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THE ENGLISH

Historicar REeVIEW

NO. LXXXVIL—APRIL 1907 *

The Ceremonial Book of Constantine
Porphyrogennetos

HE treatise on the ceremonies of the Byzantine court,
commonly known by the title De Cerimoniis, is ascribed to
Constantine VII in the unique manuseript in which it is preserved.!
It is clear that, if this attribution is true, it is not completely true
of the text which has come down to us, since this text contains
some passages relating to events subsequent to Constantine’s death.
These passages, which will be noticed below, led Reiske to throw
out the conjecture that the original compiler was not Con-
stantine VII, but his grandson, Constantine VIIL.2 As there is no
evidence whatever to connect Constantine VIII with the work this
suggestion, which Reiske only put forward tentatively, has met
with no favour; and it is now generally admitted that the original
compilation belongs to the reign of Constantine VIL.} A careful
examination of the treatise leaves no room for doubt that this is
the case; but there is considerable uncertainty as to the limits of
the work in its first shape and the extent of the later additions.
Thus Rambaud concluded that the greater part of book ii. dates
from the end of the tenth century.*
Besides the problem of determining how the work came to

! In the University Library at Leipzig: a handsome parchment, saee. xi/xii.
First edited by Leich and Reiske, 1751-4 ; reprinted in Bonn Corpus, 1829-30.
 Reiske’s Praefatio, ed. Bonn, p. xxiii.
3 So Rambaud, Krumbacher, Bieliaev.
* I’ Empire grec au diziéme Siécle, p. 136 ; but he also contemplates the reigns of
Constantine VIII and Romanus III (p. 134).
VOL. XXII,—NO. LXXXVI. P

* All rights reserved.
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assume its present form, the character of the original compilation,
which consists largely of transcripts of older documents, presents
a second problem to the critic. It is important to distinguish the
compiler’s work from his material, and to discover the periods to
which the various incorporated documents belong. In his book
dealing with the ceremonies described in book i. ce. 1-87, Bieliaev
has made several useful observations bearing on this question, and
Diehl has recently made a valuable contribution.’

I. GENERAL ANALYSIS OF THE TREATISE.

§ 1. A comparison of the preface to book ii. with the preface
to book i. shows that book ii. was part of the design of the original
author. The preface to book i. announces as the subject 5 Tijs
Bacirsiov TdEsws Exbeals Te kal VmoTimwois, and promises to
describe Soca mapa THY TahatoTépwy épeupéln kal mapa TdV
éwpardTov OupyyéNOn ral wap' fHuév adtdv 0caln xal dv Huiv
2vpyifn (p. 4). The preface to book ii. (p. 516) draws a distinc-
tion between two kinds of material —(1) written records, dca
ovyypapiis mapd Ticw Ervyev; and (2) what has been handed
down orally, Tals uviuais Sacwlopcva kai mTapa Tdv mpeaBuTépwy
arorovlws Tols vewTépois mapameumopeva. It is stated that the
former, hitherto scattered and disconnected, have been arranged,
¢ by our care,” in logical order and included in book i. (é» 75 mpo
Thade BiBrov); the latter are to form the content of book ii. (6oa
7 mapotca BiBNos éumepiéye). There can be no doubt that the
two prefaces are from the same pen, as they profess to be; the
style and tone are exactly the same. But the first preface does
not announce, or seem to contemplate, a division of the work into
two books, nor does it discriminate the two classes of material
which determine that division. Hence we can conclude that the
preface to book i.is a preface to the work as a whole, written
before book i. was completed or perhaps begun, and that the
second book was an afterthought.S

It is to be observed that, although in these prefaces the writer

5 The chief literature on the De Cerimoniis is as follows : the Prefaces of Leich
and Reiske (in vol. i., ed. Bonn), and the Commentary of Reiske (in vol. ii., ed. Bonn) ;
Rambaud, op. cit. (1870), pp. 128-36 ; H. Wiischke, Studien zu den Ceremonien des
K. Porphyr. (1884) ; Krumbacher, Gesch. der byz. Litt.? pp. 254-T (where references
to works on special points will be found); D. Th. Bieliaev, ¢ Ezhednevnye i voskresnye
priemy vizantiiskikh tsarei i prazdnichnye vykhody ikh v khram sv. Sophii,’ v ix-x
v. 1893 (being the 2nd book of his Byzantina); Bieliaev’s preface deals with the
origin and composition of the work, and is the fullest study of the question that has
hitherto appeared. The first book of his Byzantina (‘ Obzor glavnykh chastei
bolshago dvortsa,” 1891) is also indispensable. For the works of Markovich and
Kanevski it is enough to refer to Bieliaev’s preface, p. xvi sqq. I cite his two volumes
as Obzor and Priemy. Diehl, Etudes byzantines (1905), p. 293 sqq.

6 This conclusion is supported by the fact that while in the MS. book ii. is headed 76
devTepor BiBALov (p. 509) book i. is not headed 7d wpdTor BiBA'ov.
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does not give any express indication of his identity, there is not
only nothing to contradict, or cast suspicion on, the authorship of
Constantine, but the general tone and soms particular phrases
seem to bear out its imperial origin. For instance, p. 8: sjuiv &
kal Mav ¢ihov kal mepomovdacTor Kal TV EANwY dwAvTOY
olkeiéTepoy, Gre Sua Tis émawerijs Tafews Tis Bagihelov dapxiis
Sevkvuuévns roocuiwtépas k.. And the distinction between 7ap’
Hudy adtdv §0sabn and v uiv évmpyifn (p. 4, 1. 15) seems a
pretty clear discrimination of the reign of Romanus I, when Con-
stantine was a subordinate basileus, from his own reign as basileus
autokrator.

§ 2. Book 1. cc. 1-83 displays the orderly arrangement which
is claimed for it in the preface to book ii. The ceremonies
follow each other eipud Tive xai TdEer Nehoyiouévy, and there is
nothing in these eighty-three chapters which points to a date subse-
quent to Constantine VIL. It is to be noted that there is a consider-
able lacuna; a portion of the manuscript has been lost; and the
chapters, which now number eighty-three, were originally ninety-
two. This lacuna will claim our attention subsequently; for the
present we may represent the arrangement of book i. as follows : —

Booxk 1. cc. 1-88=1-92 *,

cc. 1-37 (=46 *) : processions and ceremonies on religious festivals.
cc. 38-83 (=92 %) : secular ceremonies.

The rest of book i. ce. 84-97 (or properly 98*-106*) consists
of material different in character :

cc. 84, 85 : ceremonies at the appointment of certain functionaries.

c. 86 : investitures of certain officers.

cc. 87, 88: reception of ambassadors announcing proclamation of
western emperor.

ce. 89, 90 : reception of Persian ambassadors.

ce. 91-5: dvayopeboes of Leo I, Anastasius I, Justin I, Leo II,
Justinian I.

c. 96 : dvaydpevous of Nicephorus II.

¢. 97 : ceremony of appointing proedros of senate.

The two last chapters proclaim themselves as subsequent to the
reign of Constantine. The office of proedros was first instituted
by Nicephorus Phocas, and first filled by Basil the parakot-
momenos.” Hence c. 97 cannot be prior to the reign of Nicephorus
Phocas. C. 96 was written during his reign, for the writer refers
to him as o sboeBys kal PpihdypioTos Bacihevs Nudv Nuknddpos

? Cedrenus, ii. 879, pfmw mpdrepov yvros Tob &fiduaros (cp. Leo Diaconus, p. 49).
Reiske has drawn illegitimate conclusions (Comm. p. 465), and he is followed by Ram-.
baud (0p. cit. p. 132). They both mistranslate the passage of Cedrenus. Cp. Bieliaev,
Priemy, pp. 28-9 note.

P2
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(p. 484); and one might expect to find that c¢. 97 also was an
addition of the same period. Internal evidence confirms this
explanation. We find prominence given to the Caesar (Tod
ebrvyeoTtdTov Kailcapos) along with the Bas\eds adrorpdrep
(p. 448, 7, 10, 18). This proves that there was a Caesar when the
ceremony was held from which this description is generalised.
Nicephorus Phocas, on his accession, created his father, Bardas,
Caesar.® After this reign there was no Caesar at Constantinople
until the end of the reign of Michael IV, when his nephew, Michael
Kalaphates, was adopted by Zoe and raised to the rank of Caesar.
We are justified in concluding that c. 97 was based on the
ceremony which promoted Basil to the office of proedros at the
beginning of the reign of Nicephorus; and we note as significant
that no account is taken of the uikpoli Bacirels (Basil II and
Constantine VIII). They are equally ignored in the acclamations
of c¢. 96. The addition, then, of these two chapters points to a
redaction of book i. in the reign of Nicephorus.®

§ 8. Cc. 84-95 are documents dating unquestionably from the
sixth century. This is abundantly evident from both style and
contents. In particular c. 86 can be dated between a.p. 548 and
565, c. 87 (with 88) in the reign of Justinian. The series of
avaryopeloses was also compiled in Justinian’s reign and formed
one whole, as is shown by the fact that all the emperors are
referred to as deceased, except Justinian (rov sdoeBéatator Huodv
"Tovatwiavov).!! That the series is taken from the work of one
writer, who looked back on the coronation of Leo I'as ancient
history, is proved by the last sentences of c. 91.

As the evident origin of all these chapters in the sixth century
is generally admitted it is unnecessary to enumerate the marks
(offices, institutions, technical nomenclature) which differentiate
them from the rest of book i. The only question which admits of
dispute is their authorship. The lemmata in the manuscript state
that cc. 84, 85 are taken éx T@v To0 payiorpov Ilérpov. Hence we are

® Leo Diaconus, p. 49. It is hardly necessary to observe that the passage in the
preface to Nicephorus Phocas, De velitatione bellica, p. 185 (ed. Bonn), refers to this
Bardas Caesar (Bapdas 6 wakapirns Kaioap), and not, as I have somewhere seen it
explained, to the uncle of Michael III.

* Rambaud (with Reiske) contemplates the possibility of c. 97 dating from the
sixth century, the mpdedpos being the old princeps senatus. But, apart from other
objections, such a date is peremptorily excluded by the style (which is homogeneous
with that of the ninth and tenth century ceremonies, in marked contrast with that
of the sixth-century documents, cc. 84-95) and by later institutions which are
implied.

1 Theodora dead, 390, 9; Justinian still alive, 391, 17.

"' P. 433, 1. I may observe that in this chapter, 488, 5, rouévror should be
corrected to xoBévrov (conventum). The mistake was due to the easy confusion of
# and B in tenth and eleventh century MSS. 8o in De Adm. Imp. 74, 20, Neuoydpdas
should be corrected to NeBoydplas (Novgorod).
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justified in assigning them to the wepl wohiTiksis kaTacTdosws!? of
Peter the Patrician, whose position as magister officiorum explains
his special interest in these ceremonies. It was a natural con-
jecture of Reiske that not only cc. 84 and 85 but the following
ten chapters also belong to Peter. This view was rejected by
Wiischke,'® but probability, as Patzig has shown, is entirely in its
favour.!* Otherwise we have to believe that these chapters, here
juxtaposed, have been taken from two (or more) different works,
dating from the reign of Justinian, similar in subject and uniform
in style.

The authorship, however, is unimportant for the present pur-
pose. For that purpose, and in relation to Constantine’s work, all
these chapters form a single group which stands apart from ce. 1-883.
(1) Whereas 1-83 are a guide to the actual court ceremonial of the
tenth century, 84-95 are of purely antiquarian interest. They not
only describe ceremonies which had beeu changed in character, but
concern obsolete institutions (e.g. the Augustalis of Egypt, the
kéuns ayorsjs), and apply to circumstances which no longer existed
(the Persian kingdom ; the Ostrogothic kingdom, or western em-
perors, in Italy). (2) 91-5 describe ceremonies as performed on
particular historical occasions. In 1-88 the descriptions are always
generalised. (8) This group stands quite outside the arrangement
of 1-83. If 84, 85 had been part of the design of book i. they
should, in accordance with the principle of its arrangement, have
followed 48-59. These considerations establish that 84-95 are an
accretion, lying outside the homogeneous unity of the book. It
does not follow, however, that they may not have been added by
the author himself, just as in a similar case a modern writer might
furnish in an appendix extracts of antiquarian interest.

§ 4. Book ii., in contrast to book i., is a miscellany showing
little attempt at arrangement. We learn from its preface (as we
have seen) that it was taken in hand after the completion of
book i., and that its aim was to describe ceremonies (rd€ees) which
had not been already committed to writing. Ce. 1-25 conform to
this scheme, and are homogeneous with book i. 1-83, with the
exception of c. 17. They all describe éoa 8¢t wapaduvrdrrey on
certain occasions, and so continue and supplement the ceremonial
of book i. Fol. 203 of the manuscript is missing ; it contained the
end of c. 16, c. 17, and the beginning of ¢. 18. According to the index
(p. 511) c. 17 described the avayopevais of Romanus II. We find

12 See Suidas sub Iérpos 6 phTwp.

13 Ueber das won Reiske vermutete Fragment der Exzerpte Konmstantins Tlepl
avayopevoews. Dessau, 1878.

" Patzig, Byz. Zeitschr. ii. 436-7. On Peter’s use of colloquial Greek in a relation
of his embassy to Persia see Menander, fr. 12, F. H. G. iv. 217. Cf. Krumbacher,

Gesch. der byz. Litt. p. 339. Bieliaev also accepts Reiske’s view as probable (Priemy,
p. xxxiii, note).
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also, appended to c. 15, descriptions of the particular proceedings
on the occasions of the receptions of Saracen ambassadors and of
a Russian princess in the reign of Constantine. Although such
accounts, relating to specific occasions, are not found in book i.,
1-88, they can hardly be said, for this formal reason, to be inter-
lopers or to imperil the unity of the group cc. 1-25. But it is
only these first twenty-five chapters that can be said either to
conform to the programme of the preface or to continue the subject
of book i.

Ce. 26-89 are antiquarian and historical, and must have been,
for the most part, transeribed from written records. C. 26 relates to
Theodosius I (with reference to a life of St. Ambrose). Ce. 27—
80 describe ceremonies in the reign of Heraclius, cec. 81-7 acts in
the reign of Michael IIL; c. 88 recounts the enthronisation of
Theophylactus as patriarch in a.p. 938; c. 89, on the obsolete
office of the praepositus of the patriarch, refers to an doddreia of
Heraclius.

