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‘PREFACE

For this book, so far as its purpose is concerned,
perhaps no apology is needed.. It aims at con-
structing a history, at once broad and detailed, of
the Saracen conquest of Egypt. No such history
has yet been written, although scattered essays on
the subject may be found from Gibbon onwards—
brief sketches or chapters in some wider treatise
upon the Roman or the Arab empire, Indeed the
fact that no serious and minute study upon the
conquest exists in any language is not a little
‘remarkable: but it has been mainly due to two
causes—the scantiness of the material accessible to
ordinary students, and the total want of agreegment
among the authorities, familiar or unfamiliar, eastern
or western,

The subject consequently has been wrapped in
profound obscurity; to enter upon it was to enter
a gloomy labyrinth of contradictions. This may
seem exaggerated language : but it is no more than
the truth, and it is borne out by the opinion of a
very well-known writer, Mr. E. W. Brooks, who,says:
““There is scarcely any important event in history of
which the accounts are so vague and so discrepant
as the capture of Alexandria. The whole history of
the irruption of the Saracens into the [Roman]
empire is indeed dark-and obscure: but of all the
events of this dark period the conquest of Egypt is
the darkest!” To render this obscurity in some

Y Byzantinische Zeitschrifi, 1895, p. 435.
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degree luminous, to bring together the results of
recent inquiry, turning to use the mass of fresh
material now available, to test the oriental authorities
one against another and to set them in comparison
with other groups of authorities, and so by the light
of research and criticism to place the study of this
period on a scientific basis—that at least is the
design’ with which this work has been undertaken.
How far the achievement falls short of the design
I am fully conscious. In some cases the method
failed: it was, in the words of Maeterlinck,
‘like turning a magnifying glass on silence and
darkness.” In other cases failure has been due to
my own shortcomings, such as the slightness of my
acquaintance with Arabic, and the difficulty of
carrying on in isolated fraginents of leisure a work
demanding concentration of mind and close and
continuous study. Nevertheless the result will, it is
hoped, provoke further inquiry. Certainly I have
been forced to disagree with nearly all the received
conclusions upon the-subject of the conquest. Even
in the most recent historians it will be found that
the outline of the story is something as follows:
that before the actual invasion of Egypt the country
was laid under tribute to the Arabs by Cyrus for
threeor more years; that the refusal of the tribute
by Manuel occasioned the invasion; that the
Mukaukas, who was a Copt, sided with the Arabs;
that the Copts generally hailed them as deliverers
and rendered them every assxstance and that
Alexandria after a long 51ege full of romantic epi-
sodes, was captured by storm. Such is the received
account. . It may seem presumptuous to say that it
is untrue from beginning to end, but to me no other
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conclusion is possible. Yet every one of these
statements, when its foundation is discovered, is
seen to rest on a truth or a half-truth; and nothing
is more interestihg than to trace the manner 4n
which facts have been misplaced or misunderstood,
and so used in the construction of false history or
legend.

Fault may perhaps be found with the fullness of
the notes in places. The answer is that in dealing
with a vast mass of controversial and contradictory
matter I have felt bound to give both my authorities
and my reasons at more length than would have
been requisite in dealing with simpler materials. So
too of the Appendices, which are very copious. But
it was absolutely necessary to construct for oneself
the whole framework both of the history and of the
chronology. It was impossible, for example, to
write about the conquest until one had determined
who the Mukaukas was, or until one had worked out
the scheme of chronology. It would not have done
merely to state what are often quite novel con-
clusions without setting out the data on which they
are founded ;- and those data are exceedingly com-
plex, whether the question be the personality of Al
Mukaukas, or the chronology of the Persian or of
the Arab conquest.

In regard to the scope of the work, it seemed that
the mere invasion of Egypt by the Arabs should
not be treated as an isolated event, that its historic
significance could only be rightly understood in rela-
tion to those great movements which brought the
ancient empires of Rome and Persia into collision
with the rising empire of Arabia. In some such way
alone could the conquest be shown in its true per-



vi Preface

pective. The reign of Heraclius offers an obvious
starting-point, and happens to begin with some very
vivid but almost unknown pictures from scenes in
Egypt. It covers too the downfall of Persia, the
active life of Mohammed, the loss of Jerusalem and
Syria to the Caesars, and the Persian conquest of
Egypt by Chosroes; and it illustrates the political
and religious causes which were at work preparing
the way for the sword of Islim and the Kuran. At
the same time the action of events passing outside
the borders of Egypt has for the most part been
traced but lightly and kept subordinate to the main
purpose of the book.

The sources and authorities for the history of the
period chosen require some discussion. Of the short
notices in western writers of more modern date
Ockley’s romantic H7story of the Saracens is almost
as well known as Gibbon’s Roman Empire. Sharpe’s
Egypt under the Romans is not of much value.
More recent information is given in Prof. Bury's
edition of Gibbon, and the same writer's Lafer
Roman Empive; in Mr. Milne's Egypt under the
Romans; and in Prof. S. Lane-Poole’s Egypt in the
Middle Ages and.his Cazro in the ‘Mediaeval Towns’
Series. Weil's Geschickte dev Chalifen is valuable,even
indispensable,but somewhat outof date. Von Ranke’s
Weltgeschickte contains a passage on the conquest and
an essay on Amru in Aegypten, which rehearse the
conventional story. Indeed Von Ranke’s opinion may
be summed up in his own words : ¢ The conquest of
Egypt resulted from the desertion of a treacherous
ruler - of the Copts to the Arab standard’'—
an opinion which can no longer hold the field. Of

! Vol. v. pt. i. p. 143 ; the Essay id,, pt. il. pp. 268 seq.
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the larger French histories one must mention de
Saint-Martin’s edition of Le Beau's Histoire du Bas
Empire, to which later writers add little or nothing.
Thus. the passage in Sédillot's Histoive Générale
des Arabes upon the conquest contains scarcely one
accurate sentence. Even C. Diehl can write in his
admirable Afriqgue Byzantine, ‘Les Coptes embras-
s€rent presque sans résister le parti de 'envahisseur
et assurérent par leur défection la victoire des
Musulmans’ (p. 553)- But Renaudot's Historia
Patriarcharum Alexandrinorum is a work of pro-
found scholarship and research, and its importance is
undiminished, as far as it goes. The learned works
of Quatremére, who was remarkable alike for the
range of his knowledge and the acumen of his judge-
ments, have lost little of their value for students of
Egyptian history. Yet even if western accounts
were less defective, a fresh inquiry of this kind must
be based on the original authorities. Of these the
Greek writers are very disappointing. 7/eophahes,
who wrote in 813, has wholly misunderstood the
Arab conquest. His brief and hurried summary
confuses the first and second capture of Alexandria—
though he mentions neither—invents a treaty with
the Arabs previous to the invasion, and is void of all
perspective. He is thus responsible for a good deal
of false history. Nzcephorus is somewhat better, but
unfortunately there is a blank in his text from 641
to 668 : what remains is a ‘mere list of defeated
generals’ Both writers are fragmentary: they
disagree with each other : and in both the chronology
is impossible. Fokn Moschus,as well as the Patriarchs
of Jerusalem, Zacharias and Sophronius, are religious
writers of the late sixth or early seventh century,
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from whose works some -incidental references to
events preceding the conquest may be gathered.
Leontius of Neapolis in Cyprus has left an interesting
biography of John the Almoner, Patriarch of .Alex-
andria, which is useful for the Persian conquest and
has been admirably edited by Gelzer. The Chronicon
Paschale or Alexandyinum was probably written in
the early seventh century in Egypt, but does not go
down to the conquest; while the Latin Chronicon
Orientale of Echellensis is dated 1238 A. D.

The Armenian authorities seem almost useless for
the conquest of Egypt, though they deal in great
detail with' the wars of the Roman Empire against
Persia, and the loss of Syria. The bishop *Sebeos
wrote a history, which has appeared in Russian, and
which Mr. Conybeare has edited with an English
translation, but not yet published : it throws a good
deal of light on this period, but little or none on
Egypt. Mickael the Syrian, edited by Langlois,
sedms to follow Theophanes: Chabot's far better
edition is not yet complete. The Syrian EZjak of
Nisibes exists in MS. in the British Museum, but
a portion relating to the Arab conquest has been
published by Bithgen.

Coming now to Egyptian writers, one must place
first and foremost 7okn of Nikiou, a Coptic bishop
who wrote in Egypt towards the end of the seventh
century, and was born probably about the time of
the conquest. His history of the world was originally
written partly in Coptic and partly in Greek, but it
seems to have been translated into Arabic at a very
early date. On this Arabic was founded the only
surviving version of John's Chronicle, which is in
Ethiopic, and which Zotenberg has translated and
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edited. Where the text is clear and uncorrupted, it
is of extreme value : but most unhappily it is almost
a complete blank from the accession of Heraclius to
the arrival of the Arabs before Babylon: thus the
story of the Persian conquest and the recovery of
Egypt has dropped out, and the history of the later
stages of the Arab conquest is in such a tumbled
and topsy-turvy state that the true order and
meaning of the narrative are almost past the power
of criticism to reconstitute. Yet certain cardinal
facts are established which, though at variance with
later Arab tradition, must be regarded as of absolutely
unimpeachable authority, and as furnishing a firm
and sure basis for the study of this epoch. Indeed
it is the acquisition of John’s MS. by the British
Abyssinian expedition which has made it possible to
write a history of the Arab conquest of Egypt. It
is much to be hoped that a Coptic or Arabic version
of John of Nikiou, anterior to the Ethiopic, may one
day be discovered!. Dr. Schifer has already found
in the Berlin Museum a Sa‘idic fragment of six
leaves showing, as Mr. Crum notes, a remarkably
close relation to John’s Chronicle. Zotenberg’s
edition is defective in some points of translation and
in the calculation of dates; but scholars are awaiting
with much interest the appearance of. Dr. Charles’
English translation.

1 M. Amélineau in his Vie du Patriarche Copte Isaac (p. xxiv. n.)
professes to know of an Arabic MS. of John’s Chronicle. In reply
to my inquiry asking where this precious document is to be found,
he will only say that it is ‘au fond d’une province de I'Egypte’—
a remark which does not illuminate the mystery.: On p. xxvi of
the same work is a critique strangely depreciating both John and

his history : a critique with which I disagree as decidedly as
I disagree with M. Amélineau’s chronology of this ‘period.
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Of early Coptic MSS. very few are known with
any bearing on ‘the subject. . The Bodleian frag-
ment of the Life of Benjamin has been edited by
Amélineau (Fragments Coptes pour servir @ I Histoire
de la Conguéte de I Egyple in Fournal Asiatique for
1888) : and the same scholar has published the Life
of Samuel of Kalamtn in Monuments pour servir
& I Histoive de I’ Egypte Chyétienne aux IV -VII*
Stzécles. An Ethiopic version of this same Life of
Samuel, Vida do Abba Samuel do Mosteiro do
Kalamon, has been published by F. M. E. Pereira,
who has also edited from the Ethiopic a Vida do
Abba Daniel. To Amélineau also we owe the
Life of Pisentios and the Life of the Patriarch Isaac
—both seventh-century ‘Coptic documents with
passages of great interest: and the Arabic Life of
Shenoudi, also edited by Amélineau, is certainly
based on a Coptic original. But the historical
value of these Coptic documents is not very great.
The writers were set upon recording matters of
Church interest—the more miraculous the better—
and their minds were almost closed to the great
movements of the world about them. It is useless
lamenting that, where they might have told us so
much, they furnish only a few scanty and incidental
allusions to contemporary history.

But the regret is all the keener because John of
Nikiou and other writers of the seventh century
are divided by a great gulf from the Arabic writers
—a gulf of nearly two centuries. It is true that
there is some hope of bridging the gulf when the
immense mass of Faylm and other papyri comes to
be examined. Those at present published by Drs.
Grenfell and Hunt and by Mr. Crum are of little avail
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for the conquest : but the Arabic papyri, which Prof,
Karabacek is editing, will certainly throw light upon
it, as is proved by his already published catalogue
of samples shown at the Vienna Exhibition, in
which letters occur from actors in the conquest
named both by John of Nikiou and by Arab
historians.

Of the Arab historians one cannot pretend to give
an exhaustive list, but a brief notice of the principal
ones may be useful’. One of the earliest and the
most esteemed of the Arab writers was A/ Wakidi
(747-823 A.D.), whose work is lost save for copious
extracts and allusions which survive in other
historians. Those works, such as K7/d6 Futik
Misr, which bear his name, are wrongly attributed
to him, but are often for convenience cited as his
rather than clumsily ascribed to ‘ Pseudo-Wakidaeus.’

Al Balddhuri (806-92) was educated at Bagh-
dad but frequented the court of various caliphs.
He wrote circa 868 the Futdh al Buldén—a book
of conquests arranged according to countries or
provinces. If not quite the earliest or the fullest,
he is certainly among the most valuable authorities :
but he makes it clear that even in the ninth century
there was great difference of opinion upon the
details of the conquest of Egypt. His name is
derived from éalddhur or anacardium, an overdose of

! Further information may be found in Mr. E. W. Brooks’
articles, (1) On the Chronology of the Conquest of Egypt by the Saracens,
in Byzantinische Zeitschrift for 1895 ; (2) The Arabs in Asia Minor,
in _Journal of Hellenic Studies, vol. xviii, 1898 ; (3) Byzantines and
Arabs in the time of the Early Abbasids, in English Historical
Review for Oct., 1900 : see also Mr. Guest’s article on the writers

quoted by Al Makrizt in Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society for
Jan. 1902,
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which caused his death. Al Balddhuri was unknown
to Weil,

Ion *Abd al Hakam died at Fustit in 870. His
work exists only in a unique unpublished MS. at
Paris, but arrangements are being made for its
publication, to which oriental scholars look forward
with keen interest. Copious extracts from this
writer are given both by later Arabic historians and
by Weil and Quatremere. There is a good deal of
romance mingled with history in Ibn ‘Abd al
Hakam'’s chronicle ; but a critical edition of it would
be of very great importance.

There are a number of early geographical writers
in Arabic from whom many notes and references of.
historical value may be gathered. The text of
most of them may be found in De Goeje’s Bibliotheca
Geographica Arabica. Among them may be named
Al Istakhri (probably ninth century); A%’ Késim
tn Haukal (flor. circa 960); Shams ad Din al
Makdast; Ién Rustak and Ién al Fakik(flor. circa
900) ; Jén Wadkik or Al Ya'k#bt (died 874), a very
valuable authority, but again unknown to Weil ; and
Al Mas'tdi (flor. circa 960), a careful observer, and
of great importance for the monuments of Alexandria.

Ion Kutaibalk (828-89) has left in his K7#46 al
Ma'drif a sort of historical and biographical lexicon,
as Wiistenfeld says, ‘the oldest among all the
purely historical works of the Arabs now extant’:
but he seems to have written entirely from oral
tradition without the use of books. His writings are
much quoted by later Arab authors, although, as
might be expected, his matter is generally meagre
and his style sketchy.

We now come to a writer of high repute and, for
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the most part, of high importance, 4t 7abar? (839~
923). Born in Tabaristdn, whence his name, after
receiving a very good education he travelled in
Irak, Syria, and Egypt, studying the Kurin, tradi-
tion, law and history. Returning he settled at
Baghdad and engaged in teaching and writing. His
narrative is as a rule painstaking, minute, and
circumstantial, but most unfortunately it is singularly
wanting for the conquest of Egypt. For not only
is the recital exceedingly scanty, but Tabart’s ideas
of geography and of chronology are confused and
confusing, although the fault lie§ probably less with
the historian than with the copyists who cut down
the original, and had no knowledge to guide them
in their selection and rejection of different passages
and versions put side by side in the chronicle.
This may explain the curious fact that he seems to
place the capture of Alexandria de¢fore the capture
of Memphis or Misr.

The Christian writer Sa'?d ibn Batrik is too well
known under his more usual name of Euéyckius
to need many words. He was born at Fustit in
876 and died in 940. A distinguished student of
medicine, theology, and history, he became Melkite
Patriarch from 933 to his death. His annals end in
938. He wove together in a very readable but
uncritical story the various threads of narrative
found in his authorities, and he has preserved,many
details of great interest. His chronology has a fixed
ertor of eight years apart from any eccentricity.
Another Christian, the Coptic bishop of Ushmfinain,
Severus, tbn Mukaffa’, has written a Lives of the
Patriarchs which is unpublished and little known,
save for the use which Renaudot has made of the
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work. There are three known MSS.. of this author,
one at the British Museum of about fifteenth
century, one at the Biblioth¢que Nationale of about
fourteenth, and one considerably earlier—perhaps
twelfth century—in the possession of Marcus Simai-
kah Bey at Cairo. While for matters of Church
history Severus is valuable, his authority upon
secular history is slender. He lived in the tenth
century, but the exact date of his death has not
been ascertained. The Paris MS. has a preface
written by Mahbtb ibn Manstr, a deacon of Alex-
andria in the latter half of the eléventh century,
who edited the ‘Lives.” In his own preface Severus
says that he had recourse to some Copts to get
Greek and Coptic documents turned into Arabic,
as the two former languages even then were un-
known to most Christians. This is interesting both
as showing the state of decay reached by Coptic
and Greek, and as showing Severus’' own ignorance
of both languages. Indeed the evidence as regards
Coptic is so remarkable as to seem barely credible
(see the Paris Catalogue of MSS., ed. de Slane,
p- 83).

From the ecclesiastical history of the Egyptian
Severus we pass to a treatise on political jurispru-
dence by A/ Ma'wardi of Baghdad (975-1058). As
lawyer, judge, and statesman he attained a very
high position, and was no less remarkable for his
acumen and learning than for his integrity and
independence of character. His Political Constitu-
tions is a work of great ability and research, and
the main source of our knowledge on the principles
of Muslim taxation, as well as upon many other
matters of law and custom.
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With this exception, from the tenth century we
have to leap across another gap to the twelfth,
in which we find the geography of A/ Idrisi,
who was a great traveller, and at the age of about
60 in the year 1154 was an honoured guest at
the court of Roger II in Sicily. Idris’s writings
contain a mass of valuable information. A little
later are the annals of Zén al Athir (1160-1232);
those of Aé# Silif his contemporary, who wrote
circa 1200 and may have been born a few years
before Ibn al Athir; and also the biographical
dictionary of /én Khallifedn. Ibn al Athir was a
native of Mesopotamia, but studied chiefly at Mausil
and Baghdad. Most of his life was spent in study
or literary work, but he cannot be regarded for
our purpose as other than an inferior authority.
His account of the conquest seems based on a
bad epitome of Tabari, and it only multiplies per-
plexity : yet, curiously enough, when once the
dark passage of the conquest is over, his Fawnltless
Clronicle, as he called it, begins to increase in
value. It seems as if there were a fate consigning
the conquest to oblivion. Ibn Khallikdn, who was
a personal friend ‘of Ibn al Athir, has left a most
useful work in his Biograplies, from which I have
drawn much information. There is an excellent
edition of the book in French by MacGuckin de
Slane. Abt Salih’s history of the Churckes and
Monasteries of Egypt is now well known owing to
Mr. B. T. Evetts’ Oxford edition. -

The Short Egyptian History of ‘Abd al Latif
has long been known from White's edition with
Latin translation. Born in 1161 at Baghdad, the
writer saw a good deal of the war with the Crusaders
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in the time of Saladin, though he was no soldier.
But he travelled all over the Levant, and stayed a
great deal in Egypt, where he first went to hear the
wisdom of Maimonides. As doctor, philosopher, and
historian he won a very great reputation for learn-
ing; but his contribution to the history of Egypt
is marred both by brevity and by discursiveness.

Yakdt (1178-1228) is an interesting person and
for the most part a sound authority. Borna Roman
subject, he was sold as a slave at Baghdad to a
merchant and was sent on trading journeys to the
Persian Gulf. He parted on some quarrel from his
master and took to study, while earning his living
as a copyist. By 1200 he had become reconciled
to his master, and again was trading to the island
of Kis; but upon his return he found the merchant
dead. He then turned bookseller, author, and
traveller. About 1213 he visited Tabriz, Syria,
Mausil, and Egypt: two years later he went east-
ward from Damascus, and at the well-stocked library
of Merv laid the foundation .of his Geographical
Dictianary, the rough draft of which he finished in
1224. But he found it necessary to make a second
journey to Alexandria, and his fair copy was not
begun till 1227 in Aleppo. In the midst of his
labours he died in the following year. It is much
to be regretted that he was unable to revise what
still remains a work of great historical as well as
geographical importance.

The Chronicle of A/ Makin or Ién al ‘Amid,
called the History of the Muslims, is a collection of
scanty notes arranged according to chronology. The
book is well known from the text and Latin transla-
tion published by Erpenius in 1625 ; and it has been
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much quoted by Gibbon and others, to whom it was
one of the few Arabic authorities accessible. Less
well known is Renaudot’s judgement: ‘qui Elmacinum
sequuntur, si Arabice nesciant, non ipsum sed inter-
pretem sequi deprehenduntur, qui, ut in multis saepe
falsus est, ita circa annorum Arabicorum cum Romanis
comparationem saepissime’ (H7st. Pat. Alex. p. 172):
and again in regard to dates,‘infinitis exemplis constat
hallucinari saepissime Elmacinum’ (id, ib.). Makin
seems, as Renaudot shows, to have founded his
chronicle, or a large part of it, on Severus—a fact
which accounts for some of its untrustworthiness.
The date of Makin’s birth is circa 1205, but his
history stops short of his own time by about a
century. Although he was an Egyptian Christian,
his work must be regarded as of small value to the
student of Egyptian history.

Abh’! Faraj (1226-86), called also Barhebraeus
from his Jewish extraction, was born at Malatia
in Armenia. He is well known from the Hzstoria
Dynastiarum, edited by Pococke with a Latin
translation. This history, written in Arabic, is
an abridgement by Abt 'l Faraj of a larger work
written in Syriac. It contains the first detailed
statement of the alleged burning of the Alexandrian
library, but adds very little to our knowledge of the
Arab conquest. The Clhronicon Ecclesiasticum in
Syriac by the same writer treats rather of the Syrian
than the Alexandrian Church, but yields a few facts
of value for our period. AbQ’l Farajwasa Jacobite
Christian, who became bishop and finally Patriarch
of his community.

Another PBiographical Dictionary—that of An
Nawawt—contains a good deal which is of general

BUTLER b
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interest, though not much of direct bearing on the
conquest. He was born at Naw4 near Damascus in
1234; he devoted his life to study and teaching; and
he died of overwork. His tomb is still preserved,
and is revered as that of a saint. A/ Kazwtn?, who
died in 1283, has left a Book of the Monuments of the
Countries—a sort of guide to antiquities—which
I have found of service in questions of archaeology.

Tre Geography of Ab#t’l Fidd next claims mention.
Valuable in - itself, it is further enriched by the
excellent edition of Reinaud, the introduction to
which contains a very useful essay on the sources
of Arab geography in general. Aba 'l Fid4 was a
distinguished person. He came of the same family
as Saladin and was reared in the same school of
chivalry, delighting in battle from his very boyhood.
Yet his intellectual side was strongly developed. He
ended his life not merely as student and man of
letters, but as Sultan of the principality of Hamat,
where his court was the resort of men renowned
in-every branch of art and literature. He was born
in 1273 and died in 1331.

It may not be out of place, if, while speaking
of geography, I here refer in passing to Amélineau’s
Géographie de I'Egypte & I'Epoque Copte as an
extremely useful work of reference for place-names
both in Coptic and in Arabic, and also to Mr. Le
Strange’s essay on the Arab geographers in the
Introduction to his Palestine under the Moslems.

The name of Jén Khaldén (1332-1405) reminds
us of the western extension of the Muslim empire.
Though he himself was born at Tunis, his family
had long been settled in Spain, and left Seville for
Ceuta about a century before his birth. He studied
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first in Tunis and then in Tilimsin : later he fol-
lowed the Sultan of Granada back to Spain, and
in person negotiated the treaty with Don' Pedro
the Cruel, King of Castile, which enabled the Sultan
to re-enter his capital. Ibn Khaldfin's history, as it
survives, is blurred and darkened where it deals with
the conquest of Egypt; yet it has passages of great
value and striking authenticity.

In Al Makrizt (1365-1441) we have an Egyptian
authority, a Cairene by birth. His well-known
Al Khitat wal Athdr is a monument of laborious
compilation. He was a most voluminous writer, and
he had access to a vast number of authorities, the
greater part of whose works have absolutely perished.
Accordingly he is, in mere point of matter, the most
important of our authorities. But among his sources
are very many authorities of small value, and ob-
scure or even apocryphal writers, Hence with all
his zeal and his labour Makrizi cannot be said
to show any real critical or constructive power in
dealing " with the mass of rough material at his
disposal.

To Ién Hajar al Askalént (1372-1448) we owe
another Dictionary of Biography, which is useful for
the life of ‘Amr and other leaders at the time of the
conquest. Born at Ascalon, as his name denotes,
he travelled a great deal in Syria, Arabia, and Egypt.
He made the pilgrimage when he was ten years old,
turned successively merchant, poet,and man of letters,
and died at a ripe old age in Cairo.

Ab# 'l Makédsin (1409—69) was the son of a slave
whom'the Sultan Barkok raised to be governor first
of Aleppo, then of Damascus: but the historian

himself was born in Cairo and there educated,
b 2
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counting Makrizt among his teachers. His history of
Egypt is compiled on much the same method as
that employed by Makrizi, i. e. he sets out different
versions of an event with little or no attempt to
criticize or decide between them.

The last of the historians to be named here is
As Suytitt (1445-1505), whose Husn al Mukidarak
is largely founded upon Makrizt, from whom he
borrows whole passages werbatim. SuyQti was
a native of Cairo, though his family, originally of
Persian extraction, had been settled for nearly three
centuries at Si0t in Upper Egypt. His father was
a Cadi in Cairo, who taught in the Shaikaniah and
preached in the mosque of Ibn Taltn. He began
to write at a very early age, and boasted that his
works were known in Asia Minor, Syria, Arabia,
North Africa, and even Ethiopia: but his vanity and
pugnacity made him very unpopular, and after losing
or-resigning the various professorships which he held,
he retlred in dudgeon to the Isle of Raudah, where
he died. His history shows many signs of de-
generacy even in comparison with his immediate
predecessors ; but it is true of him, as of the others,
that his selection of versions or traditions contains
points of information or interest overlooked or
rejected in other selections.

But there is one other writer of considerable
importance, not a historian but a writer on topo-
graphy and archaeology, whose work was only
discovered in 1891. I refer to Zém Dukmik, who
was apparently an Egyptian, and who died in 1406.
The Arabic text has been published by Dr. Vollers,
whose preface appreciates very justly the remarkable
-erudition of the author. The main purpose of the
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work is indicated by its title—Description of Egypt—
and many of the facts which Ibn Dukmék preserves,
especially in relation to the antiquities of Fustit and
of Alexandria, are entirely novel and extraordinarily
interesting. To give one example, he shows that
the original gateway of the Roman fortress under
the church of Al Mu‘allakah was in ordinary daily
use in the year 1400. It is to be hoped that Dr.
Vollers may publish a translation of this curious
work.

These then are the chief oriental authorities which.
I have drawn upon for this history. Not one of
them contains a clear, a connected, or, as I am bound
to say, an accurate account of the Arab conquest.
Their confusion of dates, of events, and of persons
almost passes belief. The confusion of the chrono-
logy, and the labour it took to build a scheme both
for the Persian and for the Arab conquest, may partly
be judged from the Appendices. Theodore, the
Roman commander-in-chief, seems unknown to the
Arab writers, being confounded with some subordinate
leader : Cyrus is confounded with Benjamin: the
capture of the town of Misr is confounded with the
taking of Egypt (Misr), and with the capture of
Alexandria: the Treaty of Babylon is confounded with
the Treaty of Alexandria: and the first surrender of
Alexandria under treatyis confounded with the second
capture by storm at the time of Manuel's rebellion.
Of course I am very far from pretending to have
made all this tangle plain; but I have endeavoured
to trace the main sources of confusion and to get at
the facts underlying the discrepancies of the records.
1 have also tried to write without bias in favour
of either Copts or Arabs. Beginning my study with
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the prevalent opinion that the Copts sided gladly
with the Muslim invaders, I have been forced to the
conclusion that history in this has greatly maligned™
the Copts; and in the same way, beginning with the
common belief that the Arabs burned the library of
Alexandria, I have been forced to the conclusion
that history in this has greatly maligned the Arabs.
Both results were equally welcome ; for I have much
admiration for both peoples; but I hold a brief
for neither. . My one aim has been to discover
and set out the truth, but I may hope that both
Copts and Arabs will be interested in this attempt
to distinguish fact from falsehood and to throw
light upon a very dark chapter in the history of
Egypt.

In the spelling of Arabic words I have followed
generally the system adopted in the Clarendon Press
edition of Abt Salih, and sanctioned by the use
of many English scholars: but I have not thought
it necessary to transliterate in this manner words
which have become naturalized in English, as
Mokammed or Omar, Mecca or Cairo. In names of
persons and places to which the article A/is pre-
fixed, I have for the most part omitted the 4/ as is
done by Mr. Le Strange in his scholarly Bag/dad.
In certain cases it has proved far from easy to choose
between competing Greek, Coptic,and Arabic forms
of the same word: thus while, for example, I have
preferred the Graeco-Coptic Nikion, as the form
in use at the time of the conquest, to the Arabic
Nafkyds, which is practically a dead word to-day,
yet in speaking of the Fay#m 1 felt obliged to use
the familiar term rather than the Coptic Péom or the
Graeco-Roman Arsinoite Nome. These inconsis-
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tencies are often deliberate, therefore, even if wrong,
and must not at least be added to the list of un-
intended errors and imperfections in the book.

My thanks are due to the Rev. Dr. R. H. Charles
for the loan of his translation of John of Nikiou; to
Mr. F. C. Conybeare for the loan of an English
version of Sebeos; to Mr. B. T. Evetts for many
translations from Arabic authors; and to Mr. W. E.
Crum, Mr. E. W. Brooks, and Professor Vollers of
Jena, for valuable suggestions and criticisms. Among
those who helped me during a recent visit to Egypt
I must mention with gratitude His Eminence the
Shaikh Muhammad ‘Abduh, Grand Mufti of Egypt,
who presented me with his own notes and extracts
relating to the conquest; Marcus Simaikah Bey,
who helped me to collate his MS. of Severus and
rendered me most useful assistance in many forms
unsparingly ; Max Hertz Bey, who furnished me
with much information concerning the Roman fortress
at Babylon and other points of art and archaeology;
Capt. Lyons, R.E., of the Public Works Depart-
ment; Mons. P. Casanova, Director of the Institut
Frangais; and Mr. E. A. Floyer, Head of the
Telegraph Department, who aided me freely in
questions relating to place-names and topography
generally. Above all, my warmest acknowledgements
are due to my friend the Very Rev. Dean Butcher
of Cairo for the opportunity of revisiting Egypt in
connexion with this work, and for the unfailing
sympathy and encouragement with which he has
followed and lightened it.

A. J. B.

Oxrorp, Sept. 22, 1902.
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CHAPTER 1
REVOLT OF HERACLIUS

Brief sketch of the Emperors from Justinian to Maurice. The
Roman Empire in the reign of Phocas. State of Egypt. Revolt
of Pentapolis under the leadership of Heraclius. Plan of campaign.
The common story, as told by Gibbon, discredited. The Chronicle
of John, bishop of Nikiou in the Delta.

AT the opening of the seventh century the Roman
Empire seemed passing from decline to dissolution.
Sixty years earlier the power of Justinian had spread
from the Caucasus and Arabia in the east to the
Pillars of Hercules in the west, and his strong
personality so filled men’s minds that it seemed, as
the phrase ran, as if ‘the whole world would not
contain him 1.’ His splendour was equal to his power,
and for a while at least his wisdom was equal to his
splendour. Moreover his triumphs in the realms
of science and art were even more striking than his
exploits in war : for of the two foremost achievements
by which his name is remembered, the Code and
Digest of Justinian still remain the greatest master-
pieces of jurisprudence, while the Cathedral of
St. Sophia stands to all time as the most splendid
monument and model of Byzantine architecture.

But the menace of decay was felt even in Justinian’s
lifetime. To the mischief, moral and political, which
threatened the state, were added physical calamities.
The whole of the East was scourged by a plague,
which broke out at Pelusium, and swept through

1 Professor Bury, quoting from Procopius, History of the Later
Roman Empire, vol. i. pp. 470-1.
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Egypt to Libya and through Palestine to Persia
and Constantinople. After the plague came an earth-
quake, which wrought almost as much destruction
to the cities as the black death to the peoples of the
Empire. The last days of the great lawgiver were
clouded by a sense of gloom and foreboding. The
government was breaking up, even before his suc-
cessor Justin closed his brief and nerveless reign in
insanity. Tiberius, who came to the throne in 578,
gave some promise of better things. He might at
least have essayed to arrest the process of decay:
but his life was cut short before he could prove his
worth, and he bequeathed to Maurice a bankrupt
exchequer, a discontented people, and a realm out of
joint.

Only a man of the strongest brain and of unerring
judgement could have dealt with such a crisis: and
Maurice, though well-meaning, was not the man
for the task. That blind disregard of changing
circumstance which so often ruins the application
of wise principles marred and thwarted his policy.
His army reforms and his knowledge of military
tactics—on which he wrote excellently—could not
save his forces from defeat; while his zeal for
economy to repair the finances of the state failed in
its purpose, and so estranged and wearied his people,
that they tossed the crown contemptuously to an
illiterate and deformed rebel centurion—Phocas.

It now seemed as if nothing could save the Empire
from ruin. The only strength of Phocas was that
of a tyrant upheld by a licentious army and a corrupt
nobility—a strength which diminished with every
mile’s distance from the capital. Thus all the
provinces of the Empire lay under a kind of agony
of misrule, which was probably lightest in the regions
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torn by war with the Persians or with the northern
barbarians.

Certainly no part of the Roman dominion was in
worse plight than Egypt. There Justinian’s efforts
to force the orthodox religion on the nonconforming
Copts had been partly balanced by Theodora’s open
sympathy for their creed!: but all such sympathy
was recklessly cancelled by Justin. So the ancient
and bitter strife between the Melkite and Monophy-
site parties was more embittered than ever: and for
the Copts it filled the whole horizon of thought and
hope. Where the two mainsprings of government
were the religious ascendency and the material profit
of the Byzantine Court, and where the machinery
worked out steady results of oppression and misery,
it is small wonder that the clash of arms was often
heard in Alexandria itself, while not only was Upper
Egypt haunted by bands of brigands? and harried
by raids of Beduins or Nubians, but even the Delta
was the scene of riots and feuds little short of civil
war® The fact is that the whole country was in
a state of smouldering insurrection.

Phocas’ reign began on November 22, A.p. 602.
On that day he was crowned with all due solemnity
by the Patriarch Cyriacus in the church of St. John
at Constantinople, and entering the city by the
Golden Gate drove in state by the great colonnades
and through the principal streets amid crowds that
received him with joyful acclamations. By the

! See Prof. Bury's History of the Laler Roman Empire, vol. ii.
Pp. 8-9, where he quotes from R. Payne Smith’s translation of the
Syriac_Jokn of Ephesus a curious account of the conversion of the
Nobadae, who occupied a region east of the Nile in Upper Egypt.

* See John Moschus, Pratum Spirituale, ap. Migne, Patr. Gr.
C. I43.

’4_130hn of Nikiou (tr. Zotenberg), pp. 529 seq.

B 2
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beginning of the year 609 the Empire was ready for
revolution. It began at Pentapolis. The common
form which the story takes is that Crispus, who had
married the daughter of Phocas, incurred the Em:
peror’s furious resentment by setting up his own
statue with that of his bride in the Hippodrome:.
and that having thus quarrelled, he plotted rebellion
and invited Heraclius, the Prefect of Africa, to put
the scheme in action. The fact however is—and
Cedrenus expressly records it—that Heraclius was
planning insurrection unbidden of Crispus. Indeed
Crispus was not the man to take any initiative : but
when he heard of the unrest in Pentapolis, then he
ventured to send secret letters of encouragement,
and promised help in the event of Heraclius making
a movement on Constantinople. Heraclius himself
was somewhat old for an adventure of the kind '—
he cannot have been less than sixty-five—but in his
son and namesake, who was now in the prime of
life, and in Nicetas his friend and lieutenant-general,
he saw at once the fitting instruments of his design.
The plan of campaign has been much misunder-
stood. Gibbon lends the great weight of his
authority to the somewhat childish story that the
two commanders agreed upon a race to the capital,
the one advancing by sea and the other by land,
while the crown was to reward the winner2? They
were starting, be it remembered, from Cyrene?®:

! He had been commander-in-chief in the Persian wars under
Maurice.

3 Even Diehl adopts this legend: see L'Afrigue Byzanline,
p- §30.

8 Some authorities make Heraclius start from Carthage: but
from John of Nikiou it is fairly clear that the younger Heraclius
set out from Cyrene, and that some time after his departure
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and given anything like similar forces at starting,
surely a more unequal competition was never devised,
Heraclius had merely to cross the Mediterranean,
coast along Greece and Macedonia, and then to
fling his army on the capital : while Nicetas, accord-
ing to the received theory, marching to Egypt, had
to tear that country from the grasp of Phocas,
then to make a long and toilsome journey through
Palestine, Syria, Cilicia and Asia Minor, under such
conditions that even a succession of brilliant victories
or the collapse of all resistance would, in mere point of
time, put him out of the running for the prize. No:
if there was any idea at all of a race for empire,
which is extremely doubtful, the course was marked
out with far more simplicity and equality. For it
must be obvious that the province of Pentapolis
could not have furnished material for a very con-
siderable army, still less for two armies: and what
the leader of each expedition had to do was not
merely to set out for Byzantium, but to raise the
standard of revolt as he went, to gather supplies
and reinforcements, and then possibly to unite in
dealing a crushing blow at the capital. In pursu-
ance of this plan Heraclius was to adventure by sea
and Nicetas by land—unquestionably: but what
Gibbon and the Greek historians have failed to
see clearly is this—that while the immediate objec-
tive of Heraclius was Thessalonica, that of Nicetas
was Alexandria : and that all depended on the acces-
sion or subjugation of these two towns for the
success of the enterprise,

It is hardly doubtful that Heraclius had intimate
relations with the people of Thessalonica, or at

the elder Heraclius made an expedition against Carthage and after
capturing the city took up his residence there.
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least with a party among them: while Nicetas
calculated on a welcome or a slight resistance in
Egypt, though, as will be shown, his calculations
were upset by the unforeseen intervention of a
formidable enemy. But I must again insist—in
opposition to Gibbon—that Nicetas’ one aim was
the conquest of Egypt: that Egypt was the pivot on
which his combinations with Heraclius turned, and
the only barrier between him and Constantinople :
and that, when once he possessed the recruiting-
ground and the granary of the Nile together with
the shipping and dockyards of Alexandria, it would
have been madness to plunge through Syria and
Asia instead of moving straight to the Dardanelles
and joining forces with Heraclius.

This then was the plan: Heraclius with his
galleys was to make for Thessalonica and there
prepare a formidable fleet and army, while Nicetas
was to occupy Alexandria—the second city of the
Empire—so as at once to cut off the corn supplies
from Constantinople, and to secure the strongest
base for equipping an armament against Phocas,
or at least to prevent his deriving help from that
quarter 1,

The whole incident is dismissed by the well-known
Byzantine historians in a few lines, and the part
played by Egypt in the revolution has hitherto
scarcely been suspected. But an entirely new
chapter of Egyptian history has been opened since

! The nearly contemporary Armenian historian Sebeos justly
appreciates the action of Heraclius. He says: ‘ Then Heraclius
the general, with his army which was in the region of Alexandria,
revolted from Phocas : and, making himself tyrant, he occupied the
land of the Egyptians.’ A scanty account, but it hinges the success
of the rebellion on the capture of Egypt, as a right estimate of the
situation requires.
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the discovery—or rather since ‘the translation into
a European language—of an Ethiopic MS. version
of the Chronicle of John, bishop of Nikiou, an
important town in the Delta of Egypt. John
himself, who lived in the latter half of the seventh
century of our era, must have spoken with many
old men who witnessed or remembered the events
connected with the downfall of Phocas. His Chroni-
cle, therefore, is of very great importance. In spite
of its passage from language to language, where the
MS. is not mutilated, its accuracy is often most
minute and striking: and though there are errors
and inconsistencies, they are balanced by the amount
of new knowledge which it discloses. Indeed the
work throws all sorts of novel and curious lights on
the history of the Eastern Empire, of the Patriarchs
of Alexandria, and of Egypt generally during a period
of extraordinary interest—a period which has suffered
even greater neglect than is warranted by the
scantiness and imperfection of the materials; and
it supplements and corrects in many curious ways
the inadequate and faulty narratives of Theophanes,
Cedrenus, and Nicephorus.



CHAPTER 1I
THE STRUGGLE FOR EGYPT

March on Egypt. Leontius, Prefect of Mareotis, in the plot.
The country between Pentapolis and Egypt. Its fertility and
population. Phocas alarmed about Alexandria. Nicetas, advancing
from the west, ‘wins a battle close to the city. His welcome.
Bondsus, Phocas’ general, hurries from Syria. Nikiou surrenders
to him. His army reaches Alexandria. Naval assault under Paul
repulsed.

From the Egyptian bishop’s Chronicle we learn
that even in Pentapolis there was some fighting.
By large expenditure of money Heraclius assembled
here a force of 3,000 men and an army of ‘bar-
barians,’ i.e. doubtless Berbers, which he placed
under the command of ‘Bonékis’ as he is called
in the Ethiopic corruption of a Greek name. By
their aid he won an easy victory over the imperial
generals Mardius, Ecclesiarius, and Isidore, and at
one blow put an end to the power of Phocas in
that part of Africa. At the same time, ¢ Kisil’ the
governor of Tripolis sent a contingent which probably
passed to the south of Pentapolis. In any case
Nicetas now began his advance along the coast
towards Alexandria, and was joined at some point
by both Kisil and Bonikis. He was secure of
a friendly reception up to the very borders of
Egypt: for Leontius, Prefect of Mareotis, the
Egyptian province on the western side of Alexandria,
had been won over, and had promised a considerable
body of troops.

It is thought that nowadays such a march would
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lie almost entirely through a waterless desert; but
there is abundant evidence to show that in the
seventh century of our era there were many flourish-
ing towns, palm groves, and fertile tracts of country,
where now little is known or imagined to be but
a waste of rocks and burning sands. The subject
is one of some interest to scholars and’ to explorers,
and some brief remarks upon it may be pardoned.
From Ptolemy we know that the province of Cyrene
ceased on the eastern side at a city called Darnis,
where the province of Marmarica began. Moving
eastward, Nicetas must have passed among other
places the city of Axilis, the towns of Paluvius,
Batrachus, and Antipyrgus, and the promontory of
Cataeonium, all in the nome of Marmarica. The
nome of Libya began near Panormus, and included
among other towns Catabathmus, Selinus, and
Paraetonium?!, or Ammonia as it was also called
according to Strabo. Paraetonium was the capital
and the seat of government of the Prefect: the
name seems to have lingered in the Arabic Al
BartOn. Still further east in the same nome we
come to Hermea, then to Leucaspis; and half way
between Leucaspis and Chimovicus began the nome
of Mareotis, in which the best known towns were
Plinthine in Tainia, Taposiris Magna, the fortress
of Chersonesus, and the city of Marea or Mareotis.

Both Ptolemy and Strabo give many other names,
and it is certain that in the first century Egyptian
territory was regarded as ending where. Cyrenaic
began, and that there was no break of impassable
country between them. Later the nome of Libya
suffered some decay, and in the sixth century

1 It was from Paraetonium that Alexander the Great struck off
into the desert on his famous visit to the temple of Ammon.
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Justinian compensated the Prefect for the poverty
of his province by throwing the nome of Mareotis
in with his government. But even then the way
from Pentapolis to Alexandria was in well-defined
stages, with no serious gaps or breaks: nor had the
continuous character of the route changed at the
time of which I am writing. This is proved beyond
doubt. For we know that early in the seventh
century the Persian army, after the subjugation of
Egypt, moved on by land to the conquest of
Pentapolis, and returned after a successful campaign,
in which, according to Gibbon, were finally exter-
minated the Greek colonies of Cyrene. This, be
it remembered, was only eight or nine years after
the march of Nicetas. But Gibbon is altogether
mistaken in his view of the devastation wrought by
Chosroes’ troops in that region. Great it was, but
in no way fatal or final. On the contrary, less than
thirty years later, when ‘Amr Ibn al ‘Asi the Saracen
captured Alexandria, his thoughts turned naturally
to Pentapolis, and to Pentapolis he went, conquering
Barca and Cyrene. There is no record or hint of
either march being regarded as a great military
achievement or triumph over natural difficulties.
Indeed nothing could be more false than to
picture the route as lying across inhospitable deserts.
For there is express evidence that practically the
whole of the coast provinces west of Egypt continued
well populated and well cultivated for some three
centuries after they fell under Arab dominion.
The Arab writer Al Makrizi mentions the city
of Lubiah as the centre of a province between
Alexandria and Marakiah, showing that the classi-
cal names Libya and Marmarica were retained by
the Arabs almost unaltered. In another passage
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he says that, after passing the cities of Lublah
and Marakiah, one enters the province of Penta-
polis: and Al Kudai and Al Mas'tdi concur
in similar testimony. The canton of Lubiah
contained twenty-four boroughs besides villages.
Makrizi’s account of Marakiah—taken from Quatre-
mere’s version of it—is in substance as follows:
‘Marakiah is one of the western districts of
Egypt, and forms the limit of the country. The
city of that name is two stages, or twenty-four
miles, distant from Santariah. Its territory is very
extensive and contains a vast number of palm-trees,
of cultivated fields, and of running springs. There
the fruits have a delicious flavour, and the soil
is so rich that every grain of wheat sown produces
from ninety to a hundred ears. Excellent rice too
grows in great abundance. Even at the present
day there are very many gardens in this canton.
Formerly Marakiah was occupied by tribes of
Berbers; but in the year 304 A.H. (916 A.D.) the
inhabitants of Lubiah and Marakiah were so harried
by the Prince of Barca that they withdrew to
Alexandria. From that date onwards Marakiah
steadily declined, and now it is almost in ruins.
But it still preserves some remnant of its ancient
splendour 1’

The last words evidently refer to the city, not
the province : they are remarkable as showing how
much was left even in 1400 A.D. and we may
mention, as at any rate curious, the fact that the
Portolanos, or Venetian navigation charts, of about
the year 1500, show at least an unbroken series of
names along this part of the shores of the Mediter-
ranean. But Makrizi has also something to say

1 Mém. Géog. et Hist. ch. i. pp. 374-5.
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of Mareotis. Formerly he declares that it was
covered with houses and gardens, which at one
time were dotted over the whole country westward
up to the very frontiers of Barca. In his own
time Mareotis was only a town in the canton of
Alexandria, and used that city as the market for the
abundant produce of its fruit-gardens. Champollion
says that under the old Egyptian Empire it was the
capital of Lower Egypt, and gradually sank into
decay after ‘the foundation of Alexandria. In the
time of Vergil and Strabo it was, as they testify,
at least renowned for its wine. To-day the ruins
that mark the site, twelve miles west of Alexandria,
are practically unknown, but the soil beneath the
sand is found to be alluvial, in confirmation of its
ancient repute for -fertility.

