7 Aboba, 233 ; Arch.-epigr. Mittheilungen, xix. 243.
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hostilities are definitely described or recorded in our Greek sources
during the reign of Theophilus, but one chronicle refers to an act
of the contemporary khan which could hardly have been anything
but an act of hostility. The khan is called ¢ BaA8iuep '® grandson of
Krum,’ but he is also designated as Michael and the father of Simeon.
Clearly Malomir, who was grandson of Krum and contemporary
with Theophilus, is meant ; but the chronicler confounds him with
Boris (Michael). He is said to have marched to Thessalonica at
the time when the Greek captives who had been transported by
Krum beyond the Danube made efforts, which proved ultimately
guccessful, to return to their homes. We can date this incident
to 837-8. Whether it be true or not that Malomir invaded
Macedonia first, the events connected with the return of the exiled
Greeks furnish, I think, the key to the inscription. Theophilus sent
ships to transport them from their place of exile beyond the mouths
of the Danube, and Malomir retorted by invading Thrace. The
motif of the inscription i3 not only to describe his exploits but to
justify his breach of the peace.

The general drift must be inferred from & succession of phrases
in the legible portions of the text: 1. 1, my grandfather Krum ;
1. 2, my father; 1. 3, made peace and lived on good terms with the
Greeks; 1. 4, and the Greeks (3pfuwoav), 1. 5-9, Malomir devas-
tated the land of the Greeks. It is clear that in 1. 4 an act on the
part of the Greeks is mentioned which was contrary to the peace
and is given as a justification of the invasion. épjuweav can mean
either ‘ laid waste " or ‘ deserted.” We have no record of a wasting
of Bulgaria by the Greeks, while we know that the Greek exiles did
desert the settlement beyond the Danube to which they had been
transported by Krum. Now if we take Zpnuwoar to refer to this
desertion, the mention of Krum in l. 1 receives an explanation.'®

For our present purpose the interest of the inscription lies in
1l. 2, 8, which Uspenski prints as follows :

'Ou)Bpevriy drovra xai & mamip pov 6 A . . .
[et]pmy € w{ov)oas kai xal(a) (n)oe p(e)ra rovs T p](ar)|xods.

'* Chron. of the Logothete : Contin. Georg. 3on., ed. Bonn, 818. The other copies,
Fheodosius Mel. 162, and Leo Gramm. 231 have the same form of the name. It has
been suggested that this form is due to a confusion with Vladimir, son of Boris.
The episode of the return of the ‘ Macedonians’ is discussed by Marquart, Osteuro-
pdische und ostasiatische Streifziige, 493-5, but not, in my opinion, satisfactorily,
though he is right in reading BodA~yapo: for BovAyaplar in Cont. Georg. 818, L. 15.

» Uspenski reads . . . ¥rous ¥px(w») 8 Kpovpos & ndwx(os) pov uélyas]. This will

not do; ¥pxwv must have the article. : which he takes to be for frovs is doubtless

f, so that we can restore é u]éy(as) dpx(wr) 8 Kpovuos & wxdww(os) pov uerhyayer . .

In 1 4 épfuwoalv may have been followed by something like 7& wépar “Iorpov xal FAber]
& Mahaufp. :
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The audacious conjecture 'OuBpevrdy (Uspenski says that pevray is
unquestionably on the stone ; it is far from clear in the facsimile) is
supposed to be a form of 'Quovprdy, and he compares O puBpirayos
in Theophylaktos of Achrida. But such a corruption in an official
document is inconceivable ; 'Quovprdy is invariable in the insecrip-
tions. Moreover the following words, xai o mamip pov, show that
Omurtag’s name could not have stood at the beginning of the line,
for Malomir’s father was Omurtag (as we know from the same
Theophylaktos).” We can in fact restore with certainty xal o watijp
wov o & py(wv) 'Quovpray .. What pevrayatovra may be, I
cannot explain ; it may contain some local name, connected with
the settlement of the Greeks beyond the Danube. But it is obvious
that ‘ my father the archon Omurtag ’ is the subject of 7oioas and
&fmoe, and thus we have a piece of clear documentary evidence
confirming the conclusion that Omurtag was the khan who made
the Thirty Years’-treaty with Leo V.