§ 5. Thus ii. 26-39 bear a relation to ii. 1-25 similar to the
relation which i. 84-95 bear to i. 1-83. The rest of book ii. is of
a more miscellaneous character. C. 40 contains an antiquarian
explanation of the origin of the twelve Adpo: worn on Easter
Sunday by the emperor, magistri, &c., and an enumeration of
treasures preserved in certain chapels; and c. 41, which seems
closely connected, an enumeration of aaxnd&iua. C. 42 deseribes
the imperial tombs in the church of the Holy Apostles. C. 48
gives the acclamations of the army on the occasion of triumphs.
Ce. 44, 45 are copies from official schedules of military armaments
in the reigns of Leo VI (a.p, 902), Romanus I (a.n. 935), and
Constantine VIL (a.p. 949), and are quite alien to the subject of
the work. Cec. 46-8 form a group concerning the official style of
address to be observed in relations with foreign and client princes.
Ce. 49 and 50 contain respectively tables of the taxes paid by
officials on their appointment and of the stipends of strategoi and
kleisurarchai, in the reign of Leo VI. In c. 51 we have the
description of a ceremony. Ce. 52, 58 consist of the Kletorologion
of Philotheos, composed in A.p. 900; and c. 54 is a notitia episco-
patuum by Epiphanius of Cyprus, which Philotheos added as an
appendix to his work. C. 55 defines the distribution of the fees
paid by patricians on their elevation to that rank. The manuscript
breaks off in this chapter, but the index shows that the book con-
tained two more chapters, 56 being a life of Alexander of Macedon
and 57 containing Tod ¢pvaiohoyov 7 TOVY éxdoTov Onplov GavpacTiky
EEus, mpos Te Oeov dvaywyy kal Tov év Bip ebapeaTobyTwr Noyor V.

The titles of these two lost ¢chapters’ prove that book ii. of our
manuscript includes matter which cannot have formed part of
book ii. of the treatise on ceremonies designed by Constantine VII,
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or of any ceremonial book. The other chapters which have
been enumerated fail to conform to the programme announced in
the preface, but these two have not even the remotest connexion
with the subject of the work. Hence we can conclude with cer-
tainty that book ii. assumed its present form and compass by a
purely mechanical process of stringing together and numbering as
chapters documents which happened to be physically associated
with the original book 4. of Constantine.

§ 6. Setting aside 56 and 57, most of the other chapters of
book ii. might be alleged to have some bearing, near or remote, on
the theme of the book. The relevance of cc. 43 and 51 is obvious.
Ce. 40, 41 might be considered as notes on certain costumes and
churches mentioned in various ceremonies, while ce. 49, 50, and
55 may be regarded as excursus to the ceremonies which pertain to
the appointment of officials. Ce. 46-8 are also distinctly appro-
priate ‘as an appendix. The enumeration of the tombs in the
church of the Apostles, ¢. 42, might be ¢ propos of the reference
to certain tombs in that church in c. 6 (p. 538). It is to be
observed that between cc. 41 and 42 there was once another docu-
ment, described in the index (p.518) as a brief list of the emperors
who reigned at Constantinople, beginning with Constantine the
Great. A leafseems to have been lost between ff. 216 and 217 of the
manuseript (cp. Reiske, p. 754). The index numbers this list c. 42,
and throws together as c. 43 the two chapters which are numbered
c. 42 and c. 43 in the text. There was evidently a confusion in
the capitular arrangement here ; and when we note that the para-
graph which appears as c. 41 really belongs to the latter part of
c. 40 we may conclude that the division ought to have been:
41, list of emperors; 42, imperial tombs; 43, eidnuia o
Tov oTpatomédwr. A list of emperors is an irrelevancy ; its occur-
rence in this place may possibly have been determined by the
adjacent list of the imperial tombs, to which it might have been
intended to serve as a chronological guide.

It is difficult to see how the descriptions of the armaments sent
on various occasions to Crete and Italy in cc. 44, 45 have any
relation to the subject of the book, or how a writer treating of
court ceremonies could have thought of introducing them in any
shape into his work. The fact that they contain some information
about some military officials and their bureaux is obviously no
justification. They must be placed in the category of irrelevant
matter.

On the other hand cc. 52, 58 are a document which is strictly
pertinent and cognate, the Kletorologion of Philotheos. But can
we suppose that the writer of the original book ii. intended to
include in is work a complete treatise by an earlier writer?
Such a supposition would be in manifest contradiction to his
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intention as declared in the preface, and seems in itself unlikely.
It is not even as if this treatise of Philotheos had not been inde-
pendently published. Written as a practical manual in A.p. 900,
we should @ priori expect it to have been disseminated, and this
expectation seems to be confirmed by the discovery of a part of the
treatise in a miscellaneous manuseriptin the Patriarchal Library of
Jerusalem.'* The document was identified, and the variants pub-
lished, by Uspenski.'®* Though it is not possible to demonstrate
that this copy was not transcribed from a copy of the De Cerimonits,
book ii., there is nothing to suggest that this was the case; and the
fact that the same manuseript contains another document dealing
with the ranks and dignities of the Byzantine court, which is not in-
cluded in the De Cerimoniis, may be urged as a positive indication
that the book of Philotheos came to the scribe of the Jerusalem
codex in another form.

§ 7. The result of our analysisis that in the collection which the
manuscript describes as book ii., and presents as a connected whole
with capitular divisions, only cc. 1-25 can claim to be the original
book designed by Constantine and announced in his preface. The
rest is a miscellany of various documents, some perfectly irrelevant
and extraneous, some more or less closely connected with the
subject, others loosely hanging on to its outskirts.

§ 8. It might be thought that c. 51 should be connected with
ce. 1-25, since it describes a ceremony in a similar way and is af
first sight homogeneous. The lemma is of the same form :

doa 8l mapaduldrrew drav év dxijpart LBovAerar mpoehfeiv 6 Bacileds kai
idetv & Sppia ToD aTparyyiov.
An examination of it, however, shows that it is a description not
of a practice of the tenth century, but of an obsolete ceremony of
the past. It belongs to an age when there was still a praetorian
prefect of the east (700, 9 ; 701, 10, &c.) and the old organisation
of the domestics and protectors still existed (700, 2-5). The
decurion has prominent functions (709, 17), as in the extracts from
the work of Peter the Patrician incorporated in book i.; ' in the
ceremonial of the tenth century he has no place. The function
performed by the silentiarius (699, 17) is in keeping with sixth-
century but not with tenth-century usage. The style of the
chapter '® corresponds to these clear indications, and there can be
no doubt that it is an extract from a sixth-century work, and is

15 Papadopulos-Kerameus, ‘TcpocoAvuiricd) BiBAio7xn, no. 39, p. 115 sqq.

6 Th. Uspenski, Vizantiiskaia tabel o rangakh, p. 101 sqq., in the * Izviestiia
rasskago arkheologicheskago Instituta v Kplie,’ iii. 1898.

17 See 390, 20; 397, 17; 403, 15; 407, 21. oi TpiBoivor Tob wpaiséyrov (700, 1)
is another indication. For the wpookivnois by the domestics and protectors see
397, 7.

18 Compare also paratus and transfer, p. 699, loco p. 701. So transfer, p. 407, 20.
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homogeneous in character with book i. cc. 84-95. We must there-
fore place it in the same category not as ii. 1-25, but as ii. 25-89.

§ 9. Some of the documents of this miscellany, as we have just
seen, are extracts from works prior to the tenth century (viz.
ce. 26-37, 89, 51). Ce. 49, 50, and part of 44 (651-60, 12) are
official documents of the reign of Leo VI. C. 388 and the rest of
c. 44 belong to the reign of Romanus I. C. 45 is an official docu-
ment of Constantine’s reign, describing the Cretan expedition of.
A.D. 949. That c. 40 (which involves 41) was written in Con-
stantine’s reign is shown by the form of the reference to him as
living (640, 8); and a definite terminus @ quo is supplied by the
mention of the fourth indiction (641, 8), which can only have been
4.0. 945-6. C. 48 was compiled in the reign of Constantine VII
and Romanus II (686, 28 and passim) ; and there is no reason to
dissociate cc. 46, 47.

§ 10. There are only two chapters containing indications which
point to a later date than the reign of Constantine. In c. 42
among the tombs at the Holy Apostles’, is mentioned that of Con-
stantine himself, and in another place the same emperor is
referred to as deceased. But these passages do not justify the
conclusion, which is generally drawn, that the chapter, as a whole,
dates from a period subsequent to Constantine.

648, 7. & ¢ dmdkerar Aéwv & doidipos olv 73 vig Keveravrivg Torepov
redevmjoartt 7¢ Hopgupoyerjro.

649, 1. Zwy 4 pajryp T0d Kevoravrivov tob feoorérrov kai Iopgupoyermirov
700 pakapiov Bacidéns Tod éyyivoy Bagilelov.

In the first passage the addition relevrioavr. is without a
parallel in the rest of the chapter, and obviously shows that the
words were written not long after Constantine's death. But if
the whole chapter had been written then—say, in the reign of
Romanus II—the writer must have said dpriws, not Jorepov.
voTepov has no point in the sentence as it stands. It is impos-
sible to suppose that ‘ subsequently to the death of Leo VI’ can be
meant.” The only supposition which explains Jorepor is that the
chapter was compiled by Constantine, and that the clause ovv 7
vig—IToppupoyevviTe was interpolated, or added in the margin,
after his death. Thus Jo7epor becomes perfectly intelligible. The
clause means, ¢ Constantine himself, who wrote all this, died since,
and was buried with his fathers.’

In the second passage Tod paxaplov Baciléws similarly stamps
itself ag an addition. Anyone writing the whole sentence would not
have used this form of words. He would have said, Tod paxapiov
Kwvoravrivev Tod mroppupoyevvijTov, or something of the kind. The

» Rambaud, op. cit. p. 133, translates erroneously ¢ enseveli, longtemps aprés
son pére, dans le méme tombeau.’
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epithet feoorémrov suggests a living sovran. We may conclude
that Constantine himself wrote Kwvoravrivov 7ol Ocootémrrov rai
moppupoyevviiTov, Tod dyyovouv Baogiheiov, and that Tod paxapiov
Baoiréws was inserted by the same hand which added the notice
of his sepulture.

It is to be observed that throughout the enumeration of the
tombs emperors are designated only by their names and the dis-
tinguishing epithets necessary to identify them (e.g. the two
Justinians are distinguished as wéyas and upwcpés; Theodora, wife
of Theophilus, by her official epithet uaxapia). The sole exceptions
to this rule are Basil I and Leo VI. Basil is described as Tod
P oyploTov Seamorov (648, 12, 17, 24); Leo is o xdpis Aéwv
o Bacihels (648, 2), Tod xvpod Afovros (ibid. 15),* Tob paraplov
Aéovros (tbed. 11, 17). This exceptional treatment conforms to the
regular practice, which marks the writings of Constantine VII, of
speaking of his father and grandfather with formal respect—¢his
majesty Basil,” ‘his late majesty Leo.’

The form of the two interpolations can leave no doubt that
they were added at no very long period after Constantine’s death.
If they were added after the death of Romanus II one would
suppose that the interpolator would have also inserted a notice of
that emperor’s tomb.?* It is possible that such a notice was added,
for there is a brief lacuna after 643, 22 ;22 but this question must
be left open. In any case such a late date as the reign of Con-
stantine VIII, suggested by Rambaud, is quite inconsistent with
the character of the references to Constantine VII. Rambaud
assumed, with Reiske, that the words Baci\ewos o ddeigos
Kovoravrivov Ilopdupoyevrirov (643, 19) could only refer to
Basgil 11, brother of Constantine VIIL.2 Basil II (whom one might
expect to find distinguished as BovAyaporTovos, if the reference
were to him) was buried, as Reiske pointed out, in the church of
St. John the Evangelist at Hebdomon.* (There is undoubtedly
some corruption in the words which immediately follow: «xai
Bdpdas o vios Bagihelov Toi wdmwmov adroi—for Basil I had no
son named Bardas: should it be Stephanos ?—but adTod evidently
refers to Constantine VII.) I suggest that this Bac{\etos, ¢ brother
of Constantine Porphyrogennetos,” was the son of Leo VI by
Eudocia, who died in infancy.?

2 Constantine speaks of the recent emperors, Leo and Romanus I, as xipis, gen.
kupot, in De Adm. Imp. 200, 4, 18, 201, 4, &ec.

21 Recorded in the lists of tombs printed in Banduri, Imperium Orientale, i. 121.
More will be said of this below, § 15. 22 Cf. Reiske, p. 766.

* Rambaud, op. cit. p.133. This is the only ground for the view that the greater
part of book ii. was compiled in the time of Constantine VIII (p. 136).

* Theoph. Contin. vi. e. 17, p. 364.

2 Cedrenus, ii. 480 ; Reiske, p. 764. The objection to identifying this Basil with
Basil II, furnished by the positive evidence of Cedrenus, is reinforced by the following



1907 CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENNETOS 219

The conclusion is that c. 42 was compiled in the reign of
Constantine VII, and that two interpolations were added, not many
years after his death, in the reign of his son or of Nicephorus
Phocas. It will be shown below (§ 15) that this conclusion is sup-
ported by certain marks of Constantinian compilation ; and it may
also be remarked that, as we otherwise know, Constantine took a
particular interest in the church of the Holy Apostles, which his
grandfather Basil I had restored.”® It was in obedience to his
wish that Constantine of Rhodes wrote a description of the church
in iambic trimeters, which has been published from a manuseript
preserved in the Laura of Mount Athos.”” It was written between
931 and 944 a.p.,’® and the emperor Constantine’s interest in the
church is emphasised in the lines (430-1)—

Kkai 7oV Paewdv kai oefdouov dépov
abrdv yepalper kal wobfel Eevorpomws.