It is, then, clear that before the Arab conquest
there was a continuous chain of towns, and an
almost unbroken tract of cultivated land, stretching
from Alexandria to Cyrene, and that the march of
Nicetas demanded no great qualities of generalship
or endurance. Even at the present time it is
probable that the difficulties of the route are greatly
exaggerated : for Muslim pilgrims constantly make
their way on foot from Morocco, Tunis, and Tripoli
along the coast to Egypt. The country abounds in
Greek and Roman remains; but the people are
fanatics of the lowest type. The wandering Arab
keeps out the wandering scholar, and the whole
region, though its shores are washed by the
Mediterranean and lie almost in sight of Italy and
Greece, is more lost to history and to archaeology
than if it were in the heart of the Sahara. The
fact is, of course, as much due to the rule of the
Turk as to the fanaticism of the Beduin: but
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the two form a combination enough to make
travel almost impossible. But if ever the country
falls under a civilized power, it will be a splendid
field for exploration, and might even, with proper
engineering works, resume something of its ancient
fertility and prosperity.

This digression, however, has taken long enough.
It enables us to follow the movements of Nicetas’
army, and to infer that though he met with few
perils on the way, yet that the time occupied on
the march must have been considerable. Meanwhile
in the Egyptian capital plot and counterplot were
working. Theodore, son of Menas, who had been
Prefect of Alexandria under the Emperor Maurice,
and one Tenkerd (by whom Zotenberg wrongly
thinks Crispus may be meant), had engaged together
to put Phocas to death and secure the crown for
Heraclius. The Melkite Patriarch of Alexandria,
another Theodore, who had received his seat from
Phocas, knew nothing of this conspiracy; but John,
the Governor of the Province and Commander of
the Garrison, and yet another Theodore, the Con-
troller of Finance, revealed it to him: whereupon
the three addressed a joint letter of warnming to
Phocas.

The Emperor well knew the uncertain temper
of the Egyptians: and, with a view to humour them,
he had lately sent from Syria a large consignment
of lions and leopards for a wild-beast show, together
with a collection of fetters and instruments of torture,
as well as robes of honour and money, for just
apportionment between his friends and foes. But
on receipt of the letter from the Patriarch, while
professing to disdain the menace of revolt, yet
knowing the supreme necessity of holding Egypt
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at all costs, he neither faltered in resolve nor
paltered in action. Summoning the Prefect of
Byzantium, he took from him a solemn oath of
allegiance, and dispatched him with large reinforce-
ments both for Alexandria and for the important
garrison towns of Mantf and Athrib in the Delta.
At the same time he sent urgent orders to Bondsus
in Syria to hurl all his available troops on Egypt.
For Bonbsus was now at Antioch, where he had
been sent, with the title of ‘ Count of the East, to
crush a revolt of the Jews against the Christians—
a revolt which seems to have been rather religious
than political, although the threads of politics and
of religion are often indistinguishable in the tissue
of history at this period. Yet so well or so ill did
Bonésus achieve his bloody work by wholesale
massacre, by hanging, drowning, burning, torturing,
and casting to wild beasts, that he earned a name
of execration and terror. Indeed he was a man
after Phocas’ own heart—a ‘ferocious hyena’ who
revelled in slaughter—and he hailed Phocas’ message
with delight.

Meanwhile Nicetas was nearing Alexandria on
the west. The town of Kabsain (which may possibly
be identified with Fort Chersonesus) surrendered,
and the garrison were spared, but the prisoners of
the revolting faction were released and joined the
march. Messengers were sent on ahead to spread
the rebellion in the country round the Dragon Canal
—s0 called from its serpentine windings—which was
close to the city. But finding that the imperial
forces, strong in numbers and well armed, barred
his passage here, Nicetas summoned the general to
surrender. ‘Stand aside from our path,’ he said,
‘and remain neutral, pending the issue of the war.



Struggle for Egypt 15
If we fail, you will not suffer; if we succeed, you
shall be Governor of Egypt. But the reign of
Phocas is finished!’ The answer was brief— We
fight to the death for Phocas’: and the battle began.
It is probable that the general was the one under
special oath to defend the Emperor, and that he
fought with better heart than his soldiers. For
Nicetas was completely victorious: the imperial
general was killed, and his head set on a pike and
borne with the conquering standards through the
Moon Gate into the city, where no further resistance
was offered. John, the Governor, and Theodore,
the Controller of Finance, took refuge in the church
of St. Theodore in the eastern part of the town:
while the Melkite Patriarch fled to the church of
St. Athanasius, which stood by the sea shore.
John of Nikiou is silent concerning the Patriarch’s
fate; but we know from other sources that he
perished.

The clergy and people now assembled, and agreed
in their detestation of Bondsus and his wild beasts
and in their welcome to Heraclius’ general. They
set the head of the slain commander on the gate ;
seized the palacé and government buildings, as well
as the control of the corn and the exchequer; took
possession of all Phocas’ treasure; and last, but not
least, secured the island and fortress of Pharos and
all the shipping. For Pharos, as Caesar saw and
said long before, was one key of Egypt, as Pelusium
was the other. Thus master of the capital, Nicetas
dispatched Bonékis to carry the revolution through
the Delta. It proved an easy task; for everywhere
the native Egyptians hated the rule of Byzantium.
Town after town made common cause with the
delivering army. Nikiou, with its bishop Theodore,
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flung open its gates: at Mantf the faction in
revolt plundered the house of Aristomachus, the
imperial governor, and those of the leading Romans;
and nearly every Prefect and every town cast in its
lot against Phocas: so that after a triumphant
progress Bonikis returned to the capital. Only at
Sebennytus or Samantd Paul, the popular Prefect,
stood to his colours, and Paul’s friend Cosmas,
blazing with courage, though crippled with paralysis,
was carried about the town to fire the garrison with
his own spirit; while at Athrib! another friend of
Paul, the Prefect Marcian, equally refused to join the
rebellion. The war was not yet over.

! Samanfd is still a well-known town on the eastern main of the
Nile, about half way between Damietta and the head of the Delta.
Athrib lay on the same branch of the river and flourished as late as
the fourteenth century: its site is near where the railway now
crosses the Nile by Banh4 al ‘Asal. From Athrib a canal ran
westward to Manff, and thence, following a north-westerly course,
to Nikiou, which lay on the western or Bolbitic main. The
position of both Manfif and Nikiou is quite wrongly given by
D’Anville; but Quatremgre, in a learned note, proves by a brilliant
piece of demonstration both the identity of Nikiou with Pshati—the
one being the Greek, the other the Coptic name of the town—and
the position of Nikiou on the Nile. Quatremére’s conclusions
are entirely borne out by John of Nikiou’s Chronicle, which of
course he had not seen. They are also confirmed by the MS. of
Severus of Ushmfinain, who in the life of the Patriarch Andronicus
expressly and explicitly identifies the two places. It may be added
that both the forms Nakyfils and Ibshidf are found in Arabic.
The river or canal passing through Manff is to-day called ¢ Bahr
al Fara‘infah,” or ‘Pharaonic River,’ a name which records its
great antiquity. Where this stream joins the western Nile, there
is an island called Tabshir, or a place called Tabshir with an
island opposite. About six miles north of Tabshir, lies the village
retaining the ancient Coptic name ¢ Ash Shidi’ or ‘Ibshidi’ It
seems, however, that as not unfrequently has happened, the ancient
name does nof mark the ancient site, but has been transferred to
another settlement. For the modern hamlet called Ibshidi reveals
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Bondsus had reached Caesarea when he heard
of the fall of Alexandria. The news only stung
him to fiercer action. Shipping his whole force at
that port, he sailed swiftly southwards, and either
landed his cavalry on the confines of Egypt or was
met there by a body of horse from Palestine. His
plan was now to relieve Athrib; and for this purpose
he took his fleet in two divisions, one by the main
eastern branch of the Nile, and one by the Pelusiac
channel, while the cavalry followed by land. Besides
the Prefect Marcian there was at Athrib a redoubt-
able lady named Christodora, who from motives of
private vengeance was a strong supporter of the
Emperor’s interest. Paul and Cosmas also had
come from Man(f to a council of war. In vain the
Bishop of Nikiou and the Chancellor Menas wrote
urging Marcian and Christodora to throw down the
statues of Phocas and acknowledge Heraclius: for

not the slightest trace of antiquity. The name extended to the
whole district or ‘island of Nikiou’ originally, and has lingered
on in a village of no importance, Mrs. Butcher in her Story of t7e
Church of Egypt identifies "the site of Nikiou with the modern
Zawiah Razin. Here are desolate mounds of potsherds, uneven
ground, fragments of enormous granite columns, and all the tokens
of a vanished Egyptian city. But geographically Zawfah Razin
occupies the wrong position, lying South-east of Manff, near
Tarrdnah and entirely away from the ancient canal which joined
Manf(f to the Nile. The place which Quatremere calls Tabshir is
given as Sabsir or Shabshir on modern maps, and in the latter
form one may well discover an echo of the early Coptic form
Pshati, It is a great pity, however, that both Shabshir and Zawiah
Razin, like so many ancient sites in the Delta, have been totally
neglected by archaeologists. But I have no hesitation in pro-
nouncing with Quatremere in favour of Shabshir. I may add that
in using the form Nikiou I am following the Coptic susxsow rather
than the Greek Nikwv or the Arabic sg.i3. Nikiou was of course
a Roman station : it is mentioned in the lfimerarium Anlonins,

BUTLER C
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they heard of Bon6sus’ arrival on the isthmus, and
the report was soon followed by the news of his
occupation of Pelusium, His advance was watched
in alarm by the Heraclian generals Plato and
Theodore (really these Theodores are interminable),
who had an army in the neighbourhood of Athrib.
They sent an urgent message for succour to Bon4kis,
who lost no time in moving up the western or
Bolbitic branch of the Nile; but he reached Nikiou
only to learn of Bondsus’ arrival at Athrib. Quit-
ting that town, Bonbésus moved by the canal which
branched off the main river westwards in the direc-
tion of Mantf and with him were Marcian and
Cosmas and the relentless Christodora.

Paul now directed his march to join Bonésus,
and the two imperial forces had hardly united,
when the army of Bonikis arrived on the scene.
The encounter was fierce but decisive. The rebel
troops were completely routed—part hurled into
the waterway, part slain, part taken prisoner and
thrown into irons. Bonakis himself was captured
alive, but put to death: another general, Leontius,
met the same fate: while Plato and Theodore
managed to escape, and sought sanctuary in a
neighbouring monastery.  Nikiou, though a forti-
fied city, was in no position to hold out against the
victorious army of Bondsus. Accordingly Bishop
Theodore and the Chancellor Menas went out to
the congueror in solemn procession, carrying gospels
and crosses, and threw themselves on his mercy.
They might better have thrown themselves from
their city walls. Menas was cast into prison, fined
3,000 pieces of gold, tortured with a prolonged
bastinade, and set free only to die of exhaustion :
while Theodore was taken back to Nikiou by
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Bondsus, who now moved there with his army. At
the city gate Bondsus saw the statues of Phocas
lying broken on the ground, the work of the bishop,
as Christodora and Marcian testified; and the un-
fortunate Theodore was instantly beheaded. This
execution was followed by that of the generals Plato
and Theodore, and of the three elders of Mantf —
Isidore, John, and Julian — all of whom had sought
asylum in a monastery, and were tamely surrendered
by the monks. Of the general body of prisoners
Bonésus merely banished those who had been in
Maurice’s service, but put to death all who had
ever borne arms under the flag of Phocas.

The tide of war has now fairly turned in favour
of the reigning Emperor. Bondsus was virtually
master of the Delta, from all parts of which the
rebel forces—afraid to fight and afraid to surrender
—streamed towards Alexandria by the vast network
of waterways which covered the country. For
Bondsus himself it was an easy passage from Nikiou
down the western main of the Nile, and thence by
the canal which ran to Alexandria.

Nicetas was well prepared to receive him. Within
the city he had organized a large army of regulars
and irregulars, sailors and citizens, aided warmly by
the Green Faction. The arsenals rang with the
din of forging weapons, and the walls were manned
and furnished with powerful engines of defence.
Paul seems to have been sent on by Bonésus to
attack the city with a fleet of vessels on the south
side, probably at the point where the fresh-water
canal entered .through two enormous gateways of
stone, which had been built and fortified by Tatian
in the time of Valens. But as soon as Paul’s flotilla

came within range of the city batteries, the huge
c2
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stones which they hurled fell crashing among his
vessels with such deadly effect that he was unable
even to approach the walls, and drew off his ships
to save them from being disabled or sunk. Such
was the force at that time of the Alexandrian
artillery.



CHAPTER III
FAILURE OF BONOSUS

Route of Bon6sus. He attacks Alexandria. His repulse and
defeat. Action of Paul. Attempted assassination of Nicetas.
Recapture of Nikiou. Bonbsus driven from Egypt, and the
country conquered for Heraclius. State of religious parties in
Egypt.

Bono6sus, who had performed at any rate the last
stages of his journey by land, seems nevertheless
to have followed Cleopatra’s canal, i. e. the prineipal
waterway leading from the Bolbitic branch of the
Nile to Alexandria. He first pitched his camp at
Miphamémis, and next at Dimkar0ni, according to
the bishop’s Chronicle. Zotenberg has no note on
these places, and at first sight they are puzzling.
But MiphamOmis is called in the text ‘the present
Shabra.” This must be the Shibrd by Damanhfr.
Now Champollion speaks of a place called Momem-
phis?, which he alleges to have been seven leagues
west of Damanhdr, or Timenhdr, as he gives the
name of the town in its ancient Egyptian form.
We can have no hesitation in identifying Mipha-
mdmis with Momemphis and in placing it close to
Damanhr : but then Champollion cannot be right
in identifying it with Panouf Khét, which the Arabs
called Mandf as Safli, and which the French savant
places twenty-one miles—an impossible distance—
from Damanhr.

As to Dimkar(ini, one cannot remember any such
form elsewhere : but bearing in mind that Dim—or
Tim—in ancient Egyptian was a regular prefix de-

! Strabo also speaks of the nome of Momemphis.
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noting ‘town,’ it seems beyond doubt that Dimkar(ni
is merely a Coptic form of Chaereum or Karitin?,
This explanation fits -accurately with the geography
of that region ; for Karifin was not only further west
on the canal which Bondsus was following, as the
context requires, but was nearly half-way between
Damanhtr and Alexandria, being only thirty-eight
kilometres from the latter city and thirty-one from
Damanhtr. From Karidn Bondsus covered the
remaining distance without opposition, and arriving
on the eastern side of the capital, he halted his army
within view of the walls and resolved to assault
them on the following day, Sunday. It would be
interesting could we know by what means he hoped
to storm the lofty and powerful fortifications which
guarded the Great City 2

But the Alexandrians were in no mood to stand
a siege. The story is that a certain saint of Upper
Egypt, called Theophilus the Confessor—who lived
on the top of a pillar, and there, it seems, acquired
practical wisdom—counselled Nicetas to sally out
and give battle. Accordingly he marshalled his
troops within the ¢ Gate of AQn,’ where the splendid
width of the great street dividing the city lengthwise
gave plenty of room for the muster. The name
¢Gate of AlGn’ is not explained by Zotenberg, and
at first sight does not connect with any known
feature in Alexandrian topography. But in another

! It is strange that this explanation did not occur to Amélineau,
who referring to this passage in his Géuographie Copte (p. 139)
conjectures that the place was a village outside Alexandria—a sort
of suburb.

* It may here be noted that in all the writings of this time
Alexandria is almost invariably called the Great City. Constantinople
in contrast is sometimes called the Royal City.
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passage of the MS. we find Afin used as a synonym
of ‘Ain Shams. Now ‘Ain Shams is the Arabic
name for the town better known as Heliopolis: and
the ancient Egyptian for Heliopolis is On or Aén.
The Gate of AfQin is therefore the gate towards
Heliopolis, which may further be identified with
the well-known Sun Gate closing the eastern end,
as the Moon Gate closed the western, of that broad
avenue which ran east to west in Alexandria, and
was crossed at a sort of Carfax by the other main
avenue running north to south. It may be added
that the preference for old Egyptian forms shown in
this use of Adn, and in other passages, is a strong
indication that John of Nikiou wrote this part of the
original in Coptic.

But to resume. The imperial forces were now
ordered to advance against the city, a mounted
general leading the way. While they were still far
out of bowshot, they were harassed by a lively fire
from the huge catapults roaring and creaking on the
city walls and towers. One of these projectiles
struck the general, smashing his jaw, unhorsing and
killing him instantly : a second killed another officer:
and as the assailants wavered, thrown into confusion
by this dreaded artillery, Nicetas gave the order for
a sortie. The Sun Gate was thrown open, and his
main force issued thence, formed line, and by a
brilliant charge broke the enemy’s ranks, and after
a sharp struggle cut Bondsus’ army in two and
turned it to flight. When Nicetas saw that most
of the fugitives were streaming northwards, he put
himself at the head of his reserve of black troops,
and sallied out from another gate by the church
of St. Mark on the north or seaward side of the city,
near the north-east angle of the walls. He soon
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headed off the flying soldiers and drove them back
either under the ramparts, where they were over-
whelmed by volleys of stones and arrows, or else
among the prickly hedges which enclosed the sub-
urban gardens, where they were entangled and slain.
Those of Bondésus’ men who fled to their left, or
southwards, soon found their way barred by the
canal in front: behind they saw the swords of their
pursuers flashing : and, maddened by the press and
panic, they turned their weapons blindly one against
another.

The army of Bondsus was cut to pieces. Marcian.
Prefect of Athrib, Leontius, Valens and many notable
persons were among the slain; and such was the
effect of the victory that even the Blue Faction
abandoned the cause of Phocas. But Bondsus him-
self managed to escape and retreat to the fortress
of Karifin, a place which figures again some thirty
years later in the advance of the Arabs under ‘Amr
on Alexandria. It lay on both banks of the canal
which connected the capital with the Nile. Ibn
Haukal describes it in his day as a large and
beautiful town surrounded by gardens, and it still
survives as a village. What Paul and his flotilla
were doing during the battle is uncertain. They
may have been making a diversion towards the
south-west of the city, but they do not seem to have
been near the scene of the encounter either to aid
in the fight by land or to rescue survivors.

When at length Paul heard of this crushing defeat,
he thought seriously of surrendering and joining
Nicetas; but he remained loyal to his party, and
secured his retreat by some means to KariGn, where
he joined Bonésus. That general—whose extra-
ordinary resource and courage challenge our reluctant
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admiration—had no thought of abandoning the
struggle. He passed rapidly by the canal to the
western main of the Nile and ascended the stream
to Nikiou, which his troops still garrisoned. There
he recruited his fleet, and, after destroying a vast
number of Alexandrian vessels, he succeeded in
dominating the river. But not being strong enough
to confront Nicetas again, he passed down another
waterway (probably that called Ar Rag4shat) towards
Mareotis, and entered the Dragon Canal on the west
of Alexandria with the intention of seizing Mareotis
as a fresh base of operations against the capital.
But Nicetas received intelligence of his plan, and
defeated it by sending to break down the bridge
at a place called Dafashir, near Mareotis, and so
blocking the canal

Furious with this check, Bondsus, renouncing the
methods of open warfare, resolved to assassinate his
rival. He persuaded one of his soldiers to go as an
envoy to Nicetas under pretence of arranging terms
of surrender. ‘Take a short dagger with you,’ he
said, ‘and conceal it under your cloak. When you
come close to Nicetas, drive it through his heart, so
as to kill him on the spot. You may escape in the
confusion; but if not, you will die to save the
Empire, and I will take charge of your children at
the royal palace and will provide for them for life.’
Such was the plot of Bonésus; but it was betrayed
by a traitor. One of his own followers named John
sent a message of warning to Nicetas; so that when
the assassin appeared, he was at once surrounded
by a guard, who searched him and found the hidden
dagger. The weapon was used to behead him.

Thus baulked of his vengeance, Bondsus marched
by land to Dafashir, and wreaked his spite by
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massacring the inhabitants. Nicetas was hurrying
to meet him: but Bonésus knew the folly of risking
a battle with the diminished remnant of his force.
He therefore retreated, crossed the Nile, and once
more gained the shelter of Nikiou. Instead of
passing the river to pursue him, Nicetas remained
on the western side, and occupied the town and
province of Mareotis with a considerable army.
The desperate valour of his foe and the baffling
rapidity of his movements still gave the general
of Heraclius much cause for anxiety, and he met
his daring tactics with calculating prudence. It
was not till Nicetas had firmly secured his rear and
the western bank of the Nile that he passed over
the river and advanced on Mantf. Here there was
a very strong fortress—one of the great works of
Trajan—which might have held out for an indefinite
time if vigorously defended. But it is clear that
popular sympathy was with the revolting party, and
that the imperial soldiers were losing heart, in spite
of the undaunted prowess of their leader. Many of
the garrison took to flight, and the citadel itself was
taken after a feeble resistance.

Having thus mastered the country on both banks
of the Nile, Nicetas advanced on the town of Nikiou,
which he had caught in a vice. At length the
indomitable spirit of Bondsus was broken. He fled
under cover of darkness, and either slipped past the
besieging army eastward and got to Athrib, or else
dropped quickly down the main river, and then
crossed by one of the innumerable canals towards
Tanis. In either case he reached Pelusium in
safety, and took ship to Palestine : whence under the
execration of the people he passed on his way to
Constantinople, and joined his master Phocas. The
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fall of Mantf and Nikiou was the signal for the
surrender of the other imperial towns and generals.
Paul, Prefect of Samantd, and the vigorous cripple
Cosmas were captured, but frankly pardoned by the
conqueror : and the Green Faction, who had made
the occasion of Nicetas’ success an excuse for mal-
treating the Blues and for open pillage and murder,
saw their leaders arrested and solemnly admonished
to,be on their good behaviour. The two Factions
were actually reconciled: new governors were ap-
pointed to every town: law and order were re-estab-
lished : and Heraclius was master of Egypt.

It had been a long and a desperate struggle, with
a romantic ebb and flow of fortune. We have seen
the country roused from its sullen torpor by the
sound of Heraclius’ trumpets: Nicetas capturing
Alexandria almost without striking a blow, and the
revolution triumphant through Egypt: then Bondsus
flinging himself like a tiger on the head of the Delta,
sweeping all before him to the walls of Alexandria,
and dashing against the city’s bulwarks only to recoil
crushed and disabled for any further contest save
a guerilla warfare, which he maintained for a time
with fiery courage ; then, brought to bay at last, he
cheated the enemies that surrounded him of their
vengeance and stole away in the night. It is a
remarkable picture, drawn in strong colours, but
bearing in every detail the image of reality; it is
one entirely unknown to history until revealed in
the Chronicle of John of Nikiou.

For not a word of all this dramatic struggle in
Egypt occurs in the Byzantine historians, except
that the Chronicon Paschale speaking of 609 A.D.
says, ‘ Africa and Alexandria revolt” Gibbon, who
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knows every page of their writings, thus sums up
what he gleaned from them about the revolution:
“The powers of Africa were armed by the two
adventurous youths (Heraclius and Nicetas); they
agreed that one should navigate the fleet from
Carthage to Constantinople, that the other should
lead an army through Egypt and Asia, and that the
imperial purple should be the reward of diligence
and success. A faint rumour of their undertaking
was conveyed to the ears of Phocas, and the wife
and mother of the younger Heraclius were secured
as the hostages of his faith: but the treacherous art
of Crispus extenuated the distant peril, the means of
defence were neglected or delayed, and the tyrant
supinely slept till the African navy cast anchor in
the Hellespont” There is no suspicion here of the
part played by Egypt in the revolution. Indeed
a few pages later in the same chapter?, Gibbon, in
treating of the Persian invasion of Egypt under
Chosroes in 616 A.D., expressly speaks of that
country as ‘the only province which had been
exempt, since the time of Diocletian, from foreign
and domestic war’: an extraordinary statement,
which Gibbon in part demolishes in his own brief
but vigorous account of the Copts in the following
chapter. The truth is that the more one studies
this period, the clearer it becomes that Egypt was
one of the most restless and turbulent countries in
the whole Empire, and, certainly since the Council
of Chalcedon, was in an almost chronic state of
disorder. There is abundant evidence of this not
only within the wide range of the Chronicle of John
of Nikiou but in Renaudot’s well-known History of
the Patriarchs of Alexandria and in other writings,
! Ch. xlvi.
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apart from the particular story of Heraclius, with
which we are now dealing.

This is not the place for a discussion upon either
the facts or the sources of Egyptian history during
the last two centuries of the Empire: but when
that record comes to be fully written, it will prove
a record of perpetual feud between Romans and
Egyptians—a feud of race and a feud of religion—
in which, however, the dominating motive was rather
religious than racial. The key to the whole of this
epoch is the antagonism between the Monophysites
and the Melkites. The latter, as the name implies,
were the imperial or the Court party in religion,
holding the orthodox opinion about the two natures
of Christ : but this opinion the Monophysite Copts,
or native Egyptians, viewed with an abhorrence and
combated with a frenzy difficult to understand in
rational beings, not to say followers of the Gospel .

1 Nor were the Monophysites without their own divisions.
Witness the curious contest between Theodosius, the man of
letters, and Gaian the Copt, for the Jacobite Patriarchate in the
early sixth century, when the monks were all for Gaian, and
though Theodosius got the start of him in performing the vigil
at St. Mark’s Cathedral and securing his investiture with the
pallium, yet the people rose and drove him from the throne. But
no sooner was Gaian seated, than Theodora dispatched Narses
to depose him and to restore Theodosius. Popular tumults
followed and sanguinary encounters in the streets of Alexandria,
as the whole city rose, the very women hurling tiles from the
housetops on the head of the alien soldiers battling in the streets.

In the time of Justin.J, civil war was waged for years between
one party who held that the body of Christ was corruptible and
another who held it incorruptible. Justinian’s appointment of
Zoilus as Patriarch caused a rebellion in which the Roman troops
were overpowered : and his device of making Apollinarius at once
Prefect and Patriarch of Alexandria occasioned a massacre, for
which the bishop in armour gave the word from the altar, so
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The spirit of the savage fanatics who tore Hypatia
to pieces at the altar was alive and unchanged:
only now instead of being directed against the
supposed paganism of a young and beautiful woman,
it was divided between two sects each of which
called itself children of Christ, and called the other
sons of Satan. But further, apart from all religious
dissensions, though crossed and complicated by them,
the strife of the Blue and the Green Factions was as
real and as relentless on the banks of the Nile as in
any part of the Empire.

So much then for the domestic peace of Egypt at
this period: and the alleged freedom from foreign
war is disproved at least by the invasion of the
Persians in the time of the Emperor Anastasius,
when according to Eutychius, a writer born in
Egypt, all the suburbs of Alexandria were burnt
down, battle after battle was fought between the
Persian invaders and the Egyptians, and the country
was so harried that it escaped from the sword only
to be smitten by a famine which led to insurrection.
And what is to be said of the almost perennial
persecutions and massacres, such as even Justinian
that the church ran with the blood of his Coptic congregation.
And though Justinian issued what was meant to be a reform-
ing edict for Egypt, it was the edict of a tyrant for a people of
slaves,

John of Nikiou implies that the Gaianite faction was still in
being at the time when he wrote. The Gaianite doctrine of the
incorruptibility of Our Lord’s body was gradually abandoned by
the Copts, and the Theodosian doctrine of the natural body
prevailed. Thus Le Quien quotes the superscription of a letter
written by Khail, the forty-sixth Patriarch, as follows: ‘Khail by
the Grace of God Bishop of the city of Alexandria and of the
Theodosian people.” This would be in the eighth century of our
era. Coptic documents of the seventh century have the same
expression, and Severus identifies the Copts with the Theodosians,
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must be said to have countenanced? the petty rebel-
lions, like that of Aristomachus under the Emperor
Maurice ? the outbursts of organized brigandage, the
Beduin raids, the continual alarms and incursions of
the Sudin tribes, who then as now menaced the
frontiers? If war was not often present in act, its
phantom was always hovering in the mirage of the
Egyptian horizon.

It is clear, then, that many causes contributed to
keep the whole province in a state of unrest. And
the divisions were at once so fierce and so manifold
that almost any determined invader might count on
the aid of some party within its borders. What
helped Nicetas was a genuine detestation of Phocas:
the measure of his crimes was full even in the
judgement of the Romans, while to the Copts he was
not merely a tyrant and an assassin, but the sign
and centre of that foreign power and that accursed
creed, the existence of which in Egypt embittered
their daily bread. But it is probable that, even
after the flight of Bonosus, Nicetas felt his continued
presence necessary to secure his authority. Un-
fortunately the dates here are somewhat hard to
follow. Apparently John of Nikiou makes all the
war, previous to the defeat of Bon6sus before Alex-
andria, take place in the seventh year of Phocas’
reign, i.e. before the close of 609 : the battle itself
then would be about the end of November, 609},
and the subsequent events may have occupied a few
weeks longer, Still it would follow that Nicetas
was in possession of Egypt in the spring of 610.

! This agrees with the statement that John the Almoner
was elected Patriarch in 609, in the room of Theodorus,
who was killed in the revolt of Nicetas. See Le Quien, Or.
Christ. il. 444.
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On one point the bishop’s Chronicle is curiously
silent—on the part played in the contest by the
powerful fortress of Babylon near Memphis. Next
to Alexandria, it was the strongest place in Egypt,
and of course it was held by an imperial garrison.
In the war of the Arab conquest it was the first
objective of the Saracen commander, and its reduc-
tion sealed the triumph of the Crescent. This is so
fully set forth by the Chronicle, that one can only in-
terpret its silence to mean that Babylon surrendered
to Nicetas without a conflict. But if so, and if the
war in Egypt was over by the spring of 610, it is
more than ever clear that Nicetas had no idea of
racing for Constantinople. Else, assuming that he
could have drawn an adequate armament from
Egypt, which there is no reason to doubt, he might
have reached the Byzantine capital and overthrown
Phocas six months in advance of Heraclius. It is
true that Cedrenus assigns the massacre by Bonésus
at Antioch to 610, which would make the whole
Egyptian war fall within that year: but this chrono-
logy is not consistent with the rest of Cedrenus:
it disagrees with the Chronicon Paschale: and it is
hopelessly at variance with our Ethiopic MS,, in
which generally speaking the dates are remarkably
trustworthy.  The balance of evidence is then
strongly in favour of the earlier date, and we may
take it that Nicetas, having achieved the object of
his mission, when he won the final throw of the die
on the Nile, was well content to hold the province
pending the advance of Heraclius, to keep central-
ized and friendly all the imperial forces in the
country, and to control its vast resources in corn
and shipping on which Constantinople largely de-
pended.



CHAPTER 1V
ACCESSION OF HERACLIUS

Heraclius’ voyage. His long delay at Thessalonica. He sails
for Constantinople. Fighting at the capital, and death of Bondsus,
Naval engagement. Imperial treasure sunk in the sea. Phocas
captured and confronted with Heraclius. Sentence of death carried
out with barbarity. Coronation of Heraclius. Retrospect.

MeanwHILE how was Heraclius faring ? Our in-
formation of his progress by sea is scanty enough,
nor does John of Nikiou add greatly to the meagre
details of the Byzantine historians, who, like him,
reserve their descriptions for the closing scenes at
Constantinople.  But it is clear that the progress
was slow, and that like Nicetas he set out with a
comparatively small force of vessels, carrying some
Roman and African troops on board, and that he
had to collect and organize both a fleet and an
army with which he might adventure against Phocas.
At the islands where he touched, and at the towns
on the seaboard, he was welcomed, and recruits—
particularly of the Green! Faction—flocked to his
standard. Of resistance to his arms there is no
record : and yet it is certain that Heraclius never
dreamt of moving direct on Constantinople with the
small force with which he started. On quitting
Africa he coasted along Hellas or threaded the
islands slowly to Thessalonica, where he fixed his
base of operations and spent a considerable time—

1 There seems some doubt about the part played by the two
Factions. The Blue was originally for and the Green against
Phocas: but he clearly alienated even the Blue. John of Nikiou’s
evidence on the whole goes to show that in Egypt it was the Greens,

as in Thrace and Constantinople, who favoured Heraclius.
BUTLER D
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not less than a year—in equipping a fleet and army
andin strengthening his connexion with the disaffected
party led by Crispus in the capital. Thessalonica was
at this time, as we know, strongly fortified, and it
was one of the few places in Macedonia which had
withstood the hordes of Huns and other barbarians
then flooding the country!. It was in fact one of
the gates of the Eastern Empire : it commanded the
trade routes from Carthage, Sicily, and the western
Mediterranean to Constantinople. Here then Hera-
clius established himself presumably without a strug-
gle, and so firmly that one writer, Eutychius, appears
to imagine him a native of the town. It must,
however, be said that Eutychius’ whole account of
the revolution is no less imperfect as a record of
events than confused in chronology: and on this
point he is clearly mistaken.

During the many months which- Heraclius spent
at Thessalonica, we can only conceive of him as
maturing plans, gathering resources, and removing
obstacles. What difficulties he had to encounter
we cannot say: it is possible that at this period,
which is a blank in the annals, he may have dis-
played that combination of calculating foresight
and brilliant activity with which he subsequently
astonished the world in his Persian campaigns. But
it was not till September, 610, that all was ready,

1 A very interesting description of Thessalonica is given in
Joannis Comeniatae de Excidio Thessalonicenst Narralio which
may be read in Combefisius’ Historiae Byzantinae Scriptores Post
Theophanem (Paris, 1685, fol. pp. 320 seq.). The general situation
of the town is picturesquely sketched, and full details are given.of
the forts, walls, and harbours. The magnificence of the streets
and buildings and the vastness of its trade, wealth, and resources
are a tolerable index of the importance of the city to Heraclius.
John wrote circa goo.
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and the vast armament which he had collected and
provisioned weighed anchor from the harbour. On
the leading galleys reliquaries were carried, and the
banner of the Cross waved at the mast-head : while
on Heraclius’ own vessel an image of special sanctity,
‘the image not made with hands,” formed the figure-
head. News of the arrival of the fleet in the
Dardanelles spread like wild-fire to the capital; and
while Crispus seems for the moment to have kept
in the background, Theodore the Illustrious and a
large number of senators and officials declared for
Heraclius.  According to John of Nikiou the cxty
rabble ‘also rose against the Emperor, hurling im-
precations on his head.

Phocas, meanwhile, seems to have been ill prepared
for the storm that had been so long in breaking.
When he first received news of the revolt of Egypt,
there was a large fleet of corn-ships from Alexandria
in harbour. These he seized, and flung the sailors
into prison in the fortress on the harbour of the
Hebdomon, where they were kept in long durance.
Yet after the failure of Bonbsus’ expedition to re-
conquer Egypt, we read of no further serious efforts
on the Emperor’s part. But it was the shout of
these Alexandrian prisoners, as they acclaimed the
sails of Heraclius, that sounded the first note of real
alarm which was borne to Phocas. The Emperor
was then at the Hebdomon palace! near the
fortress: but he sprang on his horse and galloped
to a palace called the palace of the Archangel

! The palace and fortress of the Hebdomon were on the coast
about three miles west of the Golden Gate of Constantinople, as
Prof. Van Millingen proves in his learned work Byzantine Con-
stantinople, pp. 316—41 (London, 1899). The incident in the text
is referred to on p. 324.

D 2
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within the walls. From the Chronicon Paschale
we know that this was on a Saturday; which must
have been the 3rd October. Next day Bonésus
was sent with the imperial chariots and other
troops to encounter any force landed by Heraclius:
but the charioteers, who had been won over by
Crispus, revolted and turned on their leader, who fled
back, eating his heart with rage, to the city. There
in a fit of savage treachery Bondsus hurled fire
into the quarter round the palace called Caesarion :
but, failing to kindle a conflagration, he baffled for
a while the pursuing mob, and escaped in a small
boat to the quay called Port Julian. Here, however,
he was followed and found, and the chase closed
about him. He essayed a fierce but vain resistance
against overwhelming odds: then in the last ex-
tremity of danger he plunged into the sea. As he
rose a sword-cut clove his skull, and that indignant
spirit fled from the scene where it had wrought so
much havoc. The body was taken out of the water
and dragged to the Ox Market, where it was burned
in public ignominy and execration.

This account of the death of Bonésus is put
together from the records of Cedrenus, John of
Nikiou, and the Clhronicon Paschale. 1t is curious
how well they combine, and how little real disagree-
ment there is between them; for although the
stories differ, it is rather by omission or addition
than by any discrepancy of fact. Moreover the
points of coincidence are often very striking; and
as it is rather a coincidence of logic than of detail,
it seems to establish at once the independence of
the writers and to carry a conviction of their trust-
worthiness. There is no sign of the three writers
relying on any common document.
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When the Emperor heard what had befallen
Bon6sus, he knew that his own hour had come,
He had no intention of resigning the crown, nor
indeed any hope of mercy in case he surrendered to
his enemy: his only chance lay in fighting to the
bitter end, and the defection of his best troops made
this chance almost worthless. All he had now to
rely upon was the allegiance of the Blue Faction, or
rather their furious hostility to the Green and their
exasperation at the. first successes of the rival colour.
Phocas accordingly manned a fleet with the Blues
in the harbour of St. Sophia, and prepared to give
battle to Heraclius. John of Nikiou is responsible
for a curious anecdote which, as far as I am aware,
does not occur in any other historian. He relates
that Phocas and his chamberlain or treasurer, Leon-
tius the Syrian, knowing that after the death of
Bonésus their own lives were in imminent danger
from the mob, took all the hoarded wealth of the
imperial treasury and sank it in the sea. All the
riches of the Emperor Maurice, all the vast store of
gold and jewels which Phocas himself had amassed
by confiscating the property of the victims he had
murdered, and last but not least all the money and
precious vessels which Bonosus had heaped up by
his multiplied iniquities, were now in a moment
lost to the world. ‘Thus,” as the Egyptian bishop
remarks, ‘did Phocas impoverish the Eastern Empire.’

It was an act of triumphant spite such as well
accords with the character of the Emperor, and
apparently it took place when victory declared for
Heraclius in the naval engagement. The treasure
must have been taken on board the Emperor’s
galley, to save it from being plundered while the
battle was raging, and sunk bodily when the battle
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was lost. For though the contest may have been
stubborn, the issue was not doubtful. The imperial
vessels were defeated and driven on the shore or
captured. All who could, escaped, and fled for
sanctuary to the Cathedral of St. Sophia. Phocas
himself seems to have made his way back with
Leontius to the palace of the Archangel, where
they were followed and seized by Photius (or
Photinus) and Probus. The crown was struck off
the Emperor’s head, and he was dragged with his
companion in chains along the quay, his raiment torn
to pieces. There he was shown to the victorious
fleet and army, and with a storm of curses ringing
in his ears, he was haled into the presence of his
conqueror in the church of St. Thomas the Apostle.

It is probable that this church was chosen for
Heraclius’ thanksgiving service rather than St.
Sophia, because the latter was too crowded with
refugees of the defeated Faction to admit of any
large company or solemn pageant. There is no
necessity to draw on the imagination for many details
of the meeting between Phocas and Heraclius. We
may picture a stately basilica thronged with officers,
senators and soldiers, priests standing in gorgeous
vestments round the altar laden with golden vessels,
and the strains of the 7e¢ Deum dying away as
Phocas is brought in chains.

For a moment the fallen Emperor and his vic-
torious vassal stand fronting each other. Their por-
traits are well known as drawn by Cedrenus. Hera-
clius was in the prime of life—his age was about
thirty-five—of patrician family, of middle stature and
muscular build, deep-chested, with well-knit athletic
frame : his hair and beard were fair, his complexion
bright and clear, his eyes pale blue and singularly
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handsome. Altogether a man of frank and open
presence and aristocratic mien, with a look of power,
physical and intellectual : a face denoting courage,
insight, ability, and perhaps that unscrupulous-
ness which Eutychius commemorates. Phocas was
of the same height: but there the resemblance
ended. His person was repulsive from its hideous
deformity: his beardless face was crossed by a deep
and ugly scar which flushed and blackened in his fits
of passion: his jutting eyebrows met on a low fore-
head under a shock of red hair, and the eyes of a
savage glared beneath them. Foul of tongue, be-
sotted in wine and lust, ruthless and remorseless in
torture and bloodshed—such was the ex-centurion
whose lash had scourged the Eastern Empire for
eight years, and who now was called to answer for
his deeds. As crime after crime was unfolded, ‘Is
this,” said Heraclius, ‘the way you have governed ?’
‘ Are you the man,’ was the retort, ‘ to govern better ?’

Sentence of death was passed, and it is a reproach
rather to the manners of the time than to the
character of Heraclius that its execution was accom-
panied by horrible barbarities—though perhaps not
much worse than the drawing and quartering which
our own law formerly sanctioned. Phocas’ body was
dismembered : first the hands and feet were cut off,
then the arms, and after other mutilations the head
at last was severed, put on a pole, and carried about
the main streets of the city. Meanwhile the trunk
was dragged along the ground to the Hippodrome,
and thence to the Ox Market, and burned on the
spot where Bonosus’ ashes were hardly cold. The
banner of the Blue Faction (not the Green, as
Gibbon says) was also burned, and a statue of
Phocas was carried through the Hippodrome in
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mock procession by men clad in white dalmatics
and bearing lighted tapers, and was thrown on the
fire. ‘They burned Phocas, Leontius, and Bonosus
and scattered their ashes to the winds: for all men
hated them.

According to John of Nikiou, Heraclius was
crowned—against his own wishes—in the same
church of St. Thomas; and after his prayer was
ended, he repaired to the palace, where all the dig-
nitaries of the city rendered him homage. Cedrenus
makes the imperial coronation take place in the
chapel of St. Stephen attached to the palace, while
the Chronicon Paschale puts it out of order between
the burning of Phocas’ body and his statue, naming
no place. Itis curious that the Egyptian chronicle
confirms the story of Heraclius’ reluctance to accept
the crown—a reluctance emphasized by the Chroni-
con Paschale as well as the Byzantine historians.
But his scruples were overcome: and on October 5
in the year 610 he was proclaimed Emperor, with
Fabia, his betrothed wife, whose name was changed
to Eudocia, as Empress.

Nicetas does not seem to have made any effort to
join Heraclius before Constantinople: for though
John of Nikiou uses language apparently implying
his presence in the city at the time of Phocas’ fall,
Zotenberg must be right in thinking that ¢ Nicetas’
there is a mere slip on the part of writer or copyist
for ‘Crispus.” The fact of Nicetas leaving Egypt
to join forces with Heraclius, and succeeding in his
object, would not have been buried, if it were a fact,
in the obscurity of a chance allusion. But I must
again differ from Gibbon, who says:—

‘The voyage of Heraclius had been easy and
prosperous, the tedious march of Nicetas was not
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accomplished before the decision of the contest: but
he submitted without a murmur to the fortune of his
friend.’

The truth, as I have shown, is just the reverse.
It was Nicetas’ march which on the whole was easy
and prosperous: and in spite of the dangers and
delays arising from the intervention of Bondsus,
he reached his final goal, the possession of Egypt,
long before Heraclius was able to move from
Thessalonica. From which it is fair to argue that
Heraclius in his voyage had difficulties and ad-
versities to master, of which we have no record
and no measure,



CHAPTER V
EGYPT UNDER THE NEW EMPEROR

Nicetas remains as Governor of Alexandria. His policy. Gap
in the history of Egypt. Our dependence on patriarchal biographies.
John the Almoner and the great famine. Corn-ships belonging to
the Church. Succession of Coptic Patriarchs.