There is another fragmentary inscription which must be briefly
considered in this connexion. It is the column of Eski-Juma, to
which I have.already referred for the purpose of illustration, and
which, like that of Suleiman-Keui, was undoubtedly placed originally
at the royal residence of Pliska.”* The best-preserved bit of the
text is I. 5, ewv xal Bovydpwv B kedpdheov, where Uspenski’s restora-
tion ‘Pwp}éwris virtually certain : this shows that we have to do with
an agreement between the Empire and Bulgaria. In 1. 6 we have,
a8 I would read, xai vmo Tov dpyovr[a (Taw apxov-r[wv, Uspenski),
that is, the Bulgarian khan ; in L. 7 {[va Swapuseivovow olrws; inl. 8
Tov Bacihéay : it The la.st line has the mark - followed by
the tops of four letters, which seem to be o or ¢, 7, ov, a,nd ov. This
points to #rou(s),”® and, if so, the date was here, and the text of the
agreement ended in I. 8, so that apparently there were only two
articles. The inscription belongs to the same period as that of
Suleiman Keui, and there seem to be only two possibilities. Either
this instrument was a confirmation of the Thirty Years' treaty
agreed upon by Omurtag and Michael at the expiration of the first
decennium in 824 ; the text of Genesios, cited at the beginning
of this paper, suggests that such a confirmation may have been
considered desirable. Or else, the text represents a provisional

* This inscription furnishes the important probability that Omurtag was Krum'’s
son ; the only possible alternative being that he was his son-in-law, Malomir’s mother
being Krum’s daughter : Theophylaktos, loc. cit.

' Aboba, 226.

2 by Baoikéa »(duwpa?) Usp. Perhaps however we have the form Bacidéa,
which ocours in the Leipzig MS. of the De Cerimoniis, see I, 38 p. 194, 1. 10. v may be
uh 7{. It is impossible to make anything of the first lines of the mscnphon inl 2
perhapa ["E}Bpor.

7 In the inscription preserved in the Sophia Museum, we find & ]ov for ¥rous before
the Annus Mundi : Aboba, 227.
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agreement, concluded in 814 by Leo V with Krum’s successor,
and previous to the Thirty Years’ treaty.* It is vexatious that
a little more of the last line has not escaped destruction. If the
first three letters represent, as I think, érou(s), what could be the
chronological bearing of the fourth, which seems to be ov ? In these
inscriptions we find examples of three methods of dating: by
Annt Munds (as in an inseription in the Sophia Museum), by indiec-
tions, and by Bulgarian years (Chatalar inscription). ov cannot be
the first figure of an A.M. or Ind., but it might be the first letter of
the Bulgarian year vechem or uchem, which would probably be
transliterated ofrleu. Now it is remarkable that a Bulgarian year
vechem partly corresponded to a.p. 814. The proof of this will
be found in my article on Bulgarian chronology in the Byzantintsche
Zetschrift, vol. xix. The mutilation of the inscription renders any
theory about it highly precarious, but the evidence, such as it is,
suggests that it may record a preliminary conclusion of peace after
the death of Krum. J. B. Bury.

The Horsing of the Danes.

‘ No matter with which we have to deal,” wrote Maitland,! ‘1is
darker than the constitution of the English army on the eve of its
defeat.” This testimony is true, and almost everything that can be
said sbout that army at any stage of its history is doubtful and
controversial. I do not intend here to discuss its whole constitution,
but merely to call attention again to what evidence we have touching
the use of horses in war during Anglo-3axon times, and especially
to the alleged connexion between the Danish invasions and horse-
manship—to that ‘horsing of the Danes’ and its consequences
which loom large in some histories.

There is no need to refer to a long chain of historians. It will
_suffice to take as a basis for discussion the opinions of Professor
Oman and Professor Vinogradoff. ‘The English before the Con-
quest,’ says the former,” ‘ never learnt like the Franks to fight on
horseback; though their chiefs rode as far as the battlefield, they
dismounted for the battle.” I know no evidence that conflicts with
this opinion that throughout the whole period even chiefs or kings
usually fought on foot, as did Harold at Hastings. (Whether they
alone ‘rode as far as the battlefield ’ is another question—of that
more later.) I am not even disposed, as Professor Oman is, to

* The inscription which is dated a.M. 6328 = aA.D. 819-20 (published in Arch.-
epigr. Mitth. xix. 244, and in Aboba, 226) contains apparently the personal name
T{vxos, which suggests T(éros, one of the successors of Krum. Uspenski thinks
that the document may have touched on events which happened after Krum’s death ;
but the fragments are too slight and disconnected to justify any inferences, and his

supplements [orparny]ds 6 T{uxos . . . [Turbf]xas are useless.
' Domesday Book and Beyond, p. 156. *  History of the Art of War, p. 70.
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