§ 11. The other passage which contains marks of a later date
than Constantine’s reign is the last section of ¢. 55. This section
is entitled wepi ovwnbadr TV mparmositwy év T Taker Tod
irmodpoplov, and in Reiske’s text is numbered as a separate chapter
(56). It is on the last folio of the manuseript, which is mutilated
(as we saw) and terminates in the middle of a sentence. In this
section the following words occur :
kal yap s &wo wakaiod éxpdrer 1) cumibea, éfnipnTar 8¢ kal perd Tadra éml Te
Twaijp mpasroaitov 10D yépovros kai THV TPo adrod ols kal émémpakro.
Joseph, the praepositus, is manifesily Joseph Bringas, patrician
and praepositus, who held successively the posts of sakellarios and
Spovyydpios T@v mholuwr under Constantine VIL2? who on . his
death-bed intrusted Romanus II to his care.?® TUnder Romanus,
who appointed him parakoimomenos, he was the most influential
member of the administration (as mapadvvacrevwr), and guided
the counsels of the emperor.®! The accession of Nicephorus Phocas
(a.p. 963) meant his fall,> and he was banished to Paphlagonia,

consideration : It is highly improbable that Basil II would have been simply
described as the ¢ brother of Constantine’in any other reign than that of Constan-
tine VIII; but it is also highly improbable that a writer of that time, in the three
years after Basil's death (1025-8), would have designated him baldly as Bac{A<ios,
without the addition of é uakdpios or something of the kind.

28 Theoph. Contin. (‘ Vita Basilii,’ c. 80), p. 323.

# By Legrand, with commentary by Th. Reinach, in Revue des études grecs, ix.
32 sqq. 1896. An edition by Begleri was also published at Odessa in 1896.

2 When four BagiAeis were reigning, vv. 22-6.

2 Theoph. Contin. p. 445. 30 Ibid. p. 466.

3 Ibid. pp. 469, 474, 479, 480. The contrast between the favourable treatment of
Joseph in this work and the disfavour shown to him in the chronicle of Skylitzes
(Cedrenus) is marked.

3 Leo Diaconus, p. 31 sgq.; Skylitzes-Cedrenus, ii. 350-1. We have a contem-
porary account in the relation of the &vaydpevais of Nicephorus, added to book i.
of the De Cerimoniis (c. 96).
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The form of the reference to Joseph in the sentence above quoted
gives the impression that it was written after his fall, but not at a
very much later period. He is not designated as o yépwr in any
of our other sources, and it is natural to conjecture that this was
the familiar way in which he was spoken of by his contemporaries
in the reigns of Romanus II and Nicephorus.

Further on, however, in this document (807, 23) we read
xavvoTnTe TOV pera tadta wparmooitwy, and Reiske, referring
peta Tadta to the days of Joseph, draws the conclusion : *3

debet codex hic ceremonialis multum aetate Constantini Porphyrogenneti
senioris et Nicephori Phocae posterior esse.

Even if this explanation of pera TadTa is correct Reiske’s infer-
ence—multum posterior—is not necessitated, for the mpairooiror
were a body, and the period of their ‘negligence’ might have
lasted only a short time, within the reign of Nicephorus. But it
is important to understand the character of our document, as a
whole, which Reiske has not considered. It has the authoritative
character of an order, written by the direction of an emperor, to
reform an abuse which had crept in. It begins in the fashion of
an imperial constitution :

¢relimep maow mpdkewrar % Ths Tepmvis immoSpopias xapudovvos Oéa kai
dkpiBis Tov &v adry dapdpwy Tafewv évdppooros xwpla (leg. xopela) xal
aipmvow, 8t wdvros kal TavTyy dvdyparrov Tais els 7o €€7s yeveals katalurelv
onpaivovoay k1. A3

The special purpose of drawing up the register (avaypag), for
the regulation of the rdfis Tod (mmobpouiov, was to put an end to
an irregularity. The functions which properly belonged to the
praepositi of administering and distributing the salaries (poya:) of
the mo\iial Tdfes of the Hippodrome had been partly taken out
of their hands by a conspiracy between the chartularii of the
factions and the military treasurer (Aoyoférns Tod orpatiwTiked),
who on their own authority (ywpis yvwuns TV mpairosiTwy)
nominated recipients of salaries, and of course profited by this
traffic. This practice is here forbidden:

IR A A -~ , ~ , -~ , \ -
kai dwd T0D Viv 8ei wdAw Tols mpauwooitols Tadra karéxew kal Sopfodabar,
. N ’ / 7
Kai pyrére pjre TOv oTpaTIRTKOY 7] TodS XapTovAaplovs kai votapiovs év éfovoiy
elvar k.T.A

We have clearly to do with an imperial ordinance, and in such an
official document the description of Joseph as Tod yépovTos would
be distinctly strange. This sentence referring to Joseph appears
to state that the fee to the praepositi was an ancient cdstom, but

3 P.903. So Rambaud, p. 133.
3¢ For the beginning, éme:dfmep, cp. the novel of Basil II, Zacharié, Tus Graeco-
Romanum iii. 308, and that of Constantine VII, ibid. p. 257.
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was intermitted and then reintroduced by the predecessors of
Joseph. If, then, the ordinance dates from a period subsequent
to Joseph we have four stages in the history of the cuwijfeia :
(1) the ancient custom (2) fell wholly or partly into abeyance,
(8) was renewed by Joseph’s predecessors, (4) was again en-
dangered by the usurpations of the military treasury. There is
nothing impossible in this; but I do not believe that it is the
right interpretation. While 76 yap dxpéariyor (1. 14) follows on
naturally to dmapalidakTws Tols apyalois Timois éfarxolovfoiow
(L. 11) the intervening sentence (xai yap ws—3imémpakTo) comes in
awkwardly. Its baldness gives it a distinct character from the
rest of the document ; and its tone is incongruous. The ordinance
is drawn up in the interests of the praepositi, to secure them the
control of the poyar and their due cvvijfea; but this sentence
gives the impression that its writer was not particularly favourable
to the claims of the praepositi. Besides the not very respectful
designation of Joseph, the words 2£ndpnrar and ois kai émémpaxTo
combine to convey this impression. We seem to have to do with
a marginal note, not belonging to the original text, and intended
as a comment on Tois dpyalots Tumors (Which is taken up by xal
yap @s amwo mwakatod).?® If so the note was evidently added after
Joseph’s disgrace, in the reign of Nicephorus; and the regulation
itself was of older date, whether of the reign of Constantine VII or
of an earlier emperor.

§ 12. We saw that the only parts of book i. which imply a
date later than Constantine VII were an addition made in the
reign of Nicephorus I (cc. 96, 97). An examination of book ii.
has led to the result that it contains no document that need be
posterior to Constantine VII, but that there are three interpola-
tions, two in c. 42 and one in c. 55 (56), of which the last dates
from the time of Nicephorus,®® while the others might belong
either to his reign or to that of Romanus II. These results
mutually susiain each other, and point clearly to the conclusion
that the redaction of the De Cerimoniis, in the form in which it
has come down to us, dates from the reign of Nicephorus. There
is no proof of any alterations or additions subsequent to that time.

Of what nature was this redaction ? Constantine left his first
book entire. Of his second book he succeeded at all events in
completing a part (ce. 1-25). In the work of compilation he used
a number of documents bearing on various parts of his subject,
some of them describing ceremonies of a long past date. Bieliaev
has well shown how such descriptions of actual ceremonies were

% There isno difficulty in 7é» uerd Tatra mpairosirav, ‘ subsequent *praepositi’’
(1. 23) ; they are contrasted with the ¢ praepositi’ of 1. 15.

3¢ If it is not admitted that this is an interpolation I contend that we must
ascribe the whole document to the time of Nicephorus.
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used as a basis for the prescribed ceremonies.’” Thus the desecrip-
tion of the reception of a deputation by Michael III in c. 87 seems
to have supplied the hint for the procedure prescribed in e. 1
(522, 5 sqq.) ; and the directions in c. 14 (565) seem to be based
on the ceremony described in e¢. 88. The reception in the
Magnaura, c. 15, is based on the actual proceedings in the case of
the Saracen ambassadors and the princess Olga, which are added
as an appendix to this chapter. The practical use of these extracts
from history, ancient as well as modern, is indicated in some of
the lemmata, as in c. 31 (wds 8&f mpoodépery Tov PBaciNéa év
peydly ékkinoia avabipata), where the title suggests the general
application of a particular ceremony performed by Michael III.
To this class of documents, some of practical use, others of anti-
quarian interest, belong cc. 84-95 of book i. and ce. 26-89 of
book ii. From the circumstance that cc. 84-95 are appended to
book i. we can conclude that they were placed there by Constantine
himself ; for if all these documents had formed a separate dossier
it is highly unlikely that the redactor would have inserted some of
them in book i. and some of them in book ii. It seems clear that the
original compiler, when he had completed book i., added the series
of extracts from Peter as a sort of appendix. And it was because
he found a series of dvayopevoes (91-95) at the end of book i. that
the redactor added here (and not in book ii.) the avaydépsvois of
Nicephorus, with which he naturally associated further the cere-
mony of the proedros.

§ 18. It is further to be observed that ce. 26-89 of book ii.
form a homogeneous series, whereas the rest of the book is a
miscellany, showing no sign of ordered arrangement. This
suggests that Constantine intended this series to follow book ii.,
exactly as the other series followed book i. It therefore seems
possible that the true book ii. is complete, cc. 1-25 forming the
body of the book and cc. 26-89 an appendix of illustrative material.
The upper limit of date for its composition is the autumn of the
year in which Olga visited Constantinople, a.p. 957, as recorded in
¢. 15 ;% while the upper limit for the completion of book i. is 956,
the year of the death of the patriarch Theophylactus, who is
referred to as no longer alive in ¢. 28 (p. 160).%

¥ Priemy, pp. xxxili-iv.

3 The date (falsely given in the Russian chronicle as 955) can be inferred from
Constantine’s account, though he does not mention the indiction. Olga’s audience
was on Wednesday, 9 September (p. 594), and there was a banquet to which the Russian
retinue was invited on Sunday, 18 October. The only years in Constantine’s reign
fulfilling these data are 946 and 957, of which the former is otherwise excluded. It
would be unnecessary to call attention to this were it not that Rambaud (op. cit.
p. 380) strangely says  pas de date a tirer de Cérém. ii. 15,” and leaves it open whether
the year was 956 or 957. The true date is now currently accepted. There are good

notes on Olga’s visit in Ilovaiski, Istoriia Rossii, i. 294-5.
# Book ii. ¢. 18 seems to have been compiled before the marriage of Romanus II
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§ 14. On the other hand the incorporation of cc. 40-57 in the
second book was the work of the redactor. These chapters are
evidently the miscellaneous contents of a dossier or collection of
pieces, which he found physically associated with the original manu-
seript of the De Cerimoniis. They are, in fact, literary papers of
Constantine, partly excerpts, partly compositions of his own, some
of which he may have intended to add to De Cer. book ii. (for
instance, ce. 40, 43, 51%°). The want of intelligence on the part of
the redactor is apparent. The inclusion of such irrelevant docu-
ments as the schedule of the military expeditions in cc. 44, 45
shows that he had no discretion ; but the inclusion of a life of
Alexander and the contents of c. 57 proves that his procedure was
purely mechanical. In the capitular divisions he also displays his
incapacity. Thus c. 50 includes (1) a schedule of salaries of
strategoi, and (2) a schedule of persons of certain classes exempt
from, or liable to, service in military expeditions—two totally
distinet subjects. On the other hand the separation of c¢. 58 from
c. 52 is indefensible.

That a number of these diverse pieces were not merely used for
consultation, but were designed for publication, whether in the
De Cerimoniis or not, can be proved; for some of them either
were compiled by Constantine or reveal his editorial hand. The
formula which reveals his hand is lo7éor Gr. (sometimes xp7y
eldévar). This formula is used uniformly throughout the treatise
De Administrando Imperio (varied by the abbreviated é7i), as I
have shown elsewhere.*! (See further below, § 80.)

§ 15. This test confirms our previous result, that the enume-
ration of the tombs in the Holy Apostles’ (c. 42) was compiled
by Constantine. Iotéor o67¢ occurs repeatedly (pp. 642, 646-9).
I pointed out above that this list might be considered & propos of
the reference to some tombs in book ii. c. 6; yet it does not seem
probable that it was intended to form an addition to book ii.
It followed, as we saw, a list of emperors (lost from our manu-
script)*? which, whether compiled under Constantine or not,
with Theophano. Cp. 603, 3, where only % adyodora (Helena) appears. In the recep-
tion of Olga Theophano appears (% viugn).

0 This chapter may have been already added to book ii. by Constantine himself;
I have treated it as disconnected, because 26-39 are homogeneous.

1 See my article ‘ The Treatise De Administrando imperio,’ § 6, in Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, vol. xv. 1906. The formula is also used frequently in ii. cc.1-25; and
the notices in ce. 26-37 are all introduced by ioréov 87t or xph eidévar. It was not

used in the case of a literal transcription, and we can infer that the account of the
xewporovia of Theophylactus in c. 39 is an exact copy of an account written at that
time (a.p. 933).

4 It may be observed that the list of emperors, which forms part of the Codinus
collection (ed. Bekker, p. 149 sqq.), seems to have been originally compiled under
Constantine VII. This is shown by the notice of the legislation of Romanus I
(pp. 154-5), in connexion with which Constantine is described as é Bagikeds Kipios K.
(kdpios does not occur earlier in the list).
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was doubtless a separate opusculum. Now we possess another
enumeration of the imperial tombs, published from different
manuseripts by Ducange and Banduri.** It differs from c. 42 in
several respects. It is briefer and less correct;** and there are
some deviations in the order. It also records the tombs of
Nicephorus Phocas, Theophano, and Constantine VIII* so that it
must have been compiled or edited after 1028. But a comparison
of the two documents shows at once that they are not independent
of each other. The order is generally the same; the form of the
notices is exactly the same,® the variations mainly consisting in
omissions on the part of the writer of the list. As an example of
the correspondence take the notices of the first two tombs in the

¢ Heroon ’ of Justinian.

‘DE Cer.’ ii. 42, p. 644.

Tpos obdrpy v kéyxmv katd
dvarolas wpdros Adpvafé év &
drdketrarto odpa 700 Tovorivia-
vod,dmo Alfov £évov kal dAAoko-
Tov wéony xpordv éxovros Tod Te
Bifvvod kai Xalknlwvi Tov
maparinoivs MOy 'OcTpiry

érepos AdpvaamrdNifov Tepa-
wolirov év gamdkeirar Ocoddpa
7 yvvy Tod peyddov Tovorwiavod.