Nicetas was confirmed by the Emperor in the
governorship of Alexandria or, as it might be called,
the Viceroyalty of Egypt'. The adherents of Phocas
had now been killed or banished, or had thrown off
their allegiance to the lost cause, and the chief work
of Nicetas was the resettlement of the Roman civil
service and the reorganization of the Roman military
service, which between them held Egypt in fee for
the Empire. Both these services were filled by the
ruling class to the general exclusion of the Copts
or natives, and the system was so far analogous
to the British administration of India: it differed
profoundly and fatally in this, that the whole
machinery of government in Egypt was directed
to the sole purpose of wringing profit out of the
ruled for the benefit of the rulers. There was no
idea of governing for the advantage of the governed,
of raising the people in the social scale, of developing
the moral or even the material resources of the
country. It was an alien domination founded on
force and making little pretence of sympathy with
the subject race. It held the Greek capital of
Alexandria and the ancient Egyptian capital of

! There is a good note on Nicetas in H. Gelzer’s Zeontios’ von
Neapolis Leben des heiligen Johannes, p. 129.
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Memphis, with its great bulwark the Roman fortress
of Babylon on the eastern side of the Nile, and
from Syene to Pelusium it occupied a chain of
fortress towns. From these its soldiers and tax-
gatherers patrolled the country, keeping order and
collecting money, while Roman merchants and Jewish
traders settled freely under protection of the garrisons,
keenly competing with their Coptic rivals.
Alexandria itself was as difficult a city to govern
as any in the world with its motley population of
Byzantine Greeks, Greeks born in Egypt, Copts,
Syrians, Jews, Arabs, and aliens of all nations.
Yet Nicetas seems really to have won the respect,
if not the affection, of the fickle and turbulent
Alexandrians. One of his first measures was to
grant a three years’ remission of the imperial taxes,
an act of singular favour, which heightened the
popularity already gained by his record as a brilliant
soldier. That he remained at Alexandria is no
" longer open to question!. True, we hear of him
at Jerusalem before the Persian advance to that
city, where he is said to have saved some of the
holy relics—the spear and the sponge—from capture :
but as we shall see he returned to Alexandria again.
! This is quite clear from Leontius and other sources. But the
fact of Nicetas’ governorship of Alexandria seems unknown even
to Professor Bury, who apparently follows Gibbon in thinking that
Nicetas was still bent on marching his hapless forces all the way
by land to Constantinople, through Egypt, Palestine, Syria, and
Asia Minor; for he says that Nicetas ¢did not arrive in Con-
stantinople till about April, 612. We know not what detained him
on his journey : but it may be conjectured that he lingered in Syria
to operate against the Persians’ (History of the Laler Roman
Empire, vol. ii. p. 216, n. 2). The story of the landward race to

Constantinople is pure legend. Nicetas’ destination was Egypt,
and he remained there to govern the country he had conquered for

Heraclius.
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The fact doubtless is that Heraclius ordered him
to Palestine in hope that he might offer an effectual
resistance to the Persian armies, whose numbers
and strength he greatly under-estimated; and that
Nicetas had no alternative but to beat a hasty
retreat.

But here most unfortunately the history of Egypt
is extremely difficult to recover. The annals of John
of Nikiou, which up to this point have furnished a
wealth of information, now become totally silent.
There is in the MS. a blank of thirty years, just
as if some malignant hand had torn out every page
on which the record of the reign of Heraclius
was written. Some Armenian! and other eastern
authorities who deal with this period throw much
light upon the history of some parts of the Empire :
but, like the Byzantine historians, they have little
to say on the subject of Egypt. Yet dimly through
the gloom one may mark the movement of those
great events which at the close of the Emperor’s
life closed the book of Byzantine overlordship in
Egypt.

In tracing the story of Egypt during the thirty
years between the accession of Heraclius and the
Arab conquest we are mainly dependent on eccle-
siastical writers or writers with a strong religious
bias. The truth is that in the seventh century in
Egypt the interest of politics was quite secondary
to the interest of religion. It was opinion on
matters of faith, and not on matters of government,
which formed and divided parties in the state; and
religion itself was valued rather for its requirement
of intellectual assent o certain propositions than

! For a list of Armenian authorities see Journal Asiatigue, 6°
série, 1866, vol. vii. p. 109.
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for its power to furnish the springs of moral
action. Love of country was practically unknown,
and national or racial antagonisms derived their
acuteness mainly from their coincidence with religious
differences. Men debated with fury upon shadows
of shades of belief and staked their lives on the
most immaterial issues, on the most subtle and
intangible refinements in the formulas of theology
or metaphysics. And the fierce battles which
Juvenal describes as turning in his day on the
relative merit of cats or crocodiles as objects of
worship found their analogue in Christian Egypt :—
Numina vicinorum

Odit uterque locus, cum solos credat habendos
Esse deos quos ipse colit.

Times had changed, but the temper of the people
was the same. Inasmuch then as parties and party
divisions were essentially sectarian, it is rather the
lives of saints and patriarchs than those of warriors
or statesmen, which have survived to furnish the
sources of Egyptian history.

The resulting difficulties are not lessened by the
fact that at this time, as ever since the Council of
Chalcedon in 451, each of the two great parties into
which the Church was cloven had its own separate
Patriarch and administration. These parties, it may
be repeated, are distinguished by the familiar names
Jacobite or Coptic and Melkite! or Royalist. The
Jacobites were by creed Monophysites, by race
mainly, though not exclusively, native Egyptians?:

! The root ‘ melek’ signifying king is common to all Semitic
languages. The term Melkite as employed in Egypt probably
came from the Syriac, so that there is no anachronism in using it

before the Arab conquest.
2 The importance of the Copts even in Alexandria is shown by
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while the Melkites were orthodox followers of
Chalcedon and for the most part of ‘Greek or
European origin. Severus of Ushmfinain and all
the authorities agree that, whatever Emperor
reigned, the policy of suppressing the Jacobite
heresy in Egypt was pursued with relentless in-
tolerance : -while the Jacobites aimed no less at
extirpating all that stood in the following of
Chalcedon.

It has already been shown that the Melkite
Patriarch, who was called Theodorus, was slain at the
capture of Alexandria by Nicetas in 609! The
revolt of Heraclius was directed against the imperial
power at Constantinople, and in joining it the
Copts doubtless hoped for better treatment than
they had received under the iron rule of Phocas.

a story in Procopius (Athens, 1896, p. 221). When Justinian
in 538 made Paul bishop of Alexandria, he gave him authority
over the governor Rhodon, hoping thus to secure obedience to
Chalcedon from the chief men of the city. Paul’s first act was to
deliver to death the deacon Psoes, a Copt who wrote Coptic and
was the main hindrance to the Emperor’s policy. Psoes died under
torture : the people rose in fury: and to pacify them Justinian
recalled Rhodon and had him executed at Constantinople in spite
of the thirteen dispatches, ordering him to obey the Patriarch,
which he produced in self-defence. Liberius, who succeeded
Rhodon as governor of Alexandria, proceeded to crucify one
Arsenius who had been a principal agent in the death of Psoes;
so that the latter was fully avenged. Le Quien makes out that
it was Rhodon who originated the order to murder Psoes: but his
bias in favour of the Court party is as clear as Procopius’ testimony
against the Patriarch Paul.

! Sharpe is mistaken in saying that Theodore was bishop ¢ during
the first three years of Heraclius’: History of Egypt under the
Romans, p. 240. The Chronicon Paschale says that in this year the
Pope of Alexandria ‘was slain by his enemies’ (o¢dferar dmd
évarriov—which may mean the Copts) i. e. 609, in which year also
Zacharias was made Patriarch of Jerusalem,
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Nor at first were they greatly disappointed. The
Coptic Patriarch Anastasius, who had been on the
throne for five years at the time of the rebellion,
retained his seat for another six years till his death
on 22 Khoiak (18 Dec), o.D. 616 And although
the Melkites remained in possession of power and
held the principal churches in Alexandria, yet the
Copts were able to build or rebuild several churches
of their own, such as those of St. Michael, St.
Angelus, SS. Cosmas and Damian, besides various
monasteries, to all of which Anastasius appointed
priests and ordained bishops %

There seems no reason to doubt that Heraclius
was genuinely anxious to win over the Coptic party,
and at the same time Nicetas felt bound to re-
compense their services rendered. Hence although
the Byzantine Court still appointed a Melkite
Patriarch in place of the slain Theodorus, they

"1 This on the whole seems the most probable date, though here
as elsewhere the chronology is extremely difficult. Abf@ 'l Birkat
makes Anastasius die in 604 : the Chronicon Orientale assigns his
death to 611, after a primacy of 12 years and 19o days: while
Echellensis claims greater accuracy in dating him 607 to 619. But
on the one hand the Chronicon expressly states that the reception
of the Jacobite Patriarch of Antioch by Anastasius occurred in the
year in which the Persians devastated Jerusalem, i.e. iz 6z5: and
on the other hand we know from Severus that the Persian invasion
of Egypt (which happened in 616) took place after the death of
Anastasius. Both statements may be reconciled with the date given
in the text for the death of Anastasius, viz. December, 616, although
the Chronicon is inconsistent with itself in putting the decease of
‘Anastasius in the year 611. See Appendix B, where all this
chronology is discussed at more length.

2 Severus of Ushmfinain quoted by Le Quien, Or. Christ. ii. 444.
The Chronicon Orientale goes further in saying that Anastasius not
only built new churches, but restored to the Copts many of which
the Melkites had taken possession. This could only be by the
favour of Nicetas and the Emperor.
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chose, on the special recommendation of Nicetas?,
a man whose life and character so far commanded
the admiration of the Jacobites, that they honoured
him during his lifetime and after death enshrined
his memory in the Coptic calendar. It is curious
to find that Nicetas was at a later date largely
instrumental in bringing about the union of the
Monophysite Syrian with the Coptic Church, a fact
which shows that his abiding attitude to the Copts
was one of sympathy rather than mere tolerance.
The new Melkite Archbishop was John the Com-
passionate, or the Almoner—a name bestowed upon
him for his great acts of charity?. But his lavish-
ness was not wholly without a method. He told
those about him to go through the city and take
note of all his ‘lords and helpers” When they
questioned his meaning, he explained: ‘Those
whom you call paupers and beggars I call lords and
helpers: for they truly help us and grant us the
Kingdom of Heaven’ So a roll of the poor was
prepared, and they received daily relief to the
number of 7,500. The governor Nicetas, watching
with envy the ceaseless flow of wealth from the
Patriarch, went to him one day and said, ‘ The
government is hard pressed for money: what you
receive is gotten freely without impoverishing any-
body: therefore give it to the treasury” The
! Gelzer’'s Leontios von WNeapolis, Anhang ii. p. 110 (fragment
from Life of John the Almoner by John Moschus and Sophronius).
3 Gibbon remarks curiously and with curious unfairness: ¢ The
boundless alms of John the Eleemosynary were dictated by super-
stition o7 benevolence or policy ’: and he seems to say that it was
in John’s time that ‘the churches of Alexandria were delivered
to the Catholics and the religion of the Monophysites was pro-

scribed '—a statement which happens to be less true of this time
than of almost any other.
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Patriarch answered: ‘What is offered to the heavenly
King must not be given to an earthly. I can give
you nothing. But yours is the: responsibility, and
the store of the Lord is under mybed.” So Nicetas
called his retainers, and ordered them to take the
money. As they were leaving, they met men
carrying in their ‘hands little jars labelled ¢Best
Honey’ and ‘ Unsmoked Honey,” and Nicetas asked
for a jar for his own table. The bearers whispered
to the Patriarch that the vessels were full of gold :
nevertheless John sent a jar to Nicetas with a
message advising him to have it opened in his
own presence, and adding that all the vessels he
had seen were full of money. Nicetas thereupon
went in person to the Patriarch and returned all
the money he had taken, together with the jar and
a handsome sum besides .

Stories of this kind at least show: the power and
resources of the' pontiff at Alexandria, and it is
interesting to learn also that the Church had its
own fleet of trading vessels. It is related that one
such ship with a cargo of 20,000 bushels of corn
was driven so far out of its course by storms that
it reached Britain, where there happened to be a
severe famine. It returned laden with tin, which
the captain sold at Pentapolis. In another instance
we hear of a flotilla of thirteen ships, each carrying
10,000 bushels of grain, which lost all their burden
in a tempest in the Adriaticc. They belonged to
the Church and besides corn they carried silver,

1 These details are given by Leontius (Gelzer, op. c1t., and
Migne, Patr. Gr.t. 93, col. 1618). Another account—and a
very probable one—makes Nicetas demand the money by order
of Heraclius, who needed it to reorganize his army : see Lebeau’s
Histoire du Bas Empire, ed. de Saint-Martin, vol. xi. pp. 52~3.

BUTLER E
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fine tissues, and other precious wares’. Nor can
it be doubted that the Church had its share of
the enormous grain trade between Alexandria
and Constantinople which Justinian carefully re-
organized?. And beyond the profits of such traffic
and the voluntary offerings of the people, the
Church had endowments of land which brought
in large revenues. Hence it is not surprising to
learn that, while John the Almoner astonished the
world by his bounty, Andronicus, who succeeded
Anastasius as Coptic Patriarch, and was for some
few months at any rate contemporary with John,
was scarcely less famed for his wealth and his
charity.

Although the double succession of pontiffs was
maintained, and although the early policy of Heraclius
was to bring about a reconcilement between the two
great branches of the Church of Egypt, yet as a rule
the Coptic Archbishop was unable to maintain his

! It is possible that the Church secured special trading privileges
when Hephaestus, governor of Alexandria under Justinian, stopped
the public distribution of corn (then amounting to 2,000,000 bushels
annually), which had been customary since the days of Diocletian.
Hephaestus in a letter to the Emperor criticized the system of
distribution as both unjust and impolitic. See Procopius, p. 219
(Athens, 1896). .

2 The corn-stores by the docks at Phiale in Alexandria were
liable to attack and plunder in every street riot, till Justinian
fortified the granaries in connexion with the service of barges from
the Nile with a strong enclosure wall. Moreover the corn-ships
were often detained at the mouth of the Dardanelles waiting for
a south wind to carry them forward: but to obviate this delay
Justinian built large storehouses where the ships could at once
deliver their cargoes and clear for return to Egypt, while another
service of vessels would carry the corn on to Constantinople when
the wind favoured. See Procopius on the Buildings of Justinian,
Palestine Pilgrims Text Society, vol. ii. p. 152,
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seat in the metropolis. The hostility between the
.two sects, even when smouldering, was ready to
burst into a blaze when fanned by the slightest
gust of passion; and the government could not in
common prudence brook the presence of the rival
Archbishops in the capital?. When, for example,
Anastasius welcomed the Patriarch of Antioch, we
find him living at the Ennaton, a famous monastery,
which lay near the shore nine miles westward of
Alexandria? and from there he went forth in solemn

! It is fair to state that Makrizi makes Anastasius ‘take up
his residence at Alexandria.” This may mean no more than that
he resided near Alexandria, which is not disputed: but Makrizf’s
whole account of this period is very confused and untrustworthy.
See Malan’s translation, pp. 67-9.

? In Coptic this monastery appears as menavton (Zoega, Caf.
Cod. Copl. pp. 89, 93), migexatoxn (id. ib. 337), and mpemavomn
(Amélineau, Géographie de I’Egyple & lépogue Copte, p. 531).
The Greek form 76 "Evvarov or "Evarov (Cotelerius, Monumentz
Ecclesiae Graecae, t. i. pp. 460, 520; John Moschus, Pratum
Spirituale, c. 145, 177, 184) is translated as ‘Ennatum’ in Latin
(Rosweyde, Vitae Palrum, pp. 609, 613). The Arabic Makrizi
identifies 2 monastery which he calls that of Zlay)l (or the glass-
blower) with the Ennaton, .,,ki\y)l, and he adds that it is under
the invocation of St. George. The Patriarch formerly was obliged
after his election in the church of Al Mu‘allakah in the Roman
Fortress of Babylon at Misr to visit the Monastery of Al Z{jij,
but the custom fell into disuse, says Makrfzl. It certainly
points to the very great importance of the Ennaton in the eyes
of the Copts—an importance which is emphasized in the history
of the sixth and seventh centuries. It was there that, according to
the Synaxaria, the body of Severus, Patriarch of Antioch, was pre-
served, that the work of revising the Syriac version was carried
out, and that the union of the Churches of Egypt and Antioch
was accomplished at this period. The monastery is mgntioned
by AbQ Salih (Churches and Monasteries of Egypt, ed. Evetts
and Butler, p. 229 and note), who uses the form y3Lla. Gold-
schmidt and Pereira, to whose note I am much indebted, conclude
that the Ennaton is the same as Al ZQjij: that it lay nine miles

E 2
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procession to meet his visitor. Nor did he go to
Alexandria, but summoned thence his clergy and
held in the monastery that conclave which resulted
in the re-establishment of full communion with
Antioch.

But Andronicus, the successor of Anastasius, offers
a remarkable exception to this rule of non-residence.
At the time of his election he was deacon at the
Cathedral church of Angelion? in Alexandria, and
there in the cells attached to the Cathedral he
continued to reside during the whole period of his

to the west of Alexandria: and that it was under the invocation
of St. George (Vida do Abba " Daniel do Mosteiro de Scete,
Versdo Ethiopica, p. 37 n). I think it clear that the name
comes from the milestone distance, just as at Constantinople the
well-known fortress and palace was called the Hebdomon or
Seventh: but the dedication is more doubtful. It appears to be
called Salapa in John Moschus; it was quite distinct from the-
monastery which appears in Severus as (uy,3 »s but which should
certainly be read as (uyd p3, Or (mp,s, Kyrios or Cyprius.
But the fact doubtless is that, as usual in the case of large
monasteries, many churches were included within the walls;
and as these had their separate dedications, there is ground for
some confusion. South-west of Alexandria towards Mareotis there
was another called 76 IIéumrov, and we read of another called
70 'Oydwkaiéxarov: see Revue de I'Orient Chrétien, 1901, no. 1
p- 65, n. 1.

! Mrs. E. L. Butcher, in her work:Zhe Story of the Church of
Egypt, represents the Patriarch of Antioch as taking refuge in
Egypt at the time of the Persian invasion: but the truth is that
he came to confer with the Coptic Patriarch on Church matters,
more particularly the Union.. At the same time great numbers
of Syrian clergy with their bishops, as well as laymen of all
ranks, are spec1ally recorded to have fled to Alexandria before
the Persian invasion. Gelzer's Zeontios von Neapolis, Anhang
ii. p. 112,

. 2 It is not clear whether Angelion or Euangelion is the proper
title of this church. Both forms are found, but the simple Angelion
seems the more common.

I
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primacy, which lasted six years. This immunity
from banishment was due to the fact that he
belonged to a noble family, and had the support
of powerful kinsmen in the government of the city.
What the personal relations of the two Patriarchs
were is not known; but John the Almoner died
a few months after Andronicus came to the Coptic
throne, and it is doubtful whether George?, the
successor of John in the Melkite chair, lived in
Alexandria at all, so that the personal question may
never have become dangerous.

Itis useless to regret that these not very interest-
ing details of matters ecclesiastical furnish the chief
record that remains of the history of Egypt during
the first five or six years following the revolt of
Heraclius. But it is time now to pass to those
great events with which the eastern part of the
Empire was ringing, events which had their in-
stantaneous echo on the banks of the Nile, and
which were destined to shake the Byzantine power
in Egypt to its foundations and prepare the way
for the Arab conquest. But the great conflict
between the Empire and Persia took place on a
wider stage ; and in order to understand its bearing
upon the fortunes of Egypt, it is necessary to follow
its vicissitudes, if only in rough outline.

! Little or nothing is known of George except that he wrote
a life of St. John Chrysostom. Theophanes gives fourteen years
as the term of his patriarchate, yet inconsistently, though truly
perhaps, makes him die in 630, after a period of only ten years
on the throne. Eutychius makes a vacancy of seven years
"between John and George, and this is probably the explanation
of the discrepancy in Theophanes.



CHAPTER VI
PERSIAN CONQUEST OF SYRIA

Chosroes established on the throne of Persia. Death of Maurice
and rupture between Persia and the Empire. Persian conquest of
Syria. Jews and Christians. Fall of Jerusalem and captivity of
the Patriarch Zacharias. Flight of refugees to Egypt. John the
Almoner’s measures of relief. Rebuilding of the churches in

Jerusalem. Christian council held by Chosroes. The Almoner’s
mission to Jerusalem.

WHEN Chosroes, grandson of Antshirwén, the
great King of Persia, had a few days after his
enthronement been driven from his kingdom by the
rebel usurper Bahrim, he fled with his two uncles
across the Tigris, cutting the ropes of the ferry
behind him to baffle his pursuers’. He pushed on
to Circesium on the Euphrates, wishing to pray at
a Christian shrine for deliverance from his enemies.
Thence he is said to have wandered irresolute and
despondent ; and hesitating whether he should seek
protection with the Huns or with the Romans, he
threw the reins on his horse’s neck and left the
decision to chance? His animal carried him to
the Roman frontiers, and he became the guest of
the nation with whom his country had been waging
war for the space of nearly seven centuries.

He was well received by the Emperor Maurice,
or rather by his lieutenant, at Hierapolis. The
Emperor is said himself to have sent him a treasure

Y Journal Asiatique, 6° série, 1866, p. 192. The uncles, named
Bundiwi and Bustam, were put to death in true oriental style by
their nephew on his accession to the throne.

3 Tartkh Regum Persiae, ed. W. Schikard, p. 154.
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of priceless jewels and to have given him his
daughter Mary in marriage®. It is of more impor-
tance that he espoused the cause of the Persian
prince, and sent Narses with a vast army to recover
the kingdom from Bahrdm. The issue was decided
in a bloody battle on the river Zab in the district
of Balarath, where, although the Persian commander
fought with his usual adroitness and valour, his
army was outnumbered and cut to pieces. Bahrim
fled to Balkh, where the ministers of the King’s
vengeance soon tracked him down and destroyed
him? Chosroes was thus by Roman aid placed
on the throne of Persia; a picked regiment of a
thousand Romans formed his body-guard; and
peace was established between the two Empires.
It is even said that Chosroes turned Christian, and
his costly offerings at the shrine of St. Sergius
and his letters. to the Patriarch of Antioch are
quoted as evidence of his preference for the Jacobite
profession of faith 3.

! So Eutychius and Makin, while other writers merely make
the lady of Roman birth. She is apparently identified by Gibbon
with Shirin; but the Persian romance called Zhe ZLoves of
Khusrau and Shirin clearly distinguishes Mary as a separate
personality. See Sir W. Ouseley’s translation in Oriental Collec-
tions, vol. i. p. 224. Yet Shirin also was a Christian. Sebeos,
who calls her Queen of Queens, says that she built besides
monasteries a church near the royal palace, which she adorned
with gold and silver, and to which she appointed priests and
deacons, with endowments from the royal exchequer for salaries
and vestments.

2 According to one account he was poisoned by the Queen
of the Khakin of Tartary, to whom Chosroes was related. See
Sir J. Malcolm’s History of Persia, vol. i. p. 155 n.

3 Abf ’l Faraj, who gives in full the letters exchanged between
Chosroes and Maurice, adds that after the defeat of Bahrim the
King built two churches for the Christians, one dedicated to the
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No doubt his education and his close relations
with the Christian Empire, as well as his marriage,
softened the traditional hostility of a Magian to the
Christian religion. But the Romans claimed as the
reward of their alliance an annexation of territory
which brought their Empire up to the banks of
the Araxes; and while this loss was galling to
Chosroes and his people, the King’s leanings to an
alien religion were equally galling to his priests, and

B.V.M,, the other to St. Sergius (ed. Pococke, pp. 96-8). The
offerings are mentioned by Evagrius, who says that Chosroes gave
to the church a processional cross, a chalice and paten, an altar-
cross, and a censer—all of pure gold—besides a curtain of Hunnish
embroidery spangled with gold. Theophylact also relates that
Chosroes in his hour of dejection vowed a magnificent golden cross
set with pearls and sapphires to St. Sergius—a saint whom even
the wandering tribes venerated—and he gives the same list of
additional offerings made by Chosroes when Sira or Shirin showed
promise of bearing a son. The great Anfishirwin himself, for all
his persecution of the Christians, is alleged to have been on friendly
terms with Uranius, a Nestorian Christian philosopher widely famed
for his Aristotelian teaching: see Mosheim’s Lcclesiastical History
eleventh ed., p. 218. 5 (London, W. Tegg, 1880). But the author
of this story cannot have read or believed Agathias, who was a
contemporary of Uranius, and reports him as a shallow disputatious
fellow, given to loafing among the bookstalls of Constantinople.
Agathias makes out that Anfishirwin was no scholar, though a fine
soldier, and that Uranius was little better than a drunken parasite
at his court (&iss. lib. 2, ap. Migne, Patr. Gr. t. 88)., Zachariah
of Mitylene gives some interesting details of the honour shown to
‘Christians at the court of the Persian King, and of the good service
wrought by Christian physicians, especially in getting the King to
build and endow a hospital—a thing then unknown in Persia (tr.
Hamilton and Brooks, p. 331). See also infra, p. 66, n. 2, and
p.-135,n. 1. InIndia even to-day there is a firm tradition that one
of Anfshirwén’s sons, called MushzAd, was a Christian. That very
eminent convert from Islim, the Rev. M. ‘ImA4d ad Din Lalfiz, who
died in the year 1900, claimed direct descent from this Mushzid
(Churck Missionary Intelligencer, December, 1900, p. 913).
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were doubtless quickly corrected. He was con-
sequently driven by powerful forces, religious and
political, to break the pact with Byzantium. He
got rid of the Roman guard, and he quarrelled with
Narses who was in command at Dara; whereupon
Maurice, anxious to soothe the King’s enmity, re-
placed Narses by Germanus .

It was at this time that the deformed and ferocious
Phocas, having secured the supreme power at Byzan-
tium, had the Emperor Maurice and all his sons
and his daughters put to death. Chosroes hardly
needed now the pretext his indignation furnished
for a declaration of open war. Any doubt he may
have felt was removed when Narses set up the
standard of revolt at Edessa, dividing the Empire
against itself?. It is true that Narses, venturing
in a fit of foolish confidence to visit his partisans
at the capital, was seized by Phocas and burnt at
the Hippodrome ; but the die was cast. When there-
fore Lilius, the envoy of Phocas, reached Germanus

! The last page or so of Theophylact may be consulted here :
he ends with the rupture of peace. But, though a native of Egypt,
he is very disappointing as an authority. He only mentions his
country twice, and that to record foolish prodigies. The first is,
the rise of a monstrous form from the Nile—a story which curiously
is recorded also by John of Nikiou in a slightly altered shape
(p- 533);. the second is the downfall of all the statues of Maurice
in Alexandria on the night of his murder. This, says Theophylact,
was witnessed by a friend of his own, an illuminator, returning late
from a festive party. A natural explanation of the phenomenon is
not far to seek.

* It appears from the Zarikk Regum Persiae of Schikard
(p. 155) that this revolt coincided with and was probably caused
by the elevation of Phocas to the throne. John of Nikiou relates
that Chosroes tried to poison Narses and his men and horses: but
it is not clear in what way the achievement of this purpose would
have advantaged him (pp. 528-9).
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at Dara and was sent on with every mark of honour
to the Persian court, bearing letters and royal gifts
for the King, Chosroes flung the Emperor’s am-
bassador into a dungeon and marched his forces into
Armenia.

It is not within the scope of this work to follow
the campaigns of Chosroes against Phocas. They
neither fall within the period under review, nor
connect, save by their broad results, with the history
of Egypt; and the present writer could add little or
nothing to the records already written, Suffice it
therefore to say that after overrunning Armenia,
which had so often been the battlefield of contending
empires, the Persian King divided his forces, and
sent one army southward to the conquest of Syria
and another westward through the heart of Asia
Minor with the design of reaching Constantinople.
The order of events is by no means clear; but it
is the fortune of the southern force that concerns
us here, and so slow was its progress that the fall
of Antioch only coincided with the coronation of
Heraclius. Had the motive of Chosroes in waging
war been merely revenge against Phocas, the death
of that tyrant might have ended the strife : but the
Great King had proved the weakness of his enemies,
and the success of his arms only fired his ambition.
He now aimed at nothing less than the total sub-
jugation of the Roman Empire. It was no visionary
scheme. In numbers, equipment, and discipline his
troops were far superior to those of the enemy; his
commanders—now that Bonésus and Narses were
dead—were unrivalled; his treasury was full and
his people united, while the Emperor’s people were
divided, and his exchequer wellnigh exhausted.

Still the Syrian country was difficult: siege



Persian Conguest of Syria 59

methods were tedious: and a great amount of time
was wasted every year in winter quarters. Hence
it was not till the fifth year of Heraclius’ reign that
the Persian general Khorheam! after taking Da-
mascus and Caesarea advanced to the capture of
Jerusalem. From his head quarters at Caesarea,
Khorheam, it seems, sent envoys calling on Jeru-
salem to surrender to the Great King; -and the city
was actually delivered up to the Persian officers by
the Jews, who had prevailed over the Christian popu-
lation 2. Some months later, however, the Christians

! Eutychius, ap. Migne, Pair. Gr. t. 111, col. 1082, gives the
name as Chorawazaih. It is found as SopBapalds and SapBavalas
in Theophanes: as SdpBapos in the Chronicon Paschale: also in
the forms Sharawazaih and Shahrbarz: and it is a corruption of
the Persian ¢ Shah-Waraz,” which means ¢ The King’s Wild Boar.”
A wild boar, as the emblem of fierce strength, was engraved on
the seal of ancient Persia and also on that of Armenia. The
designation Shah-Waraz was of course a title of honour, not
a name. The same general (who afterwards for a short time
usurped the throne of Persia) is known also by another title, which
appears in Armenian authors as Erasman, Razman, Rhomizan, or
Ramikozan, and in Greek authors as Rasmisas or Romizanes;
in the proper form of Rhozmiozan in Moses of Kaghankatouts;
and as Povulalav in Theophanes. His name as distinguished from
these titles was Khorheam. See Jowrnal Asialique, 6° série,
1866, p. 197. Yet the name Khorheam seems unknown to Persian
writers. ’Mr. Platts tells me that in Persian histories this king is
called J'\)( (kuriz = boar) or ;3 & (shahr-baraz), or )b &
(shahr-yar).

2 The same fierce hostility of Jew to Christian is recorded by
Cedrenus, who relates that in the last year of Phocas’ reign the
Jews fell upon the Christians at Antioch, whereupon Phocas sent
Bonbsus against the Jews, on whom he wreaked vengeance with
the most revolting barbarity. See above, ch. ii. p. 14. Doubtless
in the next year the Jews at Antioch aided the Persian invaders,
as they did at Jerusalem. See Corp. Hisi. Byzant. Script. t. vii.
p. 708 : also Makrizi (Malan’s tr.), p. 68. So also when Shahin
(or Saén) appeared in 610 before Caesarea in Cappadocia, the
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rose in revolt, slew the Persian chiefs, overmastered
the garrison, and closed the gates. The Shah-Waraz
then advanced to beleaguer the town : but aided by
the Jews he succeeded in undermining the walls,
and on the nineteenth day from their arrival his
troops entered by the breach and took the city by
storm?’, Scenes of massacre, rapine, and destruction
ensued. The most reasonable estimate, which is
that of Sebeos and of Thomas Ardzrouni, places the
slain at 57,000 and the captives at 35,000, while
the Byzantine historians say loosely that 90,000
perished2 The Armenians are probably nearer the
truth, but it is certain that many thousand clergy
and monks, saints and nuns, were put to the sword.
After twenty-one days of plunder and slaughter, the
Persians retired outside the walls, and set fire to
the city. Thus the church of the Holy Sepulchre
and all the famous churches of Constantine® were

Christians fled, but the Jews tendered their submission to the
Persians. In harmony with all this is the evidence of. Sebeos,
which is most explicit. ¢ At this time,’ he says, ‘all the country
of Palestine freely submitted to the rule of the Persian King.
Chiefly the remnant of the Hebrews rose against the Christians,
and moved by traditional hatred, they wrought much evil in the
midst of the faithful. They went over to the Persians, and joined
with them in friendly relations” If further proof of the Jews’
intolerant hatred of Christians were wanted, it might be found
in the pages of Zachariah of Mitylene, who describes the barbarities
wrought by the Homerite Kings of Arabia, who were Jews, upon
their Christian subjects: see Hamilton and Brooks’ tr., pp. 200 seq.

! This account is given by Sebeos and, I think, by him alone
among the authorities.

? Theophanes, Cedrenus, and Zonaras agree in this number,
which is found also in the Zur#kh Regum Persiae, p. 155 It
tallies closely with Sebeos’ number, if we put his slain and captives
together. But one MS. of Sebeos gives 17,000 as the number of
the slain,

8 For an account of these beautiful buildings see Palestine
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destroyed or dismantled. The Holy Rood, which had
been buried in its golden and bejewelled case !, was
unearthed 2 when its hiding-place had Been disclosed
under torture, and with countless holy vessels of
gold and silver was carried away as plunder, while
great multitudes, including the Patriarch Zacharias,
were driven into captivity. The reliquary of the
Holy Cross and the Patriarch were sent as pre-
sents to Mary the wife ‘of Chosroes®: but.of the
ordinary captives many were redeemed by the Jews
for the mere pleasure of putting them to death, if
Cedrenus is ‘to be believed. ‘All these things
happened not in a year or a month but within a few
days’ pathetically exclaims the writer of the CArons-
con Paschale, and the date is accurately fixed to the
month of May, 6154

Pilgrims Text Society, vol. i, and the anacreontics of Sophronius
in Migne, Patr. Gr. t. 87 (3).

! Malcolm’s History of Persia, vol. i. p. 157.

2 The Cross had been buried in a garden and vegetables
planted over it.

3 Eutychius, ap. Migne, Pafr. Gr. t. 111, col. 1082.

4 Theophanes gives the fifth year of Heraclius, A.m. 6106. This
A.M.=615 A.D., as is proved by the correspondence of A.M. 6113
with the year of Heraclius’ expedition and Mohammed’s appearance
(a.p. 622). Sebeos gives the year as Chosroes 25, the latter
half of which corresponds with the first half of 615. As regards
the day of the month, there is some confusion in the Armenian
writers. Thomas Ardzrouni says the capture of the city took
place ten days after Easter on Margats 28. Dulaurier (Chronologie
Arménienne, pp. 222-3) shows that the two dates cannot coincide,
since Easter in 614, to which year Dulaurier seems to assign the
fall of Jerusalem, was March 31, and ten days later=April 10;
whereas Margats 28=May 26. Sebeos agrees very closely with
Thomas Ardzrouni, but makes the ten days after Easter=
Margats 2%, which date Mr. Conybeare puts as equivalent to
May 20. But Easter in 615 fell upon April 20, and if we suppose
that in the MS. the figure 10 is confused with 30, we have in
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So the Holy City was smitten with fire and sword.
But of the remnant that escaped slaughter and
captivity many fled southward to the Christian cities
of Arabial—quiet communities whose peace was
already disturbed by echoes of the cry of the rising
prophet of Isldm. Yet it was probably in connexion
with this very triumph of the idolatrous Persians at
Jerusalem that Mohammed uttered his famous pro-
phecy : ‘ The Romans have been overcome by the
Persians in the nearest part of the land; but after
their defeat they shall overcome in their turn within
a few years2’ But the main refuge of the scattered
Christians was in Egypt, and particularly Alexandria,
where the population was already swollen by crowds
of refugees who had been flocking thither during
the whole course of the Persian invasion of Syria.

The bounty and resources of John the Almoner
were already strained by the prevailing destitution,
even before the exiles from Jerusalem were thrown
upon the city. To add to the troubles of the time,
that same summer saw a serious failure of the Nile
flood, and the result was a devastating famine?
throughout the land of Egypt. Gifts nevertheless

May 20 an exact correspondence. Moreover the Chronicon
Paschale says that the capture took place ‘towards the month of
June,” and this is quite decisive as between the discrepant dates
of the Armenians. It is, however, to be remarked that the
Chronicon makes the capture of the city take place in the fourth
year of Heraclius, and apparently Severus and Cedrenus agree with
it in placing the date in 614. The testimony of the Chronicon
Paschale is difficult to reject, but one must in this particular decide
against it on a balance of evidence.

! For an account of these communities see Wright's Christianity
in Arabia.

* Al Kurin, s. xxx, and Sale’s notes.

* Leontius, ap. Migne, Patr. Gr. t. 93, col. 1625.



Persian Conquest of Syria 63

poured in to the Church, and few of those who came
to John, ‘as to a waveless haven,’ for refuge were
disappointed. Besides the daily dole of food for
the needy the good Patriarch provided almshouses
and hospitals for the sick and wounded, and scorned
even to rebuke those wealthy men who were mean
enough to take advantage of his charity. But such
lavishness could not last: and as the famine grew
fiercer, John found his chest becoming empty. In
this strait he was sorely tempted by a layman who
had been twice married and was therefore disquali-
fied for orders !, but who offered a vast sum of money
and a great weight of corn as the price of his
ordination. John had only two measures of corn
remaining in his granary: but in the end he rejected
the offer, and was rewarded almost on the moment
by the news that two of the Church corn-ships, with
large cargoes of grain, had just rounded the Pharos
from Sicily, and were moored in the harbour.

Yet the good works of the Patriarch were not
bounded by Egypt or confined to feeding the hungry.
No sooner had the Holy City been sacked than
a certain monk named Modestus, who had escaped
the slaughter, wandered through Palestine begging
for alms to reinstate the ruined churches. He was
successful in his mission, and returning with a great
sum of money to Jerusalem, he found that the Jews
had now forfeited the special protection of the
Persians, which they had at first received as the
guerdon of their service to the conquerors. The
Christians were again in favour, and Modestus being
appointed civil and spiritual head of the community,
was suffered to rebuild the churches. Indeed, as

! See Mrs. E. L. Butcher’s Story of the Churck of Egypt, vol. i
P- 345-
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Sebeos relates, Chosroes had sent special orders
to treat the captives kindly, to resettle .them, and
to restore the public buildings. He also sanctioned
the expulsion of the Jews—an order which was
carried out with the greatest alacrity.

The same historian gives a letter written by
Modestus to Koumitas, Metropolitan of Armenia,
after the completion of the work upon the churches.
* God now has made our adversaries friends,’ it says,
‘and shown us mercy and pity from our captors.
But the Jews . . . who presumed to do battle and
to burn. those glorious places, are driven out from
the Holy City, and must not inhabit it nor see
the holy places restored to their magnificence.
And again: ‘All the churches of Jerusalem have
been set in order, and are served by clergy: peace
reigns in the City of God and round about it.’

Not less curious is the narrative, given by the
same writer, of a kind of council held by the
Christians at the suggestion of Chosroes. The
story is preserved in a letter sent by the Armenian
Catholicus and bishops in reply to a message from
Constantine, successor to Heraclius. The latter
relates that the Great King ordered all the bishops
of the East and of Assyria to assemble at his Court,
remarking : ‘I hear that there are two parties of
Christians, and that the one curses the other: which
is to be regarded as in the right? They shall
come to a general assembly to confirm the right
and reject the wrong.” One Smbat Bagratouni and
the King’s chief physician were made presidents.
It is specially recorded that Zacharias, the Patriarch
of Jerusalem, was present, and ‘many other wise
men who had been carried into captivity from Alex-
andria! The council proved very turbulent, and
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the King had to expel all sects but those who
followed the doctrines of Nicaea, Constantinople,
Ephesus, and Chalcedon. These several doctrines
he ordered the assembled divines to examine and
report upon. Memorials representing various opinions
were submitted to the King, who discussed and
pondered them. Finally, Zacharias and the Alex-
andrian divines were separately asked to pronounce
the truth under oath, and they declared the right
faith to be that approved by the Councils of
Nicaea, Constantinople, and Ephesus, but not that
of Chalcedon : in other words they pronounced for
the Monophysites. Thereupon the King ordered a
search to be made in the royal treasury or library
for the document of the Nicaean faith, which was
found, and declared to be in agreement with the
faith of the Armenians. Accordingly Chosroes
issued an edict that ¢ All the Christians under my
rule shall accept the faith of the Armenians.” Among
those who so agreed are named ‘the God-loving
queen Shirin, the brave Smbat, and the chief royal
physician” The instrument embodying the right
confession of faith, as the result of the council, was
sealed with the Great King’s seal, and deposited
with the royal archives.

This singular episode, embedded in the letter of
the Armenian bishops and so preserved to history,
is the most striking evidence we possess of Chosroes’
attitude to the Christians. The letter itself has the
ring of truth, and there is no reason whatever to
question its genuineness. It was written somewhere
about the year 638, or some twenty years after the
council which it records, and which was assembled
not long after the Persian capture of Jerusalem. The
Great King is here revealed in a new light. Heis

BUTLER F
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no fanatical heathen monarch, persecuting or watring
against the believers in the Cross. On the contrary,
he acknowledges the right of the Christians to their
belief, shows a curious speculative interest in their
tenets, is puzzled by their most unchristian fightings
and anathemas, and either from kindly wishes for
their welfare or from mere motives of state policy
he desires to compose their differences. He was
present at the debate, put questions, and weighed
answers. When his mind was made up and his
decision given, he seems to have threatened some
of the bishops that he would put them to the sword
and pull down their churches if they disobeyed his
ordinance. But on the whole the story shows a
toleration verging on sympathy for the Christian
religion—the same frame of mind which is displayed
in the order restoring the Christian outcasts to
Jerusalem and enabling them under Modestus to
rebuild the churches. John of Nikiou relates® that
Hormisdas’ father, the great Anfshirwén, after
secretly professing Christianity, was baptized by
a bishop. However that may be, the influence of
Christian queens, physicians, and philosophers at the
court clearly enlightened the King's mind and
softened his disposition towards the Christian re-
ligion % We have far more reason for astonishment

! p. 526.

2 See also supra, p. 55, n. 3. I may add that, according to Tabari
(ed. De Goeje, vol. i. p. 1000), shortly after his accession Chosroes
issued an edict allowing the Christians in his dominions to restore
their churches and o make converts of the Magians, tf they could,
alleging that a similar edict had been issued by Anfishirwén in con-
sequence of a treaty with Caesar. Ya'kfibi relates (ed. Houtema,
vol. i. p. 194) that when Chosroes announced his early victories to
Maurice, the Emperor sent him a robe embroidered with crosses,
which he wore to the scandal of his people. Moreover he *issued
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at the normal toleration which the Church enjoyed
under Persian rule than for surprise at the occasional
outbursts of ferocity from which it suffered.

But to resume. The contribution offered by John
of Alexandria towards the reinstatement of the
churches in Jerusalem is said to have been a thou-
sand mules, a thousand sacks of corn and of vege-
tables, a thousand vessels of pickled fish, a thousand
jars of wine, a thousand pounds of iron, and a
thousand workmen®: and John wrote in a letter to
Modestus—* Pardon me that I can send nothing
worthy the temples of Christ. Would that I could
come myself and work with my own hands at the
church of the Resurrection2’ He is also recorded
to have sent a large convoy of gold, corn, clothing,
and the like, under charge of one Chrysippus—
though this, albeit separately related, may be the
same story in another form—and to- have com-
missioned Theodore bishop of Amathus in Cyprus,
Gregory bishop of Rhinocolura? and Anastasius

a decree commanding that the Christians should be held in
honour and publicly acknowledged and promoted to high places,
and he announced that a treaty had been made between himself
and the King of the Romans such as no king had made
before him.

! Eutychius, ap. Migne, Pasr. Gr. t. 111, col. 1082 seq. Euty-
chius is of course wrong in saying that these events took place in
the sixth year of Phocas: it should be Heraclius, as in Cedrenus
and Theophanes. Leontius gives practically the same version of
John’s contribution, but he adds a thousand pieces of gold, and he
writes ¢strings of fish’ instead of pickled fish in jars.

2 Zacharias, who was Patriarch of Jerusalem from 609 to 628
or 629, and was carried off by the Persians, has left an account
of the Persian conquest which may be read in Migne, t. 86, col.
3219 seq., and from which I have quoted,

$ Rhinocolura was a town on the Egyptian frontier towards

Palestine, Diodorus Siculus derives its name from a legend that
F2
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Abbot of the monastery of the Great Mountain of
St. Anthony !, with large sums of money to recover
and redeem ag many captives as they could. This
was in the latter half of 615.

a King of Egypt called Artisanes used it as a place of exile for
malefactors, who were marked by having their noses slit or cut
off. The town was known in Arab times as Al ‘Arish. See
Quatremere, Mém. i. p. 53; Rec. de I’ Egypte, ii. pp. X, xi, 20.
Champollion rejects Diodorus’ etymology, but cutting off the nose
was a recognized and common form of punishment in Graeco-
Roman law at this time : see Bury’s Gibbon, vol. v. p. 529. Sebeos
also relates that Heraclius inflicted this penalty on those who joined
Athalaric’s conspiracy after his return from Jerusalem.

! The monastery here spoken of may well be the well-known
one on the Red Sea coast, as its description scems to imply; or
it may be one of the same name on the mountain near Kift on
the Nile by Kandh. See AbQ Salih, Churches and Monasteries of
Egypt, pp. 159-62 and 280. Sharpe in his History of Egyp!
(vol. ii. p. 368) speaks of a monastery of St. Anthony in the
capital : but that seems to me a quite baseless conjecture.



CHAPTER VII
PERSIAN CONQUEST OF EGYPT

Union established between the Coptic and Syrian Churches.
Advance of the Persians on Egypt. Capture of Babylon and Nikiou,
and siege of Alexandria. Flight of Nicetas and John the Almoner.
Death of the latter. The city betrayed by a student, Peter of
Bahrain. Death of Andronicus. The attitude of the Copts to the
invaders : current fallacies refuted. Story of Pisentios and treat-
ment of the Copts. Treatment of Alexandria. The Fort of the
Persians.

ABouT the same time that the caravans sent by
John the Almoner were crossing the desert from
Egypt to Jerusalem, in the early autumn of 615,
the Coptic Patriarch Anastasius received a visit
from Athanasius, the Patriarch of Antioch, who
had been dispossessed by the Persian invasion.
They met, as has been stated, in the celebrated
Ennaton monastery on the sea-coast westward
of Alexandria. One or two bishops from Syria
probably accompanied their Patriarch; others, like
Thomas of Harkel and Paul of Tella, were already
settled at the monastery, working hard at their
great task of revising the Syriac version of the
Bible by collation of the Greek: and yet others
were in Egypt as refugees. For ‘while the Per-
sians were ravaging Syria, all who could escape
from their hands—laymen of all ranks, and clergy
of all ranks with their bishops—fled for refuge
to Alexandrial’ It is therefore extremely prob-
able that, as tradition avers, five Syrian bishops
were present at the meeting of the two Patriarchs,

1 Gelzer's Leontsus von Neapolis, Anhang ii. p. 1r2.
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which resulted in the establishment of union between
the Syrian and the Coptic Church. Anastasius
only remained a month in Egypt, after which he
returned to Syria, where he witnessed the beginning
of that curious toleration which seems almost every-
where to have followed not far behind the bloody
steps of the Persian conquerors. Sword in hand
the Persians showed a savage fetocity which passed
all bounds of reason and necessity, and which
seemed never to tire of mere slaughter: but when
the reign of peace returned, they governed with
unexpected mildness. So it was in Arabia, in
Syria, and in Palestine: and so it was to prove
in Egypt.