¢ Axonymus’ (Bekker, p. 205).

Adpvaé kara &varolas dwd
AlOovEévovkaldAdokdTov péoqy
xpotav &éxovoa rod 7e Bibvvod
katl XaAknSovirov mapd (?) Albov
barpérov év 5 dwdkerrar Tovo-
Tweavés.

érépaldpval amd Aifov ‘Tepa-
’ 3 K] ’ 14
woA{Tov év g dmdketTar Oeoddpa
% yvvy adrod.

The question to be determined is whether the work of the
¢ Anonymus’ was derived from the Constantinian document or was
based on a common source. In the latter case c. 42 would repre-
sent not an original composition, but an edition of an older work.
The former alternative must be accepted, because the characteristic
toréov 6T appears in the ¢ Anonymus’ (p. 207,9 and 16 ; also 20,
where the text gives e 8¢ corruptly). Moreover the homo-
geneity of the Constantinian document is notable; the stone of
the sarcophagus is designated throughout, whereas in the late
additions of the ¢ Anonymus’ the stone is not described (simply
étépa Mapvaf).

2 Ducange, Constantinopolis Christiana, bk. iv. pp. 109-10; Banduri, Imperium
Orientale, i. 121, whence it was reprinted in Bekker’s Codinus (‘ Exc. de ant.
Const.’), p. 202, and (with Banduri’s commentary) in Migne, P. G. 157, c. 725 sqq.

# Thus a tomb of Theodosius II is inserted after that of Theodosius I (Bekker,
p- 208), and again rightly noticed in a different place along with that of Arcadius
(p- 207).. There is a similar duplication of Michael II (pp. 204, 206).

# Pp. 204-5. Also of Romanus II, which may have been in De Cer. c. 42. Observe
that Constantine VIII is described as ‘the brother of the emperor Basil Bulgaro.
ktonos,’ as we should expect, and nothing is said of a tomb of Basil II, who was buried
elsewhere ; see above, § 10.

# Curiously Adpraf is masculine throughout in e. 42, but feminine, according to
the commoner usage, in the anonymous list.
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The ¢ Anonymus’ has indeed one additional piece of description.
It is noted that the stoa containing the tombs of Arcadius, Eudoxia,
and their son is 7a viv doxémracTos (p. 206) ; this is not mentioned
in the Constantinian document. There are, however, certain other
variations which suggest that this addition may not have been due
to the ¢ Anonymus.’

(1) The notice of the casting out of the body of Constantine V,
AN éEe0bn TN, (p. 645, 4) appears in the ¢ Anonymus’ in an
expanded form (contrary to wont), and is introduced by the
Constantinian formula {oréov 8¢ (p. 206), which is absent here in
the Constantinian document.

(2) The last part of the Constantinian document (647, 20-649,
6) is omitted in the ‘Anonymus.’ This does not prove that the
anonymous list was left incomplete, for this omitted portion records
the tombs of minor members of imperial houses, &v T¢ edwviuep
wéper Ths avThs dkkhnoias. No emperor was buried in this part
of the church, and therefore a list of imperial tombs might have
been composed without including it.

It seems, then, worth while to suggest that the work was issued
in Constantine’s lifetime without this latter portion, and differing
in a few details from the generally fuller draft in e. 42 ; and that
it was from this publication that the anonymous list was tran-
seribed. The only objection to this hypothesis is that the tomb of
the empress regent Zoe was in the omitted portion, and it may be
asked whether Constantine would have allowed a description to
appear which did not include his mother’s tomb. In any case it
seems highly probable that the document of c. 42 was intended to
be an independent work by itself.

§ 16. It has already been observed (§ 6) that the list of aA\a&ina
in c. 41 belongs to, and should not have been separated from, the
lists which form the latter part of ¢. 40. On the other hand ec. 40
comprises two heterogeneous documents, (a) the account of the
origin of the ceremony of the twelve Adpo: and (b) the lists of
church treasures. The division between cc. 40 and 41 ought to
have been at the end of a. We saw that & contains internal
evidence of its compilation in the reign of Constantine (above,
§ 9); but it does not seem at all probable that he intended to
append it to the De Cerimonits. On the other hand a has no
special marks of Constantinian origin, and the introductory
sentence is unlike the general style of the De Cerimoniis.t” It
must be left open whether it was compiled by Constantine or is an
extract from some older work. In any case it is closely connected
with the subject of the De Cerimoniis, and would have formed a
suitable adjunct to the treatise.

17 & ptv Tov kabd Huds vonudrwr Tis eboeBelas, kabbs & uds Adyos, dmoturdoopar. In
the prefaces Constantine does not use the first singular.

VOL. XXII.—NO. LXXXVI. Q
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That the ed¢nula on the occasion of a triumph (c. 43) was
meant to be incorporated somewhere is shown by the emperor’s
loTéov 8Te 1) adTy evdpnuia dderar kTN (p. 649, 9). It would have
been quite a relevant addition to book ii.

The two documents combined in c. 44, relating to the expedi-
tions to Crete under Leo VI, and to Italy under Romanus I, bear
the marks of Constantine’s editing ({oTéov 7 pp. 656-T repeatedly,
660, 662; also 67¢ 668). And in the similar document of his own
reign we also find the characteristic mark (669, 12, 671, 18).
These pieces have nothing to do with ceremonies; their proper
place would be in a treatise on military and naval organisation.
The documents in ¢. 50, on the salaries of the strategoi and liability
for military service, would also be appropriate in such a treatise.
They too were edited by Constantine (compare 697, 10; 698,
9, 22; 699, 1). It seems a not improbable inference that he had
formed the idea of compiling a treatise on military administra-
tion.

§ 17. C. 47 is distinguished by a special title in majuscules, a
distinction which it shares with ¢. 52 (the Kletorologion). This
indicates that the yatperionol were, like the Kletorologion, an inde-
pendent document, and internal evidence suggests that it may have
been composed in the time of Leo VI.** C. 48 seems also to be an
older document, in which the names of Constantine and Romanus
have been substituted in the formulae for those of earlier emperors.
I conclude this from the retention of an obsolete formula for
addressing the prince of Bulgaria side by side with the new form
of address.* Further traces of Constantine’s editing appear at
p- 688, 16, and in the scholia on pp. 690 and 686.

The schedule of fees, dating from Leo’s reign, in c. 49 has no
signs of Constantine’s hand, but it is followed by notices relating
to (1) subsidies and exemptions granted vo Saracen captives who
have become Christians and (2) the property of soldiers, which
ought not to have been grouped either together or in the same
chapter as the schedule. These notices are marked by the usual
Constantinian formula.

The Kletorologion of Philotheos, cc. 52, 58, with its appendix,
54, is intact ; there are no notes or additions of Constantine. The
schedule of ¢. 55 is introduced by the Constantinian formula.

§ 18. Sorting these documents in accordance with our results,

48 It Jooks as if the Bulgarian formulae on p. 681 were used in the first years of
Leo, during Vladimir’s reign (the emperor is wdwmos because Vladimir was son of
Boris), and as if those following on p. 682 (uerapeipférros Tob dvduaros) were introduced
after the accession of Symeon (a.p. 893). Cf. Reiske, p. 801.

% P, 690. The first formula represents evidently the later usage of Leo’s reign
(see last note), while the second, in which the Bulgarian ruler is entitled xdpios and
Bagireds, must have been introduced when the tsar Peter married Maria, grand-
daughter of Romanus I.
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we may draw up the following table of the contents of the collection
known as De Cerimoniis :—

A. Treatise‘ De Cerimontis :’

Book i.=i. ce. 1-83 (92 *)+84-95 (93 *~104 *) [84-95 contain
matter which a modern author might include in an
appendix].

Book ii.=ii. ee. 1-25+26-40a [26-40a contain matter of the
nature of an appendix. 51 seems also to belong to
this series]. It is possible that 43, 48 (and 46)
were intended to he incorporated.

Subsequent addition in the reign of Nicephorus Phocas=i. 96, 97

(105,* 106 *).

B. Various opuscula composed or edited by Constantine VII :

(1) mepi 10v 7dPpwy TV Baciéwr=ii. 42.

(2) Military documents, perhaps for a treatise on military
administration=ii. 44, 45, 50, and latter part of 49
(694, 22—end).

(8) xatperiomol of ambassadors=1ii. 47, with which perhaps 46
and 48 are connected.

(4) Schedule of owifeiar=ii. 55 (with Reiske’s 56).

? (5) List of emperors=ii. 42 in index. But, as this is lost, we

cannot say whether it belongs here or under C.

C. Additions, not written or edited by Constantine VII :
(1) Kletorologion of Philotheos=ii. 52, 58 (with its appendix
54).
(2) Schedule of fees in reign of Leo VI=ii. 49 (beginning-
694, 21).
(8) Life of Alexander of Macedon=ii. 56 (lost).
(4) Documents of ii. 57 (lost).

(As the most simple explanation of the appearance of the accretions
B and C it is suggested that they were found in a dossier of Constantine
along with material connected with the Ceremonies.)

J. B. Bury.

(To be continued.)

Q2
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THE ENGLISH

HistoricaL REVIEW

NO. LXXXVIL—JULY 1907 *

The Ceremonial Book of Constantine
Porplyrogennetos

II. Tee EccLesiasticaAL CEREMONIES oF Boor 1.

§ 19. In book i., cc. 1-83, Rambaud discovered une unité remar-
quable. He believed that these chapters were mainly composed in
the reign of Constantine VII, only allowing that some had been
originally compiled ‘in the time of Leo VI, or Alexander, or
Romanus Lecapenus.’! The researches of Bieliaev have definitely
shown that this view is not tenable. It is, in fact, inconsistent
with Constantine’s explicit statement, which shows that he mainly
confined himself to the mechanical work of arranging in a logical
order and series pre-existing materials.’

Book i. (omitting the appendix, cc. 84-97) falls into two parts :
A. cec. 1-87 (properly 1-46*) : Church ceremonies and processions.
B. cc. 38-83 (properly *47-92%) : Secular ceremonies.

Bieliaev’s investigation (Priemy) is devoted to A. It is his great
merit to have shown that this first portion consists of two distinet
series, and to have deduced an important'inference. The first
series, of which the latter part is lost, corresponds to ce. 1-17*; it
gives the general order of the processional ceremonial on great
church festivals and the acta of the factions on these occasions.

' Op. cit. pp. 131-2. He uses the word rédigés ; his argument shows that he
means ‘ put together’ or ‘ composed,’ not ¢ transcribed.’

* See the preface to book ii. p. 516, cc. 5-11, especially fueripais émipeAelais piromdvws
cuvabpoigfévra.

VOL, XXII.—NO. LXXXVII. E E
* All rights reserved.
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The second series, of which the beginning is lost, corresponds to
ce. 18*-46%, and contains descriptions of the special ceremonies for
special feasts.

FirsT SERIES.

C. 1. The general order of the ceremonial at any great church festival
on which the emperors visit St. Sophia. The ceremonial on Christmas
Day is taken as a model.?> There are added notices of (1) special modi-
fications on Easter Day, p. 22,12-; (2) the ceremonial on the Nativity of
the Virgin, p. 26, 12—, which holds for the Annuneciation, p. 83, 8, and
partly for (8) the procession of Easter Saturday, but with modifications,
p. 83, 11—-.

Ce. 2-9. The *Axra tév pepdv on the chief festivals from (c. 2) Christ-
mas to (c. 9, down to p. 61, 5) Pentecost.

Ce. *10-17*. These lost chapters undoubtedly contained the *Akra for
festivals between Pentecost and Christmas. Bieliaev has discussed what
they were.* Five may be considered almost certain: All Saints, the
Holy Apostles, the Transfiguration, the Nativity of the Virgin, the
Assumption.

SECOND SERIES.

Ce. *18-44* (=c. 9 from p. 61,5-c. 35).> Ceremonies on church feasts
beginning with Easter Day, ending with Easter Eve.

[Ce. 86 and 87 are additions which do not form part of this series.
C. 86 isanote on certain peculiarities of the mpoé\evais in commemoration
of the union of the church ;¢ c. 87 describes how the emperors change
their attire on various church feasts.]

§ 20. Comparing these two series of ceremonies, we observe
two significant facts. (1) In both cases the festivals of the
ecclesiastical year are treated in chronological order, but they
begin at different points of the cycle. The first series begins with
Christmas, the second with Easter. (2) The second series is not
merely supplementary to the first. It presents both repetitions
of and divergencies from the descriptions in c. 1. For instance,
compare the Christmas Day ceremonies of c¢. 23 with the pro-
ceedings described in ¢. 1. Again, in the ceremony of the Annun-
ciation (c. 80) the emperor at one point dvépyerar Sia s Evhivys
akdhas év Tols katnyovuevetots (p. 166, 22) ; but at the end of this
chapter it is noted that this part of the programme has been
altered, and that the emperor odx avépystar vvvi 2v Tols
kaTyyYovpevelols ANN gls THY TpowikNY EaTWS Ths dylas Gopod K.T.\.

3 This follows, as Bieliaev has pointed out, from 1, 9, p. 63, where Constantine
evidently designates the description in ¢. 1 as a description of the procession on
Christmas Day: dv tpémov dvwrépw & T KkaBdAov mpoedeloer Tis XpioTed yevvicews
éteféuca,

4 Priemy, pp. 38-40, note 2. In his argument he makes use of data offered by
¢. 37 and book ii. ¢. 52.

5 I designate by 9b the part of c. 9 which belongs to the original c. 18*,

¢ Cp. Bieliaev, Priemy, pp. 235-6.
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(p. 169, 22). In the account in e. 1 we find the second custom
established, and there is no reference to the older practice
(p- 81, 14).7

From these observations Bieliaev has justly inferred® that
the compiler (Constantine) had before him two different sets of
material. Series 2 does not represent a number of isolated de-
scriptions which were first collected and arranged by him. It
represents an older collection, which he took over, not altering its
arrangement, and only inserting occasional notes to point out
modifications which had been made since the date when it had
been originally compiled. On the other hand series 1 represents
the actual practice of Constantine’s time; there are no mentions
of alteration in procedure. All the chapters of this series are
appropriate to the last years of Constantine’s reign. The acta
in ce. 2 sqq. contemplate more than one Augusta (Helena and
Theophano) and the princesses, Constantine’s daughters (ra
mopdupoyévinTa).’