The subjugation of Syria had taken six years
to accomplish. The capture of Jerusalem probably
left little more work for the Persian armies to do
in that region: and towards the autumn of the
following year 616, their preparations were complete
for a campaign in Egypt. Apparently it was not
the same commander, Khorheam, the Shah-Waraz,
who led the invading forces, but another general
called Shahin?, and he followed the beaten track of

Y The Chronicon Orientale and Makriz? make Chosroes himself
the invader of Egypt, but probably only by a loose manner of
speech. Another account gives Saén or Sais, i. e. Shahin, as the
name of the general, and this is probably the truth, rather than that
it was Khorheam, as Eutychius relates. There is no warrant for the
statement that Chosroes abandoned his palace for the hardships of
the field in either the Syrian or the Egyptian campaign. It was
natural to suppose that Khorheam from Palestine pushed on to
Egypt: but Tabari’s authority in such a matter is great, and he clearly
states that Rumyfizin (Khorheam), was the general who captured
Jerusalem ; that another general, Shahin, was ordered to Egypt and
Nubia and sent home the keys of Alexandria to Chosroes ; while
a third, Ferruhin, was dispatched to Constantinople. That the
general was Shahin seems also proved by the Persian papyri in
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war—the road taken by Cambyses, by Antiochus
Epiphanes, by Alexander the Great, and destined
not many years later to be taken by ‘Amr at the
head of his Arabs.

The route lay from Rhinocolura along the coast
to Pelusium, from Pelusium to Memphis and round
the apex of the Delta, from Memphis down the
western Nile to Nikiou and to Alexandria. The
people of the Nile valley had neither the means
nor the spirit for any very serious resistance, nor
is there record of any great battle fought or
desperate effort made to save the country.

The Greek historians describe the whole campaign
in a sentence: ‘the Persians took all Egypt and
Alexandria and Libya up to Ethiopia, and returned
with a vast number of captives and a vast amount
of spoil?’; and Egyptian authorities add less than
could be desired to their barren narrative. We
know, however, that Pelusium was captured without
much difficulty, and that the Persians wrought havoc
among its many churches and monasteries? Nota
word is written about the reduction of the great
fortress of Babylon near Memphis: but although
it is clear that the Persians were masters of the art
of siege warfare, it is probable that Babylon was
undefended. After the fall of Memphis the army
marched by land, aided by a large flotilla on the
Nile, and they followed the right bank of the main
western branch, past Nikiou, to Alexandria?.

the Rainer collection : see Karabacek’s Fikrer durch die Ausstellung,

p. 113.
! Theophanes and Cedrenus.
2 Abfi Silib, p. 168, and the British Museum MS. of Severus,
p- 101, referred to in the note there.
$ The occupation of Babylon and Nikiou before the capture of
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Of the capture of Alexandria itself there remains
an account which is interestingl. This great city,
says the chronicle, was that ¢which Alexander had
built in accordance with the counsels of his master
Aristotle, a city girt with walls, encircled with the
waters of the Nile, and furnished with strong gates.’
The siege lasted some time, and with all their skill
the Persians were unable to force an entrance into
the great fortress. Indeed its defences were so
strong as to be virtually impregnable. It was now,
i.e. in 617, some 117 years since a Persian army
had overrun Egypt, and on that occasion the flood of
conquest which had surged over the Delta beat in
vain against the walls of Alexandria? These same
walls but eight years previously had flung back the
desperate battalions of Bondsus, like rock-shattered
billows: and they were destined to prove their
strength a quarter of a century later in prolonged
defiance of the Saracen leaguer. Clearly then at
this juncture the long lines of bulwarks and towers
were as formidable as ever; and a united and
resolute garrison, drawing endless resources from
the sea, which the Empire still commanded, would
have wearied out the besiegers, and either crushed

Alexandria is related by the Cyprian monk John, who was on a
pilgrimage in Egypt. His words are—mapeyevopny v "Adeavdpely
Kkara T0v kapdv év ¢ elonhbov of Iépaar &v Alylmre, & Svrwy adrdy
érl 7o pépy tijs Nuwdov xal BaBuvhévos rijs xar’ Alyvrrov ; and he
describes the rapayyv rai GopvBov tiis Mepaixijs émdpouss in Alex-
andria just as he was departing homewards. Quoted by Gelzer,
Leontios von Neapolis, Anmerkungen, p. 152.

' The Syrian Chronicle (ed. Guidi and tr. Th. N¢ldeke) cited by
Gelzer, 1. c.

? Circa 5oo A.D. in the time of the Emperor Anastasius. The
Persians set fire to the suburbs of Alexandria, but could do no
more,
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them when weakened or forced them to raise the
siege.

But union had long been impossible to the motley
and turbulent population of Copts, Romans, Syrians,
Jews, and students and refugees from all parts of
the Empire. The Copts and the Syrians hated the
Romans, and the Jews hated the Christians, with
an enmity on which no common peril could act
as solvent: while all would have laughed to scorn
the idea that between the different races, classes,
and creeds there could be any bond of patriotism,
which alone might have given them cohesion. It is
therefore not surprising to learn that the city fell
through treason.

During the period of investment the baffled
Persians wreaked their fury on the country round,
particularly upon the monasteries. Story tells of no
less than six hundred monasteries in the neighbour-
hood of Alexandria, all built ‘with keeps like the
towers used for dovecotes®.’ Confident in the

! Severus of Ushmfinain, Brit. Mus. MS. p. 100; Paris MS.
p. 87. Similar keeps still exist at the monasteries in the Widi 'n
Natrin. That there was a very large number of monasteries near
Alexandria is undoubted. Inanancient Coptic document translated
by Amélineau (Histoire des Monastires de la Basse Egyple, p. 34)
Macarius says that he spent three years in the monasteries round
about Alexandria, where he lived among remarkable men filled with
every virtue to the number of 2,000. This was in the fourth
century, and by the seventh the number of monks had largely grown.
Even as early as 485 we read in the Chronicle of Zachariak of
Mitylene that after the publication of Zeno’s Henoticon 30,000
monks and ten bishops met at the ¢ Martyr Church of St. Euphemia’
without the walls of Alexandria, where, after resolving not to enter
the city for fear of creating a riot, they deputed Bishop Theodore
with seven other bishops and 200 archimandrites to wait on the
Patriarch Peter, and to confer with him in the cathedral. This
record would show that there is a substantial basis of truth in
Severus’ statement.
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security of these convent castles, the monks not
only neglected all precautions for safety but ventured
on acts of open defiance against the enemy. Buta
host of Persians, advancing from the west?, where
their camp lay, surrounded the walls and quickly
battered down their rude defences. Nearly every
man within them was put to the sword, only a very
small remnant escaping by hiding in holes and
corners. All the treasure and all the furniture in
the monasteries was taken as plunder: churches
and buildings were broken down or set on fire, and
so fell into ruins, which remained visible till long
after the invasion of the Arabs.

But among the precious spoil taken by the enemy,
what became of those priceless literary treasures
which filled the monastic libraries? No sure answer
can be given: but while many libraries perished,
some certainly escaped destruction. Most important
of all, the great Ennaton monastery was left in
security owing to its distance from Alexandria,
and it is highly probable that its collection of
books and manuscripts remained uninjured. The
survival of the monastery is proved by the fact
that the Patriarch Simon (a.Dp. 694) came from
it and was buried in it?; and as Simon was born
a Syrian and was renowned for his theological
studies, it is clear that the monastery retained its
Syrian connexion as well as its repute for learning.

! T have followed Severus, whose language implies either that
most of the monasteries lay to the east of the city, which hardly
agrees with what we know from other sources, or that the Persian
forces had worked right round Alexandria, so as to attack it from
the west or south-west,

? Von Gutschmidy's Kleine Schriften, ii. p. s01. The convent of

Al Z{jaj named by Severus is of course the same as the Ennaton,
as I have shown.
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It is frequently mentioned in subsequent history.
Another monastery which survived was Dair Kibriqs,
which lay to the north-east of Alexandria on the
coast’. The range therefore of the devastation
wrought by the Persians round the Great City was
singularly limited : for during the siege they were
either too busy or too indolent to send marauding
parties a few miles across the desert sands to vex
the sequestered shelters of the monks. The great
group of convents which they sacked and ruined
must have been almost or actually within view of
the Persian encampment.

Here, however, we must part company with
Severus. He alleges that, when tidings of the
destruction of the monasteries and the slaughter
of the monks reached Alexandria, the inhabitants
in a mad panic opened the gates of the city. The
Persian Saldr, or commander-in-chief, had had a
dream in which some mighty personage appeared,
promised to deliver the city into the hands of the
Persians, and cautioned him not to treat the city
leniently and not to let any of the inhabitants escape,
as they were heretics and hypocrites. Thereupon
the Saldr, or Shahin as we may call him, made all
the able-bodied men, from eighteen to ffty years
of age, come out of the city on the pretence of

1 Severus at the beginning of his ZLife of Benjamin expressly
records the escape of this monastery from the Persians. The Abbot
Theonas in the course of the story remarks that he had then, in 622,
lived for fifty years in the monastery. This Theonas must be
a different person from the Theonas, steward of the Ennaton,
to whom Sophronius wrote an ode about 605, which ode is still
extant (Migne, Patr. Gr. t. 87 (3)). The Cairo MS. of Severus
gives the name of the monastery as (g, or KibriGs = Cyprius,
while the London MS. seems to give (uy 3 oOr Kiran(s, which is
not likely to be correct.
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giving them two gold pieces a head; and when
they were all gathered together and their names
were written down, he ordered his soldiers to fall
upon them and slay them, to the number of eighty
thousand. "

Such is the improbable story. We may dismiss
the vision with its absurd denunciation of heretic
Christians to a Persian, though the language reveals
the Monophysite sympathies of Severus and the
complacency which he felt at the thought of whole-
sale slaughter befalling the Melkite inhabitants of
the Great City. But on the other hand the monks
who perished were Monophysites or Copts, and
the whole tone of Severus indicates hatred and
abhorrence of the Persians; so that the story can-
not be strained to countenance any sort of com-
pact between the Copts and the Persians. More-
over, brutal as the Persians were, it was wholly
against their laws of war to massacre the inhabitants
of a city peaceably surrendered'. The promise of
a money payment and the inscription of eighty
thousand names as preliminaries to the slaughter
are obviously ridiculous, even were it conceivable
that the city gates would be thrown open without
the conclusion of a treaty guaranteeing the lives of
the citizens. Quitting Severus, therefore, we return
to the Syrian Chronicle, which gives a much more
credible version of the capture.

It will be remembered that the canal which
supplied Alexandria at once with food and with
water, after winding under the southern walls took
a sharp turn to the north, and entering the city
passed right across it till it reached the sea. Both
entrances were closed by gateways strongly fortified

! This is quite clear from the history of Sebeos.
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and defended by powerful engines of war. In time
of siege the canal would be little if at all used for
landward’ traffic, as it would be commanded and
controlled by the enemy, at least where it lay
out of the range of the garrison’s artillery; and
the besiegers would naturally have seized most of the
corn-barges and shipping. But the seaward gate
of the canal was constantly open, not merely for
merchant vessels from the main, but for the many
fishing boats which brought their daily burden to
market. And as the gate abutted on the harbour,
in which the Roman war-galleys rode unchallenged,
it was doubtless somewhat laxly guarded.

In this fact the traitor saw his opportunity. He
stole without the walls, and, making his way to the
Persian general's tent, there unfolded a plan for the
capture of the Great City. It promised well and
was adopted. The Persians procured a number of
fishing-boats, filled them with soldiers disguised as
‘longshore fishermen, and sent them out to sea at
dead of night. Well before daybreak the little craft
stood in from the offing, and when they reached the
northern gate they gave the password and moved
unmolested on to the bridge, which carried the great
main street of the city over the canal. Here, still
in the dark, they seized their swords and disem-
barked. Trusting to their disguise, they passed
quietly down the main avenue westward till they
reached the Moon Gate, where they suddenly fell
on the unsuspecting warders and killed them. It
was the work of a moment. Ere the alarm could
be given, they flung back the ponderous gates,
and as day broke over the temples and palaces of
Alexandria, the hordes of Shahin rushed in and pro-
claimed the victory of Chosroes from the walls.
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The Syrian Chronicle goes on to say that all who
could then took flight; but that the ships on which
the treasure of the churches and of the magnates
had been placed as a measure of precaution were
blown back by a storm and driven on to the shore
by the Persian camp, i.e. westward of the cityl
All the gold and silver and jewels thus captured by
the Persian army were sent, together with the keys
of the city, to Chosroes. It is curious that there
is no mention- of the great massacre recorded by
Severus; but it is most improbable that in this
the Egyptian writer, living in the midst of living
traditions, could be wholly mistaken; and moreover
such a massacre, where a town was not peaceably
surrendered under treaty of protection, fully accords
with Persian practice.

But it is clear that some kind of warning had
prepared the city for its fate. It was doubtless the
warning of despair. The garrison must have been
dangerously weakened by the withdrawal of troops
to other parts of the Empire or even to Byzantium,
as province after province had been ‘ trampled under
foot by the Persians as an ox tramples the threshing-
floor2” Moreover all the corn supplies of Egypt
had been cut off from Alexandria; and although the
food of the citizens formed but a fraction of the
enormous grain traffic which flowed through Alexan-
dria to all parts of the Mediterranean, all the trade

! Called therefore ¢ the treasure of the wind.’ But this story is
told by the Arab writer Ibn Kutaibah (ninth century) of the ship in
which Heraclius had placed his precious vessels and jewels when he
resolved to quit Byzantium for Carthage. This ship was driven
by storms, he says, to Alexandria, where it fell into the hands
of the Persians, K7tdb al Ma'drif, &c., ed. Wiistenfeld, p. 329.

? The words of Severus.
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was outwards; and when it ceased, it was idle to
think of reversing the machinery—of converting
exports to imports. Hence, as time wore on and
stores diminished, while no relief came from Hera-
clius, the pinch of want may well have been acute,
and the people saw that they would ere long be
forced to surrender from sheer starvation. This
being the case, we are no longer puzzled by the
flight of the governor Nicetas, whose valour, whose
capacity for action, and whose loyalty to the Empire
are alike unquestionable. It was ‘when Alexandria
was about to be delivered over to the godless
Persians’ that Nicetas took ship for Byzantium
in company with John the Almoner. They got as
far as Rhodes, when the Patriarch was seized with
illness, and foreboding his end, he sailed for Cyprus,
where he landed and soon afterwards died at the
place of his birth, Amathus, on November 11, 6172

That the Alexandrians had virtually abandoned
all hope of deliverance must then be admitted ; and

b s dueMev *ANeédvdpeta Tois dbéois Tépoais mapadidoofau are the
significant words of Leontius.

2 See Lebeau's Histoire du Bas Empire, vol. xi. p. 53: but
it must be noticed that in this work the story of John is put long
after the Persian conquest of Egypt, and therefore in wrong chrono-
logical order. The Copts seem to have made John the Almoner
into a martyr as well as a saint in later days, if Breydenbach is to be
believed. He visited Egypt in the fifteenth century, and had a spot
in Alexandria pointed out to him as the place of John’s martyrdom.
See his Descriptio Terrae Sanctae, &c., p. 122 (fol. 1486). Of course
this legend springs from some confusion. John’s death is actually
commemorated on Nov. 12 by the Eastern Church, the rrth
being already assigned to St, Menas: see Von Gutschmidt's Xezne
Schriften, ii. There is a slight sketch of the Patriarch by the
Rev. H. T. F. Duckworth called S« jokn the Almsgiver (Blackwell,
Oxford, 1gor). He states that John’s body now rests in the
cathedral at Pressburg.
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the action of Peter, the foreign student who betrayed
them, probably hastened but little the inevitable
doom of the city. All we know of the traitor is
that he came from the region of Bahrain towards
the north-east of Arabia; and we cannot be sure
whether he was Christian, Jew or Pagan, or whether
he had any other motive for his action than the
ignoble desire to save his own head at whatever
cost to the great seat of learning which had wel-
comed him. -We do know, however, that Bahrain
was a province of Persia, and that even at a later
date the inhabitants were described as mostly
Persians and Jews!. So that there is some pre-
sumption that he may have cloaked his treachery
by patriotism. But the story is that he found in
the city archives a book, at the end of which it
was written—* When trouble arises over Alexandria
from the western gate, which lies towards the sea,
then will the city be taken.’” This prophecy, doubt-
less manufactured after the event, though it would
fit in with the capture by Nicetas in 609, discloses
nothing of the traitor's motives or religious beliefs,
though it does seem to mean that Peter knew the
fate of the city to be sealed when he treated with
the Persians for its betrayal.

It was probably at the beginning of 618 that the
keys of Alexandria were sent to Chosroes. Great
as was the slaughter at the fall of the city, a large
number of the inhabitants were spared, of whom
some were sent into captivity in Persia?, while
others remained unmolested. Among the latter
was the Coptic Patriarch Andronicus, who seems

! See De Goeje’s Mémoire sur les Carmathes du Bahrain, p. 4.

? Prisoners from Alexandria are specially mentioned among those
released after the capture of Dastagerd by Heraclius.



Persian Conquest of Egypt 8t

to have received the same measure of toleration as
we know to have been bestowed on Modestus at
Jerusalem by direct order of the Persian King; but
the shock of the scenes he witnessed and the havoc
wrought among his people throughout the land of
Egypt seem to have weighed him down with sorrow
to the ending of his days?,

But, as we have seen, Andronicus was allowed to
reside in Alexandria during his patriarchate owing
to the fact that he possessed powerful relations, his
cousin being Chairman of the Council of Alexandria
at the time of his election. The fact is interesting,
as proving that some of the Copts found their way
to high office even under the rule of Heraclius; and
it further indicates that the Persians, in settling the
country after their conquest, availed themselves of
the service of the principal officials of the govern-
ment which they overthrew. Later we shall see
that the Arabs acted in precisely the same manner;
nor indeed could it be otherwise when an alien and
less civilized. army found itself responsible for a
highly organized and complex administration. That
the Copts fell in with this arrangement may be
admitted ; it would have been mere folly to refuse;
but it is quite another thing to say, as the fashion
is with modern writers, that the Persians were hailed
as deliverers2 Such a charge is not only ground-
less ; it is a complete reversal of the truth.

! Severus of Ushmfinain's ZLife of Andronicus is nothing but
a record of the calamities due to the Persian conquest, and he
concludes with the words, ¢ So when the Patriarch Andronicus had
held his office for six years and had suffered from the barbarity of
the Persians—when he had witnessed these terrible things, under-
gone and endured them—he went to his rest”

2 This statement seems to come from Sharpe, who says, ¢ The
troops with which Chosroes conquered and held Egypt were no
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For it must be remembered that the Persian army
was flushed by a long career of plunder and slaughter,
in which the victims were mainly Christians in formal
union with the Coptic Church; and it is unlikely
that the Persians would befriend in Egypt those
whom they slew in Syria: while the long resistance
of Alexandria and the presence there of escaped
refugees from the Holy Land would serve to whet
their anger. There can be little doubt that the
massacre was indiscriminate. On the other hand,
Makrizi alleges that there, as in Palestine, the Jéws
sided with the Persians. ‘Chosroes and his soldiers,’
he says, ‘came into Egypt, where they killed a very
great number of Christians and made of them count-

doubt in part Syrians and Arabs, people with whom the /f2/laks,
or labouring class of Egyptians, were closely allied in blood and
feelings. Hence arose the readiness with which the whole country
yielded when the Romans were defeated. But hence arose also
the weakness of the Persians and their speedy loss of this conquest
when the Arabs rebelled’ (Hist. of Egypt, ch. xxi. p. 37). Mr. Milne
has closely followed Sharpe, accentuating both statements, with one
difference. His words are: ¢ The new governors of Egypt entered
into their inheritance quietly (!) and almost naturally, as the Persian
army was largely drawn from Syria and Arabia. . . . Thus they had
no great difficulty in ruling Egypt: the wealihier classes had prob-
ably a large intermixture of Arabs among them, who welcomed the
rule of their kinsmen, while the fellahin at the worst only changed
masters. . . . The revolt of the Arabs under the inspiration of the
teaching of Mohammed deprived the king of Persia of his most
effective soldiers and gave the Romans a chance of recovering
Egypt’ (Hist. of Egypt under Roman Rule, p. 114). Now these
two statements, (1) that the people of Egypt welcomed the Persian
invaders, (2) that the recovery of Egypt by Heraclius was due to
a defection of the Arabs from Persia to Islim, are, I believe, equally
and totally baseless, At best the first is pure fiction, while the
second is but one step removed from fiction. It is to be regretted
that Mr. Milne in his admirable work should adopt Sharpe’s vague
surmises. Mrs, Butcher (Story of the Church of Egypt, vol. i. p. 34'7)
does the same.
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less captives: for the Jews helped them in their
destruction of the Christians and their demolition of
the churches!’- The context of this passage is, as
usual, somewhat confused; and inasmuch as it does
not clearly distinguish between the Syrian and the
Egyptian campaign, it may be argued that the action
of the Jews refers only to the former. But there
was always a large Jewish colony in Egypt and a
Jewish quarter in Alexandria: and it is far more
likely that the Jews welcomed another opportunity
of aiding the enemies of the Cross than that the
Copts showed any friendship for the idolaters whose
hands were stained with the blood of their fellow
believers in Antioch and in Jerusalem. Peter of
Bahrain may have been a Jew and the agent of
a Jewish conspiracy: and were it so, his action
would be at least less ignoble and more easily
explicable.

But we are not dependent on deductions and sur-
mises for a vindication of the Copts. It cannot be
questioned that most of the monks who perished
round about Alexandria were Copts: and if this fact
stood alone it would serve to rebut the slanderous
allegation that the Copts welcomed the Persians,
But it does not. After the capture of Alexandria
Chosroes’ general marched his army southwards,
ascending the Nile, for the subjugation of Upper
Egypt. His treatment of the Copts was everywhere
the same : everywhere his path was marked by death
and devastation. When he reached the city of
Pshati or Nikiou? as Severus relates, some enemy

! Malan’s trans., p. 68.

3 Quatremdre (Mém. Géog. et Hist. t. i. pp. 420 seq.), in proving
clearly the identity of Nikiou and Pshati, seems not to have known
this passage of Severus, who says expressly, ¢ The city of Nakyfs,

G2
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of the Copts filled his ears with tales of the wealth
and wickedness of the monks who dwelt in the caves
and mountains, and at the same time told him that
a great number of them were then assembled in
the fortress. Moved by these malignant stories,
he surrounded the place by troops at night, and at
sunrise they rushed in, fell upon the Christians, and
slew them to the last man.

It is not open to question that the monks here
slain also were members of the Coptic Church. But
what was done at Nikiou was repeated in Upper
Egypt:. and it so happens that here we possess a
record even older and more authentic than Severus
—a record in fact practically contemporary with the
events it chronicles. For at the time of the Persian
conquest there was at the town of Coptos in Upper
Egypt a bishop of that diocese named Pisentios,
whose biography fortunately remains and has been
translated from the Coptic by M. Amélineau? The
story of Pisentios has so many points of interest that
it may be given somewhat fully without apology.

It is known that it was customary every year for
the Patriarch of Alexandria to write an encyclical
announcing the date of the coming Easter. A frag-

which is also called IbshAdi, using of course the Arabic forms,
But Quatremére’s note is well worth reading. I have already
shown that the site of Nikiou is to be found at the modern
Shabshir, and not at the village of Ibshidf, which has no ancient
remains.

! The fortress doubtless resembled that at Babylon in enclosing
a number of Coptic churches. The town was the seat of a famous
bishopric, and the gathering recorded by Severus was some kind of
convocation on Church business or for a great festival.

3 Etude sur le Christianisme en Egyple au Septiéme Sidcle (Paris,
1887). The work is also called in the ‘tirage a part’ Vie dun
Evéque de Keft au Septizme Sidcle,
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ment of such a letter, most beautifully written in
uncials and dated about 577, is in the British Museum,
and such letters or fragments are fairly common.
The biography of Pisentios relates that about the
time of the Persian invasion, on receipt of the
Patriarch’s letter, Pisentios wrote a pastoral to all his
diocese, in which he said, ‘ Because of our sins God
has abandoned us ; he has delivered us to the nations
without mercy .’ He had heard of the arrival of the
fire-worshippers, and was thoroughly alarmed by the
stories of their barbarity. Having no mind to play
the martyr, he resolved on flight; and when he had
put all in order and distributed his goods to the poor,
he went with his faithful disciple John to Mount
Gémi in the neighbourhood. This was done before
the enemy appeared in Upper Egypt, and therefore
not in a moment of sudden panic. It was the
leisurely act of a man who knew that to remain at
his post was to court death. The idea of seeking
protection from the Persians by submission, or of
claiming friendship from them, never entered the
mind of the bishop: and his action is in ludicrous
contrast with the theory that the Copts welcomed
‘he Persians.

When Pisentios and John fled to the mountain,
they laid in a good store of bread and Nile water.
As soon as their water was gone, they suffered
jreatly, not venturing near the river: till at last
Pisentios crept down by night to replenish. They
stayed a long time in this retreat, ¢ praying night and
lay that God would save the people from bondage
.0 those cruel nations.” This was before Coptos had
>een taken: but then, when it fell, Pisentios fled
‘hree miles further into the rocky desert. There

! Amélineau, op. cit.,, p. 30.
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on a mountain-side the two friends found an open
doorway, which they entered. Within was a chamber
some 70 ft. square and high in proportion, hollowed
out of the solid rock, and supported by six piers or
columns. It was the burial-place of a vast number
of mummies, which lay there undisturbed in their
coffins or cases.

Here Pisentios resolved to live alone, directing
John to depart and to return with a measure of meal
and with water.once a week. As John was about to
leave the cave, he saw a roll of parchment which
he gave to the bishop. The bishop on reading it
found that it contained the names of all those whose
bodies were laid to rest in that burial-place. It has
been generally taken for granted! that the roll was
written in hieroglyphics, and it is hence argued that
the knowledge of hieroglyphic writing survived
among the Copts till at least the seventh century.
But this is not stated in the Coptic biography. The
story goes on to tell how, when John returned,
he heard his master talking in the cavern, and
listening discovered that he was speaking with one
of the mummies, which had come out of its case to
demand the bishop’s intercession : for the mummy
declared that all its kith and kin had been Greeks
and worshippers of the pagan gods. But this legend
rather shows that the mummies were as late as the
second or third century—as is indicated also by the
fact that some were shrouded in the ‘pure silk of
kings’ and by the separate embalming of the fingers:
and it is at least a possible inference that the roll
was written in Greek characters?

! By Amélineau and others. Dr. Wallis Budge seems of the

same opinion.
2 1 cannot quite dismiss the idea that, even if we take the
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When the mummy had done speaking, it went
back to its coffin: but unfortunately we are told
nothing more about the Persians—what they did
after the taking of Coptos, or how long they
remained in Upper Egypt. Pisentios ultimately
got back to his flock, and when he died, was buried
after a solemn vigil over his remains in the church
at Psenti. On his deathbed he bequeathed all his
books to his friend Moses, who succeeded him in the
bishopric, and was the author of his biography.
Both bishops were clearly men of some learning :
but as usual with these Coptic writers, their whole
mind is concentrated on childish fairy tales of
wonders wrought by the saints.” Their sole delight
is in the miraculous and impossible: and it is only
by some strange oversight or accident that they
record any fact whatever relating to the great
movements of history which they witnessed, and
which they knew to involve the fate of their
country.

But we learn two things clearly from this story—
first that the Persians spread up the whole valley of
the Nile to Syene; and next that, so far from being
hailed as deliverers by the Copts, they were regarded,
and justly regarded, with the, utmost alarm and
abhorrence.

The life of Pisentios was written in the seventh
century. Of the same tenour is another document,
dating from somewhat later in the same century,
which shows in even stronger colours what the Copts
suffered from the Persians. I refer to the life of
the well-known Coptic saint, Anba Shantdah?,

hieroglyphics for granted, the ability of Pisentios to read them is
recorded as another instance of his miraculous power.
' Amélineau, Monumenls pour servir & Uhistoire de I'Egyple



88 The Arab Conquest of Egypt

a work which has only recently been brought to
light. These are the words in which the biographer
records the Persian invasion—words uttered in the
form of a prophecy, but written at a time when old
men still living could remember the events recorded :
¢ The Persians shall come down into Egypt and shall
make great slaughter: they shall plunder the goods
of the Egyptians and shall sell their children for gold
—so fierce is their oppression and their iniquity.
Great calamities shall they cause to Egypt: for they
shall take the holy vessels from the churches and
drink wine before the altar without fear, and they
shall dishonour women before their husbands. The
evil and the suffering shall be very great: and of
the remnant one-third shall perish in distress and
affliction. Then after a while the Persians shall
leave Egypt.’

No ewidence could be clearer or more conclusive.
It utterly destroys Sharpe’s theory that the Copts
welcomed the Persians, as well as his theory resting
that imaginary fact on an imaginary kinship between
the Egyptian people and the Persian forces. Severus
too sums up his remarks about the Persian general
by saying, ‘this Salar wrought many deeds of cruelty,
for he did not know God: but time is too short to
relate all his actions.” Before this passage was
known, above all before these two almost contem-
porary documents came to light, history seemed
singularly silent about the episode of the Persian
invasion : but on the silence of history was founded

Chrétienne (Paris, 1888). The text in Arabic is taken from MSS.
collated in Egypt: they are all from a Coptic original composed
about 685 or 6go. Shanfidah himself died July 2, 451: and the
prophecies put in his mouth were of course written after the events,
but while the memory of them was fairly fresh.
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an airy fabric of conjecture most unjustly disparaging
to the Copts. That now falls.

But the Persians remained ten or twelve years
in possession of the conquered country. It seems
to have taken them three years! to spread their
dominion over the length and breadth of Egypt
and Pentapolis, although there is no record of any
serious or prolonged resistance except at Alexandria:
and this lapse of time goes far to account for the
discrepancy in the chronology of the period. But
although during the work of conquest the Persians
acted with a kind of frenzied barbarity, as soon as
their rage was glutted and the work done, their
rule was far from tyrannical. When therefore the
Byzantine garrisons, or the remnant of them, were
driven out of the Nile valley and escaped oversea,
the Copts settled down in a measure of tranquillity
under one more of those changes of masters which
had constituted their political history from time
immemorial.

So, when peace was established, the native Church,
which had been harried and plundered and in places
blotted out, was now left alone and enabled to
recover in part from its wounds. Andronicus, how-

! See Abh ’l Faraj (ed. Pococke, p. 99), who mentions the term
of three years. The great distances to be covered by the army of
occupation postulate a corresponding time. Mistakes constantly
arise in dealing with authors who summarize in a sentence and
a date the results of a process which required months or even years
for its accomplishment. Here, for example, it is extremely prob-
able that the Persian conquest extended over the years 616618 or
619. Some writers accordingly give the date of its commencement;
others the date of its conclusion: and the discrepancy, though only
apparent, serves to mislead critics who are a little wanting in thought
or imagination. A like discrepancy concerning the duration of the
occupation may be explained in like manner. It is givenas tenand
astwelve years, and probably both statements are in a measure right.
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ever, did little or nothing towards the rebuilding
of the ruined monasteries. It is more than likely
that the Persians laid a tribute on the Church
revenues, or at least confiscated the endowments
of the banished Melkite establishment. But, as
regards civil buildings, the behaviour of the Persians
was less ruthless than elsewhere. In Syria, it must
be repeated, all through the war with the Roman
Empire, they spared all the towns and the people
that surrendered peaceably: while, in case of resist-
ance, the custom was not merely to sack the captured
places of every movable treasure, but to demolish
the very buildings for the sake of beautiful columns
or friezes or precious marbles, which they sent to
adorn some palace of the Great King. Egypt was
at least protected from vandalism of this sort by its
very remoteness. For the Byzantines were still in
command of the sea; the Delta was covered with
a network of unbridged waterways; and between
Egypt and Syria lay long stretches of sandy desert:
so that heavy transport was practically impossible
from one country to another. Moreover there is
explicit evidence that the splendid public buildings
of Alexandria were for the most part left uninjured
by the Persians, whatever may have happened to the
monasteries without the walls. Indeed the invaders
were probably remembered rather as builders than
as destroyers in the capital, where a palace they
erected was long known as the ¢Palace of the
Persians!.” It would seem that their destructiveness

' Chronicon Orienfale. Severus also says that the Salir ¢ built
at Alexandria the palace called TarAwus, now named For/ of the
Persians! The fort is also mentioned by Barhebracus (Chron.
Eecl. t. 1. ch. 362) in a passage which seems to indicate that it was
at the landing-place for passengers coming in ships from the east.
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in other places has been exaggerated. Gibbon, for
example, alleges that Cyrene and Barca were finally
extinguished at this time by the Persians: whereas
a few years later the Arabs at least found those
cities worth a fresh conquest, nor were they now
even extinguished in the sense that they were finally
sundered from the Roman Empire. There is no
ground at all for the statement that their fate
differed from that of Egypt, which for a while
was annexed to the realms of Chosroes, but was
destined to revert to the crown of Heraclius before
passing for ever under the dominion of Islam?,

Few facts are known about the Persian occupation
of Egypt. It is clear, however, that the conquerors
were not fanatical enough to force the worship of fire
on the conquered 2 and that here as in Palestine and
in Arabia, when their rule was established, it was based
on principles of religious toleration. Just as Modestus

Severus distinctly says the fort was at Alexandria, or one would be
inclined to place it at some little distance. Indeed from Suyfitt and
others it is clear that it was not within the city walls.

! The Arab historians prove most clearly that Cyrene and Barca
were held for the Empire and wrested from the Empire at the time
of the Saracen invasion.

? In the Life of the Abbot Samuel there is an isolated story that
the barbarians (i. e. obviously the Persians) tried to force him to
worship the sun. When he refused, he was tied to a negress. But
having cured the illness of his captor’s son, he was released and
returned to his monastery, where he died after predicting the arrival
of the Arabs (which he may have seen) and their defeat by the
Christians (which he did not see). See Journal Asialique, 1888,
Pp- 384-5. But it is clear that the cult of Mithra was definitely
established in Egypt during the Persian occupation, as is proved by
many rude monuments, found at Memphis and other places, which
are now in the Cairo Museum. The rays of the sun about the
head, and the Phrygian cap, show that the figures sculptured are
meant for Mithra,
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was allowed by direct order of Chosroes to collect
money and to rebuild the churches of Jerusalem,
and the Coptic Patriarch was left in undisturbed
possession of his see and allowed to reside in
Alexandria till his death; so it seems that his suc-
cessor Benjamin was peaceably elected, and passed
the first years of his long and stormy pontificate in
comparative tranquillity under the shelter of the
Persian government. And as the stately splendour
of the streets and public buildings in Alexandria
suffered little at the hands of the Persians, so the
fame of the Great City as the home of learning if
dimmed was unextinguished.



CHAPTER VIII
ART AND LITERATURE

History, medicine, theology. The visit of John Moschus.
Alexandrian libraries. Cosmas the Student. Astronomy. Archi-
tecture. Painting, mosaic, and gpus Alexandrinum. Ilumination
of books. Sculpture. Ivory. Metal-work. Pottery. Paper and
glass. Textiles. Trade. Shipsand shipping.

Tre literature of this period in Egypt is very
scanty, although there was more writing than one
is apt to imagine’. Some authorities aver that
John Philoponus was still living at Alexandria:
but, though this is erroneous?, the influence of his
theology or his heresy was still felt, and the Patri-
arch Sergius found it worth his while to denounce
John’s speculations in concert with George of Pisidia3.
Though no original thinker, John had been a real
student in many branches of learning, and some of
his notes on Aristotle are still extant. It was at
this time that a priest of Alexandria named Aaron
wrote in Syriac the medical treatises which remained
in great repute among the Arabs, as recorded by
Ab0 'l Faraj 4

Indeed the physicians of Alexandna had long
been famous, and the school of medicine there was

! A slight chapter on literature in the reign of Heraclius may be

found in Prof. Bury's History of the Later Roman Empire, vol. ii.

Pp- 254-%7. On the state of learning at Alexandria, see Matter,
Ecole & Alexandrie, passim.

? Philoponus is shown to belong to the sixth century by
A. Nauckius, Zncycl. Halensts, sect. iii. t. xxiii. p. 465. See alsomy
chapter below on the fate of the Alexandrian Library.

S Drapeyron, L’ Empereur Heraclius, p. 293.

* Ed. Pococke, p. 99.
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frequented by students from all parts of the Empire.
Thus, speaking of the sixth century, Zachariah of
Mitylene notes that the court physician to Basiliscus
was an Alexandrian: and in another passage he
tells of Sergius—an arch-physician of Rhesaina—
who was not only ¢ practised in reading many books of
the Greeks,” but had ‘studied divinity and medicine
at Alexandria, for he was skilled in Syriac reading
and speaking 2’ This seems to show a special
connexion between the study of medicine and the
Syriac language, and to render it probable that in
the sixth or in the seventh century the principal
works on medicine were in Syriac. And it is past
question that the Syriac tongue was in constant use
and Syriac literature under constant study in Alex-
andria, quite apart from the fact that at this period
the Persian occupation of Syria had driven shoals of
scholars from that country to Egypt.

It is curious that both Sergius and Aaron were,
like the Patriarch Eutychius, learned in divinity as
well as in medicine. But there is the clearest
evidence that an independent school of theology
flourished. Just before the Persian invasion we
find Syrian scholars correcting the Syriac version
of the New Testament and newly translating the
Septuagint into Syriac. Thomas of Harkel and
Paul of Tella are the two chief names mentioned in
connexion with this work 3, which was mainly carried

! One Sergius is also mentioned by Abfi ’l Faraj as having added
two to the thirty treatises composed by Aaron. But he must be
a different person. '

Y Zachariak of Mitylene, p. 266.

® See Dict. Christ. Biog., s.v. Some information about these
scholars is also given in Sharpe’s History of Egypt, ch. xxi. p. 38.

Sharpe makes them work at the monastery of St. Anthony and
St. Zacchaeus near Alexandria, but he seems to have misunderstood
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~on at the celebrated Ennaton monastery. That
there was great activity in Biblical studies needs no
proof. But Agathias shows the amazing dishonesty
to which theological controversy could condescend :
for he mentions an Augustal prefect who employed
fourteen scribes or copyists in the task of corrupting
the writings of the Fathers, particularly Cyril, so
that from published texts the highest authority
could be quoted for the form of heresy which the
prefect favoured. It is to be hoped that such frauds
were rare : but this happened about the beginning
of the seventh century, when sectarian religion was at
the height of its strange ascendency over morality.
Not only the Ennaton, however, but nearly every
monastery had its library and its students. Probably
the still surviving Dair SQridni—or the Syrian
Convent ! —in the Natrin desert owes its foundation
to this period, when so much of Syrian life and
learning was removed to Egypt under stress of the
Persian wars. And everywhere in the mountains
and deserts, far from the intellectual life of the
capital, monks and anchorites wrote in Coptic their
controversial treatises, biographies of patriarchs, and
but too rarely historical chronicles.

Of actual history written at this time but little
remains. Theophylact Simocatta has left some
useful records; but, though an Alexandrian, he
scarcely mentions his native city: while the un-
known writer of the Chronicon Paschale or Alex-
andyinum has left a contemporary document of the

his authority. I have spoken more fully on the visit of these Syrian
students and of their work in the Appendxx on the Chronology

of the Persian Conquest; q.v.
! See Ancient Coptic Churches, vol. i. p. 316, for a description of
this monastery.
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greatest interest and value. The work of John of
Nikiou, though written late in the seventh century,
was certainly founded on earlier works, of which
even the record has perished.

This list of names, though it implies the study of
history, philosophy, theology and medicine, is never-
theless a poor one, and gives no idea of the
manifold activities of intellectual society at Alex-
andria. Most of the writings of the time doubtless
perished in the great hurricanes of conquest which
swept over Egypt during the first half of the seventh
century. But there is evidence enough to show
that Alexandria might still claim to be the capital of
the world of letters and the centre of culture. For
although much of the learning of the place was
theological, nevertheless the traditions of classical
study still flourished. Essays in Christian idealism
or Christian ethics were consciously based on Pla-
tonic or Aristotelian doctrine; and just as Paul the
Silentiary had described the glories of St. Sophia
in Homeric hexameters, so now Sophronius, writing
from Alexandria, thought it no shame to pour out
his passionate longing for the Holy Places in Ana-
creontic lyrics %

It so happens that some interesting details of life
in Alexandria at this time are preserved in the
writings of John Moschus. These details are not
enough to fill a large canvas, and they are given
more by accident than by design of the writer, yet
the picture they form is curious. John Moschus
was a Syrian by birth, though Greek was his native
language. He travelled for some years in Egypt
with his pupil and friend Sophronius, a native of
Damascus, towards the close of the sixth century,

! Migne, Palr. Gr. t. 87.
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and they spent a great deal .of time together in the
monasteries of the Thebaid or Upper Egypt. When
they returned to their own country, John prevailed
on Sophronius to take the order of monkhood.
They are said to have been driven out of Syria in
605 during the wars of Phocas, and to have gone to
Alexandria, where they spent a further period of
eight or ten years, reading and writing and making
frequent excursions to the monasteries about the
city and in the desert and the great Oasis. Both
scholars were friends of John the Almoner, though
that prelate seems to have been far below them
in intellectual stature, and like him they fled from
Alexandria at the time of the Persian invasion.
It is even related that they accompanied the Al-
moner to Cyprus, and that on his death Sophronius
preached his funeral sermon, though the evidence is
against this story. It is certain that they travelled
among the Greek islands and ultimately found their
way to Rome, where John Moschus put the finishing
touches to his work, and upon his deathbed gave it
to Sophronius to publish. About the year 620,
when ‘the peaceable practice of their religion had
been restored to the Christians under Persian rule,
Sophronius went back to Palestine, and in due’
course published the volume which still survives
under the name of ‘Spiritual Pastures?’

While much of this work with its stories of
miraculous cures and visions is valueless to the
historian, yet by dint of search one comes upon
some really delightful pieces of information. There
is too a kind of scholar-gipsy flavour about the

! Aepdv Ivevparikds, better known under its Latin title Pratum
Spirituale. See Migne, Patr. Gr.t. 87 (3), and Dict. Christ. Biog.,
s.v. Sophronius.

BUTLER H
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book which redeems even the more tedious parts
from dullness, Some points in Alexandrian topo-
graphy will be noticed in a later chapter: we may
here remark on the intense intellectual curiosity
which almost every page reveals. The two friends
were restless in their quest after knowledge, as their
travels show, even if some of their journeys were on
Church business . At one moment they are talking
in Alexandria with the bishop of Darna (or Darnis)
on the Libyan coast, at another with the Abbot
Theodore the Philosopher, or again with Zoilus the
Reader. Both Theodore and Zoilus were men of
exceptional learning and character, and the Abbot
as well as the Reader was very poor. Of both it
is recorded that they possessed nothing but a
mantle and a few books. While Theodore studied
philosophy, Zoilus practised the art of illuminating
manuscripts 2. At the Ennaton monastery?, near
Alexandria, they found a venerable abbot who had
spent eighty years in monastic life. He was a lover
of men, but was further distinguished by a very rare
quality—love of animals. Every day he fed the
birds of the air, the ants great and small, and
the very dogs that prowled about the monastery.
But whereas Theodore and Zoilus clung to their
books, when they parted with all besides, the animal-
lover could never keep a coin or a garment or
even a book: all he had was given away to the
needy *. ‘
But the most keenly interesting and the most
tantalizing passage in John Moschus is one that

! The phrase agekelas xdpw is taken to mean ‘on business,” but
it may mean ¢ for our (intellectual) advancement,’ i. e, * for purposes
of study.’

? John Moschus, cap. 191. $ 1d., cap. 184. 4 1d., ib.
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describes the intimacy with Cosmas the Student!
enjoyed by the two friends: for John most fre-
quently writes in the plural, associating himself with
Sophronius, his companion in travel and study alike.
The passage is so remarkable that something like
a transcription of it may be pardoned.

‘Of Cosmas the Student, says John, ‘we shall
write nothing from hearsay—only what we have seen
with our own eyes. He was a simple-minded man,
abstemious and clean-living: he was easy-tempered
and sociable, given to hospitality, a friend of the
poor. He rendered us the very greatest service
not only by his speculation? and his teaching, but
because he possessed the finest private lLibvary in
Alexandria and freely lent his books to all readers®.
He was very poor, and the whole of his house,
which was full of books, contained no furniture but
a bed and a table. His library was open to all
comers. Every reader could ask for the book he
wanted, and there read it. Day by day I visited
Cosmas, and it is mere fact that I never once
entered his house without finding him engaged
either in reading, or in writing against the Jews,
He was very reluctant to leave his library, so that
he often sent me out to argue with some of the
Jews from the manuscript he had written.

‘Once I made bold to ask him a question and

! & oxohaorwds. Id., cap. 172.

? The word is fewpodpevos, which in Migne is rendered as a passive
and so ¢ by his presence’: but the term was still used of the philo-
sophic, fewpia : e.g. John of Constantin ‘became a gnostic and a
theoretic,” says Zachariah of Mitylene, p. 211.

8 8w 70 elvar adrov woAVBBhov tmep wdvras Tovs év "Adefardpely
dvras kal mpobipws wapacxev Tois Géhovow. Unhappily the original
contains no suggestion of contrasting private and public libraries in
the city.

H 2
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said, “ Will you be so kind as to tell me how long
you have lived in this retreat?” But he held his
peace and made no answer. Then again I said,
“In the Lord’s name tell me”; and after some
hesitation he replied, “ For three and thirty years.”
When further pressed, Cosmas remarked that the
three principal things he had learned in his studies
were ‘“not to laugh, not to swear, and not to lie.”’