§ 21. It will be well to enumerate the proofs which corro-
borate the inference that series 2 is older than series 1. I have
already drawn attention to (1) the passage in c. 23 which records

a change of procedure. (2) at the close of c. 10, p. 85, 24, we find
the following important text:

~ o \ ’ ~ ~ 7 ’
ioréov 8¢ kal TobTo OTu éml Adovros Tob Tis Oelas Mijfews éyévero 7 Tdfis almy.

3 ’ € N A\ ~ o o ~ ’ (4 ’
irmede 6 Bagileds k-T.A + . . kal TedelTar oUTws éws THS arjpepov Huépas.

The change here described was made by Leo VI; it follows that
the preceding description of the Easter Monday ceremonies con-

7 This is in the description of the ceremonies of the Nativity of the Virgin, but it
is stated that the order for the Annunciation was the same (p. 33, 2).

8 Priemy, pp. xxxvii-viii.

® In c. 1, p. 19, the editor has added a note in regard to the apokombion presented
to the patriarch. It is mutilated, but it clearly tells what is to be done in four
different cases, according as there are one, two, three, or more emperors. Bieliaev
restores thus (Priemy, p. 184) : loréov 871 dpeiret Exew 10 amoxduBiov xpvaob Alrpas ¢,
kal € uév &oTw els BagiAes, §idwat Tos ' Alrpas, el 8¢ Blo eioly elre Kal ' elolv pepifovrar
ai 8éka Alrpar. €lol 8 €l kal ¥ mAQy Tob ueydrov Bacinéws, dpeirer elvar TadTd TS mooTdy
Tob didouévov mwép TV EAAwY TAY deamoTdv éElons, bs quumAnpolobar dik TGV duporépwy
tds déka Alrpas. Constantine VII had personally experienced five different cases:
(1) he had reigned alone, before the elevation of Romanus I and for a few months at
the beginning of A.p. 945; (2) he had one colleague, Romanus I, before the elevation
of Christophoros ; and afterwards Romanus I ; (3) he had two colleagues, Romanus I
and Christophoros, before the elevation of Stephen and Constantine; (4) he had four
colleagues after the elevation of Stephen and Constantine; (5) he had three colleagues
after the death of Christophoros. It is clear that in enumerating the various cases
he is thinking of what happened in his own experience. Bieliaev’s restoration does
not include the case of five emperors ; why should it be omitted ? Further, Bieliaev’s
eig) &' el kal 9 cannot be right. Reiske gives € . . €l kal y. I would restore ei 3¢ &’
% el kal v. Though we might expect o’ to precede &, the mative for the reverse
order is furnished by the chronology: there were five basileis before there were four.

EE 2
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tained in c¢. 10 was composed before that change. (8) In the
account of the ceremonies on the Sunday after Easter (c. 16) we
find a marginal note recording a recent change (p. 98, 22) of the
same kind as that noticed in the case of Easter Monday. Instead
of proceeding on foot to St. Sophia the emperor rides to the church
of the Holy Apostles. A posterior limit of date for the changes is
supplied ° by the ¢ Kletorologion ’ of Philotheos (composed 4.p. 900) ;
for there we find that in both cases the new order was already in
force (pp. 769,1,and 773,1). As there can be little doubt that the
same emperor, Leo VI, who made the alteration for Easter Mon-
day made the corresponding alteration for the ensuing Sunday,
we get as the time limits for these changes 886-900 a.p. (4)
The ceremonies of the Feast of Orthodoxy are described in c. 28,
but we are told at the end that this description is partly anti-
quated : loTéov 6T¢ TO Takaiov o TowodTos TUTos N viv 82 0 Bagihevs
kT A (p. 159, 21).

There are some other indications bearing on the date of the
ceremonies of series 2. We learn from a note to c. 19 that the
feast of St. Elias éxkawwovpyifn éml Baciletov Tod ¢ihoyploTov.
Candles were lit in front of Basil’s icon (p. 118, 1), d&mrrovo:
knpovs els Ty elkova Bacikelov Tod ¢ihoypioTov Seamorov.  The
concluding ¢roparion of the lamplight service (ro Avywicév) on
the eve of this feast was composed by Aéwv o codwratos kal
ayabos Bacinevs. We can conclude that this chapter dates (in
its present form ; see below, § 26) from the reign of Leo VI. We
can draw the same conclusion in regard to c. 20, containing the
ceremonies in commemoration of the dedication of the New Great
Church, built by Basil I and dedicated to Christ, the archangel
Michael, and Elias.!* Here too we have a similar note stating
that the feast was founded by Basil (p. 118), and in this ceremony
also candles are lit before the icon of that emperor (p. 121, 8).
These two ceremonies (cc. 19 and 20) were clearly inaugurated at
the same time. The principal part of the former was celebrated
in the New Great Church. The account of the celebration of the
feast of St. Demetrius in c. 21 seems also to have been composed
in the reign of Leo VI ; a troparion composed by Aéwv 0 copwTaros
kal ayalos Bacinels was recited (p. 123, 23).

§ 22. It does not appear to have been observed that in the
ceremony of St. Basil’s Day (1 January) we have a date which is
precise but ambiguous. C. 24, p. 137, 16 : cvvéBn 8¢ kal TodTo
vevécOar ) aldry Huépa wdwtidve . The third indiction might
be a.n. 885 in Basil’'s reign, or A.n. 900 in Leo’s. Bulgarian
ambassadors were present, and took part in the celebration; we

1o Bieliaev, Priemy, p. 231.
1 The church is described by Constantine VII in his ¢ Life of Basil’ (Theoph. Contin.
p- 325 sqq.)
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learn that this was customary since the conversion of Bulgaria (tovs
$irovs Bovhydpous Tods kata TUmOv 2pyouévovs x.T.\., p. 189, 1).
The practice must, of course, have been intermitted during the war
between Symeon and Leo, but this war was over before a.p. 900, so
that this does not help us to decide between the two dates. There
is however another datum which enables us, I think, to decide for
the later year. The client archon of Taro is received by the
emperors. He is described as Tov udyiorpov xal dpyovra Tod Tapé
(p- 188, 12) and ¢ udayiorpos o Tapwvitys (p. 139, 18). Now we know
that Krikorikios, the archon of Taro, was obliged by Leo VI to
come to Constantinople, when the emperor conferred upon him the
dignity of magister.'* This Taronite ruler was the first to submit
to the power of Constantinople.”® Hence the chapter cannot be
earlier than Leo’s reign; and the third indiction must be a.n. 900.

§ 28. The ceremony (c. 17) on Wednesday in the fourth week
in Easter (uecomevtnroot?), which was marked by a mpoérevats to
the church of St. Mokios, also suggests chronological considera-
tions. On the occasion of this ceremony an attempt was made on
the life of Leo VI in that church, and in consequence he dis-
continued this mpoérevois.'*  Our sources do not directly furnish
the date, though they imply that the incident occurred after the
elevation of Nikolaos to the patriarchate (February 901) and before
906.'> But they furnish data which enable us to fix the year. We
are told that Marcus, steward of the church of St. Mokios,
attempted to persuade the emperor to revoke his decision to
discontinue the ceremony. On Leo’s refusal Marcus prophesied
that his reign would last ten years: 6 xal vyéyover' pera yap Ty
demhijpwow TGV Séka Eviavtdv, T adTty Nuépa dv 7 Kkal Ay,
TerenevTnier.'®  As Leo died in 912 Krug inferred !7 that the attempt
on his life occurred in 902. This is simple, but it will hardly do ; it
does not explain the story. The prophecy was naturally post eventum ;
there is not a word about it in our only contemporary source, the
Vita Euthymii, where the circumstances of the murderous assault
are more fully narrated than elsewhere.”® The motif of the story
is at once apparent when we observe that the day of Leo’s death

12 Constantine Porph. De Adm. Imp. c. 43, p. 185 eiceA8dvTos Tov adrod Kpikopikiov
&y 777 OeopuAdkTy WoAes kal TH Tob mayloTpov kal oTparnyod Tapby &kia Tiunbévros. . . .
kal éml xpdvov év Tii Bagihevoboy dwatpiyas k.r.A. Thus De Cer. c. 24 furnishes a date
for the narrative in De Adm. Imp. c. 43.

13 Ibid. p. 182, 12.

1 Theoph. Contin. p. 365 = Logothete (Georg. Mon. Contin., ed. Bonn), pp. 861-2
= Theodosius Melit. pp. 192-3 = Leo Gramm. pp. 275-6. &kroTe 3¢ 7 Towabrn éendmn
mwpoéhevais.

5 Cp. Vita Euthymii, ed. De Boor, p. 34, 27 ; 35, 6; 37, 15.

'8 Theoph. Contin. p. 366.

7 Kritischer Versuch, p. 40 sgq. Bieliaev adopts this date (Priemy, p. 232).

8 Cap. 11, p. 35.
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was 11 May, and that Mid-Pentecost fell on 11 May in the year 903.
This is quite sufficient to fix the date; the odd coincidence explains
the origin of the story, in which the dissatisfaction of the clergy
of St. Mokios is also reflected. De Boor also arrives at this date
for the attempt, though by a somewhat different method.’® The
‘ten’ years instead of ‘nine’ cannot weigh against the considera-
tion adduced. De Boor contemplates the possibility of a scribe’s
error ; ?° but his suggestion that the original source may have had
“in the tenth year’ sounds more likely. The day of Leo’s demise
was the tenth anniversary of the attempt on his life, and the
conventional value of the number ten is sufficient to account for
the strain here put upon inclusive reckoning.

The account seems to imply that the visit to St. Mokios on
Mid-Pentecost was not re-established in Leo’s time; and thus we
obtain A.p. 903 as a posterior limit of date for ¢. 17. Bieliaev
has ingeniously attempted to determine a prior limit. 'We have
seen that on the first Sunday after Easter a mposlevors to the
Holy Apostles was introduced by Leo VI instead of a mpoérevars to
St. Sophia. But the mpoé\evas to St. Sophia had itself superseded
an older practice. When the account (c. 64) of the imperial visit
to the Golden Hippodrome on the Monday after the first Sunday
after Easter was composed, the mpoérevois on that Sunday was
not to St. Sophia but to St. Mokios.?» There is evidence to which
I will refer below (§ 84) that this uccount cannot be later than thefirst
years of Basil I. Now we know that the church of St. Mokios had
partly fallen in and was restored by Basil.?> Hence Bieliaev
argues that it was Basil, the restorer of the church, who transferred
the visit to St. Mokios from the Sunday after Easter to Mid-
Pentecost, and concludes that the accounts of both these ceremonies,
in ce. 16, 17, were drafted in the reign of Basil.?® The argument
in itself does not appear to be cogent. It depends on the assump-
tion that there could not have been mpoekedaers to this church on
two festivals; and for this assumption there is no evidence.
Again, the argument implies that the shattered condition of the
church did not hinder the mpoé\evars on the Sunday after Easter.
It must therefore be admitted that it does not afford a ground for
denying that the mpoérevors at Mid-Pentecost to the same church
might be a practice of earlier date than the reign of Basil.
Bieliaev’s view, therefore, cannot be considered as more than a
conjecture ; and we shall presently see that it involves difficulties.

1 Vita Euthymii, pp. 110-2.

20 5 for i, on the supposition that the alleged interview between Marcus and Leo
occurred shortly before Mid-Pentecost 904. It seems to me that in the case of such a
story we miss the mark if we go so far in requiring internal chronological consis-
tency. De Boor bases too much on his discrimination between the date of the attempt

and the date (uerd Twa kaipdv) of the supposed conversation.
21 C. 64, p. 284. 22 Theoph. Contin. p. 323. 23 Priemy, pp. 232-3.
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§ 24. Besides these explicit indications of date, which occur in the
Second Series, we have another means of diserimination. We find
that some ceremonies contemplate one Bacievs only, and others
more than one. In the first place this criterion confirms the
distinction between the two series. The ceremonies of the first
group all alike contemplate the presence of more than one
emperor (of deamérar). The ceremonies of the second group vary.
The greater number of them imply only one emperor (6 Baci\eds),
a few make mention of more than one.

Rambaud, who observed this difference but did not examine
the data closely, concluded (in accordance with his general view
of the work) that the ceremonies in which only one emperor
appears belong to the period when Constantine VII reigned without
a colleague, before the coronation of his son Romanus. This
period however lasted for little over three months (27 January-
6 April 945), and the ceremonies in question are numerous ; so
that, as Bieliaev observes, this consideration alone is sufficient to
rule out Rambaud’s hypothesis.*

The distinction between the two groups established by the
Russian scholar, and the clear evidence that the second group is
older and belongs to the Basil-Leo period, have put the question in
a new light. Bieliaev concludes that the oldest descriptions, in
which only one emperor appears, belong to the early years of
Basil I, but allows that some of them may have been drawn up in
the reign of Michael II1.** But in arguing that the single basileus
represents, as a rule, Basil I, he fails to notice that this involves a.
difficulty very similar to that which he urged himself against the
view of Rambaud. For Basil was not sole reigning emperor for
much longer than a year. His predecessor was assassinated in
September 867, and in the course of 868 he conferred the imperial
dignity on his son Constantine. On 6 January 870 there was a third
colleague, his second son, Lieo.?® The hypothesis therefore implies
that all these ceremonies (and there are others among the secular
ceremonies which must be taken into account) were drafted during
the first year of Basil's reign. This of course is not impossible, but
the chronological facts at least do not encourage us to prefer the
claim of Basil to that of Michael ITI.7

§ 25. I called attention above (§ 23) to the conjecture of
Bieliaev that Basil I discontinued the visit to St. Mokios on the

2¢ He admits however that some chapters may have been borrowed from older
books.

2 Priemy, pp. X, xli.

2¢ Mansi, Conc. xvi. 143, ¢ imperii Basilii quidem ac Constantini a. 3, Leonis vero
anno 1, ind. 3 pridie Idus Februarii.’