Such is the charming picture of a poor scholar
in Alexandria keeping open house for book-lovers’.
It is, as I have said, a tantalizing picture, and
mainly for two reasons. First of all, not a word
is said about the class or classes of books which
the library contained, or about their number: and
then, next, it is a grievous disappointment that John
Moschus and Sophronius, with all their love of
literature, with all their interest in books and book-
collectors, tell us absolutely nothing about the great
and famous public library of Alexandria. Was it,
or was it not, still in existence? They stand on
the very edge of the subject, and could, if they
would, utter the word that would solve the still
baffling mystery: but they turn away in silence and
are gone.

Of course their very silence, coinciding as it does
with the silence of so many other writers, has its
own logic; but this is not the proper place for a
discussion upon the date of the disappearance of
the great library. Such a discussion will come later
in this work. At present one can only deplore the
fact that neither John Moschus in Spiritual Pastures,
nor Sophronjus in any of his.fairly voluminous

! In the Cairo Museum is an interesting monument to a book-

lover of this epoch. On the lid of a sarcophagus, sculptured in
selief, is the figure of a student grasping in each hand a roll of MS.
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writings which remain, gives a single hint with
regard to the existence or non-existence in his
lifetime of the library in the Serapeum.

But so valuable is every scrap and fragment of
evidence about the books of Alexandria at or near
this period that I may be pardoned for here recording
another collection—that made by the Syrian bishop
of Amida, Moro Bar Kustant, in the first half of
the sixth century. He is described as ‘fluent and
practised in Greek, but ‘after remaining a short
time in his see, he was banished first to Petra and
thence to Alexandria. There he stayed for a time,
and there formed a library containing many ad-
mirable books, in which is abundance of great profit
for those who love knowledge, for men of under-
standing and students. These books were transferred
to the treasury of the church of Amida after his
death. He progressed more and more in reading
in Alexandria, and there fell asleep” From this
interesting passage in Zachariah of Mitylene® we
may draw at least two conclusions—that Alexandria
was still a great place for the book collector, and
that the exportation of books was not forbidden.

But the intellectual interests of Alexandria were
not limited to Greek literature or theology. The
city of Ptolemy and Euclid was still famous for its
devotion to astronomy, and for the skill of its
students in mathematics and in mechanics. Astro-
logy was still practised, and, postulating at least
some knowledge of the stars, it was not without
its use to science. When princes and rulers of the
world sent to consult a monk in the desert about
their future, they put their faith less in his saintliness
than in his study of the planets. Nor were the

! p. 209.
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astrologers wanting in political influence. The most
famous astronomer of this time was Stephen of
Alexandria, whose book on astronomy remains. He
is also credited with the study of astrology: and if
he forecast the coming empire of Islim?, it can
scarcely be questioned that many of his credulous
countrymen listened with an anxious sinking of
the heart, and were weakened in their resistance
in the hour of trial. But Stephen was a genius—
universal philosopher and master, he is called,—and
his astrology counts for little in his attainments.
To the branches of learning which were studied
at this time must be added geography. A great
accession to the knowledge of the eastern seas had
been made by the explorations of Cosmas, surnamed
the Indian Navigator, a merchant adventurer of
Alexandria, whom love of travel and discovery
rather than love of gain had led to make long and
scientific voyages round Arabia and India. Though
he had died some years before this period, his works
were in men’s hands and were much valued: it is
unfortunate for us that the greater and the most
intéresting part of them has perished?

But if literary traditions were still cherished in
Alexandria, it is even more true that the arts
flourished. The architecture of the city with its
noble walls and towers, its shining palaces, its stately
churches, and colonnaded streets was truly mag-

! H. Usener’s monograph on Stephen of Alexandria leaves no
doubt of his learning, but makes it pretty clear that this so-called
prophecy is the invention of a much later period (De Stephano
Alexandrino).

* On Cosmas Indicopleustes see Matter, Ecole & Alexandrie (1. ii.
p- 381),—a work which contains a good deal of valuable informa-
tion.
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nificent : and the skill of the builders had in no
way fallen off from the days of Justinian when
the great Hall of the Thousand and One Columns
at Constantinople, which still survives, was built
by an Alexandrian. It was the capitals upon the
columns in this hall which, according to Professor
Freeman, completely broke with classical tradition
and prepared the way for the magnificent con-
struction of Anthemius at St. Sophial. Moreover,
the green and red porphyry used to adorn that
building was quarried in Egypt and floated down
the Nile2. From the days of the Pharachs Egypt
was renowned for its beautiful alabasters: and
churches and palaces all over the world were
decked with these costly marbles, the trade in
which was centred in Alexandria, and there remained
till the Arab conquest extinguished it.

Painting as a fine art was ancillary to architecture,
and was employed together with mosaic of coloured
glass?, mosaic of marble, marble panelling, and

! See, however, Lethaby and Swainson’s .S. Sophia, Constantinople,
P- 249.

? ¢ They loaded the boats on the bosom of the Nile’ says Paul
the Silentiary.

$ On the subject of glass mosaics in Egypt see Abft §4lih, p. 148,
and my note. When I wrote the note, I was not aware that
specimens of this work still survive in Egypt. But the head of
the kiblah in the mosque of Ibn Thlfin still preserves its tenth-
century glass mosaics set round with a purely classical border.
One other instance occurs at the mosque of Shajarah ad Durr,
and two at Al Azhar, viz. in the kiblah of At Tabarsfah and of Al
Akhbuhaiah, These instances prove the rareness of the art, which
was applied only on a very small scale to the adornment of the
most splendidly decorated part of the Muslim building, but they
prove also its survival to the fourteenth century. See the report
of the Comit¢ de Conservation des Monuments de U Art Arabe,
Exercise 1900 (Le Caire, 1900), by Max Hertz Bey.
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marble pavements for the decoration of interiors.
These arts—the art of building, the art of working
in glass mosaic, and that form of marble work called
characteristically opus Alexandrinum—were pre-
served by the Copts long after they had passed
under the dominion of the Arabs: and both the
walls of the new capital Cairo and its splendid
mosques were built and embellished by Egyptian
architects, whose genius and whose methods came
by direct descent from ancient Alexandria.

Nor must the art of illuminating books be for-
gotten. We have already seen that Simocatta
speaks of a friend who was an illuminator, and
John Moschus describes Zoilus as practising the
same craft. The fact is that all over the East at
this time ornamental writing and miniature painting
in books were carried to great perfection. The most
sumptuous of these manuscripts were on vellum,which
was stained purple and then overwritten in letters
of gold. Books of this kind were generally destined
for the Emperor’s own library. There is an extremely
interesting letter from an Archbishop of Alexandria,
Theonas, to one Lucianus, the Emperor's chief
chamberlain and librarian, which one may here fitly
produce, though it was written about A.D. 290. It
gives first of all advice as to keeping accounts, the
custody of robes and ornaments, the making of
inventories for gold and silver plate, for crystal and
myrrhine vases, and for all the palace treasures.
Then it proceeds to say that the library is the most
important thing of all. No Christian should despise
secular literature, and the librarian must know all
about the books. He must arrange them in
systematic order with a catalogue: he must take
care that all copies are faithful and true: and he
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must restore MSS. or illuminations where they
are decayed. Finally, says Theonas, it is not
essential that @// books should be written in letters
of gold on purple vellum?, unless the Emperor
makes this a special requirement. This letter at
least shows that the Archbishop was familiar with
the work of a great and splendid library. In the
three following centuries the art of illuminating
spread rather than diminished, nor was there any
great change of style up to the period of which we
are treating. As in Europe in later days, so now
in Egypt, much of this illuminating was done in
the monasteries: and although the chief centres of
production were Constantinople and Alexandria, yet
at many places in Egypt, Asia Minor, Syria, and
Persia might be found monks who spent their
lives in writing precious books and adorning their
pages with the richest splendour of design and
colour 2, :

Of the sculpture of this time little is known
beyond the fact that it was still customary to set
up statues of the reigning Emperor not only in the
capital but also in the chief provincial towns;
whence it is clear that the art was not wholly lost 2.
The Ptolemaic school of sculpture had been the
first in the world at that time, and some of its
works show a purely classical grace and refinement.
Even in Christian times the tradition remained, as
is shown for example by the magnificent colossal

! See Cozza Luzi’s Pergamene Purpuree.

2 See the late Prof. Middleton’s JWuminated Manuscripts (Cam-
bridge, 1892), ch. iv.

s It was, however, destined to a rapid decay in Egypt under the
Arabs and in the Byzantine Empire under the ignorant iconoclast
Leo the Isaurian in the early eighth century.
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figure of an emperor sculptured in red porphyry
now in the Cairo Museum?,

There is no doubt, however, that by the sixth
century the art of sculpture had fallen into decay.
On the other hand, the peculiarly Byzantine art of
ivory-carving attained its highest perfection, dis-
playing marvellous taste and delicacy® So too
the goldsmith’s art and the art of enamelling on
metal flourished in the great school of Alexandria.
And as these crafts traced back their origin to the
workers of ancient Egypt, so they were preserved
long after the fall of Alexandria. In the Middle
Ages they had a brilliant renaissance, and to this
day they have never been extinguished.

Among the industrial . arts, which flourished in
great vigour, may be mentioned paper-making, glass-
blowing, weaving, and ship-building. Vast reed-
beds of the tall and graceful papyrus plant grew in
the thousand waterways of the Delta. Paper was
formed of its pith, which was cut in slices, moulded

! The head is unfortunately missing, but the statue is thought
to represent an emperor of the Later Empire, and Prof. Strzygowski
regards it as Christian work. The drapery, pose, and finish are
exceedingly good. As a specimen of earlier work, reference may
be made to the admirable statue of Marcus Aurelius now in the
Museum of Alexandria.

? See C. Diehl, La Crvilisation Byzaniine au VI® Sitcle, pp.
651 seq.. On p. 653 is an illustration from the ¢chaire de
Maximien,’ on which work Diehl quotes Molinier's opinion:
‘Aucun monument d’ivoire de la période antérieure ne nous
montre une pareille entente de la décoration jointe & une habileté
technique au-dessus de tout éloge’ : and he goes on to show that this
work, as well as the small jewels and reliquaries, embroideries, &c.,
is Egyptian in origin or inspiration. The great ‘ Syro-Egyptian’
school of art exercised an enormous influence at this time on
Byzantine art in general. The remarks of Diehl on architecture

(p. 642) and on miniature painting (p. 650) are well worth reading,
as indeed is the whole book.
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into sheets under pressure, and polished with an
ivory burnisher: then the sheets were joined to
form rolls of a manageable length. Enormous
quantities of papyrus were exported from the busy
quays of Alexandria: and it is not clear when the
trade declined or what causes led ultimately to the
total extinction of the plant in Egyptl The glass-
works of Alexandria and of the Nitrian desert were
long famous. Strabo says that the glass-workers
of Egypt had their own secrets, especially in the
factories at Diospolis; .that they -counterfeited
precious stones and made myrrhine vessels. Glass
was part of the tribute imposed by Augustus? and
beautiful products of the art may be seen in the
Alexandria Museum. It cannot be doubted that the
craft was handed down among the Copts to mediaeval
times, and its last result was the manufacture of
those sumptuous enamelled lamps, which once
adorned churches and mosques and now are the glory
of mediaeval museums. At what period the manu-
facture of porcelain arose is uncertain, but it was
very early. A Persian traveller 3 who visited Fustat
in 1047 A. D. speaks not only of the fine glass but of
the beautiful faience which he saw made there, ‘so
fine and diaphanous that through the vessel may be

! Some interesting information, however, may be found in
Mittheilungen a. d. Papyrus Ersherzog Rainer, pp. 101 seq. We
learn that in the ninth century a roll of papyrus called (ulbj3
(xdpms) cost 6 kirat, or the fourth of a dindr=about 2s. 64.: while
a tlma4r, which was about 8 ft. 6 in. long, cost one-sixth of this, or 54.

3 See Notice historigue de I' Art de la Verrerie in the Napoleonic
Description de I’ Egypte. Also Abfi $alih, pp. 149-50.

* Relation du Voyage de Nasiri Khusrau, from C. Schefer, p. 151.
The ‘ wastes’ from the kilns often discovered among the rubbish
mounds on the site of Fustit fully bear out the existence of the
native manufactures.
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seen the hand that holds it’: and he specially mentions
iridescent lustre-ware, resembling the shot silk fabric
called é#4alimdin, which changed its hue according
as the light fell on the surface. This evidence is
very remarkable, as proving beyond question the
high development of the potter’s and glass-worker’s
art in Cairo in the eleventh century. It is clear that
the later and better-known Hispano-Mauresque ware
traces its origin back to Cairo.

In textiles too there was a large trade and a great
variety of fabrics. The finest linen was still woven,
probably finer than anything wrought in the looms
of ancient Egypt. Moreover, since the reign of
Justinian silk had come into more common usel,

Y Calalogue of Egyptian Textiles in S. K. M., by Alan Cole,
188%, p. x. Silk in the third century was worth its weight in gold.
By the fourth century Gregory of Nazianzen and other Christian
writers denounce the use of silk as a growing luxury. By the
middle of the fifth century silk had become so common that not
merely the Emperor but all courtiers and wealthy men dressed
in it. The streets and houses of Constantinople were all aflutter
with pure silk on the occasion of the baptism of the infant
Theodosius II: see Bury's Lafer Roman Empire, vol. i. pp. 196,
204 ; ii. pp. 96-7: see also vol. i. p. 472. In Egypt, however,
silk was more largely used at an earlier date than in Europe.
By the end of the fourth century silk shrouds were employed for
mummies. See an article ¢ On a Coptic Grave-Shirt’ by Dr. Wallis
Budge in Archaeologia, vol. 53, pt. 2, p. 442 : and on the whole subject
Yates’ Zextrinum Antiqguorum there quoted. How general was the
use of silk in the seventh century may be gathered from the pages
of Ockley. Heraclius is said to have had ‘above 300 loads of dyed
silks and cloths of gold’ at Damascus (pp. 150, 156). Vestures
of silk are very frequent among the spoils, and all the generals
seem to have worn silk even on the field of battle. See pp. 1%0,
172, 179, 185, 198, 211. Tapestry of scarlet silk flowered with
gold is mentioned p. 226. Mas'idi says that awnings of green
silk were hung over the streets of Alexandria as a protection
against the glare from the marble buildings.
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and both in silk and linen sumptuous fabrics were
produced, embellished with splendid embroideries.
Many textiles, dating from about this time, have
recently been discovered at Akhmim, the ancient
Panopolis, in Upper Egypt, and are now in the
South Kensington and other collections. These are
nearly all linen or woven tapestry, and the style
of ornamentation, which is in some cases quite
classical, in others is distinctly Christian, while yet
a third class shows clear evidence of Persian
influence. The ten or twelve years of the Persian
occupation may well have brought Persian designs
into fashion with the Coptic weavers. Just as in the
Theodore Graf papyri at Vienna, which range from
487 to 909 A. p., the Greek, Coptic, Sassanid-Persian,
Hebrew, and Arabic languages are found, so in this
collection of textiles, covering about the same period,
the political changes which passed over Egypt are
reflected as in a mirror . It is exceedingly interesting
to note further that the materials, as well as the
designs and colours of specimens found at Sakkarah,
in the Faym, and in Upper Egypt are virtually
identical. The fact proves not so much the con-
servatism of the weavers as their community of

! Catalogue S. XK. M. p. xiii. The whole of the introduction to
this catalogue is well worth reading. See also Gerspach, Zes
Tapisseries Coples, and Fower, Romische und Byzanlinische Seiden-
Textilien. In his book called Ze Costume en Egypte du IIT® au
X17¢ Siécle, Mons. A. Gayet dwells on the extraordinary fine-
ness of the linen, silk, tapestry and embroidery of Egypt: but
he accounts for the variety of national styles by the variety of
races employed in Egypt. This theory I think is mistaken.
The workers were Egyptian, but their style was affected by
the succession of conquests and the varying tastes of the con-
querors. On p. 247 M. Gayet shows an Assyrian design of
exceptional interest,
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ideas. By the great highway of the Nile new pro-
cesses and patterns passed quickly from guild to
guild among the scattered towns of Egypt, and the
produce of the looms was easily carried to the great
markets of Memphis and Alexandria, or after a short
caravan journey was shipped from the Red Sea port
of Berenice. All these linens and tapestries, tissues
interwoven with gold and needlework embroideries
in fine colours, were the work of Coptic craftsmen:
and the more the history of Egypt, both Byzantine
and Saracen, is studied, the clearer becomes the
truth that in all the handicrafts—in goldsmiths’ work,
in enamelling, in metal-work, in glass-work—and in
every province of design and construction, it was
the Copts who kept alive the artistic traditions of
the country.

At the same time it would be wrong to imagine
that in skill and taste the Copts far outshone the
artistic workers of the Byzantine Empire or those of
Armenia, Assyria, and Persia. All over the East
woven fabrics and embroideries, vessels of gold and
silver, and jewels of exceedingly fine workmanship
were produced: and fine as were the carpets made
in Egypt, it is doubtful whether they rivalled the
magnificent products of Persia’. So too some of

! I may instance the well-known * winter carpet’ of the Persian
kings captured by the Muslims at Ctesiphon. It was 300 cubits
long by 6o broad, and was used in winter when flowers were
over. It had a white ground with a border of emeralds richly
designed: every beautiful and sweet-scented flower and plant
was wrought upon it in precious stones of divers colours, It
was sent to Omar at Medina, who had it cut up in pieces and
distributed among his generals. ‘Alf sold his portion for 8,000
dirhems (Tabarf, ed. Zotenberg, vol. iii. p. 416). Tinnfs, Kais,
and other sea-coast towns in Egypt were the great centres for
carpets and other textiles: see Quatremdre, Mém. Hist. et Géog.
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the finest illuminations were made not only in
Byzantium, but in Persia and Mesopotamia, The
most famous dye-works for the imperial purple were
at Bostra in Syria, which was captured by the
Persians and subsequently by the Arabs. We have
seen that Chosroes was no semi-savage king, but
a man of great culture : and the arts of the Sassanian
Persians, while founded on the traditions of ancient
Assyria and Babylon, not only vied with the arts of
the Byzantine Empire in taste and refinement, but
had perhaps a larger share in forming among the
Arabs that school of design which in the Middle
Ages rendered Damascus famous.

But of all the industrial arts practised at Alex-

t. i, pp. 141, 308, 335, 339. Cedrenus mentions linen, silk,
and carpets among the spoil burnt by Heraclius at Chosroes’
palace in Dastagerd. In the ninth century the Caliph Al Muntazar
(who had slain his father Mutawakkal) was shown a carpet taken
from the Persians, which bore the design of a crowned king on horse-
back, and on the border the legend, ‘I am Shirfiyah, son of Khusrfi:
I slew my father and reigned only six months’ (Oriental Collections,
vol. i. no. iii. p. 224 n.). Damietta vied with Tinnis at this time,
and for three or four centuries later, in the fineness and splendour
of its gauzes, brocades, and cloths of gold : see Abf $alih, pp. 62~3
and notes. Ya'kfibi writing circa 950 a.Dp. specifies various textiles
then manufactured. In the Fayfim a coarse linen; at Kais
garments called by the name of the town and excellent woollen
materials ; at Bahnasi veils or curtains called Bahnast; fine tissues
at Ahnis; crimson carpets at Sifit; small carpets or rugs and
leathern goods at Akhmfm; at Shati fine linen; at Tinnfs the
celebrated tissues of Dabik? material, coarse and fine, besides
gauzes and striped fabrics and velvet and damask and many other
sorts of apparel; and at Damietta strong tissues of Dabiki, fine
linen, and gauze were woven (Bibl Geog. Arab., part vii. pp.
330-332 and 337). These crafts were certainly not brought into
the country by the Arabs, but survived from Roman times. On
embroidered and woven stuffs actually found in Egypt see Strzy-
gowski, Orient oder Rom, pp. 113 seq.; also 9o seq.
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andria perhaps the most important was ship-building.
Alexandria was the busiest port and the largest
market in the world. Besides the enormous trade
in corn, linen, paper, glass and other local products,
and the traffic in gold and ivory from Nubia and
Ethiopia, all the spices, silks, silver, precious stones,
and other wares from the Indian and the Chinese
seas came from the Red Sea by canal from Kulzum
or Suez to Memphis and thence down the Nile to
Alexandria, whence they were distributed over the
Mediterranean. So vast a commerce required a
very large amount of shipping: and though Egypt
was always in historic times destitute of timber for
ship-building, it was found more profitable to import
balks from Syria and elsewhere, and to build the
vessels where the trade which demanded them was
centred. Egypt too was famous for a special kind
of hemp, admirably adapted for cordage and ships’
tackling 1.

We have already seen that one of the corn-ships
owned by the Church at Alexandria carried a
burthen of 20,000 bushels, nor is this recorded as
in any way an exceptional cargo. The probability
is that these merchant vessels were much larger
than we are wont to imagine, The same is true of
the war vessels. Not many years after this time,
when Egypt was in possession of the Saracens, and
when any purely Byzantine shipwrights must have
been withdrawn from the docks at Alexandria, the
Saracen leader in Syria, Mu‘awiah, ordered a number
of war-ships to be built in Alexandria and other

! Ibn al Fakih (tenth century) says, ‘One of the wonders of
Egypt is a kind of hemp called dwks, of which ships’ tackling is
made, and such ropes are called a/ kirkis’ (Bibl. Geog. Arab.
part v. p. 66).
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seaports within his dominion. According to Sebeos
the ships were of two classes, which one might
almost call battleships and cruisers. The battle-
ships each carried a thousand men, while the lighter
vessels carried a complement of one hundred !, and
were specially designed for fast sailing and rapid
manceuvring round the big ships. Very interesting
details are given of the armament of the men-of-war.
Not only were they equipped with formidable bat-
teries— catapults and stone-throwing engines '—but
some of them had lofty towers built upon the deck,
so that, when the vessels came alongside fortified
walls, the assailants should be on a level with the
defenders, and, by leaping or bridging the short
space betwe~n tower and wall, should effect a lodge-
ment on the ramparts.

But even more remarkable is the express testi-
mony of Sebeos that these great ships were armed
with ‘fire-spouting engines,’ i.e. machines for hurling
the deadly flames known as Greek fire. This power-
ful compound of inflammable materials not merely
burned with unquenchable fierceness, but seems
also to have possessed an explosive or rending
force, which wrought great destruction and caused
great terror. But the special interest of this passage
in Sebeos lies in this—that it makes ships built in

1 These numbers are quite clear, as Mr. Conybeare tells me, in
the MS. of Sebeos, and I see no reason to doubt them, although
the text would give the number of large ships as 300, each carrying
1,000 men, and 5,000 cruisers each carrying 100, or a total of
800,000 men sent over sea to attack Byzantium, besides those
that Mu‘awfah took overland to Chalcedon. This is of course an
impossible total ; but even if the tale of ships should be reduced,
the ‘arms and engines’ which Sebeos mentions, as well as tents,
provisions, and perhaps horses, must have occupied a very large
proportion of the space in the vessels.

BUTLER I
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Egypt after the Arab conquest to Arab orders
armed with artillery for discharging the blazing
chemicals, the composition of which is generally
held to have been, in the seventh century at least,
a Byzantine secret. The invention of Greek fire
is usually ascribed to Callinicus, an engineer of
Heliopolis, and the Heliopolis is too readily assumed
to be the Syrian town of that name instead of the
older and more famous city of Egypt. Gibbon
clearly leans to Cedrenus’ view, that Callinicus was
an Egyptian, although he mistakenly speaks of
Heliopolis as then in ruins. It is scarcely con-
ceivable that little more than twenty years after the
Arab conquest of Egypt ships built at Alexandria
should have been armed with these engines for
shooting Greek fire, unless both the discovery of
the composition and the construction of the engines
had originated in the country.

Be that as it may, it is unquestionable that the
art of ship-building greatly flourished at Alexandria
during the first half of the seventh century in
Egypt, and that it was not stricken with decline
when the Byzantine overlordship of Egypt ended:
a fact which proves that in this as in all the great
branches of industry in the Nile valley the Copts
were independent of Roman direction, if indeed
they were not the master craftsmen.

This rapid review of the arts and of the literature
of Alexandria about the time of the Persian con-
quest has of necessity in some points touched both

} Decline and Fall, ch. 52, note 2. ‘Cedrenus brings this
artist from the ruins of Heliopolis in Egypt, and chemistry was
indeed the peculiar science of the Egyptians” Lebeau too has
an exhaustive note on the subject of Greek fire (vol. xi. p. 419).
See also Prof. Bury's Later Roman Empire, vol. ii. pp. 311, 319.
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on previous and on subsequent history. But it is
designed both to serve as a rough sketch of the
material civilization of the time, and to show that
its continuity was not broken, at least by the
Persians. The armies of Chosroes did little serious
mischief either to the architectural or to the literary
treasures of the capital. The great libraries, if they
existed, did not find their destroyers in the Persian
conquerors. The magnificent lighthouse called the
Pharos—one of the world’s seven wonders—still
towered between the city and the sea, capped with
clouds of smoke by day and with flaming fire by
night : neither the ancient temples, nor the spacious
colonnades, nor the countless palaces which made
Alexandria famous, were overthrown. Even the
churches within the walls were practically uninjured,
and worshippers still thronged the great Cathedral
of Caesarion and the church of St. Mark, where
beneath the high altar still reposed the remains of
the Apostle of Egyptl

! The safety of St. Mark’s is known from the testimony of
pilgrims at a later date. It survived the second Arab capture
of Alexandria, in which the Caesarion seems to have perished.

12



CHAPTER IX
CRUSADE AGAINST PERSIA.

Heraclius sues for peace. His departure for Carthage arrested.
War with Persia resolved upon. Futile embassy to Chosroes.
Expedition to Cilicia. Command of the sea. Scene in St. Sophia.
The campaign ends in the destruction of Persian power. Recovery
of the Cross. Triumph of Heraclius.

THE fortunes of Heraclius had now fallen so low
that his Empire was almost bounded by the walls’
of his capital. On the westward or landward side of
Constantinople hordes of Tartars or Huns and other
barbarian tribes had roamed for years unchecked,
and were prowling round the very gates of the city.
On the east the Persian armies, which had con-
quered Syria, Palestine, and Egypt, had advanced
through Asia Minor sweeping all before them,
and were in occupation of Chalcedon on the Asian
shore of the Bosporus fronting Constantinople .
The hopes which had shone on the accession of
Heraclius were extinguished or clouded, as the
masterful vigour which had won him the throne
gave way, or rather seemed to give way, to apathy
or despair. The first act of his reign was to send
a humble message to Chosroes asking for peace,
which was disdainfully refused 2

When the tidings came that Egypt was lost to

! The position of Chalcedon is accurately described by Theo-
phylact, vii. 15, and again viii. 14 (Teubner Classics, ed. de
Boor).

* Sebeos records that Chosroes answered, ¢ The Empire is mine.
He has usurped it, and now sends us our own treasures as presents:

but I will not rest till I have brought him into my power.” The
ambassadors were put to death, and no reply was sent to Heraclius.
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the Empire and the tribute of money and corn from
that rich province cut off, with his exchequer and
granaries empty and with ferocious enemies be-
sieging or threatening his walls, which were guarded
by an undisciplined and nerveless garrison, the
Emperor seemed to resign all hope of deliverance.
His meditated flight gives colour to the view that
he felt unequal to the burden of the Empire;
that all the heroic element in his character was
overhorne by the press of disasters; and that
his moral strength was broken. It was certainly
believed that he had resolved to fling off his crown
and to return home to Africa: and his subjects
might well recall the taunt of Phocas, ‘Are you the
man to govern the Empire better ?’ But there is
some reason to think that Heraclius wished rather
to shift the centre of government to Carthage, and
there to prepare at leisure for the reconquest of his
Asiatic dominions.

Whatever the truth may be, a vessel laden with
treasures he wished to save had already sailed,
bound for Carthage, and had reached the coast
of Pentapolis, where it suffered shipwreck, when
Sergius, the Patriarch of Constantinople, having
discovered the design of Heraclius, stood angrily
between him and his purpose. By what power of
speech or magnetism of will he prevailed, can only
be conjectured : it is certain that he breathed a new
purpose into the Emperor, and led him to take a
solemn oath at the high altar in the Cathedral that
he would be true to his trust, and that he would
fight for the deliverance of his Empire from the
enemies of the Cross’.

' Lebeau’s Histotre du Bas Empire, ed. de Saint-Martin, vol. xi,
Pp. 19—21I.
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Whether it was the eloquence of Sergius in
preaching what was really the first great crusade, or
the stirring power of the scene beneath the great
dome of St. Sophia, or some new gleam of hope
from the altered disposition of his foes, or all com-
bined with a reaction from deep discouragement
natural in a man whose strong power of brain was
governed by a highly nervous temperament, it is
beyond question that from this moment a most
remarkable change was wrought in the Emperor.
To the outer world at least he seemed to cast off
like a slough all his weakness and indolence, resum-
ing the character of a strong leader, and to show
a kingship worthy of men’s allegiance. His whole
mind was now given to collecting and organizing his
resources for a war with Persia.

Nevertheless his counsels were guided by caution,
and while he was preparing to fight, he resolved
to ask terms of peace from the Persian general!

! Both the Chronicon Paschale and Theophanes give Sanv as
the name, while Nicephorus gives Sdiros, i.e. Shahin, to whom
also is attributed the conquest of Egypt: see ante, p. yo n. The
Chronicon Paschale very clearly makes Saén the original captor of
Chalcedon, and with equal clearness makes Khorheam (whom it
calls Sa)Bdpas, i. e. Shah-Waraz) commander of the Persian army
of occupation at Chalcedon ten years later, dating his arrival
there 626. Both statements can hardly be correct, but the
confusion between Shahin and Shah-Waraz is more perplexing
than surprising. Gibbon calls this latter general ‘ Sarbaraza,” and
two pages lower speaks of a general called ‘Sarbar.” The two
names refer to the one person, although Gibbon does not seem
conscious of the fact. Gibbon places Saén in command at
Chalcedon now, makes him accompany Heraclius’ envoys, and
says that he was flayed alive for his pains by Chosroes: but
Theophanes makes Saén die of melancholy and disease some years
later after a defeat, Chosroes insulting his dead body. Sebeos
describes Shahin as raiding Cappadocia in 610, and subsequently
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at Chalcedon, whom he visited in person. The
Emperor was advised to send ambassadors to
Chosroes, who was represented as certain to grant
a favourable reply. Accordingly three distinguished
envoys were dispatched with a letter, which is still
extant, and with costly presents. The ambassa-
dors duly delivered their message to the Great
King, who did not refuse the precious gifts they
offered: but his reply was stern and uncompromising.
‘Tell your master,” he said, ¢that the Roman Empire
belongs to me. Heraclius is a rebel and a slave: and
I will grant no peace till he abandons the worship
of the Crucified for the worship of the sun1’

The studied insolence of this answer gave the
shock needed to rouse the deadened spirit of the
Romans. It pointed afresh the religious aspect of
the war, and fired at once the indignation and the
enthusiasm of the people. The Emperor now found
in them the material required for his new plans.
While his ambassadors were on their way to the

co-operating with Khorheam. DBut Sebeos, who gives the speech
made by Heraclius on this occasion at Chalcedon, alleges that
Khorheam had now come to Chalcedon and was in command
there. This is doubtless the truth, Shahin being in Egypt.

! Part of this answer is given by Theophanes, part by Persian
writers: see Journal Astatique, 6@ série, 1866, vol. vii. p. zor.
Eutychius relates that Constantinople being hard pressed by
Chosroes wished to surrender, but that Heraclius secured his
retirement by agreeing to pay 1,000 talents of gold and of silver, 1,000
virgins, 1,000 horses, and 1,000 robes of silk. Gibbon adopts this
story, but it does not seem worthy of credit. It is inconsistent with
the ten years’ occupation of Chalcedon, which is well attested, nor
does Gibbon explain the inconsistency. The contemporary
Chronicon Paschale knows nothing of any such arrangement : and
the story is probably nothing but a late version of the embassy
referred to in the text. Sebeos gives a somewhat different version
of Chosroes’ letter to the Emperor.
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Persian court, Heraclius is said to have made peace
for a while with his barbarian enemies?, and so
cleared the landward side of the capital. Later we
are told that he made an alliance with a Turkish tribe
to the north of Persia, and promised his daughter
Eudocia in marriage to their chief in part payment
for a force of 40,000 cavalry—a compact voided by
the death of the chieftain. Yet the evidence of
peace in the west is very difficult to establish?;
because in 622 or 623 the Avars were still ravaging
the country-side, and by an act of infamous treachery
nearly succeeded in assassinating Heraclius and
capturing Constantinople; and again in 626 an
army of 30,000 Avars besieged the city acting in
alliance with the Persians at Chalcedon, who were
then commanded, as it seems, by the newly arrived
Shah-Waraz. So that the peace with the Avars was
neither real nor lasting. Heraclius probably esti-
mated the treaty at its true value, and trusted
rather to the strength of his walls and his galleys
to secure Constantinople in his absence. But such
was the warlike ardour of his people, that he soon
enrolled and equipped a large army, which with
allies ultimately numbered 120,000 men. His plan
was first to find a.training-ground where he could
drill his levies into discipline and practise them in
military movements and the use of arms, while vast
supplies were being gathered and stored : and then,

! Cedrenus ascribes this peace to the eleventh year of Heraclius,
i.e. 621 or 622.

? Theophanes’ account of the matter is probably correct, but his
dates are very hard to follow or to reconcile with other authorities,
even allowing for the fixed error in his system of chronology. If
the attack on Heraclius took placein 623, it would be in the winter

when he returned for some weeks to Constantinople from the
theatre of war,
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when his forces were ready for the field, to strike
at the heart of Persia. He resolved therefore to
transport his army to the Bay of Issus at the north-
east corner of the Mediterranean and to make
Cilicia his base—a move of singular boldness which
was rendered possible by the fact that his command
of the sea was undisputed and his resources in
shipping enormous.

This reveals at once the cardinal blunder of the
Persians. Had they only followed up their early
victories on land by learning to fight and conquer
by sea, nothing could® have saved the Empire!.
Fortunately for the history of Christian civilization
the Persians were not a seafaring people, and at this
juncture they totally failed to realize the need of
commanding the sea in order to complete and to
secure their conquests. Sebeos indeed relates that
Chosroes, in sending his insolent letter to Heraclius,
sent orders to his’ own troops to cross over to
Byzantium, whereupon they equipped a large squad-
ron and made every preparation for battle by sea.
But when the Persian flotilla advanced, the Roman
galleys fell upon it with such fury that the Persians
were shamefully defeated with a loss of 4,000 men 2
and all their ships, and were so dismayed that ‘ they
never again ventured upon this kind of undertaking.’
Consequently for not less than ten years they
remained in idle occupation of their naval base at
Chalcedon, and of the magnificent harbour of Alex-
andria, to say nothing of Syrian seaports and the

! Chosroes had actually endeavoured, after the Persian occupa-
tion of Chalcis, to build a fleet, but the material collected for the
purpose was destroyed by fire and the attempt abandoned.

2 So Thomas Ardzrouni, who mentions ¢ 4,000 mailed warriors’
as slain. See Brosset’s Collection & Histortens Arméniens, t. i.p. 82.
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more western ports in Libya and Pentapolis. At
all these places they might have gathered and
trained their fleets to sweep the Mediterranean:
even at Alexandria alone such a navy might have
been built and manned as would have given battle
to the Roman armaments with every chance of
victory. But the land-fighting Persians were blind
to the value of sea-power: they failed to read the
lesson which the Roman republic of old had been
slow indeed to learn, but learned effectively in its
wars with Carthage—the lesson which the Arabs
were destined to grasp with rapid intelligence before
the close of this seventh century. Consequently the
Persian camps were chained to the coast: and so
limited was their power of offence, that Heraclius
- before very long discovered his ability to disregard
their presence. Even ten years after the capture of
Chalcedon the Byzantine galleys rode the sea trium-
phant in the narrow strait between the Persian and
the Hunnish armies.

Before starting on his expedition round Asia
Minor, and in order to defray its cost, Heraclius
borrowed all the immense treasures of gold and
silver vessels which the churches could lend, to coin
into money. It was a wasteful and deplorable
method of replenishing the empty state exchequer,
but perhaps no other was available. When all was
ready, he made over the government to his son,
with the Patriarch Sergius and the patrician Bonus
as guardians. Then shod in black he entered the
great Cathedral, and falling prostrate prayed for the
divine blessing upon his undertaking?  George

Y Chkronicon Paschale, Migne, Palr. Gr. t. 92, col. 1014.

? Cedrenus tells this story, and gives the words of Heraclius’
prayer.
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of Pisidia, deacon and sacristan of the Cathedral,
witnessed the Emperor's devotions and remarked,
‘May you dye red in the blood of your enemies
the sandals now black on your feet’—a pious wish
which may more easily be pardoned in the poet
laureate ! than in the chaplain of the expedition:
for George seems to have accompanied it in both
characters. It was on Easter Monday, 6222, that
Heraclius weighed anchor from the capital, and
sailed southward. The armada, after weathering
a storm in which Heraclius displayed at once the
coolness of a commander and the hardihood of
a common sailor, ploughed on its way and made a

! The tedious poems on the wars with Persia and with the Avars
by George of Pisidia may be found in Migne’s Patr. Gr. t. 92.
A few lines from the Heracliad will bear translation, as showing the
revival of spirit which Heraclius wrought :—

¢When the army was filled with dread of the Persian,

When their manner of battle was flight from danger

And this had become second nature by use:

Who turned their hearts to war and clad them in the armour of
his eloquence ?

Who changed their craven souls,

And from their cowardice brought out courage?

Even thou, by thy wisdom and strength,

Which roused them to life, when they were like dull stones

Cumbering the earth with a profitless burden.’

? The year is fixed accurately by Theophanes, who expressly
identifies it with the year in which Mohammed appeared, i.e. the
year of the Hijrah, or 622. The Chronicon Paschale gives the same
date : which may therefore be taken as a fixed point in the misty
chronology of this period. George of Pisidia, who sailed with
Heraclius, and after him Theophanes and Cedrenus, make the
Emperor leave the capital on Easter Monday. Gibbon apparently
follows them, but changes the day to Easter Tuesday, presumably
from misunderstanding the feria secunda of the Latin version.
Feria prima is of course Sunday. Theophanes confuses the first
and the second expedition.
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prosperous voyage. to its destination. The force
landed and camped at Issus, and seized the pass
of Pylae on the frontier between Cilicia and
Syria 1,

It is no part of the writer's purpose to follow in
detail the six years’ war which Heraclius now waged
against the Persian Empire. From the first his
arms were victorious. Out of the very unpromising
material of which his army was composed he forged
a weapon of the finest temper, which he wielded
with consummate skill to break down the power of
his enemies. His athletic strength and prowess in
single combat, his enthusiasm, his burning faith
in his mission as champion of the Cross, his readi-
ness to share all hardships with his men, his personal
ascendency and power of discipline, the rapidity and
brilliancy of his tactics, and his coolness in meeting
new combinations—all these qualities which he now
revealed made.him an ideal leader of men and
secured him an unparalleled succession of triumphs.

The expedition to Cilicia drove a wedge into the
very centre of the vast territory between the Nile
and the Bosporus now controlled by the Persians.
In the following year a second expedition to Trebi-
zond drove in another wedge to meet it from the
northern side of Asia Minor. The pressure thus
exerted was enormous; and, as blow followed blow,
the Persians were forced to recall their armies from

! George of Pisidia deals in tantalizing generalities: but Sebeos
confirms and supplements his account. According to Sebeos there
was a drawn battle close to Antioch city, with great slaughter on both
sides. But the Romans retreated to Pylae, where they defeated the
Persians, who however recovered and took Tarsus and all Cilicia.
Does this mean that the expedition failed? George of Pisidia gives

no hint of such a result, though he records the Emperor’s return to
Byzantium.
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Alexandria and from Chalcedon. It is not clear in
what year either event happened; but historians
agree in making the occupation of both towns begin
and end nearly simultaneously, and they differ little
regarding the period of occupation, which in each
case is estimated at ten and twelve years by different
authorities. We shall not be far wrong in dating
the withdrawal of the Persians from the Bosporus
and the Nile early in the year 627 aA.p.!

The crowning achievement of the war—the capture
by Heraclius of Dastagerd, some eighty miles to
the north of Madain or Ctesiphon—took place in
February, 628. On the 24th of that month Chosroes
fled ignominiously, but was caught and thrown into
prison, where after suffering indignity and torture
at the hands of his successor Siroes, he was put to
death a few days later. Chosroes’ palace was burnt
to the ground, and all its magnificent and costly
treasures 2 that could not be removed perished in

! The Chronicon Paschale assigns to June 29, 626, the arrival
of the Avars and the Khakén before Byzantium, and makes it some
days after the arrival of the Shah-Waraz to take over the command
at Chalcedon. The siege failed owing to the fact that the Roman
galleys retained their command of the sea and so prevented the
designed co-operation between the Avars and the Persians. There-
upon the Khakin sullenly retired with his baffled and starving
troops : and two years later the war was over.

* Theophanes deplores the destruction of ‘most artistic and
admirable buildings and astonishing palaces,” and gives an account
of the aviaries and zoological gardens. He says too that vast
quantities of aloes and spices, sugar, ginger, linen, silk, carpets and
precious metals perished in the flames. Oriental authors have
fabulous tales of the wealth and wonders of Chosroes’ palace. Thus
the Zarikh Regum Persiae (p. 160) tells of an automaton with a
sort of orrery which marked rain, thunder, &c.: the Zarikh Jahdn
Ard (translated by Sir W. Ouseley, p. 61) says that Chosroes had
in his palace 15,000 female musicians, 8,000 household officers,
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the flames. Multitudes of captives from Syria and
from Egypt were released, the Patriarch Zacharias of
Jerusalem among them ; the reliquary enclosing the
Holy Rood was brought uninjured and delivered
into the hands of Heraclius!; and the war was

20,500 horses, 960 elephants: he also had a cup in which water
never failed: an open ivory hand which he put in water when a
child was born, when it closed and revealed the child’s horoscope:
a piece of gold soft as wax, and a kerchief which when soiled was
thrown into the fire and so became clean again. See also Gibbon's
Decline and Fall, vol. viii. p. 230 (Edin. 1848).

1 Tt is not clear whether Heraclius recovered the Cross at once
from Siroes. According to Brosset ( Collection &' Historiens Arméniens,
t.i. p. 86) Heraclius summoned Khorheam, the Shah-Waraz, and
promised him the kingdom of Persia as ransom for the Cross.
Brosset adds in a note that Khorheam was then at Chalcedon : but
in this I think he is mistaken. For (1) Khorheam left Chalcedon
before the fall of Chosroes (see Drapeyron, p. 258), and (2) even
were it otherwise, the promise of the kingdom to Khorheam could
only have been given after the death of Siroes. According to
Drapeyron Heraclius returned to his palace near Chalcedon, leaving
Theodore to recover the Cross from Khorheam: and Theodore,
having succeeded in the quest, brought the Cross to the palace,
whence Heraclius bore it in triumph over the water to Constan-
tinople. This was four months later, viz. September 14, 628
(pp. 276-7), but the date, which is the date of the exaltation of
the Cross at Jerusalem, may arise through confusion with that
festival, Sebeos is somewhat at variance with this account, while
agreeing that it was from Khorheam that Heraclius recovered the
Cross, not from Siroes. Sebeos describes a personal meeting
at which Heraclius promised Khorheam the sovereignty, on
the death of Siroes in August, 628, asking in return for the
Cross. Khorheam vowed assent, went to Ctesiphon, slew the
child-king Ardashfr and ‘many of the nobles, found the Cross,
and delivered it to special envoys sent by Heraclius with all
haste. If this story be true, the Cross cannot have reached the
Emperor much, if at all, before Christmas, 628. But jt is not
clear why Heraclius failed, if he did fail, to get the Cross from
Siroes, nor why Khorheam should have been more able and more
willing to find and surrender it. It should be noted that Sebeos
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ended by a formal treaty of peace between the
Roman Empire and Persia. The great crusade
was accomplished by one of the most romantic
triumphs in history.

It was on Whit Sunday, May 15, in the same
year, that the Emperor’s dispatches announcing the
victorious termination of the war were read from the
great ambon in the Cathedral of St. Sophial—an

represents Khorheam as being at ‘ Alexandria’ when he received
the letter of Heraclius which led to their meeting. That this is
Alexandria of Syria is clear because (x) Sebeos does not say as
usual when he so means ‘ Alexandria of the Egyptians’: (2) geo-
graphically Khorheam must have been in proximity, because the
story, which had left him in Cappadocia, speaks of him as still
‘in the west’ directly after the capture of Ctesiphon by Heraclius
and as refusing to help Chosroes : and (3) while Tabarf, as we have
seen, denies that the Shah-Waraz went to Egypt, Mas'idi says:
D4 ol a3 e wSBsl e o L, ¢ Shabr-br went against
him (Siroes) from Antioch of Syria’ (ed. Barbier de Maynard,
vol. ii. p. 233).