?” For notices of ceremonies in the reign of Michael see De Cer. 2, cc. 31, 32, 34,
36, 37.
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Sunday after Easter, substituted a visit to St. Sophia, and intro-
duced the visit to St. Mokios at Mid-Pentecost ; whence he infers
that cc. 16 and 17 were drafted in this reign. He has failed to
observe that the criterion which is under consideration separates
these chapters in time. C. 17 contemplates Szoméras, ¢. 18 only
one Bacievs. This deprives the conjecture of its plausibility.
Its essence is the hypothesis that the two changes are inter-
dependent and simultaneous ; and (in default of an express record)
the only cogent evidence would be the intimate connexion and
synchronism of these two chapters. It is to be noted that
Bieliaev’s argument implies that St. Mokios was restored in the
first year of Basil, since ex hypothesi the restoration preceded the
new arrangement, and c¢. 18 must have been drafted before the
coronation of Constantine. My conclusion would be that c. 17
belongs either to the reign of Basil (during the greater part of
which there were more than one emperor) or to the first half of the
reign of Leo VI, and that there is no ground for excluding the
reign of Michael III as the possible date of c. 18.

The application of the criterion Bacieds: Seamorar requires
however some precaution. Thus in the short chapter 86, on the
mpoéhevats fvdaews Ekkhnalas, only one Bagihels appears. It
would nevertheless be indiscreet to infer that it was composed
when only one Bacies was reigning. This chapter has been
judiciously discussed by Bieliaev.”® The festival of the Henosis
of the church was founded to celebrate the end of the troubles
consequent upon the fourth marriage of Leo VI, in A.p. 920, before
the coronation of Romanus I (not in aA.n. 921).» Hence it might
be supposed that this chapter was composed in 920, between July,
the month of the Henosis, and 17 December, the date of the corona-
tion of Romanus, since at that time there was only one emperor,
Constantine VII (aged 14). But in that case we should expect a
full account of the ceremonies, whereas we get no details in the
dozen lines which are here devoted to the subject ; and the chapter
has all the appearance of a note—introduced by the usual ioréov
dri—added by the editor to the previous chapter, and not intended
to form a distinct chapter itself. This being so, if we press the
fact that only one Baci\eds is mentioned, we should have to
refer this note to the few months in which Constantine reigned
alone in a.n. 945. It is obvious that in the case of such a brief
insertion this is unnecessary. We know that Constantine was at
work on the Ceremonies in the last years of his reign, and in his

2 Priemy, pp. 233-7.

29 This follows from the Tduos T#s érvdoews, in the title of which Romanus is still
only basileopator (Zacharii, Tus Graeco-rom. iii. 228). The chroniclers give A.p. 921.
Cp. the Logothele (George Mon., ed. Bonn), p. 890; Theoph. Contin. p. 398. Cp.
Hirsch, Byzantinische Studien, p. 81.
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editorial additions to ceremonies in which only one basileus ap-
peared he might very well have only taken into account the basileus
who played the chief part.

But the case is not isolated. The editorial addition at the end
of c¢. 10 mentions only ¢ Baci\eds, but no one would think of
pressing it. On the other hand, in the addition to c. 28, where
the editor goes into details, the degmorar come in. I would call
attention to this passage as instructive. The editor, having before
him a description which contemplates only one basileus, begins in
the same key; but once embarked he passes abruptly, even
ungrammatically, into the plural (p. 159, 22 viv 8z 0 Bacirevs Ta
d\\a Tdyta éxTelel péxpt Ths eloodov rabws elpnTtai. els 8¢ THY
slaépyeTras els 10 Biua #vdov, kal mpockvvodat k.T.\.) Where
we have to understand o dsgmorar, who are not mentioned till
the next sentence.

§ 26. If we analyse Series 2 by means of our criterion and
exclude c. 36 as an editorial addition, we find that of the twenty-
eight chapters twenty-one contemplate one basileus, namely, 10-15,
17, 18, 22, 23, 25-35; and in seven there is mention of more than
one—9b, 16, 19-21, 24, 37. But it must not be assumed that all
the ceremonies of either category were composed at the same time.
I will now proceed to show that some chapters in the second
category supply data (to which critics have not attended) proving
that they belong to different periods.

I would observe in the first place that all the ceremonies in this
category (we may leave aside c. 87, which is not a description of a
ceremony) are distinguished in one respect from the ceremonies of
Series 1. In c. 1 and in nearly all the acta which follow it (cc. 2-
9a) there is explicit mention of the Augustae and the Porphyro-
gennetoi (e.g. pp. 36, 88, 45, 47, 60). This is a striking note of
homogeneity in this series. It corresponds to the date at which
we know Constantine VII was engaged on the Ceremonies, c.
A.D. 957-9, when there were two Augustae (his wife, Helena, and his
son’s wife, Theophano) and several purple-born daughters. This is
an observation which has not, so far as I know, been made before,
but it is important.

In c. 9D two emperors are contemplated, ¢ uéyas Bacireds and
0 mukpés (which simply means the junior colleague). See pp.
64, 24 ; 68, 22; 69, 1. This in itself would suit Constantine VII
and Romanus II, but we find that there was only one Augusta
(p. 67, 9), and therefore, if it belonged to this reign, we should have
to place it before the marriage of Romanus II and before the
composition of Series 1. The data would also suit the reign of
Leo VI and Alexander.

In e. 19, on the other hand, there appear more than two
emperors (¢ uéyas and ol pwkpoi, p. 115, 16). This might suggest
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the reign of Romanus I or the last years of Leo VI and Alexander
(after the coronation of Constantine Porphyrogennetos); but it also
corresponds to the situation in the reign of Basil I (from a.p. 870),
and, as the ceremony described was instituted in his reign, we may
conclude with a high probability that this was the date of the
original draft, though the mention of the troparion composed by
Leo, who is described as o copwTatos xai dyabos Bacihels, points
to a redaction in his reign (cp. above, § 21). In c. 20 there is no
phrase showing that there were more than two emperors; but, as
we saw, it is naturally associated with c. 19, and we shall hardly be
wrong in assuming the same date for its composition. It seems
probable that the following chapter 21 (festival of St. Demetrius)
belongs to the same group, composed in the reign of Basil and
edited in the reign of Leo.*

Thus of the six chapters under consideration we have found
reasons for conecluding that 19, 20, 21 were originally drafted in
the reign of Basil I, but were rehandled under Leo VI, while 24
(which I showed in § 22 must be connected with a.p. 900) belongs,
and 90 may belong, to the reign of Leo; the short chapter 16, as
we saw above (§ 21), is prior to a.p. 900.

§ 27. We may turn now to the larger group in Series 2, in
which only one basileus appears. We have already seen that c. 10
was written before a certain change (recorded in an editorial note
at the end of the chapter) had been made by Leo VI (see above,
§ 21). We are also furnished with a prior limit. The lighting of
candles at the tombs of Saints Nikephoros and Methodios (p. 77, 6)
shows that the description is subsequent to June 847, the date
of the death of Methodios.®® As the motif of this act was un-
doubtedly the share which these two patriarchs had taken in the

%0 Tt seems to me very significant for the chronological association of these three
chapters that in all three the éraipeidpxns appearsin a part of the ceremony which is
the same in all three: 116, 4- = 119, 8- = 122, 4-. We know that Stylianos (after-
wards basileopator) was uikpds éraiperdpxn= under Basil. We may infer, perhaps, that
there was also a uéyas ératperdpxns in this reign. See the chronicles of the ¢ Logothete ’
group (George Mon. p. 846, ed. Bonn, and the rest). Inec. 21 the additions of the editor
are evidently distinct. The original narrative is interrupted by inserted notes at 122, 23 ;
it is resumed at 123, 11, and is once more interrupted at 123, 22, by an insertion,
extending to 124, 3.

3t 14 June 847 (not 846). Different views were held as to the year; but 847 is
now established. The Life of the Hermit Joannikios, in the collection of Simeon
Metaphrastes (Migne, P. G. 116, p. 92), states that Methodios died on 14 June, eight
months after the death of Joannikios. An earlier ninth-century Life of Joannikios,
by the Monk Sabas, was published in 1894 in the Acta Sanctorum, Novem. IL, and
there the exact date of the death of the hermit is stated (p. 433): Nov. 3 or 4, a.x
6355, indict. 10, i.e. 846. We know otherwise that Methodios was patriarch for four
years and three months (Nicephori Chron. ed. De Boor, p. 120 ; four years, Vita
Ignatii, in Migne, P. G. 117, p. 500, &c. &e.), so that he was appointed in March 843,
which agrees with the now accepted date for the First Sunday of Orthodoxy. See on
the whole question Vasil’iev, Vizantiia i Araby, i. pril. iii. 142-6.
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struggle against iconoclasm, there is a presumption that this part
of the ceremony was arranged while the memory of the triumph
of A.p. 848 was still young; and we may esteem it more probable
that the chapter dates from the reign of Michael III (between 848
and 866, the year of Basil’s elevation) than from the first year of
Basil's reign, which in the case of this ceremony would mean
A.p. 868. Similarly it is natural to suppose that the description
of the Feast of Orthodoxy, c. 28, was composed in the reign of
Michael. We have already seen (§ 23) that the same period is not
excluded for c. 17.

In the other chapters we have no chronological clues. But it
is important to observe signs that they were not isolated descrip-
tions, but formed part of a series. In c. 12 and in c. 13 there are
references to c. 11 (pp. 89, 24; 91, 2); also in cc. 14 and 15
(pp- 91, 8; 96, 28); these five chapters belong together. Again,
in c. 26 there are references to c. 23 (pp. 148, 17; 146, 3), and in
c. 85 to c. 30 (p. 186, 8). There i3 nothing to suggest that any of
these references is editorial.

§ 28. Taking all the evidence together we may consider it a
probable conclusion that the descriptions of ceremonies in Series 2
which imply only one emperor belonged to a ceremonial book
composed in the reign of Michael III. Bardas was created Caesar
on 19 April 862,* and in the following years we might expect
that the influential Caesar shonld have had a special place in some
of the ceremonies ; and, as this is not the case, we may perhaps—
though of course the consideration is by no means conclusive—
consider 847 and 862 as the limits of date.

In the reign of Leo VI this collection was re-edited with con-
siderable changes. New ceremonies instituted by Basil I were
introduced. The ceremonies on Easter Day (90) and 1 January
(24) were rewritten. But most of the older descriptions were
retained, notes being added which can generally be distinguished.
We can fix the date of this recension to the years 900-903 (cp.
§§ 22, 23).

The third stage is the recension of Constantine VII, who
included the collection in his ceremonial book without making any
further changes except the insertion of additional notes.

§ 29. We have still to consider c. 87, which forms a sort of
appendix to the collection, explaining the details of the imperial
costume at the various ceremonies which have been described.
Bieliaev has drawn attention to two indications which enable us to
fix its date.®* The dress to be worn on Easter Monday (meptBan-
Novtar Ta Nevka ypuod orapapdyywa, . 188, 8) implies that the

32 Genesios, p. 97 ; Hirsch, Byz. Studien, 173.
8 Priemy, pp. 220, note, 233, note.
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innovation made by Leo VI before o.p. 900 (see above, § 21) had
already come into force, for the emperors usually wore skaramangia
when they rode in ceremonial processions.’* Again, we are told
that on Mid-Pentecost they wore white (or purple) skaramangia
(p- 188, 19), whence we may infer that this was written before
4.0, 908, when the proeleusis to St. Mokios was discontinued. Thus
¢. 37 belongs to the second stage and was added to the revised
ceremonial book ¢. 900-903 A.p.

§ 80. The form of c. 87 is to be noticed. It consists of a series
of paragraphs, of which each (except the first) begins with the
formula {oréov §7¢. This formula is regularly used in Constantine’s
treatise De Administrando Imperio,® and it may fairly be taken as a
guide to discriminate Constantine’s editorial hand. It is invariably
used in the marginal notes, which are clearly due to the Con-
stantinian redaction. But when a paragraph is introduced by loTéov
87u or ypy elbévas it is not necessarily an editorial addition. The
words may simply be introduced as a formula of transition for the
sake of clearness or to avoid an awkward abruptness. We shall
notice hereafter (§ 40) a case in which it can be shown that ypy
ywookeaw was introduced by the editor for stylistic reasons. The
formula in question may of course have been used occasionally in
the older documents, but its prevalence in Constantinian literature
justifies the presumption that it betokens Constantinian interven-
tion, and we may probably conclude that the marking off of the
paragraphs in c. 37 by loTéov 67 is due to Constantine.

The formula might be particularly useful in marking paren-
thetical notes, as in ¢. 17 (p. 107, 6), where loTéov &8 67¢ . . .
amehaTicovs interrupts the progress of the description.

III. Tae SeEcunLar CEREMONIES OF Book I.

§ 81. The second part of book i. (ce. 38-83), which deals with
secular ceremonies, is composite, like the first, consisting of docu-
ments of different dates. It is arranged in subjects and may be
analysed as follows : —

cc. 38-42: ceremonies (coronations, &c.) connected with members of
the imperial house.

cc. 43-59 : investitures of officials and dignitaries (beginning with the
Caesar and ending with the protospatharios).

c. 60: imperial burial ceremony.

c. 61 : imperial birthday ceremony.

cc. 62-6 : court levées or receptions (8éSiua).

cc. 68-73 : hippodrome ceremonies (horse races, &c.)

cc. 74-83 : various.

3 Priemy, p. 8, note.

3 See my article on the treatise De Administrando Imperio, § 6, in Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, xv., 1906.
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It may at first seem awkward in this arrangement that cc. 60, 61
should be separated from cc. 38-42; but it is to be observed that
the ceremonies of the first group are of the nature of investitures,
with the exception of 42, which gives the acta on the occasion of
the birth of a Porphyrogennetos and forms a natural appendix to
41 (the marriage and coronation of an Augusta). Thus the second
group, beginning with the investiture of a Caesar (who would
generally be a member of the imperial house), follows naturally.

§ 82. It is to be observed that two of the ceremonies of the first
group relate to the same occasion. C. 89 is entitled oa 8ef
mapapvrdrTaw émi orepavopat. Bacihéws, and c. 41 doa del
mapapvraTTew émi oTeyripe alyovoTns kal orepaveopatos. The
ceremony is the marriage of a junior emperor, and the difference
in the two cases is that in the former the bride is already an
Augusta, in the latter she is erowned Augusta on the day of her
marriage. C. 40 gives the ceremony of coronation when it is not
connected with her nuptials.