Y 1t is the Chronicon Paschale which, by incidentally mentioning
that May 15, on which day the ceremony took place, was also
Whit Sunday, renders us the great service of fixing another point
in the chronology. The fact does not seem to have been adequately
noticed, but it is very important. Now the only year about this
time in which May 15 fell on a Sunday is 628, and the tables in
the Trésor de Chronologie show that in the year 628 Easter Day was
on March 27. And Easter Day being on March 2%, it follows
that Pentecost would fall on May 15, precisely in accordance with
the explicit statement of the Chronicon. Just as, therefore, the
beginning of Heraclius’ crusade is fixed with certitude in 622 by
its coincidence with the Hijrah of Mohammed, so its ending is
fixed in 628 by the coincidence of the date and the festival given
by the Chronicon ; and the interval is six years, as all the authorities
demand. So much then may be regarded as settled. Drapeyron
(p. 267) agrees in the date: yet on the preceding page he makes
the letter, which was read in St. Sophia on May 15, written from
Armenia after May 8! On the other hand, Theophanes seems to
close the war in 626, and to place the Emperor’s visit to Jerusalem
in the same year. The preface to the letter of Zacharias from his
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incident which seems to have strongly impressed the
imagination of contemporary writers, and which was
doubtless accompanied by all the state and pomp of
wonted use in that great building on a glorious
occasion !,

But the Emperor was still detained for some time
in the east by the work of pacification. When, how-

captivity (Migne, Pafr. Gr. t. 86, col. 3219 seq.) assigns the death
of Chosroes to 627 and the restitution of Zacharias to the following
spring, 628. But where was Zacharias in the interval? He certainly
did not accompany the Emperor to Constantinople. The Zarfkk
Jahdn Ard (see p. 125, n. 2) gives the tenth Jumidi al Awwal in
A.H. 7, as the date of Chosroes’ death. This is very precise : but as
the date corresponds to September 15, 628, it must be rejected, the
evidence for February being very strong. But with the month the
year also would be wrong according to the Arab calendar, since
February 628 falls in ao.H. 6. The Arabic historian Makfn makes
out that the deposition and death of Chosroes took place in A.H. 5.
But the writer in the Journal Asiatigue (6¢ série, vol. vii. 1866),
following Sebeos and other Armenian authorities, gives the years
of Chosroes’ reign as extending from the summer of 590 to 628 a.p.
These dates are in complete harmony with Tabari, whose authority
on Persian history is very high. For he states that the Hijrah
of Mohammed took place in the thirty-second year of Chosroes’
reign (622) and that Chosroes’ death took place in the thirty-eighth
year, which would be 628.

The agreement of these diverse writers with the Chronicon
Paschale must be regarded as quite decisive in fixing February, 628,
as the date for Chosroes’ dethronement and death. Yet this date
does not altogether square with the date I have given for the
capture of Jerusalem by the Persians, viz. 615: unless one shortens
the period of captivity, which is loosely said to have lasted fourteen
years, a total which can only be made up by wrongly counting part
of 615 and part of 628 as full years.

! No one interested in this splendid monument of Byzantine
architecture should fail to read Messrs. Lethaby and Swainson’s
S. Sophia, Constantinople. The work is rich in historical as well as

architectural details: in particular there is a good deal about the
ambon.
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ever, the remaining Persian garrisons in Syria and
Asia Minor had been withdrawn under safe-conduct,
and the Patriarch Zacharias had been restored to
his seat in Jerusalem, then Heraclius turned home-
ward after six years of strife and entered Constanti-
nople in triumph, bearing with him the Holy Rood
which he had rescued from the heathen.

BUTLER K



CHAPTER X
THE EXALTATION OF THE CROSS

Heraclius’ pilgrimage to Jerusalem with the Cross. The Jews
at Tiberias. The Cross exalted at the church of the Resurrection.
Climax of the Emperor’s career. He sanctions a massacre of the
Jews. The Fast of Heraclius. Death of the Patriarch Zacharias,
and of his successor Modestus. The Emperor’s scheme of religious
union.  Cyrus, Bishop of Phasis, made Patriarch of Alexandria.

In the following year, 629, the Emperor set forth
in the early spring on a pilgrimage to Jerusalem for
the purpose of restoring to its place the Cross, which
meanwhile had rested in St. Sophia. Two incidents
are recorded of the journey.

According to some writers it was about this time
that at Emesa® (or Edessa) envoys from Mohammed
arrived, bearing letters which invited Heraclius to
adopt the religion of Islam. This episode, however,
seems to belong to an earlier date, before the death
of the Great King. The other event is as follows.
When the Emperor reached Tiberias, the Jews sent
a deputation with costly gifts to ask for a pledge of
security. They remembered their own deeds against
the Christians, and feared the Emperor’s vengeance.
But he generously gave them the promise of protec-
tion, and the Jews were prudent enough to obtain
his bond in writing.

The journey was resumed, and at length the Holy

! Both places are named: but it is hardly likely that Heraclius
went so far out of his way as to reach Edessa, though he stayed
there a good deal later. The two places are constantly confused
in the records of this time. But I think the whole story is out of
place here, the letters having reached Heraclius before the end
of 627. See below, p. 139 n. and p. 140, n. 2.



Exaltation of the Cross 131

City was seen in the distance. Itis easy to picture the
glittering cavalcade—the flashing steel* and fluttering
pennons of the horsemen, the bowmen and spearmen
with shield and quiver and lance, and in the midst
the Emperor and his staff 2, one blaze of gold and
colour. As Heraclius drew near, he was met by
a great procession of clergy and monks under Mo-
destus, bearing gospels and tapers and censers—the
customary ritual—and followed by a great multitude
of the inhabitants. So accompanied he passed to
the Golden Gate? on the eastern side of the city,
where the Patriarch Zacharias was waiting. But
after an act of homage the Patriarch rebuked his
ruler for the splendour of his garb, and bade him lay

! The ordinary equipment of the Roman cavalry soldier at this
time was a steel cap, a coat of mail, gauntlets, and steel shoes : see
Mr. Oman’s Art of War in the Middle Ages, pp. 184 seq. The
writer remarks that the armour prescribed in Maurice’s Strategicon,
c. 578, is also prescribed with scarcely any change by Leo the
Wise, in his Zactica, c. 9goo a.p. Flags were also carried by
military ordinance. They are often mentioned by Greek writers,
and banners of silk were commonly carried by the Muslim as well
"as the Roman forces.

2 Sebeos specially records that the Emperor had all his ¢ imperial
attendants’ with him on this journey. Some idea of the state in
which he moved may be formed from Prof. Bury’s description of
what was customary even in the fifth century. ‘A rich purple
dress enveloped the whole body—wrought dragons shone on his
silken robes . .. The caparisons of his horse were of gold, and as
he rode, seated on a saddle white as snow, he was accompanied by
the imperial guards, who carried spears with golden tips and shields
with golden centres enriched by golden eyes’ (? bosses). Later
Roman Empire, vol. i. p. 196.

$ In the twelfth century this Golden Gate was walled up and
only used on Palm Sunday and on the feast of the Exaltation of
the Cross—the latter because through that gate Heraclius passed
on this occasion bringing back the Holy Rood from the Persian
captivity. See Palestine Pilgrims Text Society, vol. vi, City of
Jerusalem, p. 14.

X 2



132 The Arab Conquest of Egypt

aside his purple and gold, that he might approach the
holy places with fitting humility : and the victorious
Emperor marched on in the guise of a penitent
pilgrim. On every side he saw signs of the ruin
wrought fourteen years before by the Persians; but
he thanked Modestus for the great work of restora-
tion which he had done, especially at the churches of
the Resurrection, of the Skull, and of Constantine.
Then followed the grand ceremonial known as the
Exaltation of the Cross, the memory of which is still
celebrated by Eastern and Western Churches alike on
September 14.

Legend has it that the Holy Rood, which was
enshrined in a reliquary studded with jewels, had
never been profaned by heathen eyes during the
period of its captivity with the Persians: that even
Chosroes had never dared to turn the key or to open
the sacred treasure. It is extremely probable that
the Rood was saved from destruction, partly owing
to the superstitious reverence with which the heathen
King regarded it, but partly also owing to the intrinsic
value of the gold and precious stones enclosing it,
Chosroes being a great collector of works of art.
But however that may be, the relic was restored to
the Cathedral church of the Resurrection, and there
placed on the altar with solemn rites of great magni-
ficence.

It is not fanciful to see in this triumphant restora-
tion of the Cross the dramatic climax of the Empe-
ror’s career. He was now at the zenith of his power
and his fame, and may well have felt that his mission
was accomplished. During ten years of failure and
shame he had sunk under that strange besetting
weakness of will which had bowed his Empire to the
dust, which had suffered province after province to
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crumble away at the touch of barbarian armies, till
nothing was left but the walls of his capital and the
narrow strip of sea that sundered the beleaguering
hosts of his enemies. Then rising like a dreamer
from sleep he had astonished the world by an exhibi-
tion of iron purpose and strength, of glowing enthu-
siasm, of consummate strategy, of swiftness in decision
and commanding power over men—qualities which
marked him as by far the greatest captain of his age.
The armies created and led by his genius had
conquered the conquering Persians and freed his
empire of their yoke from the Bosporus to the
Araxes, from the Araxes to the Jordan, and from the
Jordan to the Nile. Above all he had saved Christ-
endom from the imminent danger of being swamped
by a heathen religion ; he had rescued from a pagan
king the most precious symbol of the Christian
truth; and now the restitution of the Cross to its
shrine in the Holy City sealed in him the union of
imperial conqueror and victorious defender of the
faith. He had delivered the Roman Empire and
delivered Christendom from the very edge of de-
struction.

. But from this moment both his fortune and his
character wavered and began to decline. His first
political act was one of fierce reprisal against the
Jews. People and priests in Jerusalem vied with
each other in denouncing that race to the Emperor,
and in charging them with more guilt than the
Persians for the slaughter of the Christians and the
demolition and burning of the churches. The charge
was probably true, or near the truth; it was not for
nothing that the Jews had taken the Emperor’s bond
of indemnity, and it is clear that they felt at this
time a far more bitter hostility against the Christians
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than against their heathen neighbours. Heraclius,
however, was loth to depart from his plighted word.
He was reminded that he had given the pledge in
ignorance of the facts; that he was not bound by
a promise cozened out of him by fraud ; that, had he
known how the Jews smote the Christians with fire
and sword, he must have dealt very sternly with
them ; and so forth. The clamour or the casuistry,
or both, prevailed. An edict was issued by which
the Jews were driven out of Jerusalem and forbidden
to come again within three miles of its walls. But
banishment was the lightest punishment they suffered;
for Heraclius seems to have sanctioned the full
measure of vengeance which the Christians demanded,
and something like a general massacre followed !
But in order to soothe the Emperor’s conscience and
their own, the Patriarch and bishops sent letters to
every city ordering the institution of a week’s fast
for ever. That institution still remains, and to this
day the first week of Lent with the Copts is called
‘ The Fast of Heraclius” It may be taken that the
Copts joined in the massacre, having their own scores
to settle with the Jews from the time of the Persian
capture of Alexandria.

The Emperor seems to have spent the winter in
Jerusalem; indeed from the date at which the fast
is kept, it may be argued that the massacre of the
Jews took place early in the following year, 630. It
was during this winter that the Patriarch Zacharias
died 2, and Modestus, by the voice of King

! Makrizi says that the Jews were ¢ massacred till none were left
in the kingdoms of Rfim, Egypt, and Syria, save those who had
fled and hidden themselves.” This would make the massacre
extend all over the Empire (Malan’s tr., p. 70). The story is found
also in Eutychius.

* In the Acta Mariyris Anastasii (ed. Usener, p. 12) it is stated
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and people alike, was placed on the patriarchal
throne.

It is not clear which of the two pontiffs was
responsible for the massacre which sullied the fame
of Heraclius; doubtless both men consented to it;
but, when the Emperor turned northward again, he
took Modestus with him to aid in the resettlement
of Church matters consequent upon the recovery of
Syria, and in the transfer to the orthodox party of
those churches which Chosroes had made over to
Monophysites or Nestorians®. The Patriarch was
required too to aid in formulating that plan of reli-

that Heraclius reached Jerusalem in the third indiction, the twentieth
year of his reign(which is equivalent to the year beginning September,
629),and that while he was there a bishop came from the Catholicus
of Persia with letters for the Emperor and for Modestus, who had
just been elected Patriarch, Here again is a statement and a date
of great precision made by a contemporary writer—made in quite
an incidental manner, but therefore all the more worthy of credit.
Nor does the writer’s belief in the miracles he records affect his
trustworthiness on such a question of fact, where inaccuracy could
have no motive. But if this date be accepted, it is clear that,
inasmuch as Heraclius cannot have stayed very many months
in Jerusalem, and Modestus was enthroned before he departed,
Zacharias must have died not later than February or March, 630.
The period of his primacy is given as twenty-two years: and this
fairly agrees with the reputed date of his election in 60g. Anastasius
was martyred under Chosroes on January 22, 628, and his memoir
was probably written a very short time after his death; so that it
may at least be taken as confirming the chronology which makes
the entry of Heraclius into Jerusalem take place on Sept. 14, 629.

! Makin relates that in 625 Chosroes forced the people of Rfihd
to embrace the Jacobite creed. One of the royal physicians named
John was a Jacobite, and he persuaded Chosroes that so long as
the people followed the orthodox party, so long would they favour
the Romans ; whereupon the King gave them the choice of changing
their creed or death. Cedrenus too says that at Edessa the churches
which Chosroes had given to the Nestorians were restored by
Heraclius to the Melkites or orthodox.
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gious union between the warring sects of the Empire
which had long been among the Emperor's most
cherished dreams, and which now seemed feasible to
the victorious champion of Christendom.

But Modestus died in the winter of 630-1, after
a reign of only nine months?', and Heraclius failing
to find a bishop whose mind would mirror his own
Church policy left the patriarchal throne of Jerusalem
vacant. Buthe was not to be shaken from his purpose
of reconciling the Jacobite and Melkite, the dissentient
and orthodox parties in the Church. Sergius of Con-
stantinople brought to the cause the zeal and power
for which his name was famous. He was a Syrian by
birth, and with him originated the formula of com-
promise adopted by Heraclius, whereby it was settled
to dismiss the question whether our Lord’s nature
was single or twofold, but to pronounce positively
that there was but one will or operation. Aslongago
as 623, when the Emperor was in Armenia, he had
come to terms with Paulus, so that the union of the
State Church with the Armenian Church was accom-
plished : and four yearslaterin a visit to the Lazians
he gained over Cyrus, the Nestorian bishop of
Phasis, to the new doctrine. He now offered the
primacy of Antioch to Athanasius on condition of his
recognizing the Council of Chalcedon with the Mono-
thelite interpretation. The three prelates seem to
have met in council with the Emperor at Hierapolis,
and the result of their debates was complete agree-
ment upon the terms of the compromise, which it

! Eutychius gives the term as nine months, Nicephorus one
year. After the interval the next Patriarch was Sophronius, who
in 633 was present as simple monk at the Synod of Alexandria.
His appointment probably took place in 634, though Eutychius
makes the vacancy last for six years.
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was hoped would bring peace to the Church and heal
her deep divisions.

This agreement was probably reached in the early
part of the year 631, and was immediately followed
by the appointment of Cyrus to the primacy of Alex-
andria, with instructions to draw the Coptic and
Melkite Churches together in the happy union devised
by the wisdom of the imperial council. So far
the plan of the Emperor had prospered almost
beyond expectation. The dispatches which reached
him from Egypt were at first encouraging. Cyrus
gave glowing reports of his progress, and it seemed
as if Heraclius, after recovering and reuniting the
Empire which the Persians had torn from his grasp
and shattered, was about to fulfil the dream of
his life. In battle he had won glory enough, by
conquering the heathen and saving Christendom ;
it would be a greater glory to bring peace and good-
will to the Church, to vanquish its dissensions?, and
join its members in a single brotherhood owning
a single faith. The symbol of the recovered Cross
was before his eyes; nor is it to be wondered at if
above it he read that legend which had shone in the
vision of his-great predecessor, EN TOTTRI NIKA.
By the Cross he had conquered in war, and the Cross
was to be the inspiration of his statecraft in peace.

! Drapeyron (p. 303) is, as I have shown, clearly wrong in
making the interview between Athanasius and the Emperor at
Hierapolis take place in 629. Apart from the reasons already
stated, Cedrenus says it was in the twentieth year of his reign that
Heraclius at Hierapolis, after wavering between the Monophysite
and the orthodox doctrine, finally forbade by an edict the recog-
nition of either one or two natures. While the decision was no
doubt taken in 631, the edict was not issued till a few years later.

2 Srws 6 weloas fpepelv Tovs BapBdpovs
weloy odv adrols Hpepely Tas aipéoes’

quoted by Drapeyron, p. 3or1.



CHAPTER XI
THE RISE OF MOHAMMED

Coincidences between Heraclius and Mohammed. The Prophet’s
letters to the rulers of the world, and the answers. Battle of Muta.
Failure of Tabfik. Death of Mohammed and union of Arabia.
The Cathedral at $ana’. Expedition against Syria. Causes of the
success of Isldm: Christian opinion.

History is full of dramatic ironies: but in few
periods are they more abounding or more striking
than in the reign of Heraclius. Almost at the
moment when Heraclius began his career as
Emperor, the great rival of his life.and work,
Mohammed, began his career as Prophet, in the
year 610%. Each of these two great men went
through a period of discouragement and danger
which lasted for twelve years, and each emerged
from the fire of adversity with a spirit tempered to
great purpose. It was in 622 that Heraclius started
on his expedition to Cilicia, where he struck the
first blow for the rescue of the Holy Rood and the
recovery of his Empire from the Persians. In 622
Mohammed by his flight from Mecca to Medina
virtually opened his war for the rescue of the great
shrine of the Ka‘bah and for the conquest of Arabia :
so that from that point dates the Mohammedan era
for all time.

Nor do the coincidences end here. From 622

! Mohammed was born in 570, and so was about forty years old
at this time, as Arab writers agree. Heraclius was three or four
years younger. I may add that this passage about coincidences
was written before I had the opportunity of reading Drapeyron’s
most interesting work, Z’ Empereur Héraclius et I Empire Byzantin :

q. V., pp. 318~9.
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onwards both King and Prophet advanced in a career
of victory almost unchequered for the space of six
years. With eager eyes Mohammed watched the
long eventful combat between Rome and Persia. He
had deplored the earlier success of the Persian arms
in 614 and 615, as the success of an idolatrous over
a believing nation: but when the tide of war so
strangely changed, and Heraclius in six years of
furious struggle overthrew the might of Persia, then
Mohammed, fired with new dreams of dominion,
rejoiced to see victor and vanquished both drained
of strength, and read in the issue the finger of God
preparing the way for the power of Islim. So that
the moment of Heraclius’ greatest glory may well
have been also the moment of Mohammed’s greatest
encouragement.

Even before that the Prophet had felt himself
strong enough to challenge the submission of the
rulers of the world to his new religion. In the course
of 6271, Mohammed caused letters to be written, and

1 There is as usual some doubt about the year. The Arab
writers seem mostly (according to Mr. Evetts’ note on Abf Sélih,
P. 100, n. 3) to place the dispatch of the letters in A. . 6, which
began May 23, 627 a.p. Sale and Ockley give the date 629, but
quite inconsistently make the Persian monarch at that time
Chosroes Parwiz, whose death occurred in March, 628. It is
known that Mohammed started for Mecca in spring—the time of
the yearly festival—and that the letters were sent out after his
return from the expedition, which ended in the armistice with
the Kuraish. Accordingly the expedition must have taken place
in 627, in order that Mohammed’s letter should reach Chosroes
before his dethronement in March, 628, as the story requires. For
Tabari leaves no doubt that the Persian King who received the
letter was Chosroes Parwiz, and that he received it several months
before his death, and therefore well before the end of 627.
Consequently we are driven to the conclusion that the letters were
dispatched during that year. It follows that Heraclius must have
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he sealed them in Eastern fashion with a seal
on which was written ‘ Muhammad the Apostle of
God.” All contained the same claim of allegiance
to Islaim and to the Arabian Prophet as Vicegerent
of the Most High. These letters were sent to the
princes of Yaman, of ‘Uman?, of Yamimah, and of
Bahrain; to Al Harith, prince of the Saracens on the
borders of Syria; to George, wrongly called the
Mukaukas, governor of Alexandria and Viceroy of
Egypt?; to the Negus of Abyssinia ; to Chosroes, King
of Persia ; and to Heraclius, Emperor of the Romans?.

received his letter in the summer of 627. The alternative, which
would place Mohammed’s expedition in the spring of 628,
requires the explicit rejection of Tabarf’s evidence—a very strong
measure. It raises other difficulties, because the letters cannot
have gone out before May at the very earliest, and by that time
Heraclius was in Armenia. This reasoning assumes the truth of
Ibn Ishik's statement that the letters were all written together:
on the other hand, it is just possible that the message to Persia was
sent more than a year in advance of the message to Heraclius.
This interval is unlikely, however, and the question is eminently one
in which the Arab authorities may be trusted.

! Ibn Ishdk (quoted by Dr. Koelle in Mokammed and Mo-
hammedanism, pp. 194, 332-3) alleges that the bearer of the letter
to ‘Umin was ‘Amr ibn al ‘As}, the future conqueror of Egypt.
But he seems mistaken, since ‘Amr was not converted to Islim at
the time.

? Ibn Ishdk, from whom these details come, makes it quite clear
that a person whom he calls (though wrongly, of course) Al Mukaukas
was virtual ruler of Egypt at this time, and this ruler must either
have been directly appointed by Heraclius upon the evacuation of
the country by the Persians or else have been continued by the
Emperor in an office which he held under the Persian government.
But the whole chronology of the letters is full of difficulty, and the
probability is that they were sent out at different times, as oppor-
tunity served. See a note in Hamaker's Wakids, p. 24, n. 5.

8 In dealing with Arab authorities at least one must recognize
the use of the term ¢Romans,’ in preference to ¢Greeks’ or
¢ Byzantines” Indeed the importance of the first name is shown
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Of the princes of Arabia two sent fair answers,
viz. the rulers of Yamamah and Bahrain, and they
professed their conversion. From Yaman and
‘UméAn came rough replies, which Mohammed
received with curses; while a polite but worthless
acquiescence came from the King of Abyssinia : and
it may be remarked that, of all the dominions whose
allegiance Mohammed demanded, Abyssinia to-day
remains the one power which has never bowed the
knee to Islim. The governor! of Egypt promised

by the fact that practically the only Arab name for people of the
Empire was A» Rdm. I am aware of Prof. Bury’s condemnation
of those historians who use any other epithet than ¢ Roman’ for the
Empire at this period (see the Preface to his Later Roman Empire),
but I have not scrupled to speak of the ‘Byzantine’ government
or the ¢ Greek’ historians. Vet the people of the Empire called
themselves  Romans,” and to them ‘Greek’ was a term of reproach
synonymous with ¢ heathen.’

! In the Appendix ‘On Al Mukaukis’ I have shown that the
title is given to the governor at this time by an anachronism. I must
of course entirely recant the views expressed in my note to Abfl
S4lih, p. 81, n. 4. The office held by the receiver of Mohammed’s
letter must have been much higher than that of nomarch or
pagarch; in fact it was none other than that of ¢Praefectus
Aegypti’ or ‘Augustalis,” or in other words Viceroy of Egypt.
The very fact that Mohammed's letter was addressed to him is
strong evidence of his position. The theory which makes the
Roman official a mere pagarch reduces its advocates to some-
thing like absurdity. Thus Mr. Milne in his note on the subject
(Egypt under Roman Rule, pp. 224—5) says, ‘ George was pro-
bably prefect of Augustamnica, as his province is not specified,
and the names of the prefect of the province of Egypt and the
prefects of Lower Egypt and Arcadia at this time are given else-
where by John of Nikiou. His post on the eastern frontier of
Egypt would make him the first person of high rank to whom the
messengers of Mahomet came” Now in the first place I think
the three prefects mentioned are merely military prefects: and in
the next it is utterly unreasonable to suppose that, while Mohammed
knew all about the ruler of Persia, the ruler of the Roman
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to consider the message, and treated the envoy,
Hatib, with all honour ; he sent back with his reply
some valuable presents, which included two Coptic
maidens, Mary and Shirin, the mule Duldul—absurdly
said to be the first mule seen in Arabia—the ass
Naftrr, and a bag of money . Mary adopted Islam,
and became a great favourite with Mohammed, but
she died in 636, and so never saw the enslavement
of her country.

The Persian King’s answer was given in quite
another temper. He tore the Prophet’s letter to
pieces in angry scorn, and wrote orders to Badhan 2,
the Persian governor of the province of Hamyar,

Empire, and the various chiefs and princes of Arabia, he knew
nothing of the ruler of Egypt, but sent a letter haphazard to be
delivered to and answered by the first local official whom his envoy
might encounter. The Arab writers correctly assign to the receiver
of the letter the highest office in the country.

! Abfi S4lih, p. 101.  Some writers add butter and honey

¢ It may be useful briefly to recall the story of the Persian
dominion in Arabia. Yaman, or Arabia Felix, though peopled
mostly by a Jewish race, had been under Christian influence ever
since the fourth century, and in the sixth the country was subject
to Abyssinia. Wishing to throw off the yoke, the people had sent
an envoy, Saif, to the Byzantine Emperor, who refused to aid
a revolt which was directed against the Christian religion. Saif
then went on to Persia in 574, and by a trick overcame the doubts
of Anfishirwin, who finally sent an army of gaol-birds, in number
3,600, under the general Horzid of Daildn. This force was
transported in eight vessels—each therefore carrying 450 men
besides stores and equipments. On landing they were joined by
vast hosts of the natives, and soon captured the capital Sana’.
Some years later, on a rebellion of the Abyssinian party, Chosroes
sent a fresh army under the same leader, who crushed all resistance,
and drove the Abyssinians out of Arabia. The Hamyar dynasty
was thus extinguished, and Yaman with Hadramaut, Mahr4, and
‘Umin became a Persian province. It is clearly recorded that
Persian rule was mild and hardly felt, while both the Jewish and
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to send him the head of the impudent impostor.
‘So shall God rend his kingdom,” said Mohammed
when he heard how Chosroes had dealt with his
letter—a forecast or a curse whlch had not long to
tarry for fulfilment .

And what of Heraclius? While fresh from the
ovations of the capital which had greeted the close
of his conquests in Asia, as he was making his way
in one long triumph through Syria and bearing the
Holy Rood back to the Holy City, did any thought
or remembrance cross his mind of the time when
those wild horsemen dashed up to his encampment
and their leader Dahiah ibn Khalifah delivered
Mohammed’s letter? The Emperor must have
heard what manner of answer the Persian King had
sent ; perhaps also he had heard of the murder at
Muta': but his own reply had been courteous enough
—so courteous that the Arab writers embroider
upon it the ridiculous story that Heraclius yielded

the Christian faith were freely tolerated. See Capt. R. L. Playfair’s
History of Arabia Felix (Bombay, 1859), pp. 72-%, and Wright's
Christianity in Arabia, pp. 175-89. The Kingdom of Hirah
was also subject to Persxa Its ruler, Nu'min abfi Kabfls, who
reigned from 589 to 611 A.D., and who had been an idolater given
to human sacrifice, became a convert to Christianity, and after his
baptism melted down a statue of Venus in solid gold which his
people had worshipped. This story is given in lib. vi. ¢. 22 of
Evagrius, whom Wright alleges to be in remarkable agreement
with the Arab writers.

1 This remark, which is probably authentic, shows clearly that
Chosroes and not Siroes received the letter. Siroes reigned only
a few months—till August, 628. His successor, a feeble child, was
put to death by the Shah-Waraz, whom Heraclius had nominated to
the throne, seeing that a strong man was required. This was in
the summer of 629. The Shah-Waraz, however, proved a tyrant
of the worst description, and was assassinated early in 630. These
dates seem well attested, but they are by no means undisputed,
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obedience to Isldim, Nothing was further from his
thoughts; nor was there the slightest reason why
the master of so many war-hardened legions should
take seriously the extravagant pretensions of an
unknown Arabian chieftain.

So Heraclius passed on his way unheeding, or at
least untroubled. But while the great procession
was winding from the Golden Gate up to the church
on Calvary for the festival of the Uplifting of the
recovered Cross, while all Jerusalem was crying and
sobbing with an emotion which broke down even the
singers quiring their triumphal hymns?, at that same
time a band of 3,000 horsemen sent by Mohammed
was crossing the desert to Muta, to avenge the
murder of his messenger, and to begin that war with
the Roman Empire which ended only in 1453, when
Constantinople fell before Islaim, and the name of
the Arabian dreamer was blazoned, where it still
stands, on the walls of the great Cathedral of St.
Sophia. It was not far from Muta that the Saracen
army under Zaid was attacked by the imperial
forces, and so severely handled that, after most of
the officers had fallen, it was only saved from total
destruction by the marvellous dexterity and prowess
of Khalid, called henceforth the ‘Sword of God.
The remnant made their way back in dejection to
Medina : but they found Mohammed undismayed.
Before October closed, he put ‘Amr ibn al ‘Asi at
the head of a small force to patrol the Syrian
border, and deferred the more serious conflict till
he had established his power over Arabia. The

! Sebeos, after saying that there was great gladness on that day,
speaks of the ¢ weeping and sobbing and shedding of tears’ on the
part of the Emperor and princes, the troops, and all the inhabitants
of the city, so that ‘nobody could sing the songs of the Lord.’
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conquest of Mecca soon followed and the victory of
Hunain—events which made the name of Mohammed
ring through the remotest deserts of Arabia.

Filled now with dreams of empire and blinded by
his enthusiasm to every hindrance, he planned and
openly proclaimed an expedition for the conquest of
Palestine. But his project was received with a mis-
giving which showed that the faith of many of his
converts was not proof against the fame of Heraclius.
Instead of the 100,000 well-equipped men whom he
wanted, he found that, without the hypocrites and
malingerers, he could only muster a miscellaneous
force of 30,000. With that number he advanced to
Tabilk, about half-way to Muta. There he spent ten
days doing nothing. Probably the reports of his
scouts deterred him from advancing further north, or
he was forced to return by want of food or water.
Certain it is that he went back to Medina, and spent
a year in organizing an army fit to take the field.
From Tabtik, however, various treaties were made
with local chieftains, and Khalid with a band of 400
horse surprised and captured the Christian chief of
Damah, who had to surrender his oasis, his town and
castle, nearly three thousand camels, four hundred
suits of mail armour, and finally his religion .

On the whole the failure of Tabtk scarcely retarded
the progress of Islam. With very few exceptions,
the princes of Arabia now threw in their lot with
Mohammed, and the * year of deputations ’ practically
‘saw the whole country united under a single man,
whom all from motives of conviction or of policy
agreed to regard as their sovereign king, their in-
fallible: general in war, and their God-sent prophet

! Dr. Koelle's Mokammed and Mohammedanism, pp. 20%~10.

BUTLER L



146 The Arab Conquest of Egypt

in religion. In the spring of 632! Mohammed
accomplished his last pilgrimage to Mecca, where
amidst countless throngs of believers he solemnly
consecrated to Isldim the whilom idolatrous shrine of
the Ka‘bah, and established the ritual which still
prevails. Two months later he sounded the trumpet
for war against the Roman Empire, and gave the
command of the expedition to Usimah, the son of
his slave Zaid, who had been killed in the battle
of Muta. But three days after the appointment of
Usamah, the Prophet sickened of a fever, which
carried him swiftly to his grave.

By the death of Mohammed the cause of Islam
was strengthened rather than weakened. For a
moment it seemed to totter: but it was too firmly
based to fall under any shock from within. Unlike
the Emperor Heraclius, Mohammed died, if not at
the summit of power, yet at a time when he had
realized the dream of his life. He had no sense of
failure to cloud his last moments, no feeling that he
had outlived or tarnished his triumph. Indeed, had
he possessed that gift of prophecy which he claimed,
he might have known that the tremendous combina-
tion of political and religious forces which he was
bequeathing would almost avail in after-time to
achieve the conquest of the world.

Arabia was virtually united before the death of
the Prophet. The fall of Chosroes had broken the
last link of Persian dominion in Yaman and the south,
while Heraclius made no effort to define or assert
the somewhat shadowy authority of his Empire
in the north of the peninsula. There seems no
doubt too that the Arabian Christians were almost

! March g is the date given, and ‘seems to be fixed beyond
dispute.’ See Mr. R. L. Michell's Zgyptian Calendar, p. 35.
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all Monophysite, and that consequently they pro-
foundly distrusted the Emperor’s statecraft, and were
weak to resist the Empire’s enemies

What little remained to be done towards binding
Arabia under a single sovereignty was done by
Abt Bakr, now chosen Caliph, i.e. khalifah, or suc-
cessor to Mohammed. Within a single year he
launched Usimah on a victorious expedition into
Syria, and, by the aid of the fiery Khalid, crushed
the rebellion of Musailam4, the rival prophet who
had sprung up in Yaman. The dying injunction of
Mohammed was to drive every religion but Islaim
out of Arabia; and this seems to have been accom-
plished almost at once. All the Christian commu-
nities were swamped and extinguished, and all the
art and culture and the learning which flourished
among them perished.

There is no complete picture of the arts in Arabia
at this time : but some idea of the splendour they
attained may be formed from the descriptions of the
cathedral at Sana‘, which the Muslims defiled and
ruined. It was built by Abrah4 al Ashram, the vice-
roy of the King of Abyssinia, somewhat later than
the middle of the sixth century. So intense, we are
told, was the King’s interest in the building and de-
coration of the fabric, that during the whole time he
was living and sleeping in the church. In design the
church was basilican. Lofty columns of precious
marble divided the nave from the aisles. The
spaces above the columns, the apse and the upper
part of the walls, were adorned with magnificent mo-
saics in gold and colours, or embellished with paint-
ings. The lower part of the walls was panelled, and
the floor was paved with marble of many hues set

} Wright's Early Christianity in Arabia, p. 181,
L2
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in tasteful harmony. The choir was divided off by
a screen of ebony inlaid with ivory most beautifully
carved, and gold and silver ornament was lavished
all over the interior. The doors were overlaid with
plates of gold studded with silver nails, and plates of
silver studded with massive nails of gold; while the
doors leading to the three altars were wrought with
large panels of gold set with precious stones. On
every panel there stood in relief a jewelled cross of
gold with a- red jacinth in the centre, and round
about the cross were flowers of open-work in gold
with gems or enamel of many colours. Such was the
glorious church which Justinian aided Abrahi to
build!; St. Sophia itself was hardly a more richly
embellished or a more glorious work of art.

Even a brief sketch like this may serve in some
sort as a picture of the civilization which Mohammed
found in Arabia. But the artistic spirit of Isldm was
as yet undeveloped, and it saw in all this wealth and
beauty mere matter for plunder or for iconoclasm.
At what precise date this and other Christian build-
ings were demolished, is uncertain. Wright thinks
that few, if any, Christians were left in 6322, and the
buildings would hardly have been saved or turned
into temples for Islam, as was done in other times
and places. The Christian religion and Christian
religious monuments were levelled by the first waves

1 See Abd SAlik, pp. 3oo-1, and the notes. Abfi $4lik’s language
might almost imply the existence of the cathedral when he wrote:
but it is certain that he is merely following Tabard, though prob-
ably an older MS. than we possess now.

%2 Qp. cit.,, p. 187. Yet he quotes Asseman for a bishop of Sana‘
in the eighth century, and a priest of Yaman in the tenth. The
titular bishop was probably an exile or a foreigner. Some very
interesting information on Arabian Christianity before Islim may
be found in F. M. E. Pereira’s Historia dos Mariyres de Nagran.
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of that Muslim fanaticism which was originally
directed rather against Jews and idolaters. Doubt-
less the free use of pictures and frescoed figures in the
Christian churches gave offence to the Muslims, and
in some cases partially justified them in confoundmg
Christian with heathen worship. However that may
be, all Arabia now turned to the Ka‘bah and obeyed
the Kurdn. Whether Christian, Jew, or idolater by
religion, whether Abyssinian or Persian, Negro or
Arab by race, the people were now brought under
one form of faith and worship, and one form of
government.

The Saracen Empire thus founded was really a
federal republic under the hegemony of Mecca. Abt
Bakr and the other leaders saw, as Mohammed had
seen, that the one thing needed to weld the body
politic—to give it complete solidity arid cohesion—
was foreign conquest. To the Arabs, as to the Jews
of old, Palestine was the land of promise, flowing
with milk and honey. The love of military adven-
ture was in their blood; their brain was fired by the
consciousness of a divine mission. Such a combina-
tion of motive has always proved formidable, and
and was now to prove wellnigh irresistible,

“This is to acquaint you that I propose to send
the true believers into Syria to take it out of the
hands of the infidels. And I would have you know
that fighting for religion is an act of obedience to
God1’ So ran Abl Bakr’s letter summoning the
princes and chiefs of Arabia to muster their forces
at Medina. A large army was quickly formed, and
after some delay went forward under the generalship
of Yazid ibn Abi Sufiyin, with ‘Amr ibn al ‘Ast in
command of a division. It was a bold idea to

1 Ockley, p. 93.
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challenge the Roman and the Persian Empire at once
to combat, but less daring than it seems. For just
as it is a mistake to picture the people of Arabia as
all idolaters before Mohammed, so it is a mistake to
imagine them as a race apart, a race severed from
the world by impassable deserts and living unknown,
till the new force of Isldm enabled their hosts to leap
across the wilderness and burst upon the nations of
the world. Nothing could be further from the truth.
The weakness of Byzantium and Persia, the quarrels
and hatreds of Christendom, the flame of their own
enthusiasm, their hopes of plunder in this life and
dreams of delight in the next—all these were power-
ful factors in the success of the Saracen invaders;
but perhaps even more powerful than all other causes
was the fact that they had closest racial affinities
with a large part of the population they invaded.
From time immemorial the borders of Syria and
Persia, and the country east of those borders, had
been overrun by Beduin Arabs, sometimes settled,
sometimes nomadic, and moving for trade or war
freely within the heart of both Empires’. Some of
the principal tribes were nominally subject to Hera-
clius,some toChosroes; others were independent; and
most of them were ready to throw their sword into
either scale, as the interest of the moment demanded 2.
Saracen scouts accompanied the armies of Heraclius.

! Even in the fourth century we read of Saracens playing a
striking part in the defence of Constantinople against the Goths.
See Dr. Hodgkin’s Ztaly and Her Invaders, vol. i. p. 284 (Oxford,
1892).

* Thus Zachariah of Mitylene speaks of Saracens raiding Roman
territory by order of the Persian King; p. 206. Again, on pp. 222
and 233 they are described as acting against the Romans. Yet
on p. 232 we read of ¢ Saracens of Arabia’ fighting under Justinian’s
banners to quell the Samaritan revolt,
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Yet almost the first of his. victories in Asia Minor
was, as George of Pisidia relates?, won over a horde
of ‘ long-haired Saracens’ who were devastating the
country. The Roman army at Muta is said to
have been largely composed of Beduin troops; and
on the other hand the conquest of Syria and of Egypt
by Chosroes had been doubtless in some measure
aided by troops of splendid irregular cavalry recruited
from among the Saracens.

Here then was a vast amount of fighting material
for the Muslim leaders akin to that of their own
armies ; to make it available they only required to set
it ablaze with their own fanatical belief. At the very
outset the task was not remarkably easy, since vast
numbers of the Arabs professed Christianity 2. Many
of these Christian Arabs fought to the last for the
Empire and the Cross ?; others were not proof against
the contagion of race ; and while some threw off a faith
which sat loosely upon them at best, some also ob-
served a cautious neutrality, till they could safely
range their forces on the winning side. Still the
ties of race told largely in favour of the Muslims.

One more general remark may be pardoned.
Among the causes of the Muslim success must be

1 De Exped. Pers. Acro. ii. 209.

2 St. Simeon Stylites was an Arab by birth, and furnishes an
example of fanaticism on the Christian side, though one hesitates
so to call an innocent, if mistaken, form of self-sacrifice.

3 See for example Ockley’s account of the battle of Yermouk,
Pp- 194 seq. : also for the reference to Christian Arabs, id. pp. 144-5,
172,228~9, 232, &c. John Moschus gives an anecdote of a stranger
meeting a Saracen woman and putting to her quite naturally the
question ¢ Are you a Christian or a heathen?”’ (27. Spir. cap. 136).
This of course was before Islim. But communities of Christian
Arabs survived the Muslim conquest of Palestine: for Abfi ’l Faraj
mentions a bishop of the Christian Arabs in the early eighth
century (Barhebraeus, Chron. Eccles. t. i. col. 294).
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mentioned the strange despondency which seized the
Christians—a despondency as marked as the enthu-
siasm of the Muslims. ¢ While the Church was vexed
by kings and godless priests,” says Cedrenus, ‘there
rose up Amalek of the desert to chastise us for our
sins.” Such are the words in which he records the
rise of Islim; and brief as they are, they yet reveal
a consciousness that Mohammed had a kind of divine
mission—at least as the scourge of God—a conscious-
ness which is betrayed very clearly by other Christian
writers of this time, such as the Armenian Sebeos .
Of course it is a common reflection with a defeated
people that they have suffered for their sins, nor is the
reflection always ill-founded in fact or in philosophy;
but there seems in these writers a touch of more
tragic sorrow, a sense that Christianity in dealing
with the Arabs had been weighed in the balance
and found wanting, that it could no longer claim a
monopoly of divine guidance. It is easy to see how
powerfully the cause of Islim was aided by sombre
misgivings of this kind in the heart of Christian
priests and warriors. Luke, the traitor of Aleppo,
was taught by a priest that the Saracens were des-
tined to conquer the country, and Basil, the traitor
of Tyre, who owed his defection to the teaching of
the monk Bahirah, had himself preached the gospel

! His language is very curious: ‘At that time a certain man of
the sons of Ishmael whose name was Mohammed, a merchant,
appeared to his people, as it were by the order of God, preaching
the truth. . .. Inasmuch as the command was from on high, by
his sole behest all came together in a union of law, and forsaking
vain idols, returned to the living God, who had appeared to their
father Abraham. Mohammed bid them not to eat of unslaughtered
meat, or to drink wine, or to tell a lie, or to commit fornication.’
Sebeos, it must be remembered, was not only a Christian, but a
bishop.
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of Islam through the Empire’. Though these and
the like stories come mainly from Arab sources, and
may be classed as legends, yet they have at least
this much historical foundation, that they record
among some of the Christians a certain fearful fore-
boding of the truth and the triumph of Islam.

1 Ockley, pp. 230, 252.



CHAPTER XII
THE ARAB CONQUEST OF SYRIA

Heraclius’ lost opportunity. Journey to Edessa. Persecution
of dissentients.  Sophronius ‘'made Patriarch of Jerusalem.
Embassies of congratulation to Heraclius. Alliance between Jews
and Arabs. Fall of Damascus. Theodore defeated by Khalid.
The Emperor’s farewell to Syria. Rescue of the Holy Rood.
Surrender of Jerusalem to Omar.

WaeN Heraclius ended his sojourn in Jerusalem
and bent his steps again northward through Pales-
tine, he cannot have realized the danger from Islam.
The figure of Mohammed was already towering over
Arabia, and its colossal shadow had actually fallen
on the edge of the Roman Empire ; but the Emperor
saw in it nothing but the menace of one of those
border wars with wild desert tribes which were
a normal condition of the frontier. For if he had
divined the real nature of the peril, he could hardly
have delayed to grapple with it: and if he had
taken in time those measures which  his genius
might have designed, and for which his resources,
though weakened, were still equal, he would very
probably have crushed the Saracen power in its
beginnings and have wiped out the name of Moham-
med from the book of history.

But it was not to be. Duty seemed to call the
Emperor away from the south, and his thoughts were
preoccupied with the work of settling the frontier
towns under the treaty with Persia, and of reorgan-
izing the finance and the whole administration of
the eastern provinces, which had been thrown out
of joint by six ‘years of war. Above all he was



Arab Conguest of Syria 155

now about to carry out those plans for the religious
union of Christendom which, as we have seen, had
so long beén maturing in his mind. He aimed at
a union of compromise, not of compulsion. The
wisdom of the leaders of the Church could devise
the magic formula required : and then, when all the
elements of heresy, discord, and difference were cast
into the crucible and molten, and there emerged
one simple form of faith, refined and purified and
annealed against all schism, what a tremendous
force would the new Christianity possess against
the enemies of the Empire and the Cross!

On quitting Jerusalem the Emperor made straight
for Mesopotamia!. His route lay through Damas-
cus, Emesa, Beroea, and Hierapolis to Edessa.
Edessa was the home of his ancestors: it was the
home of St. Ephrem, the father of the Syrian
Church?: and as the see of Jacobus Barudaeus, it
was the very shrine of the Jacobite or Monophysite
confession, which prevailed in the three hundred
monasteries in the neighbourhood and in most parts
of Armenia, Syria, and Egypt. Edessa also, from
its geographical position between the Euphrates and
the Tigris, its proximity to Armenia, Persia, and
Syria, was a political centre of enormous import-
ance. There could be no more fitting place for the
work which the Emperor had now to accomplish.

The tangle of events at this period is most diffi-
cult to unravel. A few threads are clear here in
one chronicle; a few there in another; but so dis-
connected that hardly the most patient labour can
bring them into order. It was, however, at Hiera-
polis, and in 631, that the Emperor launched his

1 Sebeos.
* Drapeyron, p. 286: see also p. 299 for what follows.
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project for the union of the Church, and made Atha-
nasius Archbishop of Antioch and Cyrus Arch-
bishop of Alexandria. The ldtter appointment was
a ruinous miscalculation. We shall soon have to
follow the journey of Cyrus to Egypt, and to see
what shipwreck the Emperor’s project there suffered,
as it encountered not only the resistance of the
Melkite Sophronius and his followers, but also the
opposition of nearly the whole Coptic priesthood
and people. ‘We shall see also how Cyrus, baffled
in his hopes of peaceably converting the Egyptians
to Monothelitism, issued a declaration of war against
their Church, and madly strove to goad the Copts
into changing their creed by persecution.

It was a similar failure in Syria which led to a
similar persecution of the Syrian Christians. While
Cyrus was undoing the work of Heraclius’ conquests
and making smooth the way for Islam in Egypt,
much the same process went on in Syria; although
on the one hand Athanasius seems to have shown
a forbearance and a tact totally wanting in Cyrus,
and on the other hand the presence of the Emperor
may have tended both to reduce friction and to
repress dissension!, But the evil results of the

! Abfi 'l Faraj (Barhebraeus) gives a totally different account of
the relations of Anastasius to the Emperor (Chron. Eccles. t. i. col.
271-4).* He alleges that at Edessa the communion was refused to
Heraclius: that at Mabfig Athanasius and twelve bishops presented
to Heraclius their confession of faith, which he read and praised,
but he urged them to accept the faith of Chalcedon. Upon their
refusal Heraclius wrote an edict for all his Empire : ¢ Whosoever
refuses obedience to the synod, let his nose and ears be cut off, and
his house be thrown down.” Many conversions followed, while the
people of Emesa and others showed great barbarity, and many
churches and monasteries were destroyed. It is not easy to under-
stand this: but it evidently comes from a writer who has no
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Emperor’s Church policy declared themselves un-
mistakably a little later. After a passionate but
vain appeal to Cyrus at Alexandria, the able and
learned Sophronius took ship to Constantinople for’
the purpose of pleading his cause before the Patri-
arch Sergius. Sergius, however—one of the most
powerful prelates who ever swayed the destinies of
the Eastern Church—was himself prime author of
the Monothelite compromise: he could not dis-
avow it, and all the astute and subtle refinement
of his logic and the winning persuasiveness of his
manner failed to move either the reason or the
hear't of Sophronius, who betook himself sadly back
to Syria.

It seems probable that Sophronius made his way
at once to Heraclius in order to strive with him as
he had striven with Cyrus and with Sergius. There
is no specific record of such an interview’: but it
consists with.what is known, and without it one can
hardly explain the undoubted fact that Sophronius
was now appointed by Heraclius to the archbishopric
of Jerusalem, which had been left vacant since
Modestus died on his journey northward with the

sympathy with the Monothelite opinions with which Athanasius is
credited, and which he doubtless professed, even if he abandoned
them later. As regards the further difficulty that Athanasius was
Patriarch of Antioch long before any arrangement with Heraclius—
we have seen that his visit to Egypt in that capacity took place in
615—1I think the explanation may well be as follows. On the
Persian occupation of Syria in 614 Athanasius was de fac/o if not
de jure driven from office. His formal reinstatement could only be
made after the treaty of peace by authority of the Emperor. The
Emperor offered to formally recognize Athanasius, Monophysite as
he was, on the terms of the compromise. To this Athanasius
agreed, but after his reinstatement he found that he could not carry
his people with him: whereupon he frankly abandoned the com-
promise. The Emperor then retorted by an edict of persecution.
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Emperor. It is certain that Sophronius never
wavered in his hostility to the compromise. Almost
his first act as Patriarch was to call a council of
the Church, at which he denounced in unsparing
language the Emperor’s proposals and anathematized
the Patriarchs who adopted them!. In accepting
the office he had doubtless hoped that the Emperor
would renounce the Monothelite heresy and return
to the orthodox religion, while the Emperor thought
that the gift of a patriarchate would convert
Sophronius, as it had converted Athanasius. Next
to the appointment of Cyrus, Heraclius could
hardly have made a more disastrous blunder: it is
scarcely too much to say that it went nearly as far
to cost him the loss of Palestine as did the appoint-
ment of Cyrus to cost him the loss of Egypt.

It is easy to palliate these mistakes if one remem-
bers the grandeur of the aim and the nobility of the
motive which originally prompted them. But in
Syria as in Egypt, the failure of the Emperor’s
Church policy turned to a gloomy intolerance of
opposition. It was but a step from this to perse-
cution, and his masterful but embittered spirit knew
no hesitation. ‘ When our people complained to
Heraclius,” says Abt 'l Faraj, ‘he gave no answer.
Therefore the God of vengeance delivered us out
of the hands of the Romans by means of the Arabs.
Then although our churches were not restored to
us, since under Arab rule each Christian commu-
nity retained its actual possessions, still it profited
us not a little to be saved from the cruelty of the
Romans and their bitter hatred against us?’ Itis

! See the Epistola Synodica ad Sergium written by Sophronius.
It is given in Migne, Patr. Gr. t. 87 (3), col. 3193.
? Op. cit,, 274. Abfi’l Faraj writes as a Monophysite Syrian,



Arab Conguest of Syria 159

melancholy reading, this welcome by Christians of
Arab rule as a providential delivery from the rule
of their fellow Christians; but it shows with fatal
clearness how impossible was the Emperor’s scheme
for Church union, and how surely it led to his ruin.

There remains the third capital blunder, which
has been already mentioned—the massacre of the
Jews. It was the first in chronological order, and
the first to bear baleful fruit. Shortly after the
triumphal Exaltation of the Cross at Jerusalem,
when the order went forth to banish or slay the
Jews, all who had warning in time fled into the
desert beyond Jordan, there to tarry a change of
fortune. As they waited and watched, their hearts
burning for revenge, at length they saw the advanc-
ing banners of Isldm, and they welcomed the hosts
that came as enemies of the Roman Empire.

While clouds were thus gathering thickly on the
horizon, the fame of Heraclius’ achievements had

Precisely the same spirit is shown elsewhere by the writer (col.
266-7) where he says that Chosroes sided with the Monophysite
Syrians, drove out the Chalcedonian bishops from all the land, and
restored all the churches which Domitian, bishop of Melitina, had
taken from the Monophysites in the days of Maurice. ¢ The memory
of the Chalcedonians was wiped out from the Euphrates to the
East : for God had visited on their heads their own crime, so that
they received at the hands of the Persians retribution for all the
evil they had wrought us” It is the old story of Christians
sacrificing country, race, and religion in order to triumph over
a rival sect of Christians. So some fifteen years after the taking of
Damascus we find a Nestorian bishop writing thus: ¢ These Arabs,
to whom God has given in our time the dominion. .. fight not
against the Christian religion; nay, rather they defend our faith,
they revere our priests and saints, and they make gifts to our
churches and monasteries.” The great church at Damascus was
then used at the same time both by Christians and by Muslims
(De Goeje’s Conguéte de la Syrie, p. 84),
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spread over the known world, and princes from the
farthest East and the farthest West—from India and
from France!'—sent envoys ‘with costly jewels and
tributes of admiration. But the Emperor was
soon reminded of the mockery of his destiny. For
almost at the very time when he was receiving these
marks of world-wide homage, the Saracens were
thundering at the gates of Assyria, and his own son
Athalaric and his nephew Theodore were plotting
with some Armenians to dethrone and murder him.
The plot was denounced by one of the conspirators,
and all the guilty had their noses and right hands
cut off?, except the aspes, who had refused to agree
to the assassination and was rewarded by a merciful
sentence of exile?,

It seems to have been after this event, and after
the sojourn of Heraclius at Edessa, that the Jews
held a gathering in the town at which, according to
Sebeos, all the twelve tribes were represented.
Finding the place denuded of troops, as the Persian
garrison had withdrawn and had not been replaced
by the Romans, the Jews closed the gates, strength-
ened the defences, and defied the Emperor’s forces.
Heraclius laid siege to the town, which quickly
capitulated : he granted easy terms, and told the
Jews to return peaceably to their own places. In-
stead of obeying, they went into the desert and
joined the armies of Islam, to which they acted as
guides through the country This must have been

! Drapeyron, p. 228.

? On the barbarity of some punishments still sanctioned by law
see Prof. Bury's History of the Later Roman Empire, vol.ii. p. 390:
also his edition of Gibbon, vol. v. p. 529, note on Graeco-Roman
Law.

S The story is told with considerable detail by Sebeos.

¢ This incident is recorded by Sebeos. Another Armenian
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about the 'yeair 634, when already the Saracens
under Khilid were overrunning Persia.

The result of this alliance between the Jews and
the Arabs was a demand upon Heraclius to give
back the promised land to the children of Abraham :
else they would claim their inheritance with usury.
There could be but one answer to such a summons,
and war began. The defeat of the Romans under
Theodore at Gabatha was followed by the more
serious disaster of Yermouk, Sept. 1, 634. In the
previous July Ab( Bakr had died and was succeeded
by Omar as Caliph. Bosrah had already fallen.
Damascus,” the ancient capital of Syria, was belea-
guered by Khalid, and was finally surrendered by
the Prefect Mansiir under a treaty which secured
the life and property of the inhabitants, and their
undisturbed possession of the churches in the city.
This was in 635: and ‘all the patriarchs and
bishops in all the world smote Mansir with ana-
thema, because he helped the Muslims!’ Before
the city fell, Heraclius sent a large army under his

historian, Ghevond, agrees that the Jews invited the Arabs to turn
the Romans out of Palestine. Ghevond'’s date is the eighth century.
A French translation by Shahnazarian was published in Paris,
1856. Drapeyron says (p. 32%) that there was a renewed massacre
of the Jews at Edessa, and gives Sebeos as his authority, but
I can find no such statement. But this revolt of the Jews seems
identical with the revolt of the Arabs described by Cedrenus as
happening after the death of Mohammed. These Arabs had been
in the pay of the Emperor and were employed to guard the desert
passes, Their subsidy now being refused, Avimbévres dnfjAbov mpds
Tovs podvlovs kol &Sfynoav abrovs éml My xdpav 7ijs Tdlys ordpiov
obaav s épfuov kard 76 Sdvaov pos. In any case this revolt of
the Arabs assisted the Muslim armies in much the same way as the
defection of the Jews. For the fact that Heraclius made a systematic
persecution of the Jews, see Prof. Bury’s Later Roman Empire,
vol. ii. p. 213. ! Eutychius.

BUTLER M
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brother Theodore, whose superior forces fought
a desperate battle with Khilid. The result long
hung-in doubt, but victory swayed at last to the
Muslims, and the rout of the Byzantine legions was
complete, Heraclius received the news at Antioch?,
and felt that all was over. God has abandoned the
cause of the Empire : the victor of the Persian heathen
.was vanquished by the unbelieving Saracens. The
thought was rendered the more bitter, because he
was conscious of the guilt he had incurred by his
marriage with his niece Martina. He was conscious
too of already breaking health of body. On no
other theory can his inaction be explained. The
man who was foremost in every fight where his
personal courage was needed, and master of every
movement on the battlefield—the man who six
years ago would have met Khalid ‘the Sword of
God’ on equal terms in duel, and whose genius as
a tactician would have baffled and crushed the raw
valour of the Arab chieftains, never once led an
army in the field against them. His hand and his
brain alike were paralysed. In the great assembly
which he called in the Cathedral at Antioch, when
he asked for counsel, there stood up a greybeard
who said, ‘ The Romans now are suffering for their
disobedience to the Gospel, for their quarrels and
dissensions, their usury and violence: they must
pay the price of their sins.” It was enough: the
Emperor felt that with body, mind, and fortune
failing his presence was useless, and in Sept. 636 he
took ship for Constantinople

! This seems the more probable account. Cedrenus, however,
makes Theodore after his defeat return to the King at Edessa.
Gibbon strangely says, “ In his palace of Constantinople or Antioch
he was awakened by the invasion of Syria’ (ch. 51).

3 See De Goeje, Conguéte de la Syrse, p. 102, where the date of
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‘Farewell, a long farewell to Syria!’ There is
infinite pathos in the well-known words of the Em-
peror: they are charged with the feeling that his
career with all its splendour and triumph is closing
in shame—that he is bidding farewell to his
greatness. One thinks of the agony of Napoleon,
as from the deck of the Bellerophon he gazed his
last on France!. Indeed the decline of physical
and military vigour in the two great generals has
many points of resemblance. But Napoleon after
all was king and commander at the very last of his
battles; whereas Heraclius had spent his strength
in the futile struggle to unite the Church. He was
unable to rally or guide the remaining forces of the
Empire in the hour of supreme danger. During
three years of crisis his hopes had decayed and his
activities had withered. He had suffered the power
of Islam to grow unchecked, till it overshadowed his
dominion.

Most of the historians, following or misconstruing
the Greek writers, represent Heraclius as suddenly
bounding out of this torpor and making a frantic
journey to Jerusalem to save the Holy Rood from
the hands of the enemy?2 There is no warrant for

Heraclius’ departure is given as Sha'bin, a. u. 15. The evidence
that he journeyed by land is by no means conclusive.

! Lord Rosebery’s NVapoleon, p. 112 (London, 1900).

2 Drapeyron, p. 349, says, ‘ Toujours est-il que ce hardi fugitif
courut au Calvaire, arracha la Sainte-Croix au patriarche Sophrone,
son possesseur légitime, et traversa le Liban au milieu des popu-
lations stupéfaites!’ He cites Nicephorus, Theophanes, Cedrenus,
and Suidas. Lebeau takes the same view, and Prof. Bury (ZLafer
Roman Empire, vol. ii. p. 266) remarks, ‘ He was able, notwith-
standing the proximity of the Saracens, to hurry to Jerusalem and
seize the Cross, which he was resolved to prevent from falling again
into the hands of unbelievers” Now I venture to say that all this

M2



164 The Arab Conguest of Egypt

this journey beyond the statement that Heraclius
took the Cross with him to Constantinople. Un-
questionably he did: but he did not travel to
Jerusalem to fetch it. The loose and open phrases
of Cédrenus and the like cannot stand for a moment
against the precise and clear story of Sebeos. He
tells how after the battle of Yermouk the Arabs
crossed the Jordan, and the terror of them fell upon
all the inhabitants of that country, so that they gave
in their submission : and he adds, ‘ In that night,
i.e. the night after the news of the Saracen advance

story rests on a misconception. To begin with Nicephorus. His
account of Heraclius’ movements is a tissue of error. He represents
Heraclius as taking the Cross to Jerusalem defore his triumphal
return to the capital, as going through ‘the hurried ceremony of
Exaltation, and then at once removing the Cross to Constanti-
nople! Heraclius is recalled to the East when the Saracens are
ravaging the country round Antioch; and, while he is still in the
East, the Saracens are conquering Egypt! It is clear that
Nicephorus, being hopelessly confused about this period, is of
small value as an authority, and also that he does not make the par-
ticular statement attributed to him. The reference to Theophanes
is equally unwarranted, Theophanes says that the Emperor,
abandoning Syria in despair, dpas kal T Tiua &ida, éri Ty Kaov-
oravrwovmolw dmje. There is no word of any journey to Jeru-
salem. Cedrenus in copying the words of Theophanes inserts
after &Aa “ dwd Tepooodduwy,” but the insertion rests on a mere
inference from the fact that the Cross was known to have been left
in Jerusalem. Suidas after speaking of the Exaltation of the Cross
says in another sentence, ¢ And the Emperor sent it to Byzantium.”
Thus not one of Drapeyron’s four authorities proves his statement.
I must add the remark that Theophanes is hardly less untrust-
worthy on these few years than Nicephorus. For example, he puts
the flight of Heraclius before the battle of Yermouk and before the
capture of Damascus by the Saracens. Directly after the capture
comes the Saracen expedition to Egypt, and Theophanes’ story of
what happened there is as false as it is fragmentary. In dealing
with the conquest of Egypt these Byzantine writers more often
darken than illumine the page of history
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came, ‘the people of Jerusalem saved the Cross of
the Lord, and all the vessels of the churches, and
bringing them to the sea-coast they sent them on
board ship to the court at Constantinople.” Nota
word about Heraclius in this: but the vessel with
the sacred treasures doubtless coasted northward
and joined the Emperor either at some port on
his homeward journey, if he travelled home by
sea, or at his palace at Hieria near Chalcedon,
where he stayed for some time in a state of pitiful
derangement!. Thence ultimately he bore the Rood
once again to the Cathedral of St. Sophia. It
had been hailed with triumph as the talisman of
his prosperity : it was now received in gloom as
the symbol and seal of his adversity. Surely of
all the ironies that haunt the career of Heraclius
none are more pointed or more bitter than this.

So far then from the Cross being torn from the
hands of Sophronius, its lawful owner, it is clear that
the Patriarch himself sent away all the treasures of the
Church, and resigned them to the Emperor’s keeping.
It was the only way to save them. His enemy
Cyrus was still at Alexandria: besides, it was not
long since Egypt had fallen into'the hands of the
Persians, and there was at least risk of a Saracen
conquest. But all the storms of the late wars had
beaten in vain upon Constantinople: it was the in-
violate city, as well as the metropolis of the Empire.

But this act of loyalty to Heraclius, if loyalty
it were, proved the last in the life of Sophronius.
Jerusalem was now beleaguered by Khalid, who was
joined in a few days by Abf ‘Ubaidah. The place
had been well provisioned, and the bulwarks had

! His so-called hydrophobia,” which came on at Hieria, -was
really the fear of wide open spaces, not of water.
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been rebuilt and strengthened since the Persian
occupation ; so that the Arabs, who had no skill in
siege warfare and no siege engines, prowled round
the walls for months, exchanging volleys of arrows
and repelling sallies of the garrison, but making
no substantial progress. It had taken the Persian
general but eighteen days to force an entrance : now
even the fiery Khilid chafed in helpless wrath under
the cliffs and towers of Jerusalem. Authorities differ
as regards the length of the siege. It seems to
have lasted all through the winter of 636-7, and
probably longer : but there is no doubt of the issue.
The Saracens were quite unable to take the town by
storm, while the defenders failed no less to break
the leaguer. From the Roman armies there came
no hope of help—only stories of ever fresh disaster
—and the same despondency which had seized the
Emperor now fell upon the inhabitants of the Holy
City.

Under these circumstances, and probably under
pressure of imminent famine, the aged! Patriarch
Sophronius parleyed with the Arab leaders from the
walls, and finally agreed to surrender, if Omar would
come in person to settle the capitulation. It is
needless here to repeat the well-known story of
Omar’s arrival on his camel; how by his uncouth
mien, his coarse fare, and his shabby raiment the
Caliph shocked Roman refinement; how he set his
seal to the treaty, and forthwith visited the Holy
Places in company with Sophronius; and how the
Patriarch said aside to his attendants in Greek, ‘Truly
this is that abomination of desolation spoken of by
Daniel the Prophet.” It is the last recorded remark

! Sophronius, as appears from John Moschus, must now have
been well over seventy.
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of the ‘honey-tongued defender of the faith!’: for
the second time in his latter years he had witnessed
the captivity of Zion, and the bitterness of this
second captivity quickly ended his life.

! Sophronius was so called: see Mansi, Conciliorum Nova
Collectio, t. x. col. 607.



CHAPTER XIII

THE GREAT PERSECUTION OF THE COPTS BY
CYRUS

Benjamin called to the patriarchate of the Copts. George, the
Melkite Patriarch, successor to Andronicus. Popularity of Benjamin,
and his reforms. Evacuation of Egypt by the Persians. Cyrus
appointed Patriarch of the Roman Church by Heraclius. Arrival
of Cyrus in Alexandria and flight of Benjamin. Sophronius heads
the Roman opposition to Cyrus—in vain. Resistance of the Copts.
The Ecthesis of Heraclius never understood by the Copts.
Complete restoration of Roman dominion in Egypt. The Ten
Years’ Persecution: various incidents. Its general effect in pre-
paring the way for the Arab conquest.

WE have now followed the Emperor from the day
of his triumph in Jerusalem, when he, reached the
summit of his victorious splendour, to the day of his
farewell at Antioch, when the great conqueror sank,
with brain and nerve past action, in the depths of
failure and gloom: we have seen how from a little
cloud on the southern borders of Palestine there
slowly arose, like the form of a jinn in Arab romance,
the giant figure of Mohammed, and how the ever-
growing Muslim power grappled and wrestled with
the Roman Empire in Syria, till it overthrew it and
captured first Damascus and then the Holy City:
and we have touched lightly on some of the causes
which worked together to produce these world-
astonishing changes.

Brief as the survey has been, and needful for the
right understanding of the great drama in which
Egypt played a large part, it has still taken us away
too long from the Nile valley. It is therefore full
time to return and to trace there the course of
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events from the beginning of the six years’ war,
which ended in the death of Chosroes. Unfor-
tunately the records for this period are few and far
from luminous : one has to grope through it as best
one may by the feeble light they furnish.

One of the few monasteries in the neighbourhood
of Alexandria which escaped destruction in the first
storm of the Persian invasion was Dair Kibrifs,
which nestled amidst its palm-groves close to the
shore north-eastward of the city and of the buildings
which were plundered!. It was here that a young
man called Benjamin, the scion of a wealthy Coptic
family and a native of Farsh(t in the province of
Buhairah, came and received the monastic habit
from the aged superior Theonas. His education
was aided by great natural talent, and in no long
time he outstripped his teachers both in piety and in
learning. It was his wont often to spend the night
in prayer within the convent church; and legend
tells that once, as he watched, there came to his ears
a voice declaring that he was destined to be the
Shepherd of the flock of Christ. Theonas, on hear-
ing the story, told him to beware of the wiles of
Satan, naively adding that such a thing had never
happened either to himself or to any of the brethren
during all the fifty years he had lived at Dair Kibrigs.
Nevertheless he went with Benjamin to Alexandria,
and there brought him before the Coptic Patriarch,
Andronicus, who was so struck with Benjamin’s
ability and strength of character, that he kept him in
the city, while Theonas was sent back alone to his
monastery. Benjamin was in due course ordained
to the priesthood, and, remaining by the Patriarch,

1 See above, p. 75 n. This story is from Severus’ Lives of the
Patriarchs (Benjamin); Brit. Mus. MS., pp. 102 seq.
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won his fullest confidence, and ‘aided him in the
affairs of the Church and the administration of the
whole patriarchate.’

It was about Christmastide, A.D. 621, that Ben-
jamin first entered Dair Kibrits; and he had not
been many months in the service of Andronicus,
when the Patriarch died, after nominating Benjamin
as his successor. Benjamin at this time is described
as a young man, and was probably some thirty-five
years old !, but the pallium was duly placed on his
shoulders in St. Mark’s Cathedral.

We have already seen that, although Andronicus
was not driven from office by the Persian conquest,
the Melkite Patriarch, John the Almoner, fled before
it to die in Cyprus. The successor of John in the
Melkite chair was George : but the Byzantine power
had been rooted out of Egypt, and there is little to
show that even the nominal appointment of George
took place before 621. Still less can it be shown at
what date George’s appointment was made effective
by residence in Alexandria 2. It is even questioned

1 Benjamin died on 8 Tfibah, 662, after a pontificate of thirty-
nine years. Severus gives the same date, 8 Tfibah (=3 January)
for the death of Andronicus, and though the exact coincidence is
improbable, Andronicus may well have died on some day in Ttbah.
But taking Benjamin’s reign as lasting from January 623 to
January 662, and bearing in mind that he is described by Severus
as suffering greatly ¢ from the infirmities of old age’ in his latter
years, I cannot think that Benjamin was less than seventy-five at
his death: nor would the canons allow the consecration of a
Patriarch at an age below thirty-five years, because he is required
to be ¢ of middle age.’

* See note above, p. §3. Eutychius indeed says that George
took ship and fled from Alexandria, when he heard that the
Muslims had conquered the Romans, taken Palestine, and were
advancing on Egypt (Annales, ed. Pococke, t. ii. p. 266). But
this story falls to pieces on the chronology, and is probably a
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whether he ever set foot in the country. From
neither the Persians nor the Copts could he hope
for any welcome, nor would his coming have setved
much purpose until the return of the Byzantine
garrisons established again the Church and the
Empire in Egypt. The Persians under the pressure
of Heraclius’ victories evacuated the country early
in the year 627; and just as there is record of the
existence of a civil ruler of Egypt in the interval
between that date and the advent of Cyrus as
governor, so it may be that George the Patriarch
entered Alexandria in 627, and there remained until,
as John of Nikiou seems to imply, he was superseded
by the same Cyrus as Patriarch. But it is more
probable that George’s arrival took place rather
later. The conclusion of peace with Persia in 628
gradually released some of the Roman forces, but
only gradually: and the Roman military reoccupa-
tion of Egypt can hardly have been accomplished
reminiscence of the flight of John the Almoner. On the other
hahd, John of Nikiou mentions (Zotenberg, p. 5471) Philiades,
brothér of George the Patriarch, and three pages lower (p. 574)
occur these words: ¢ Avant l'arrivée du patriarche Cyrus, Georges,
qui avait’ été nommé par Héraclius le Jeune, avait été traité avec
déférence par le gouverneur Anastase. Lorsqu'il fut vieux, son
autorité s’étendit sur toutes les affaires. Le patriarche lui-méme
lui laissait son autorité.” Zotenberg in his note says that ¢ Heraclius
the Elder’ should be written for ¢ Heraclius the Younger,” and with
this view Dr. Charles agrees. It seems therefore that the George
in question may be the Patriarch George. If so, it follows that
(1) he did not die in 630 or 631, but was superseded by Cyrus ;
(2) he was living in Alexandria during the pontificate of Cyrus;
(3) that he retained, notwithstanding his deposition, great personal
influence ; (4) that he was on friendly terms with Cyrus and acted
as his Vicar-General during the latter's absence or exile from
Egypt. All this is sufficiently novel and remarkable ; but it seems
difficult to resist this interpretation of John’s language or to reject
his testimony.
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much before 629. If George did not arrive in
Alexandria till that year, and his office determined,
whether by death or by supersession, a year or
two later, it is easy to understand why his position
in the records of the Church is so vague and
shadowy .

When Andronicus, the Coptic Archbishop, passed
away at the end of 622 or the beginning of 623, the
Persian dominion in Egypt was not even menaced
by any revival of the Roman power under Heraclius.
There is little question that before his death the
Patriarch heard news of the Emperor’s first expedi-
tion, which voyaged by Rhodes to Cilicia ; very pos-
sibly too the gossip of Alexandria was enlivened by
rumours brought by Arab caravans concerning the
rising prophet of Mecca ; but not the wildest dreamer
could have imagined that within a period of twenty
years to come the Persians would be driven out of
Egypt again by the Romans, and that the restored
Roman power would be extinguished and closed for
ever by the rude legions of Mohammed.

Benjamin’s election as Patriarch was a popular
one : indeed, whatever doubt may be felt regarding
the wisdom of Benjamin’s after-policy, it cannot be
denied that he won the love and veneration of his
people, and retained them unimpaired through all the
vicissitudes of the most eventful primacy in the
Coptic history. But he made no weak concessions
to laxity of faith or morals. From the first he set
himself sternly to rebuke the careless lives of many
among his clergy, and to check the abuses which had

! Renaudot does not question the current story of George’s death,
although by a slip he writes post Gregorii for post Georgii mortem.
Hist, Pat. Alex. p, 161; and Von Gutschmid thinks that George
probably died in June of 631 (Klezne Schriften, t. ii. p. 475).
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grown up in many places where the bishops had lost
all control in the tumult of war. He had been on
a visit to Babylon ! before his consecration, and now
wrote a pastoral letter to all the bishops, in which
he said: ¢ During my stay at Hulwin and Babylon
I saw a number of froward men, both priests and
deacons; my soul abhors their works. I write this
letter to all the bishops bidding them hold an inquiry
once a month concerning every one of the clergy who
had been ordained for less than ten years.” This
letter made it clear that he was Archbishop, says the
chronicle 2, and he made it clearer still by excommu-
nicating several clergy in this diocese of Babylon.
The letter was followed by a visitation, in the course
of which it is recorded that from Babylon he went
on foot, ‘accompanied by Abba Min4, bishop of the
Castle of Babylon, and Pilihiu, bishop of Hulw4n,
and a great crowd, to bring to account a notorious
offender, on whose house he called down fire from
heaven. But wherever he passed, the people flocked
to receive his benediction.

So chastening and chastising the Church, the
Archbishop made his power felt all over Egypt.
Unquestionably he did much to restore the unity of
the Coptic Church and to bring it back to that settled
and organized government which had been disturbed,
if not shattered, by the political troubles of the time.
For four or five years® Benjamin lived peaceably

! This is of course the Egyptian Babylon, in the region now
misnamed ¢ Old Cairo.’

? See the Bodleian Library MS. Copt. Clar. Press b. 5, and
Amélineau’s translation entitled Fragmenis Coples pour servir &
Dhistoire de la Conguéte de I Egypte in the Journal Asiatique, 1888.
It is unfortunate that of this early Life of Benjamin in Copnc 50

small a fragment alone survives.
3 Severus says definitely that the Persians remained in Egypt for
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under Persian rule in Alexandria. There he first
saw Shahin recalled to retrieve, if possible, the
falling fortunes of Chosroes; then, as Heraclius pre-
vailed, he saw the departure of the Persian armies.
With what eyes, we wonder, did the Patriarch watch
the spearmen and bowmen of the unbelievers march
out of the eastern gate of the Great City ? And what
were his thoughts as he pondered on the coming
return of the Romans?

Most of the Persian garrisons in Egypt were pro-
bably withdrawn early in 627, while some few de-
tached posts may have been held as late as 628 and
evacuated under the terms of the treaty with Hera-
clius. Then at least it was that the Egyptian
prisoners from Dastagerd and other cities of Asia
came back to their country; and it was probably in
the winter 628-9 that Heraclius, after his triumph at
Constantinople, sent an army by sea to reoccupy
Egypt and to restore the Roman Empire from
Palestine to Pentapolis.

Admirable as were Heraclius’ motives in raising
Cyrus, bishop of Phasis in the Caucasus, to the arch-
bishopric of Alexandria, his act was nevertheless
a blunder, and that of the most tragic kind. The
whole Christian world had been strangely drawn
together as they watched with breathless interest the
amazing developments of Heraclius’ crusade against
Persia. When the infidels were vanquished, when
Jerusalem was delivered, and when the Cross was
exalted, Copts and Melkites alike had gloried in a
common triumph; they rejoiced together also in the

six years after Benjamin’s election. That would bring us to the
end of 628: but I think it impossible to accept this statement, as
everything points to the withdrawal of the main Persian army early
in 627.
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vengeance wrought upon the Jews, and shared alike
the ‘penance enjoined in expiation of thesin. Itwas
therefore the golden moment—the tide which taken
at the flood might have led to a real and lasting
union. This Heraclius saw : he knew too the blind
devotion of the age to shibboleths and phrases: but
he refused to see that his magic compromise of
doctrine might fail to charm the Church in Egypt,
or that, if it failed, the very worst way to bring about
union was to thrust his message by sheer force down
the gorge of those to whom its first savour was
bitter. This, however, was the alternative which
was offered in Egypt as in Syria. .It was part of the
philosophy of that age that religious belief could be
and should be moulded by state decrees. In this
the Emperor was not ahead of his time, and he
resolved that by fair means or by foul the formula
of his three Archbishops should be made to prevail
against all other forms of belief with which it con-
flicted.

Still, even under that resolve, he courted disaster
in making choice of Cyrus. For this was the evil
genius who not only wrecked the Emperor’s hopes
of religious union in Egypt, but who after making
himself a name of terror and loathing to the Copts
for ten years, after stamping out to the best of his
power the Coptic belief by persecution, made Coptic
allegiance to Roman rule impossible ; the tyrant who
misgoverned the country into hatted of the Empire,
and so prepared the way for the Arab conquest; and
the traitor who at the critical moment delivered it
over by surrender to the enemy. This was the man
of evil fame, known afterwards in Egyptian history
as Al Mukaukas—that mysterious ruler the riddle
of whose name and nation have hitherto confused
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and baffled historians, but whose identity with Cyrus
is now absolutely certain’,

Benjamin seems never to have been consulted
upon the feelings of the Copts and the prospects of
the experiment in Egypt. It was a fatal omission;
for from its'very birth the Emperor’s plan, so far as
Egypt was concerned, was doomed to failure. The
landing of Cyrus in Alexandria, which took place in
the autumn of 631, was the signal for the flight of
the Coptic Patriarch?. Legend avers that Benjamin
was warned by an angel in a dream to fly from the
wrath to come; and the story proves at least that
whether he knew or did not know the precise nature
of the overtures which Cyrus was bringing, he
resolved in advance to reject them, and that he
foresaw the consequences. The coming of Cyrus
was in fact taken as a declaration of war against the
Coptic faith. Ere leaving his post, Benjamin set the
Church in order, and called an assembly of priests
and laymen, at which he delivered an address
‘ charging them to hold fast the faith till death.” He
also wrote an encyclical to all his bishops, bidding
them flee into the mountains and the deserts and

! For the proof of this statement I must refer the reader to my
essay on the subject in the Appendix.

* In Prof. Bury’s Later Roman Empire (vol. ii. p. 215, n. 1), it
is strangely stated that Benjamin fled from before the Perszans, and
hence it is inferred that ¢the Monophysites were not unanimously
tn favour of Persian rule! The statement is as erroneous as
the inference. Benjamin fled some three or four years after the
evacuation of Egypt by the Persians at the end of their long occu-
pation : see Chronicon Orientale; Renaudot, Hist. Pat. Alex.,). c.;
Abh $4lib, p. 230, n. 2; and Makin, pp. 30 and 40, which make
it quite clear that Benjamin’s flight took place ten years before the
death of Heraclius. As regards Prof. Bury’s inference, see ante,
Pp. 81-9, where the idea of sympathy between Copts and Persians
is proved to be mythical.
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hide themselves till the anger of the Lord was
overpast ; for grievous troubles were coming upon
the land, and for the space of ten years they must
suffer persecution ; then it would be over.

Such was the tenourof the letter. When he had sent
it, the Patriarch took his departure from Alexandria
by stealth under cover of night with only two com-
panions. Leaving the city by the western gate he
passed on foot to the town of Mareotis, and thence
to Al Munal, an oasis city which lay at the inter-
section of the ways from Alexandria to WA4di 'n
Natrtn and from Tarrdnah to Barca. It must have
been at this time a town of great splendour ; for even
centuries later the traveller roaming across wastes
of sand was amazed at the magnificent churches and
buildings which broke upon his view% Here the

! This is the form which Severus gives, but Quatremere seems
to think the whole town was called Min4, from the saint who gave
his name to the great church there (Meém. Géog. et Hist. vol. i
p- 488). In the Cairo MS. of Severus the word is quite clearly
written ;:4 (mund), not Li,s (mind).

2 There is at Paris the MS. of an unknown Arab geographer
(quoted by Quatremere, 1 c.) which gives some curious details of
Al Muni or Min4 worth citing :  Leaving Tarrinah and following
the road towards Barca, one comes to Min4, which consists of
three abandoned towns in the midst of a sandy desert with their
buildings still standing. The Arabs use it as a place for lying in
wait against travellers. There may be seen lofty and well-built
palaces with enclosure walls about them : they are mostly built
over vaulted colonnades, and some few serve as dwellings for
monks. There are some springs of fresh water, but somewhat
scanty. Next one comes to the church of St. Min4, a huge
building embellished with statues and paintings of the greatest
beauty. There tapers burn day and night without ceasing. At
one end of the building is a vast tomb with two camels in marble,
and upon them the statue 'of a man carved in marble, who is stand-
ing, one foot upon each camel : one of his hands is open, the other
closed. This figure is said to represent St. Mini. On the right

BUTLER N
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Patriarch doubtless worshipped at the great church
of St. Menas, and after a short rest pushed on to the
mountain called Barngj!. He was now close to the
Natriln monasteries, but he found them nearly
deserted : they had never recovered from the ravages
which they had suffered some thirty years before 3,
and the Beduin refused to allow any large resettle-
ment or rebuilding of the churches. Here then was

as you enter the church is a great marble column, in which a shrine
is carved containing figures of Jesus, John, and Zacharias ; the door
of the shrine is kept closed. There is also to be seen a figure of
the Virgin Mary covered by two curtains, and figures of all the
prophets. Outside the church are figures representing all kinds of
animals and men of all occupations. Among the rest is a slave-
merchant holding in his hand an open purse. Over the midst of
the church rises a dome, beneath which are eight figures said to
represent angels. Close to the church is a mosque where the
Muslims pray, and all the land round about is planted with fruit-
trees and vines. ... The town of Fustit sends every year 1o0o
dindrs for the maintenance of this church.’

Quatremere has in nearly all cases where I have used the word
¢ figure’ given ‘statue.’ Graven images, however, always were and
are still most strictly forbidden, and I feel certain that paintings
are intended, at least in all those cases where saints or angels are
mentioned. The colossal statue set upon the two camels is not to
be explained away : it was probably, like the palaces and colonnades,
a relic of Greek civilization, though the later Copts may have
strangely identified it with St. Menas. But the whole account of
this town is singularly interesting. Its position is now unknown,
but it probably lay north-west of the NatrGin Lakes and nearly due
south of Mariit (which latter place is still marked by ruins), and it
would thus be on what was called the ¢ Route of the Pilgrims’
from North Africa.

! Amélineau, Géog. Copte, pp. 319—21. The author cites the
Paris MS. Arab. 139, fol. 9%, for the arrival of Benjamin at this
place.

? In the time of the Patriarch Damianus. The monasteries
were reinstated after the Arab conquest, and the church of St.
Macarius was consecrated with great ceremony by Benjamin him-
self, as Severus records.
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no place for the Patriarch; he was still too near
the capital to feel secure, too remote from his
people to help them. He therefore passed on towards
the Pyramids, and by the edge of the desert, to Upper
Egypt, till he reached the town of Kfis!; and not far
from Ks he took shelter in a little monastery in the
desert, which for centuries later remained famous as
his place of refuge.

This flight of Benjamin practically coincided with
the arrival of Cyrus in Alexandria, and there is not
a word in any record to suggest that Cyrus made
the slightest effort to come to an understanding with
the Coptic Patriarch. His very presence seems to
have scattered the Coptic clergy in terror. En-
throned as imperial Patriarch of Alexandria, he was
also armed with the civil power as Viceroy of Egypt 2.
It was doubtless this union of the two highest offices
which made Benjamin’s position untenable; it cer-
tainly clothed Cyrus with almost despotic authority.
Professing, however, to have come on a mission of
peace, Cyrus expounded the ingenious Monothelite
formula, by which the Emperor hoped to heal the
breach of Chalcedon. He had to win over both
the Melkite and the Coptic communion; but from the
first the proposed compromise seems to have been
ill stated, ill understood, and ill received. To many
of the Melkites it seemed sheer surrender of Chalce-
don ; while such of the Copts as heard the proposal

! On Kis see Quatremere (Mem. Géog. et Hist. t. i. pp. 192—
216), where an interesting note explains the position of the town,
and also recounts some curious stories of magic and serpent-
charming in connexion with it. Ab@ Silih mentions (p. 230)
without naming the monastery in which Benjamin took refuge.

2 The evidence for this union in Cyrus of civil and ecclesiastical
power is partly given in the Appendix: there is no room for any
doubt on the subject.

N 2
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urged also that by admitting one will and one opera-
tion the doctrine admitted one nature—that in fact
Cyrus had come over to the Monophysites.

To remove these misunderstandings, Cyrus held
a formal synod or council at Alexandria, at which
the matter was set forth for discussion and debate.
It was here that our friend Sophronius, who was
again in Egypt, led the Melkite opposition, and
strove by the most earnest entreaty as well as the
strongest argument to turn Cyrus aside from his
purpose. Cyrus is said to have replied kindly?,
and to have referred Sophronius to the Primate
Sergius at Constantinople for the settlement of his
scruples : but he was quite unshaken, and the result
of the council was to confirm the compromise and
to smite with nine anathemas those who rejected
it. In all this Cyrus seems to have shown very
little of that tact and sympathy which were essential
in the bearer of the Emperor’s Eirenicon. He met
resistance by sheer force of will and weighv of
authority, whereas only the most delicate adroitness
could hope to deal successfully, with the thorny
problems of the Church in Egypt. Blame, however,
may lie on both sides. If Cyrus was overbearing,
the Copts might be held blind and intractable, if it
were clear that the terms of the offer were ever fairly
put before them. To the common lay intelligence
there would seem to be little remaining difference

! The note by Dr. Murdock on Mosheim (eleventh edition, p. 256,
n. 1) makes out that Sophronius was very humble, falling down and
entreating Cyrus not to press matters, and that Cyrus was very
conciliatory, I somewhat doubt this. Sophronius showed more
passion than humility in his demeanour. ¢ With a loud and bitter
cry he burst into tears and flung himself at Cyrus’ feet imploring

and beseeching him not to proclaim’ the nine heads of anathema :
but Cyrus disregarded the appeal. See Mansi, t. x. col. 691.
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between Monophysite and Monothelite: and though
it is right to remember that even now divisions
between Christians are often equally bitter and
equally baseless, yet it would be true that in scorn-
ing this offer of union the Coptic Church made a
mistake which cost it untold suffering.

Others may hold that the compromise was un-
sound and impossible. But whatever judgement may
be ‘passed on the proposal made by the Emperor
Heraclius and the three Eastern Patriarchs, and in
whatever form it reached the Copts, rightly or
wrongly they received it with the deepest hostility :
they resented the thought of changing one iota in
their shibboleth as treason to their faith and to their
religious independence. It was this last point in
which their passion centred. National independence
they had never known, and such an ideal can scarcely
have entered into their dreams; but for religious
independence they had struggled and fought inces-
santly ever since the Council of Chalcedon. That
ideal they cherished at all times in their hearts, and
for it they were prepared to sacrifice all else what-
soever. In this lies the key to all their history.

When Cyrus found that neither cajolery nor male-
dietion availed to win over the Copts, he used
stronger measures, to which it cannot be denied that
Heraclius was a party. But the Emperor at a later
period made one more effort for union. As the
doctrine of one will and one operation was rejected,
Sergius suggested that while one will alone should
be recognized, the question whether its operation were
single or twofold should be waived and discussion
forbidden : and he secured the assent of the Roman
Pope Honorius to this solution, or rather evasion,
of the problem. It was embodied in a formal edict
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or Ecthesis, and issued to the Eastern world as
a binding ordinance. John, general of militia, was
charged by Sergius to take a copy to Cyrus, and
with it he took a rood or cross of great sanctity as
a present!. But the effect of the famous Ecthesis
was only to rouse further opposition. The Emperor,
who had thought either to muzzle or to convert
Sophronius by raising him to the see of Jerusalem,
discovered in him an unrelenting foe to his policy 2:
while to the Copts the later edition of the new
doctrine had, if anything, an even worse savour than
the earlier. :

It is, however, extremely doubtful whether the
Ecthesis, or even the original Eirenicon, ever reached
the Copts beyond the gates of Alexandria. For
perhaps the most melancholy and pathetic feature
of the whole story is this—that Coptic annals betray
no gleam of consciousness that any Eirenicon was
ever offered at all. All through the Great Perse-
cution it is the doctrinc of Chalcedon pure and
simple—‘ the tome of Leo’—that is offered, with
stripes or death as the alternative; and this is the
conviction burnt into the mind of all Coptic historians
and graven in all their records. It would seem
therefore as if Cyrus, conscious at once of the
failure of his mission, and resolved at all costs to
drive the Copts within the pale of the established

! The Ecthesis is given in Harduin’s Concilia, t. iii. p. 791.
See also Mosheim’s Eccl. Hist. p. 256 (eleventh edition). Cyrus’
effusive acknowledgement of its receipt is given by Drapeyron
(p. 389), who mentions the bearer. The cross is mentioned by
John of Nikiou (p. 574). It may have held a portion of the
so-called true cross.’

? Cedrenus in speaking of Sophronius’ death says that the
Patriarch died after having made great war against Heraclius and
Sergius and the Monothelites.
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Church, troubled little thereafter about the refine-
ments of the Emperor’s theology, and merely set
out the plain alternatives—union or persecution.

For the whole country was now at the mercy of
Cyrus, the Mukaukas. Not merely did the shining
streets of Alexandria ring again to the tramp of
legions from Byzantium, while its long line of walls
and its towers were once more held by Roman
guards and mounted with Roman engines of war:
but Pelusium, commanding the route from Palestine
to Egypt; the chief towns of the Delta, like Athrib
and Nikiou; and the great fortress of Babylon near
Memphis, were garrisoned in the same manner.
Thence the network of Roman dominion was woven
again over the Fayim and the valley of the Nile
southward to the frontier town of Syene below the
cataract. All the Roman forces were at the call of
Cyrus to do his bidding. Against the reoccupation
the Copts were of course quite passive; but little
cause as they had to love the Persians, they soon
found that their new rulers would leave them small
reason to rejoice in the change. Chastisement with
whips was to be followed by chastisement with
scorpions. For under the Persians, as soon as the
conquerors had established a settled government,
the Copts had at least been allowed to practise their
own form of religion: and this was the precious
privilege which Cyrus, the Mukaukas, resolved to
wrest from them.

So the Great Persecution began. All the au-
thorities are agreed that it lasted for a period of ten
years, in other words that it virtually coincided with
the term of Cyrus' patriarchate. The synod at
Alexandria probably was held in October, 631, and
the persecution commenced a month or two later.
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Of its fierceness there can be no question. ‘These
were the years,’ says Severus, ‘during which Hera-
clius and Al Mukaukas were ruling over Egypt:
and through the severity of the persecution and the
oppression and the chastisements which Heraclius
inflicted on the orthodox, in order to force them to
adopt the faith of Chalcedon, an innumerable multi-
tude were led astray—some by tortures, some by
promise of honours, some by persuasion and guile.”
The biography of the Coptic Patriarch Isaac?, which
was written about 695, represents Isaac in his young
days as meeting with a priest named Joseph, who
had been haled before the tribunal of Cyrus, and
had been beaten with many stripes for his confession
of the faith. Benjamin’s own brother, Menas, was
tortured and drowned. First of all lighted torches
were held against him and he was burnt ‘till the
fat dropped down from both his sides on the ground?’:
then as he still was unshaken in his confession, his
teeth were pulled out: nex* he was placed in a sack
filled with sand, and taken out to a distance of
seven bowshots from the shore. Three times he
was offered his life, if he would acknowledge the
Council of Chalcedon: three times he refused : and
then he was sunk in the sea. ‘Yet it was not they
who were victorious over Menas, that champion of
the faith, but Menas who by Christian patience
overcame them,” says the biographer of Benjamin.

Y Histoire du Pairiarche Cople Isaac (p. 12), by E. Amélineau.
Amélineau’s translation does not quite bring out the force of the
pluperfect, as Mr. Crum tells me. The tense is important for the
chronology : for when the meeting took place, the confession before
Cyrus was clearly a thing of the past. Isaac died in 693, as I show
in Appendix F.