The ceremony described in ¢. 39 is performed in the church of
St. Stephen in the palace ; but an editorial note is appended at the
end (201, 19) to the effect that this has recently (év Tois 2oydrocs
katpois) been changed, and that the nuptial coronation is now cele-
brated in the church of the Virgin in the Pharos. In c. 41 the
nuptial coronation of the emperor and his bride is performed in
St. Stephen’s, immediately after the imperial coronation of the bride
in the Augusteus ; and there is no note as to any change.

Now we knowthat ina.p. 768 (17 December) Irene was crowned in
the Augusteus and married to Leo IV in St. Stephen’s in Daphne,3®
as ordained in c. 41. Hence Diehl has suggested ¥ that c. 41
describes that ceremony, and in support of this he points especially
to the mention of the xouns Tév adunoidvwv. Otherwise we do not
find this official mentioned under this name in the ceremonies
except in the extracts from sixth-century documents at the end of
book i.°*® But he is not ¢ an institution which has in the tenth
century entirely disappeared,” as Diehl says. In the sixth century
he was also called admissionalis (aSutaarovdios),® and under this
name we find him still existing in the tenth century.** But Diehl
is right in noting the title ¢ count of the admissions’ as a mark of
comparative antiquity. It does point to the eighth century, when,
though the Byzantine usages and nomenclature which we find in
the ninth century had already been for the most part introduced,
some old terms were still used which had become cbsolete before
A.D. 900.

36 Theophanes, s.a., ed. De Boor, p. 444. 3 Etudes byzantines, p. 304.
s Pp. 386, 387. % Tbid. pp. 394, 404-5.
© Tbid. p. 23, 8.
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There is however a difficulty in considering c. 41, as it stands,
a simple description of the ceremony of a.p. 768. It is impossible
to suppose that the highest dignitaries of the palace, the Caesars
and the nobilissimus who had been created earlier in the year,
should not have had a part to play in the ceremony. To meet this
difficulty T suggest that the same ceremony was used in the tenth
century with appropriate modifications. In a.p. 933 Stephen, the
son of Romanus I, married Anna, and we are expressly told that
the coronation was performed simultaneously with the marriage:
dpa 8t 1o vvudkd aTeddve kal o Ths PBacilelas avTy oTépavos
émetifero.t*  That this detail should be stated seems significant ;
it certainly suggests that on recent occasions the two ceremonies
had been kept separate, and their combination is therefore recorded
as noteworthy. It is obvious that the ceremonial of a.p. 768,
suitably modified, might have been followed.*

But c. 41 cannot be simply the description of the ceremony of
A.D. 933 adapted from that of o.p. 768. For in A.p. 988 there were
four basileis, and c. 41 contemplates only two (p. 218, 21). It is
however natural to suppose that the combination of the two corona-
tions, which was reintroduced according to my hypothesis in
A.D. 933, was practised on the two next occasions of an imperial
marriage—namely, the unions of Romanus II with Bertha in
A.p. 944 and later with Theophano. In the last case there were
only two basileis. My suggestion therefore is that in c. 41 we have a
description of the marriage of Romanus and Theophano, based on
the old document of a.n. 768. This explains, on the one hand,
the appearance of the old-fashioned but still quite intelligible title
kouns TOV adunawvwy, and, on the other, the non-appearance of
the Caesars and nobilissimus.

It is obvious that the ceremony of c. 40 was wanted on occa-
sions when there was no question of a marriage, such as the
coronation of Theodora, wife of Romanus I (a.p. 921), of Sophia,
wife of Christophoros (a.p. 922), of Anna, the daughter of Leo VI, and
of Zoe, the same emperor’s fourth wife. But it was also necessary
in conjunction with that of ¢. 89, when the coronation and the
marriage, though following each other closely, were not combined.
This, according to the hypothesis above stated, would have been the
case when Constantine VII espoused Helena in a.p. 919. If so, we
can at once explain the editorial observation that the orepdvwua

' Theoph. Contin. p. 422; Theodosius Melit. (ed. Tafel), p. 231 (émeréfeiro). Leo
Gramm., p. 323, omits airf. ‘George Mon.’ has adr¢ (p. 913), but Stephen had
already been emperor since Christmas a.n. 926.

2 I do not think that we can draw any conclusion as to the ceremonies of the first
marriage of Leo VI (Georg. Mon. Cont. p. 846 : #ydyero § Bagireds Aéovri 7§ Baoikel
Ouyarépa Maprivakiov, fiv kal Eoreyev, mofioas Tobs yduovs év T Mayvadpe kal év Tols 16’
arovBirais) from the fact that the Magnaura is mentioned in ¢. 41, though not in ¢. 39,
2 (pp. 231, 7; 232, 22).
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had been transferred from St. Stephen’s to the church of the Virgin
v Tols éoydTols katpots, as due to Constantine himself. Such an
expression could be naturally applied to anything that happened in
his own reign. C. 89 would therefore go back to an earlier period,
perhaps the reign of Basil I or Leo VI.

The acta of the factions in cc. 88, 40, and 42 are homogeneous
with the acta of cc. 2-9a, which are related to the reign of Con-
stantine VII; the Augustae and Porphyrogennetoi are acclaimed.

§ 38. In the second group most of the ceremonies contemplate
more than one basileus. Of these cc. 43 and 44 must be at once
set apart and associated with c. 41. Diehl has shown, from internal
evidence, that they describe the proceedings on the occasion when
Constantine V conferred the rank of Caesar on his sons Christo-
phoros and Nikephoros, and that of nobilissimus on his fourth son,
Niketas, on 2 April 768.%

Other ceremonies of this group must also be referred to the
early Byzantine period. C. 46 consists of two sections, describing
the ceremony for the investiture of a magister, according as it is
performed on a great church festival or on an ordinary Sunday.
We note that the Small Consistory is exceptionally designated in
both descriptions as the Winter Consistory (pp. 283, 6 ; 235, 14).
The Great Consistory used to be called the Summer Consistory, but
the name is not used in any of the later documents ; we only find it in
a sixth-century ceremony (p. 405, 8).* In the second section we find
other peculiarities which differentiate it from the ceremonial descrip-
tions of the ninth and tenth centuries. We have the mysterious
kounTes cekbpwv (p. 285, 3) and the Souéarikor wediTov and ayordpto
medirov (p. 236, 8), terms which went out of fashion. This, more-
over, is the only place where we find a mention of a locality in the
palace called o¢ "Ivdot.

The following c. 47, on the investiture of a patrician who is
strategos of a theme (sTparyyodvros), has a remarkable point in
common with ¢. 46. Here too we find xountes cexopwr, and also
kav8iddrol oerdpwv and SouéoTikol aexdpwy (p. 287,11).*> Whatever

8 For the details see Diehl, ibid. 298 sqq. Cp. Theophanes, ed. De Boor, s.a. p. 443.
As another though superfluous item of proof I may point out the appearance of the
referendarius in c. 44 (p. 225, 17). The referendarius is familiar in the sixth century
(e.g. in Procopius and Cod. Just.) Inthe Ceremonies we find him in an exeerpt from
Peter the Patrician (p. 390), but I believe that, as the name of a secular official,
pepepevddpios does not occur in the Ceremonies (nor in later literature), except here
and in two other chapters (cc. 47, 48) which we shall see reason for supposing to be
earlier than the ninth century. The ecclesiastical referendarius survived ; see e.g.
De Cer.1.1,p. 9, 8.

4 On these consistories see Bieliaev, Obzor, pp. 118-9.

4 It gendpwy is right (the emendations proposed by Leichius are impossible) the
titles can have been current only for a short time, as they are found nowhere else.
The vela in c. 47 are (1) magistri, (2) patricians, (3) hypatoi, (4) comites sexdpwy,
(5) candidati oexdpwr, (6) domestici sexdpwy, (7) dmd éwdpxwr and orparnAdrar. (The
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cexdpwr means, whether it be sound or corrupt, we are not in the
tenth (or the ninth) century; while the general character of the
ceremony shows that we are not in the sixth or the seventh.
Again, we have the secundicerius (p. 288, 2), a name which is borne
only by an ecclesiastical official in later times. We have, too, the
referendarius (pp. 287, 18; 240, 19) ; see above, p. 481, note 43.

A complete revision of the court ceremonies was necessitated
by the reorganisation of the institutions of Diocletian and Con-
stantine, which was carried out early in the eighth century by
Leo III. The official world was largely reconstituted ; titles and
ranks were changed, and the general schemes of the ceremonies
must have been altered to meet the new conditions. Though
endless alterations in detail were made by succeeding emperors the
character of the ceremonial, as then reformed, was permanent. In
the first (Isaurian) period, as we might expect, some old terms were
still used which afterwards fell into desuetude. Cec. 46 and 47
evidently belong to this period. Both assume two emperors,
who will be Leo III and Constantine V, or Constantine V and
Leo IV.

C. 48 seems also to belong to the same period. Here too the
referendarius appears (p. 246, 19), though instead of the xdunres
cexdpwy we have the kduntes Tédv oyordv. Moreover there is only
one PBacikevs. The later part of the ceremony was afterwards
modified in details, and a description of the new order is added,
under the title dxrohoyia Tdv Sjuwv xk.vN. Thus the portion
pp. 249, 20-251, 14 is superseded by pp. 251, 16-255, 8. The
acclamations of the Augustae and Porphyrogennetoi in the new
description seem to point to the reign of Constantine VII.

C. 49 seems to be connected with c¢. 48. There is only one
basileus, and there are back references to it (pp. 256, 2, 20; 257,1).
For the other chapters of this group we have no clear indications,
except that c. 58 appears to be a tenth-century addition (like the
end of c. 48) to c. 52. But the whole group probably formed a
series dating from the eighth century. It may be noted that c. 59
presumes c. 58 (p. 275, 3).

§ 84. In the group of chapters relating to dexima cec. 62, 63
belong closely together, and are clearly contemporaneous. They
contain the acta of the factions on the eve and the day of a dexi-

amd émdpxwyv or orparnAdrys was at this time the lowest grade of rank, as in A.p. 900 :
see Philotheos, p. 708, 7.) In c. 48 we have eight vela. The patricians appear in two
vela: (2) anthypatoi, (8) marpixior kal orparnyol; and the hypatoi are replaced by
(4) # ocbykAqros. Then we have (5) comites scholarum, (6) candidati, (7) domestici,
(8) &wd éwdpxwv. It seems clear therefore that (5) (6) (7) of c. 48 correspond to (4)
(5) (6) of c. 47, and both mean the same classes. In the vela which were introduced
in the ceremony of Easter Day, as described in c. 9 b, we find the same order at the end
of the list (p. 61) : (6) comites scholarum, (7) imperial candidati, (8) domestici scho-
larum (9) &wd émdpxwy.
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mon on the anniversary of an emperor’s accession. A note is
added at the end of c. 63 to the effect that the proceedings are the
same for the dexima, only that the apelatikoi, trilexia, and tetralekta
are to be different, according to the occasion. These chapters
seem to have been compiled in their present form in the reign of
Constantine VII.* C. 65 belongs to the same time.

On the other hand cc. 64, 66 (67), in which there is only one
basileus, belong together. When c. 64 was written, the proeleusis
on the Monday after the first Sunday after Easter was still to
St. Mokios ; it was therefore written before a.n. 900 (see above,
§ 28), and, as only one basileus appears, may probably be ascribed
to the reign of Michael III. Now in this chapter (p. 284, 21) we find
a reference to another ceremony : oi 8z mparmooitor eloenbovres év
7O TpuméTwvl, ws aveTépw eipntar. Nothing has been said before
to which the last words can refer. 'We have to turn to ¢. 66 to dis-
cover the passage which must be meant (p. 296, 14) : xai 6 mpavms-
ouros eloeNbwy v 76 Tpumétwve kA It follows that 66 and 64
were together in one collection, but that when they were received into
the compilation of Constantine VII their order was reversed and
they were separated by another ceremony (65). C. 67 is an
appendix to c. 66 (to which it refers, p. 801, 21), but although the
single basileus of 66 is preserved it is clearly an editorial addition
{cp. loTéov 87u pp. 801, 20; 302, 25).

§ 35. The first chapter (68) of the Hippodrome group is re-
markable. It belongs to a period later than the sixth century, but
when some of the ministers who were abolished by the Isaurian
reorganisation were still in existence. That it is later than the
sixth century is shown not only by its general style, which is far
nearer to that of the later ceremonies than the style of the docu-
ments of the Justinianean age, and specially by the appearance of
the ceremonial officer o THs xaracTdoews, of whom there is no
trace in the sixth century, but the praetorian prefect of the east
still exists.’” There is only one basileus. The date might, for in-
stance, be the reign of Justinian II, or the first years of Leo IIL.*8
It is probable enough that details of the ceremony were altered by
subsequent editors, but the reference to the obsolete praetorian
prefect was overlooked.

C. 70 presents close resemblances to c. 68, and was to all
appearances drafted in its original form at the same time; but all
anachronisms seem to have been eliminated.

46 Reiske’s argument in his note, pp. 294-5, depends on the collocation of cc. 62-3
with ¢. 64. But c. 64 dates from a different period. )

47 P. 806, 11. Here we have the ioréov §7. which the later compilers used so
constantly.

4 Even after the coronation of Constantine V (s.p. 720), then an infant, before he
was old enough to be present at such ceremonies.

VOL. XXII.—NO. LXXXVII. FF
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Ce.72and 73 (except the aktologia) contemplate a single basileus,
but need not be older than the reign of Michael IIL.

In the other chapters of this group more basileis than one
appear, and the acta have generally been brought up to the date of
Constantine VII. But there is one significant exception which
furnishes a definite chronological indication. In c. 69 a section
occurs entitled deta éml peyiordve duepd dv moNéup NTTHOYTL KAl
avaipeféyri.  These brief acta acclaim one basileus, but more than
one Augusta. The two cases in which there were two Augustae
and only one emperor were in the reigns of Constantine VI and
Michael III. But we have no record of the slaying of an emir in
the former reign (a success which Theophanes could hardly have
omitted to chronicle) ; and the only serious success gained against
the Saracens (the victory of Anusan) occurred, as it happens, just
at a moment when there was only one Augusta, in the interval
between the divorce of Maria and the marriage of Theodote.** On
the other hand the most conspicuous victory of Roman arms
under Michael IIT was marked by the death of the Saracen leader,
Omar ibn-Ubeid-allah-al-Akta, the emir of Melitene, on the battle
field.”® Petronas, the Roman general, was rewarded by receiving
the rank of magister. This happened in the year a.p. 863. We
know that Michael’s mother, the empress Theodora, who had been
sent to a cloister c¢. 856 A.n., was afterwards released, but the date
of her recovery of freedom was unknown. We may infer that she
was released and received formal honours, though she had no
political influence, by a.p. 868. The other Augusta was Michael’s
wife, Eudokia, daughter of Dekapolites, of whose life we otherwise
know nothing.

It is to be observed that an incident which occurred at a race
in the time of Michael III is recorded in c¢. 71 (p. 858, 11).

It seems probable that c. 69 as a whole appeared in the collection
dating from the reign of Michael III,-and that it was revised and
modified to suit his own time by Constantine VII; only the acta
celebrating the death of an emir, and seldom required, were
allowed to remain unaltered.

§ 86. We obtain an interesting glimpse of the process of bringing
up to date in c. 78. In the acta, which form the second part of
this chapter, the following spring song, in ‘ political’ verses, is to
be chanted by the people :—

8¢ 70 éap 70 YAvkv TdAw émavaréle,
xapav, vyleav kal {wyv kal v elnpeplav,
dvépayabiay ék @cov Tols Bacilebor Pupalwy
kal vikny Geoldpyrov kard Tév woleplwy.

4 Theophanes, s.a. 6287, ed. De Boor, p. 469.
% For the details see Vasiliev, Vizantiia i Araby, i. 201,
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The second half of the third verse is a syllable too long, and
Krumbacher rightly conjectured v¢ Bacinel.! But Tois Bacinedat
is not a mere scribal error ; it is clearly a deliberate correction, to
harmonise with the rest of the acta, which acclaim more than one
basileus. The correction was made mechanically, without regard
to the metre ; the right correction was Tols Seocmérars, and no doubt
was thus actually chanted when there were two or more reigning
sovrans.

In the preceding portion of the chapter, in which only one
emperor appears, the first and second verses are quoted with
variations (866, 9) :

e 70 éap 70 kaAdv wdAw éravaTéle,
b épov vyleav kal xapav kal Tv edmueplav.

This is evidently the older form, and it is superior in point of
construction. 'When ¢épov is omitted the syntax is loose; the
accusatives are in apposition to the cognate object of émavarérhe:.
The purpose of the change was to introduce {w7v, and, as such a
change demands a motivation, I hazard the guess that it might
have been introduced after the second marriage of Leo VI, with
Zoe, daughter of Stylianos, a guess which those who know how
fond the Byzantines were of plays on names will not consider
extravagant.

It is important to remark that these verses occur in a descrip-
tion which was drafted at least as early as the reign of Michael III.
It shows definitely that political verses were a fully established
form of composition in the ninth century. The metre, of course,
is of much older origin. Krumbacher has pointed out proverbs,
couched in this metre, which go back to the sixth century.> But
it was possibly in the ninth century that it began to come into
vogue, though one would not be surprised if the spring song was
much older. I have pointed out that the political metre probably
occurs in the interchange of wit between Theophilus and Kasia on
the occasion of that emperor’s brideshow.’

§ 87. The last group, of miscellaneous ceremonies (cc. 74-83),
are, for the most part, of high antiquity, as is shown by the
number of Latin words and formulae. They were not however
obsolete ; they were still practised, in their old forms, in the tenth
century, and beyond the retention of the Latin phrases there is
nothing anachronistic. In the number of emperors and empresses
they are all suitable to the reign of Constantine VII.

§ 88. It results from our examination that in the secular
ceremonies there are (in contrast with the ecclesiastical) a number

1 Gesch. der Byz. Litt.? p. 255.

52 Mittelgriechische Sprichworter, pp. 233-4.

53 Gibbon, ed. Bury, v. 199, note ; Pseudo-Symeon, p. 625, ed. Bonn.
FF 2
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of descriptions which must have been originally drafted in the
Isaurian period. Such are 43, 44 ; probably 41 ; 46-48 ; probably
49; and 68 may be even older. And there are others which we
may suspect were originally composed in that period, though
anomalies, which would reveal the date, have been eliminated.
Further, we have noticed indications pointing to the reign of
Michael III.

IV. CoNcLUSIONS AS TO THE SOURCES OF Booxk I.

§ 89. We may now sum up the general conclusions which our
analysis yields as to the materials which Constantine VII wrought
into his first book. He speaks of his work as one of collection
(cvvabpoiafévra) as well as arrangement, and this shows that he
did not simply revise one older ceremonial book, but gathered
documents from different collections or sources. This evident
inference from his own statement was confirmed by the demon-
stration of Bieliaev that the ecclesiastical ceremonies were derived
from two distinet collections.

In the light of our examination of the work we may infer that
the following main sources were at the disposal of Constantine :
(1) The sixth-century mo\etiky katdoracts, from which he tran-
scribed the concluding chapters of the book (84-95), as possessing
antiquarian interest. (2) A ceremonial book of the Isaurian period.
This period must have witnessed a general revision of court cere-
monial, rendered necessary by the reorganisation of the official
world. Such a book, required for the use of the court, was
probably kept up to date and augmented by new additions by the
praepositus or the official known as o 7is raTasTdoews, Who
directed the ceremonies. Thus the descriptions of special cere-
monies performed under Constantine V may have been added to a
collection which had originated under Leo III. (8) Our evidence
points to the reign of Michael III as another stage in the history
of the ceremonial. On general grounds this is not unexpected.
The restoration of image-worship furnishes a particular motive for
revision at that epoch. The ecclesiastical ceremonies arranged
under iconoclastic sovrans required alterations. These ceremonies
have been so carefully revised or rewritten that we find no indi-
cations pointing beyond the reign of Michael III. It is impossible
to say whether the secular ceremonies were as carefully worked up.
Those descriptions in which we find marks of the Isaurian
period may have been taken by Constantine from the Isaurian
book and not from the revised book of the ninth century. This
latter book received additions and modifications in the reign of
Leo VI, and was the actual ceremonial book up to the time of
Constantine’s compilation, though not in all respects up to date.
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It seems to me probable that the acta of the demes were not
included in this book, but formed (4) a separate collection. For
these acta specially concerned the officers of the demes, and did
not directly concern the palace officials who arranged the general
ceremonial. This difference of origin would account for the differ-
ence in the arrangement of the feasts of the ecclesiastical year in
the acta (c. 2 sqq.) and in the general ceremonies (see above, § 20).
The idea of a ceremonial book including the acta would have been
due to Constantine VII.*

If these conclusions are right we can understand Constantine’s
precise description of his own editorial work. He found the
material, he says, y08nv te kal omopadnv éxrelspéva. It was
disordered (y©¥8nv), because the ceremonial book had grown, new
ceremonies being added as they occurred, and consequently not
occupying the place in the general order which their date or their
nature would assign to them. It was scattered (cmopadny), because
the acta had to be sought in a different place, and probably the
older book of the Isaurian period contained ceremonies (e.g. cc. 43,
44) omitted in its revision. Further, Constantine describes some
of his material as 2fityha dvra #dn kai TG épovTi Ypove
cuyyeynpakéta kal Sgov obmww wpos avvmapflav mepioTioeasfal
wéAhovra. This probably refers to some of the ancient ceremonies,
like the Gothic game (c. 83), in which the Latin formulae were
extensively retained, and suggests that they did not occur in the
latest ceremonial book (or books). The Gothic game, for instance,
may have been preserved in the archives of the demes.

With such materials Constantine had to do much in the way of
arrangement to produce sipuds Tis kal Takis Nehoyiopévy. 1t is for
collection and arrangement that he takes credit. We were able to
detect one case where he changed the order in which two cere-
monies had stood in a previous edition (above, § 84). There may
be another more remarkable instance. In c. 18 (p. 109, 3) we read,
6 Baciiels . . . aTéperar Umo TOD mWpavmosiTov Sia TO Shws ds
avorépw epntar Epmrpocle BapBdatwy w) orépeabar. Nothing of
the kind has been said in the previous pages. But in c. 66
(p. 298, 8) we find, xpn eidévar 67 dvédmiov o Bacilels oldémore
oréperas, € adris Ths apxfs TavTys Ths mapadocews ¢ulatTo-
wévns. It is possible, however, that this taboo was mentioned in
the lost part of c. 90, and therefore we cannot infer with certainty
that c. 66 preceded c. 18 in the ninth-century ceremonial book.

Comparative analysis of the details of the ceremonies may
discover new criteria for chronological discrimination. The secular
ceremonies have still to be examined with the same care which
Bieliaev bestowed on the ecclesiastical.

s+ This may also apply to the descriptions of some of the Hippodrome ceremonies.
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§ 40. It has been hinted in the foregoing investigation that
the editorial activity of Constantine was not confined to collection,
selection, arrangement, and the insertion of notes (whether by way
of addition or by way of correction), but that he may also have
revised the text of some of the ceremonial descriptions which he
incorporated. From the nature of the case it would be difficult to
prove this directly if we did not accidentally possess the pro-
ceedings éml mpoaywyy Snuapyov (in c¢. 55), in two forms, which
follow each other in the manuscript. The duplicateis printed by Reiske
in his Commentary (p. 289). There are a number of variations
which are not due to scribal inaccuracy. The document in the
text is more carefully written and shows some superiorities in
gyntax and style to the duplicate. It also presents curtailments,
one or two additions, and a number of small differences not
affecting the general sense. I may give one illustration :—

TexT (p. 271).

Xxpy 8¢ ywdokew 8 mpolap-
Bdvovaw els Tov olkov TOD wpo-
BAnbévros 6 adrds yerovidpyms kal 6
vordpios kal of Aourol kal loravrat
JeTa 70V pépous edpyuodvres TOV TpPO-

Reisge (p. 290).
mpo Tod 8¢ pfdaar Tov Sjpapxov
wpolapBdvovaty § Te yerovidpxns Kai
6 vordplos perd kal TOV pépovs kai
loTavraw kal eddnpodow Tov Sjpapyov
els Tov muA@va adTod.

BAnbévra €is Tov muldva adrod.

Observe the introduction of the transitional ypn 8¢ ywoorew
(ep. above, § 80).

The nature of the variations enables us to solve the problem
which puzzled Reiske. Qui factum fuerit ut hoc caput in M bis
scriberetur, aliquali tamen cum discrepantia, mnon exputo. The
solution is that the second is the older draft, the first a revised and
improved copy of it, made for insertion in Constantine’s com-
pilation. The second was transcribed, through pure carelessness,
instead of another document. For there is a heading toit: dxToroyia
TV Sjpwy Eml mwpoaywyy Snuapyov. Instead of copying these acta
the copyist inadvertently transcribed the discarded draft of the
ceremony which he had just written out in its revised form.

This case permits us to infer that others too of the ceremonial
descriptions which were taken from older collections into the new
compilation have been stylistically and otherwise revised in Con-
stantine’s literary workshop. Constantine had his standard of
style even for the ¢pdoes xabwurnuévn, and was, in this respect, as
we shall presently see, prepared to be critical.

V. THE TREATISE mepi Tdv Bacihikdv Tafediwv.
§ 41. In the Leipzig MS. the treatise ¢ De Cerimoniis ’ begins on

f. 21v. Ff. 1-21r contain two short pieces which, though they
have nothing to do with the ceremonies, have been strangely and
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injudiciously printed as ¢ Appendix ad librum primum.’ % The first
of these pieces (ff. 1-4r) is clearly a fragment. There is no title or
introduction ; it opens abruptly with a list of stations (dmAnkTa) at
which the emperor halts on a military journey through Asia Minor.
The second piece has a full title, and is dedicated by Constantine
to his son Romanus. It is concerned with the arrangements for
military expeditions, in which the emperor personally takes part.

The author’s prefatory remarks to this treatise are interesting.
He caused a search to be made in the palace for memoranda bearing
on the subject. He found none, but subsequently (3yr& xal udAis)
he discovered the existence of a work, in the monastery of Sigriane,
by Leo Katakylas,” a magister who became a monk. It was
written by order of Leo VI. Paying a tribute to the writer’s piety,
Constantine is severe upon his want of literary education (maidela
‘EXAnvien) and his barbarous style. Nor was Leo’s work complete.
It hardly contained a third of the information which Constantine
promises. Constantine also makes the important observation that
the Tdfus Te kal axorovBia observed on these expeditions was handed
down from the Isaurian period.”

Now the subject of this treatise and that of the fragment which
precedes it are precisely the same. The theme is thus stated by
Constantine in his preface (456, 6): dvayxaiotepor 82 Ti dA\\o
yévotto molepukils evTohulas kal THs TOV wWpoydvwy Talaids
giraias v év mohéuous elyov 7o mpdTepoy Bacihikois TaEei8lots
«atdoracw ; the headings of the two sections contained in the
fragment are: vmdfsois TV PBacihikdr Tafedlowv kal
vmépvnats Ty dmhiktwy, and Soa el mapapurdrrew PBaciéws
péX\ovtos TaEu8every. It is impossible to suppose that we have
to do with two distinct works. The fragment is evidently part, or
was intended to form part, of the treatise which follows it.
Either some of the pages of the original manuseript got misplaced
or, as is much more probable, these two sections had been prepared
for incorporation in the treatise but had not been incorporated, and
were found in physical juxtaposition with it by that redactor, who is
responsible for the form in which the ¢ De Cerimoniis’ has come
down. We have therefore to do with a single treatise, which
might be called mepi Tdv Baocihikdv Tafedlwv, and which in
histories of literature should be dissociated from the work on the
ceremonies and hold a distinet place of its own. J. B. Bury.

% This misled Rambaud (op. cit. p. 129) into supposing that the two books were
separated ‘par deux appendices’ in the MS. Krumbacher (Gesch. der Byz. Litt.),
who seldom overlooks anything, has overlooked the so-called Appendix.

3¢ For his career see De Boor, Vita Euthymii, pp. 140-2.

" The treatise contains one section (pp. 495-8) which is evidently transcribed from
a document of the time of Justinian. It refers to an entry of that emperor into the
capital (in a.M. 6033). We are here in the days of Persian wars, and consistorian
counts, and tribunes, and protectores.
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