* This account is from Severus (Brit. Mus. MS,, p. 104, 1. 10).
The Cairo MS. agrees.
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Another. document—the life of Samuel of Kala-
mn !'—the original of which was certainly con-
temporary with Cyrus, shows so clearly the part
which Cyrus himself took in the persecution, that
one may be pardoned for quoting it at some length.
The story tells how the Archbishop on coming to
the monastery found it deserted except for the
steward, who was scourged and questioned. The
steward then said, ‘Samuel the ascetic held much
discourse with the monks, calling you a blasphemer,
a Chalcedonian Jew, an atheist, a man unworthy to
celebrate the liturgy, unworthy of all communion:
and the monks hearing this fled before your visit.’
At these words the impious blasphemer fell into
a furious passion, and biting his lips he cursed the
steward, the monastery, and the monks, and de-
parted another way, ‘nor has he returned to this
day,” adds the chronicle?, Then the brethren came

! Published by Amélineau in Mon. pour servir & I Histoire de
UEgypte Chrétienne aux IV-VII® sidcles (Mem. Miss. Arch.
Frang. au Caire, t. iv. 2, pp. 174 seq.). As to the date, see
next note,

* This saying proves the original MS. to have been written
before the death of Cyrus in 642. Samuel died at Kalamfin after
foretelling the Muslim invasion and the final victory of the Christians
(Journal Asiatigue, 1888, p. 384): from which we may infer that
his life was written at the beginning of the invasion and before
the success of the Arabs was manifest—in other words early in
the year 640. These biographies were written to be delivered
as panegyrics directly after the death of a great saint or church-
man : so that we may conclude that Samuel died in 639. Pereira
points out that Samuel is said to have met at Kalamfin a certain
Gregory, bishop of Kais; that Severus records a meeting between
Gregory, bishop of Kais, and the Patriarch John of Saman@d
(680-9); and that when the Patriarch Isaac, after his election
had been confirmed by ‘Abd al ‘Azfz, entered Alexandria in 685,
he was attended by a Gregory, bishop of Kais. This last date
should be 690, not 685: but the correction only strengthens
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back in peace to the convent. But as for the Kau-
khios (Mukaukas), the Pseud-Archbishop, he came
to the city of Piom (Faym), cherishing wrath in his
heart. There he summoned his minions and ordered
them to bring the holy Abba Samuel, his hands
tied behind his back and an iron collar about his
neck—pushing him on like a thief. So they came
to the convent where he abode and took him.
Samuel went rejoicing in the Lord and saying,
« Please God, it will be given me this day to shed
my blood for the name of Christ. Therefore he
reviled the name of the Mukaukas with boldness,
and was led before him by the soldiers. When the
Mukaukas saw the man of God, he ordered the
soldiers to smite him, till his blood ran like water.
Then he said to him, ‘ Samuel, you wicked ascetic,
who is he that made you abbot of the monastery,
and bade you teach the monks to curse me and my
faith?’ Holy Abba Samuel answered, ‘It is good
to obey God and His holy Archbishop Benjarin
rather than obey you and your devilish doctrine,
O son of Satan, Antichrist, Beguiler! Cyrus bade
the soldiers to smite him on the mouth, saying,
“Your spirit is kindled, Samuel, because the monks
glorify you as an ascetic: but I will teach you what

Pereira’s argument, which is that, if these three are one and the
same Gregory, as the evidence seems to show, and if Samuel died in
639, then we must believe that the episcopate of Gregory covered
a period of upwards of fifty years. That is not impossible, of
course; but rather than place the date of Samuel's death later,
I would prefer to suppose that, just as there were two towns called
Kais, one on the north coast and one near Bahnasi, so there may
well have been in that period two bishops called Gregory. See
Quatremdre, Mém. Hist. et Géog. t.i. pp. 141 and 337. Gregory,
bishop of Kais, is named by Abfi $Salih as the founder of a church
at Hnlwin Ip 156).



Persecution of the Copts by Cyrus 187

it is to speak evil of dignities, since you render me
not the honour which is my due as Archbishop and
my due as Controller of the Revenues of the land
of Egypt” Samuel replied, ¢Satan also was con-
troller, having angels under him: but his pride and
unbelief estranged him from the glory of God. So
with you also, O Chalcedonian Deceiver, your faith
is defiled and you are more accursed than the devil
and his angels.’ On hearing this, the Mukaukas was
filled with fury against the saint, and signed to the
soldiers to strike him dead. In a word the blas-
phemer essayed to slay the saint, but the ruler of
the city of Piom delivered him out of his hands.
When Cyrus saw that Samuel had escaped, he
ordered him to be driven away from the mountain
Neklone .

The Ethiopic version of the life of Abba Samuel
is of much the same tenour. It recounts the visit
of one Maximianus at the head of 200 soldiers to
Samuel’s monastery in the desert and the presentation

! Nekléne, the Arabic An Naklfin, lay near Al Kalamfin, some
two hours to the south-west of the city of Fayim. The monastery
called .2l 5 is described by Ab@ Salih, pp. zo5-6, in close
connexion with that of Al Kalamfin. It is also described by
Makrizf (id., ib., pp. 313—4), but seems to have long disappeared.
See also Quatremere, Mém. Hist. ¢t Géog. t. 1. pp. 411, 473; and
Amélineau, Geog. Cople, p. 273, Journal Asialique, Nov. 1888,
p- 398, and Pereira, Vida do Abba Samuel, pp. 36-40. Pereira
is mistaken in placing Kalamfin at a distance of 15 miles or 29
kilometres from Alexandria on the authority of Rosweyde (Vifae
Palrum, lib. x. c. 162). Either ‘115’ must be read instead of
‘15, or the Kalamfn referred to must be some other monastery
and not that in the Fayfim. In the Bulletin de I Institut Frangais
d Archéologie Orientale, t. i. p. 72, Dair Nakaln is described as
being in the mountain east of Kim Bash4, and Dair al Kalamfin
as lying at the foot of the mountain at the entrance of the Fayim
and as possessing twelve churches.



188 Lhe Arab Conguest of Egypt

to him of a document for his subscription to the faith
of Chalcedon!, Samuel tore it in pieces and flung
it out of the door of the church, exclaiming, ‘We
have no Archbishop but Benjamin: cursed be the blas-
phemous document of the Roman Emperor; cursed
be the Council of Chalcedon, and all who believe
therein’ Samuel was beaten and left for dead, but he
recovered and made his way to Kalamfin, where the
same defiance of Cyrus is recorded and its result2
When these things were done in the desert, one
may imagine the fate of the Copts in the Delta
and the Nile valley. Stripes, torture, imprisonment
and death were the portion of those who resisted
Cyrus and refused to abandon their belief. Melkite
bishops were appointed to every city in Egypt up
to Angind? while the Coptic clergy were put to
death or scattered abroad in various hiding-places.
The search after Benjamin was keen and unrelent-
ing; but he was never discovered. Severus says
that he moved about from one fortified convent
to another, while the life of Shantidah* seems to

! Pereira, op. cit., p. 142.

2 1Id.,ib., p. 146. Cyrus is not named, but is called the Governor:
he claims both authority as Archbishop and supreme civil power
over Egypt: so that there can be no question of his identity.
I may note that in the Coptic Synaxarium, where this incident
is recorded, the words are, ¢ When the news of Samuel’s treatment
to the tome of Leo came to 4! Mutkautkas, the Palriarch, he laid
a snare till he caught him and smote him with heavy blows, saying,
“ Only confess that the Council of Chalcedon is orthodox, and go
your way "’ ( Journal Asiatique, Nov. 1888, p. 397).

3 Ansini or Antinoe was at this time the capital of the Thebaid.
It lay opposite Hermopolis Magna, some way north of Lycopolis or
Sifif. It would seem therefore that Cyrus’ power was not effectively
exercised south of Sifit.

¢ The life is in Arabic and is published with a translation in the
Mém. Miss. Arch. Frang. t.iv. 1, p. 340. The passage concerning
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assign him a refuge in the great monastery of Anba
Shantdah, better known as the White Monastery;
and this story again differs from the tradition
which places his retreat near Kis in the desert,
Probably the White Monastery, in spite of the
tremendous strength of its walls, was too near the
Nile to shelter Benjamin for long, while in the
mountains of the desert by Ks, with their endless
caves and rock-cut churches, he could rest safe and
unmolested.

But of those who failed to escape, it is small
wonder that a great multitude gave in their sub-
mission to Cyrus. It was a reign of terror, and
though the spirit of the Copts was unbroken, a whole
population could not turn martyrs. Some of the
bishops too went over to the enemy, such as Cyrus,
bishop of Nikiou?, and Victor, bishop of the Fayim

Cyrus and Benjamin is given in the form of a prophecy, and
deserves to be quoted. ¢ The Persians shall leave Egypt. Then
shall arise the Liar’ (Jlesl—the common name for Antichrist).
¢ He shall go before the Roman Emperor, and after receiving from
him the two headships, that of the civil government and that of
the episcopal, he shall enter into Egypt and shall take possession
of Egypt and its dependencies. He shall make moats and strong-
holds and shall build the walls of towns in the desert, and he shall
lay waste the East and the West. Then shall he fight against the
pastor, the chief of the bishops at Alexandria, the Vicar of the
Christians in the land of Egypt, who shall flee from him to the region
of Timan, until he come to thy monastery, in sorrow and affliction.
After he has come there, I will restore him and will set him again
upon his throne.’

For the White Monastery see my Ancient Coptic Churckes, vol. i.
p- 351, and the admirable work of the late W. de Bock, Matériaux
pour servir & I’ Archéologie de I'Egypte Chrétienne, pp. 39 seq. It
may be, however, that the convent of Shanfidah referred to is that
at Kfis, mentioned by Abfi §4lih, though it is clearly distinguished
by that writer from Benjamin’s place of retreat.

! The Brit, Mus. MS. of Severus gives Cyrus, Bishop of Szknus,
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—examples which must have been contagious.
Many of the people, however, who were unable to
fly to the deserts and unwilling to renounce their
faith, contrived to maintain secret observances.
Even in Alexandria itself, during all the ten years
of the persecution, there remained a remnant of
the Coptic communion, though bereft of ministers,
There was, however, one priest, a native of Mareotis
named Agatho, who daily risked his life in the
cause. Disguising himself as a carpenter, he used
to go about the city by day carrying a bag of tools
on his back; while at night he administered the rites
of the Church to his Coptic brethren. It was this
Agatho who subsequently became Benjamin’s great
friend and successor in the patriarchate.

The monastery of Matra, called As Sukfniah, is
recorded to have resisted Cyrus successfully. It
was either in or near Alexandria, and the reason
given for its remaining scatheless is that all the
monks were pure-bred Egyptians, with no single
foreigner among them 1.

Boundless as was the patience of the Egyptians,
they seem to have made one effort to throw off the
yoke of Cyrus. Exasperated by his lawless plunder
of their precious vessels, as well as by the stripes
and imprisonments they suffered, the sect of Gaianites
assembled in the church at Dafashir near Mareotis,
and formed a plot against the life of their oppressor.
But a Roman officer named Eudocianus, brother of
Domentianus and one of the most relentless enemies
of the Copts, heard of the meeting and sent soldiers:
with instant orders to shoot down the conspirators.
but the Cairo MS. gives Nikiou correctly. ‘Makrizf for Cyrus reads
Butrus or Peter.

! Severus, Brit. Mus. MS,, p. 107, 1. 1.
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Some were killed outright, others wounded by the
ariows, and others again had their hands cut off
without the semblance of trial. So the conspiracy
was crushed, and Cyrus was delivered from danger*,

These various anecdotes show in the clearest light
the severity of the persecution. It may seem
incredible that it could have lasted for ten years,
yet nothing is more certain. ‘ Even after the death
of Heraclius, says John of Nikiou, ‘when Cyrus
came back to Egypt’ (i.e. in 641 after his exile or
absence), ‘far from abandoning his rage against the
flock of God or ceasing to persecute it, he added
violence to violence” And similar language is used
by Severus : ‘Heraclius was like a ravening wolf,
devouring the flock and yet never satiated, and that
flock was the blessed community of the Theodosians?’
But as usual persecution strengthened, in those who
were strong enough to resist it, the form of belief
it was meant to crush. The Coptic Church was
smitten and torn asunder, but it never yielded. The
great majority of the people stood fast and staunch
in their faith. But the iron had entered into their
soul. Through the sullen gloom of those ten years
the canker worked in their wounds; and with the

! John of Nikiou, p. 566. Zotenberg justly remarks that the
paragraph recording this incident is out of order. The incident is
clearly prior to the Muslim invasion. On Dafashir see Amélineau,
Géog. Copte, p. 122. The place has been mentioned above (p. 25)
in connexion with the revolt of Nicetas.

? This passage is curious as proving that in Severus’ days the
Copts still called themselves Theodosians—that in fact ¢ Copt ’ and
¢ Theodosian’ were synonymous. The Gaianites must have been
a very small body in the time of Cyrus: see p.29 n. Yet Prof. Bury,
speaking of Cyrus’ appointment, says that ‘his first act was to
win over the important sect of the Theodosians or Phthartolatrai’
(Later Roman Empire, vol. ii. p. 251).
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final embitterment of their hatred for the Byzantine
Church and Byzantine government all hope of peace
and reconcilement passed away for ever.

In this frame of mind, what did the Egyptians
feel with regard to that great movement which had
sprung from Arabia and was already shaking the
cities of Syria? To their honour, be it said, that
there is not the slightest reason to think that they
looked upon it with sympathy: yet when they heard
that even the Muslims granted a measure of toleration
to the Christians, the thought may have risen in their
hearts that subjection to the Muslims would make
life less unbearable, that the yoke of Mohammed
would be lighter than the yoke of the most Christian
Emperor Heraclius. That they abhorred the re-
ligion of Isldm is proved by every page of their
history : but during those ten years of hopeless
misery the sword of Cyrus had cut through wellnigh
the last thread which bound their allegiance to the
Roman Empire; and they regarded the advent of
the Muslims as a plague sent by divine vengeance
upon their persecutors.

To such a pass had misgovernment brought the
finest province in the Emperor's dominions. How
far in all this evil work the Mukaukas had obeyed,
how far he had betrayed, the orders of his master, is
hard to discover. It is clear that the original plan
of Heraclius was shaped by a noble purpose. It
was a grand ideal to give that peace and rest to the
Church which he had glven to the State: but he
failed to realize the tenacious strength of religious
opinion—that it beat through the remotest nerves
and fibres of the body politic, and that to remove it
by violence would be fatal. His choice of instru-
mients, too, was most unhappy. His peace-maker in
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Egypt changed at once into a tyrant, and his
message of peace was either never delivered or never
heard. That he sanctioned the persecution can
hardly be doubted, though it may be questioned
whether he sanctioned it save as a last resort;
whereas with Cyrus it was the first and only resort.
It was in any case the scheme of a visionary to root
out sectarian hatred by an edict. The Emperor had
hoped by his magic phrase to conjure to rest the
angry billows of religious controversy: but then,
when he found that he had only raised a furious
storm, unable to brook failure, untaught to trust in
time and toleration, he condescended, both in Syria
and in Egypt, to strive for the end of peace by the
method of religious war. In both countries he thus
opened the way for the advancing armies of Islam.

BUTLER O



CHAPTER XIV

ARAB ADVANCE ON EGYPT

‘Amr ibn al ‘Ast unfolds to the Caliph his design for conquering
Egypt. Omar’s hesitation in giving leave. Letters of recall sent
and opened at ‘Arfsh. The Day of Sacrifice there celebrated.
Character of the Arab leader. Stature and physique. Story of
his stammering refuted. His history. Conversion to Isldim and
appointment by Mohammed as captain. Various anecdotes illus-
trating his qualities.

AFTER the surrender of Jerusalem by the aged
Patriarch Sophronius, it seems that both the Caliph
Omar and his general ‘Amr ibn al *‘Asi turned their
steps northward. ‘Amr at least was sent to take
part in the siege of Caesarea?, while Omar fixed
his head quarters at Damascus. It was probably
at Jerusalem that ‘Amr unfolded his plan for the
invasion of Egypt: but the time was not then
judged propitious. When, however, fortune still
shone on the Muslim arms, and the Syrian campaign
was more nearly over, ‘Amr renewed his proposal to
Omar, pointing out the ease with which Egypt could
be conquered and the vastness of the prize. There
was no country in the world, he said, at once so
wealthy and so defenceless® He also reminded

! De Goeje, Conguéte de la Syrie, p. 130. Ibn al Athir and Ibn
Khaldfin both say, ‘When Omar had taken Jerusalem, ‘Amr marched
into Egypt’; but Balddhuri-—an earlier and far better authority—
makes ‘Amr’s expedition start from the siege of Caesarea. Bald-
dhuri gives one account which represents ‘Amr as acting without
the knowledge of Omar, while he records also the contrary opinion
that ‘Amr acted under the Caliph’s orders. Makrizi too gives both
versions,

? I have here followed YAkQt's Mujam al Bulddn (vol. iii. p.
893)-
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Omar that Aretion, the Roman governor of Jerusa-
lem, who had escaped before the capitulation and
fled to Egypt, was there rallying the imperial forces,
and that no more time should be lost in striking *:
moreover, the possession of Egypt would greatly
strengthen the power of the Muslims, This confer-
ence between the two leaders took place at Al
Jabiah 2, near Damascus, in the autumn of the year
639 A.p., while the siege of Caesarea was still
proceeding.

Omar saw that the conquest of Egypt was
desirable, but thought that ‘Amr underrated the
difficulties of it, since he was unable to weaken the
forces in Syria by detaching an army strong enough
for the purpose. When ‘Amr offered to start with
a force of 3,500 or 4,000 men, the Commander of the
Faithful in wavering mood could only promise to
think it over; and ‘Amr returned to Caesarea, where
Constantine, son of Heraclius, was now in command
of the city. There, however, a letter from Omar
followed him, borne by Sharikh ibn ‘Ahdab. It
sanctioned the plan for the invasion of Egypt, but
ordered*Amr to keep it secret and to lead his force
southward by easy stages. ‘Amr accordingly departed
at dead of night, and marched his little army of
horsemen without incident towards the borderland
of Palestine and Egypt. He had already reached
Rafah3 one stage from the Egyptian Al ‘Arish,

! Tabari, ed. Zotenberg, vol. iii. p. 411.

2 Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, quoted by Makrizi. This seems more
probable than Eutychius' statement that Omar had returned to
Medina and wrote the order for ‘Amr to advance on Egypt from
that city.

8 On these places see the notes in Hamaker’s edition of
Wakidf, p. 15; Quatremére, Mém. Géog. e/ Hist. t. i. p. 53;

02
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when messengers spurred in hot haste into his camp
bearing dispatches from the Caliph.

‘Amr shrewdly guessed their tenour. Omar’s
doubts and hesitations had prevailed, and led him
to repent his decision. The Caliph had spoken to
Othman about the perils of the enterprise, and
Othman not only thought the hazard very great, but
reminded Omar that the rash and adventurous
character of ‘Amr was certain to hurry him into
disaster., Omar therefore was seriously disquieted,
and resolved if possible to recall the expedition :
but he felt that if ‘Amr’s force were already in
Egypt, it would be a confession of weakness and
a dishonour to the Muslim name to retreat before
the enemy. The dispatch accordingly ordered ‘Amr
to return, if he was still in Palestine, while if
he were in Egypt, he must go forward. In that
case Omar would pray for his victory, and would
send reinforcements!. But ‘Amr had put his hand

Champollion, L'Egypte sous les Pharaons, t. ii. p. 304 ; Amélineau,
Géog. Copte, p. 404 ; AbQ Salih, p. 70. The Arabic text of
Wakidi says that "Amr ‘left the desert and those fortresses which
were upon the way to Egypt on his right hand, viz. Rafah, Al ‘Arish,
Al ‘Addd, Al Bakirah and Al Farami’ (p. 8). But the statement
is not very probable in itself, nor borne out by other authorities.
Ibn al Athir indeed makes ‘Amr send back from Heliopolis one of
his commanders to besiege Farami and another to besiege
Alexandria: but his account of the conquest is a mass of mis-
statement and confusion.

! This seems the natural version of an incident which some of
the Arab historians have twisted into absurdity : I have chosen it
from among the versions given by Makrizi. Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam
and those who follow him represent Omar as giving his consent to
‘Amr for the expedition and adding, ‘I will shortly send a letter
after you,and if it bids you return, you must do so, unless you have
already crossed the frontier. In that case, go on and prosper. It
is hard to imagine a more fatuous proceeding: but Omar is not
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to the plough, and was not the man to turn back.
He knew that the letter boded no good to his
project, and he refused to receive it until he had
crossed the torrent-bed, which perhaps marked the
frontier, and reached the little valley of “Arish.
There he read it, and asked ‘Is this place in Syria
or in Egypt?’ and when the answer was ‘In Egypt,
he read the dispatch aloud before his officers and
said, * The army will advance in accordance with the
Caliph’s orders.

‘Amr no doubt got the answer he wanted, but it
is curious to remark that, although ‘Arish or Rhino-
colura was generally regarded as within the Egyptian
frontier, the matter was not free from doubt. It is
clear, however, that the town, although fortified, was
not held by a Roman garrison. Yet even as late as
the thirteenth century might be seen the ruins of two
splendid ancient churches and the remains of the city
wall along the sea-front, while the finest marbles and
the largest columns at that time found in Cairo were
strangely said to have come from ‘Arish 2. From this
point too, according to some authorities, started the

rightly charged with such folly. The truth of course is that he
gave reluctant leave for the expedition, that he repented of it, and
that he sent to recall ‘Amr, if it still could be done with honour.
Eutychius gives three versions of the story which may be compared
with those of Makr{zf.

! Quatremere,l. c., shows that the frontier was sometimes regarded
as ending at Wiridah, as he writes it. In the K745 al Bulddn, by
Ya'kfibl, c. goo a.Dp. (Bibl. Geog. Arab., ed. de Goeje, pt. viii.
p. 330) the writer says: ‘A traveller from Palestine to Egypt goes
to Ash Shajaratin on the frontier of Egypt, then to Al ‘Arish in the
frontier district, then to the village of Al BakkArah (sic), then to that
of Al Warrddah among the sand-hills, then to Al Farami—the first
city of Egypt which he reaches: next to the village of Jurjir, then
to that of Fakfis, then to that of Ghaifah, then to Fustit.

2 AbQ Salih, p. 167. '
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Great Wall of Egypt, which ran across to Kulzum
or Suez, and thence up the eastern bank of the Nile
as far as the First Cataract. This wall, attributed
to Sesostris, but called by the Arabs the ‘Wall of
the Old Woman,’” had long been broken down,
so that it offered no hindrance to the movement of
an army even in the seventh century, though frag-
ments of its ruins may be seen at Jabal at Tair and
other places in Egypt to-day .

It was on the 10 Dho ’lI Hijjah, a.11. 182 or
12 December, 639 A.p., that ‘Amr’s little force cele-
brated the Muslim Day of Sacrifice, or Feast of
Offerings, or Feast of Pilgrims, as it was variously
called. The rite was not without solemnity for this
band of desert warriors, who were setting out to
conquer the land of the Pharaohs, leagued as they
were by ties of clanship and devotion to the great
chieftain who led them. Most of ‘Amr’s following
belonged to the tribe of ‘Akk, although Al Kindi
says that one third were of the tribe of Ghafik 2 and
Ibn Dukmak gives a list of Roman converts to
Islam from Syria, who were in the Arabarmy. He
also mentions Persian converts from the region of
Yaman as taking part in the conquest, though
these were more probably enrolled among the
reinforcements which the Caliph sent later to

Egypt*

1 Abf §4lih, p. 59, n. 4, where references are given to Diodorus,
Eutychius, and some Arab writers.

2 This date, given by Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, fits in so well with
other known dates that it may be taken as settled. But to avoid
needless repetition on matters of date, I must refer the reader to
the essay ¢ On the Chronology of the Arab Conquest’ at the end
of this work.

8 Yakdt, 1. c.

¢ Ibn Dukmik, part iv. pp. 4-5. These Persians are described
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And what of ‘Amr himself? The chronicles give
many of his sayings, and a good deal of information
about his character ; and in a history of the conquest
of Egypt it cannot be out of place to furnish some
sketch of the conqueror. ‘Amr ibn al ‘Asi was
somewhere about 45 years old at the time of the
invasion of Egyptl. Short in stature, though
strongly built, his athletic and hardy frame excelled
in those feats of horsemanship and swordsmanship
which Western chivalry has learned to link with the
name of Saracen®. That he was broad-shouldered
and broad-chested ; that he had dark piercing eyes,
quickly kindling to anger or humour, heavy eyebrows,
and a large mouth ; that his face, though powerful,
was without sternness—wore indeed a pleasant and
cheerful expression ; that he used a black cosmetic
for dyeing his beard : these are almost all the details
of his outer appearance which have come down in
history. The statement that he stammered is pro-
bably erroneous. It is true that Abt ’1 Mah4sin
records this as ‘Amr’s one defect of body. On the
other hand, it is known that ‘Amr was remarkable for
the quickness and wit of his repartees, as well as for
his sustained eloquence; and the idea that he
stammered seems founded on a misunderstanding.

as the remnants of the army sent by Chosroes to Yaman under the
general Badhédn (or Horzad): see ante, p. 142, n. 2.

! This seems the most probable account of the matter, as I have
endeavoured to show in Appendix E against some writers who
would make him much older.

2 Ibn Kutaibah, Ibn Khallikdn, and Abfl 'l Mahisin are the
authorities, the works of the two former being a sort of biographical
dictionaries. Ibn Khallikin’s account of ‘Amr has been translated
by De Slane. Ab@ S4lih (p. 78) adds one or two details to the
description of ‘Amr, which seems to come originally from Ibn “Abd
al Hakam.
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For it is related! that Omar once hearing a man
stammer remarked, ‘I declare that the maker of this
man and the maker of ‘Amr are one’; which meant,
not that ‘Amr was given to stammering, but that
God made the speechless and the most eloquent
alike: just as ‘Amr himself on one occasion, when
provoked by a shallow fellow, smothered his scorn in
the remark, ‘He too is God’s creature” But the
story has been misconstrued by some Arab writers,
and taken to prove that ‘Amr also stammered. Such
a construction would make Omar’s saying both rude
and pointless, and it would seem to clash with the
fact of ‘Amr’s eminence as well as that of his elo-
quence. For it is hardly conceivable that, if ‘Amr
had suffered from this defect, he would have been
singled out from the beginning by Mohammed as
a capable leader, or could ever have become a great
commander. It may be added also that ‘Amr acted
as imAm, or leader of prayer, to the end of his days,
and that Muslim law expressely forbids any one to
take that office who stammers? The story there-
fore that ‘Amr had this defect is quite unworthy of
belief.

For the rest, there are many sayings and stories
which illustrate his life and character. He was of
the tribe of the Kuraish, and his genealogy is known
to tradition 3. His conversion to Isldm took place in

! This story comes from Ibn al Hajar, though doubtless copied
by him from earlier writers.

? Khiérijah ibn Hudbifah was assassinated while acting as leader
of prayer in place of ‘Amr, who was unwell ; see below, p. 493.
For the Muslim law see Ma‘wardt, Ku/db al Ahkdm as Sultantah,
ch. ix; ¢On the Superintendence of Prayers,’ pp. 171 seq.

® Ibn Kutaibah gives it as follows: Ibn al ‘Agf, ibn Wa'il, ibn
Hashim, ibn Sahm, ibn Husais, ibn Ka'b, ibn Lu‘aig, ibn Ghlib,
ibn Fihr, ibn MAlih, ibn An Nadr, ibn Kininah: and Abfi I
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A.H. 7 or 8, and there are one or two anecdotes
bearing upon it. He was once asked!, “What delayed
your conversion so long, in spite of your intelli-
gence?’ and he answered that he was overawed
by the authority of his betters, but that as he grew
older and more independent, reflection taught him
to slacken in his opposition to the Prophet. When
the Kuraish sent one of their number to question
him, ‘Amr asked his questioner whether the Arabs
held the true religion, or the Persians, or the Romans?
On being told ‘ The Arabs,’ he said ‘ Are we or they
the wealthier ?’ ¢ They are.” ‘Then, he said, ¢ what
advantage have we over Persians and Romans, if
there is no life to come, since in this life they have
all the advantage over us?’ ‘Amr went on to say
that he became convinced of the truth of Mohammed'’s
doctrine of a resurrection and of rewards and punish-
ments after death, and so he resolved to give up
what was false in the old Arab religion. Some say
that ‘Amr was in Abyssinia at the time of his con-
version, which was brought about by Ja'far ibn Abi
Talib.

Another story is that ‘Amr said to Mohammed,
“O Apostle of God, I will acknowledge thee, if thou
wilt forgive the sins of my past life, and that
Mohammed answered, ‘Verily the profession of
Islam and the sharing of the Flight? cancel all the
past.” ‘Amr was so grateful for this free pardon that
he could not take his eyes off the Prophet’s face.
“"Fore God,’ he exclaimed, ‘I could not take my fill

Mahisin calls him further Abfi “Abdallah, al Kuraishi as Sahmi
as SahAbi.

! Tbn al Hajar.

2 'This cannot mean that ‘Amr accompanied the Flight: if it does,
the story is apocryphal.
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of gazing upon him, nor regard his countenance as
long as I desired, without making him ashamed.’

Mohammed’s opinion of ‘Amr was a high one. He
praised him as the best Muslim and the most trust-
worthy of men. He called ‘Amr ‘one of the good
men of the Kuraish,” and highly esteemed him ‘for
his knowledge and valour.’” ‘Amr had a half-brother
named Hishdm,whowas slainatthebattle of Yermouk.
When questioned about him, ‘Amr said, * Judge which
was the better man, His mother was Umm Harmalah,
aunt of Omar ibn al Khattab, while my mother was
an ‘Anaziah, My father loved him more than me,
and you know what a good eye a father has for his
children. He became a Muslim before me, and has
gone to God before me ; for he died a martyr’s death
at Yermouk, while I was left behind.’

‘Amr’s great distinction is that he was made
military commander direct by the Prophet. In
appointing him Mohammed said, ‘I am sending you
forth as commander of a troop. May God keep you
safe and give you much booty, When ‘Amr
answered, ‘I did not become a Muslim for the sake
of wealth, but for the sake of submission to God,’
the Prophet rejoined, ‘ Honest wealth is good for
an honest man’—a maxim which ‘Amr doubtless
remembered. He was placed at the head of the
force which fought the battle of As Salasil, or the
Chains, but had to write for reinforcements. So
Mohammed sent 200 more men, including Abt Bakr
and Omar, under the orders of Abt ‘Ubaidah ibn al
Jarrdh. As they came up, ‘Amr said quietly, ‘I am
your leader and you are my helpers. ‘No, said
Aba ‘Ubaidah, ‘I am chief of my men, you of yours’;

! “Ukbah ibn ‘Aémir, quoted by Abfi 'l Mah4sin and An Nawawi
in slightly different terms.
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but when ‘Amr declined this arrangement, he added,
‘ The Apostle of God enjoined that there should be
no dissension ; if therefore you refuse to obey me, I
will obey you.” ‘I refuse,’ said “Amr; whereupon
Aba ‘Ubaidah saluted ‘Amr, and he stood behind
him at public prayer.

After the battle of the Chains ‘Amr was made
governor of UmAn, and there remained till the death
of Mohammed; a year or two afterwards he was
sent by Ab0l Bakr as one of the generals in the
Syrian expedition. There his reputation both as
a hard fighter and an able tactician was immensely
strengthened, and he ill brooked the superior
command which Omar on his accession gave to
Abl ‘Ubaidah. But perhaps the most striking
passage about the conqueror of Egypt is that which
records a speech made by ‘Amr in self-defence, when
Mu‘awiah was charged with unduly favouring him*:
‘I am the man who at the battle of Siffin quoted
the verse,

“ When other eyes faltered, mine never quailed ;
I half-closed my eyes to their failure, but not to
danger.”

Remember, how again and again I returned to the
charge. I bear good and evil fortune alike; I am
inexorable, like the serpent at the root of the tree.
'Fore God, I am no sluggard or weakling. I am
the deaf adder, from whose bite none may recover,
whose sting renders a man sleepless. I am a man
who shatters what he strikes, who turns to cinders
what he kindles. At the battle of Harir the foemen

! Hishdm ibn al Kalbf is the author from whom this is taken.
Of course this incident belongs to a later period in ‘Amr’s career—
after the conquest of Egypt.
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knew me for the most dauntless of heart, the
strongest of hand, the staunchest defender of the
flag. To me in comparison with my traducer may
be applied the words of the poet,

“ If the tree of mine honour be made of gold,
Shall I not esteem it of higher worth
Than to be placed in competition with vile weeds?

"

Language like this seems to reveal the man in all
his self-confidence and consciousness of power. In
the dispute which followed the battle of Siffin, ‘Amr
no doubt showed some unscrupulousness. Adh
Dhahabi records how he clove through the false
excuses and hypocrisy of Mu‘awiah at the time of
the battle, exclaiming, ‘O Mu‘awiah, my heart has
burnt with wrath while I have listened to your
pretences. Do you think that we are rebelling
against ‘Ali because our claims are more rightful
than his ? No, fore God; it is only that we fly like
dogs upon the riches of this world; and by God, 1
swear that you shall give me a share in your wealth,
or else I fight not upon your side.’ In the matter of
the arbitration his action reads like a breach of faith
with Abfi Msid. The latter thereafter always
mingled in his prayers curses against ‘Amr, and he
insulted his enemy, saying, ‘‘Amr’s likeness is the
likeness of a dog; if you drive him away, he puts
forth his tongue ; and if you leave him alone, he puts
forth his tongue !’  And you,’ retorted ‘Amr, ‘are the
donkey laden with books, and none the wiser for
them !’

Ibn al Hajar records that one of his friends said
of ‘Amr, ‘I have never met a man who understood
the Kuran better, or had a nobler character, or was
more honest and open in his dealings.” One named
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Jabiz is quoted as saying, ‘I never met a man more
learned in the Book of God than Omar. When
I was in Mu‘awiah’s company, I found none more
gentle,.  When I was with ‘Amr, I found a man of
most intelligent conversation, a most excellent com-
panion and counsellor” One or two more brief
anecdotes may be given, bringing out his good-
heartedness, his candour of mind, and his love of
musical measure. When he was reproached once
for riding an old and ill-favoured mule, he replied,
‘I do not grow tired of a beast that has carried me
well, nor of a wife who makes my life happy by her
society, nor of a friend who keeps my secrets.” On
another occasion he had a dispute with Al Mughirah
ibn Sha‘'bah, who lost his temper and used some
strong language. ¢ Will ye insult me, ye family of
Husais ?’ cried ‘Amr, blazing with fury. But ‘Amr’s
son ‘Abdallah was standing by, and when he called
out ‘ Verily we belong to God! you have uttered
the war-cry of the tribes, which is forbidden,” the
father accepted the son’s rebuke and freed thirty
slaves as an act of repentance. DBut it was in his
younger days at Medina that, after listening to
ZiyAd’s eloquent Khutbah, he exclaimed, ‘How
marvellous a talent hath God granted to that youth!
Verily if he were a son of the tribe of the Kuraish,
it were easy for him to drive the Arab nation before
him with a switch 1

Such anecdotes might doubtless be multiplied.
But enough has been said to show what manner
of man ‘Amr was. Putting together some of his
characteristics, one may note that he combined great
power of brain and body with great enthusiasm :

! This story is from ‘Uméirah’s Yaman (ed. Kay), p. 219. That
about the mule is from Abfi 'l Mahésin.
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he had an iron will and unfaltering courage, yet
measured aright the advantage which coolness and
skill possess over mere valour. In matters of
religion and ceremonial he was devout, and, though
fiercely swayed at times by worldly motives, yet in
the main upright and high-principled. He was not
unlearned, as the times went; indeed he was held
to be the cleverest! of the Arabs, and one of the
most accomplished ; passionately fond of music and
verse; gifted with imagination, a good talker. In
‘Amr there mingled something at once of soldier,
saint, adventurer, and poet. Frank and open in his
bearing, heroic in aim and action, he possessed
great charm of presence and manner—that talisman
which so often avails great men to transmute
admiration into personal devotion.

Such was the captain of the four thousand horse-
men who were bent on wresting Egypt from the
grasp of the Caesars.

! Makin, p.39. See also references to “Amr in W. Nassau Lees’
Conquest of Syria in Bibliotheca Indica, vol. i.



CHAPTER XV
OPENING OF THE CAMPAIGN

Action of Cyrus. Refutation of the story that the Arabs were
bought off by payment of tribute. Siege and capture of Pelusium.
Desert march to Bilbais. Capture of the town after much fighting.
The Arabs arrive at Tendunias or Umm Dfinain. Indecisive
engagements. Dangerous condition of the Muslim force. ‘Amr’s
resolve to invade the Fayfim. Capture of Tendunias.

THE alarm was now sounded through Egypt, and
Cyrus,the Mukaukas, heard that the dreaded Saracens
were coming. Some measures of defence he had
taken already: a moat had been dug round the
great castle of Babylon near Memphis, other forts
had been strengthened, and the walls of many cities
which had suffered in the Persian invasion were
repaired!. But it is false to say that Cyrus now
bought off the Arabs by a promise of tribute, That
is the statement which Theophanes makes, or seems
to make 2. But most unfortunately the Greek
historians are quite in the dark both as to the facts
and as to the order of events at this period. Nice-
phorus?® is even worse than Theophanes, and the

! This is clear from the language of the prophecy in the Vie de
Shenoudi (Mém. Miss. Arch. Frang. t. iv. 1. p. 340).

2 Corp. Hist. Scripl. Byzant. t. 44, p. 167: ‘They march on
Egypt. Cyrus, bishop of Alexandria, Aearing of the allack bestirred
himself, and under a convention promised, in fear of their avarice,
that Egypt would pay 200,000 dinirs yearly as tribute. . .. So for
three years he saved Egypt from ruin, Cyrus was then accused
before the Emperor of paying Egyptian gold in tribute to the
Arabs’—and there follows an account of Cyrus’ supersession by
Manuel! I shall further deal with this at the close of the book.

3 He declares that ¢ while Heraclius was still in the East, he sent
John, Duke of Barcaina, against the Saracens in Egypt,’ and he
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writer of the Chronicon Orientale worse than either?,
They neither examined nor understood what they re-
corded, and their confusion of dates and perversion
of truth are such that they have served only*as false
lights, luring into quagmires nearly every modern
writer who has followed them 2 But it must suffice

tells of some battles and some proposals for a treaty with ‘Amr, who
was to marry the Emperor’s daughter and become a Christian !
And all this is said to have happened before Heraclius quitted
Syria, i. e. before September, 636, when the invasion of Egypt had
not been even thought of.

! It alleges that when the Muslims appeared, Heraclius withdrew
all the Roman troops from Egypt up to Syene, and paid tribute for
ten years to the Muslims until all his treasure was exhausted. It
would be difficult to say what period of ten years is intended: but
the statement probably refers to events in Syria. If it means that
Heraclius paid tribute for Egypt, it can only be described as utterly
unfounded. It is curious to find the Cairo MS. of Severus giving
almost the same story in the same words, with this exception, that
it makes the period eight years instead of ten. In the British Museum
MS. the passage has become childish nonsense. But it is clear that
the Coptic writer of the Chronicon Orienfale had Severus before
him. Severus must have borrowed from Greek sources this story
of tribute, but he never troubled to reconcile it with his narrative
of the Arab invasion and the persecution of Cyrus. This legend
about tribute is quite unknbwn to the Muslim historians.

2 Perhaps the best example of this misleading is seen in Lebeau
(Historre du Bas Empire), who from p. 272 in vol. xi becomes totally
unreliable. He actually places the incidents connected with Manuel
before the invasion of ‘Amr. Drapeyron is equally deceived
(L’ Empereur Héraclius, p. 396) ; and so are the English historians
from Gibbon to Bury. The latter follows Lebeau about Manuel
(Later Roman Empire, vol. ii. p. 269, n. 3). Mr. Milne also, in
Egypt under Roman Rule (p. 115), alleges that the Arabs were at
first bought off by subsidies, quoting Paulus Diaconus, xviii. 579.
But Paul’s authority is quite worthless. His story here is a mere
transcript of Theophanes, who, as I have shown, is most inaccurate
in all that concerns the Saracen conquest. What hitherto has
passed for history on the subject of ‘Amr’s invasion may be seen
summarized in an article in the Asiatic Quarferly Review by an
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here to say that there is not a word of truth in the
story of tribute paid to stave off the conquest of
Egypt. There is no whisper or hint of any such
arrangement in any single Oriental writer—Persian,
Arabic, Syriac, or Coptic—with the exception of the
passage in Severus copied by the Chronzcon Orientale.
The idea is a mere blunder of the Greek historians,
a distorted image of a totally different and much
later transaction, as will be set forth in due order.
It was needful at the outset to sweep aside this
misconception ; but the way is now clear to follow
‘Amr on his march through the desert.

From the valley of ‘Arish with its groves of palm
the road passed nearly due westward, but away from
the coast, through a waste of desert, relieved by
occasional watering-places and villages. It was the
immemorial high-road to Egypt—the road which
had witnessed the passage of the first prehistoric
settlers in Egypt, the passage of Abraham, of Jacob
and Joseph, of Cambyses, Alexander, and Cleopatra’,
of the Holy Family, and lately of the Persian

Oriental writer of some ability, S. Khuda Bukhsh (July, 1901). He
writes thus: ¢‘Amr was not received as an enemy but hailed as
a deliverer. The Patriarch Cyrus, in concert with Mukaukas (1),
fondly hoped to stave off the horror of war by paying an annual
tribute to the Saracens, but Heraclius rejected the proposal and
sent Manuel to defend the province,’ &c. There is hardly a word
of truth in all this. The same must be said of Ockley’s account of
the Saracen conquest, which is probably responsible for most of the
erroneous versions current in modern histories. To what strange
developments these false views about Cyrus and false stories about
tribute can lead in the hands of an imaginative writer is shown by
Drapeyron, who makes Cyrus a ‘rusé Syrien,’ who stopped the
invasion at the Isthmus of Suez by a tribute of 200,000 gold pieces,
part of which he raised on the credit of the Mukaukas | (L’ Empereur
Heraclius, p. 396).
! John of Nikiou, p. 407.

BUTLER P
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invaders. It was the road of merchants, travellers,
and pilgrims at all times, and of the many caravans
which here linked Asia to Africa. A few miles
before reaching Pelusium the way trends north-west-
wards, plunging among dunes or moving sandhills;
but no Roman soldiers were met by the Arabs till
they came within sight of the city.

Pelusium, the Coptic Peremoun and the Arabic
Al Farami, seems to have stood on an eminence
about a mile and a half from the sea; it possessed
2 harbour, possibly connected with the town by
1 canal, and the Pelusiac arm of the Nile here
joined the sea. The city was ancient and strongly
fortified, full of old Egyptian monuments, as well
as churches and monasteries!; and as the key of
Egypt on the eastern side, it was a place of
the greatest importance, commanding the desert
approaches, the coast, and a waterway leading into
the Delta. Yet it seems to have been poorly
defended. The Persians, who were practised in the
art of siege warfare, had captured it with very little
fighting, and they probably had made havoc with
its walls, wrecking them in parts, as they wrecked
the churches. Still the Romans had warning enough,
and might easily have repaired the damage.

But the Arabs under ‘Amr had no engineering
skill or resources, and they had to capture the city
by storm or starvation. We do not know the

! See Abfi Salih, p. 164, and my note there. It may be added that
the tomb of Galen, the physician, was shown at Pelusium according
to Istakhri (Bibl Geog. Arab., ed. de Goeje, pt. i. p. 53). At
present the site of Pelusium is marked by red mounds which may
be seen in the distance from the Suez Canal. There are some
remains of buildings said to be Roman, but it is greatly to be
hoped that the site may be explored scientifically.
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numbers of the garrison: but it is clear that the
Saracen force was too weak to beleaguer the place,
and there were frequent sallies. Desultory fighting
lasted a month—or two months according to one
authority '—till at last one of the gates was seized
in the repulse of a sally, and the city was taken,
The first Arab to force his way through the gate
was called Asmaika® ibn Wa‘lah as Sab4i‘2 Makrizi
and Abfi 'l Mahésin (who copied from him) mention
a report that the Copts aided the Arabs at the siege,
but it is certainly baseless. It seems a mere revival
of the old falsehood which charged the Copts with
aiding the Persians. It occurs, I believe, in no
writer before the fourteenth century, and it seems
refuted by the story of the capture which I have
given. It is also inconsistent with the fact that the
Arabs not only burnt the shipping and dismantled
the fortress3, but also, like the Persians, destroyed the
remnant of the churches in Pelusium# Finally, the
charge is in direct antagonism to the statement of
the nearly contemporary John of Nikiou?® who says
that the Copts did not lend any aid to the Muslim
forces until after the enemy had taken possession
of Faym and all its territory. What point of time
this denotes is doubtful : it is certain that it was

! Y4kt says two months; Eutychius, Makrizi, and others one
month.

2 Al Kindi, quoted by Suyfti.

8 Severus, Brit. Mus. MS., p. 105. It was rebuilt later, and was
not finally demolished until Baldwin I utterly destroyed it before
his retreat in 1515-6 A.D.

¢ Abf S4lih, p. 168.

5 p. 559. Weil, who adopts and exaggerates this story against
the Copts in his Geschichte der Chalifen, had not seen John’s
chronicle. He is in any case rather a compiler than a student or
critic of this period.

P2
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subsequent to the capture of Babylon, and that the
aid then given was very partial and limited.

By the reduction of Faram4 the Arab forces had
now secured their only line of communication, and of
retreat in case of disaster. They had also formed
some measure of the gigantic task which lay before
them, if they were ever to capture the far more
powerful fortress of Babylon and the mighty city of
Alexandria. ‘Amr must have realized that without
the promised reinforcements he was doomed to
failure ; and he knew that reinforcements could
come by Farami alonel. He could spare no troops
to hold the town, and he was therefore more than
justified in razing its defences, and making it useless
to the enemy, if recaptured. What the Romans
were about meanwhile, it is difficult to conjecture.
Cyrus must have known that it was merely a question
of time, when the Muslim forces overrunning Syria

! This consideration quite refutes Ibn Khaldin's extraordinary
statement that ¢ The Arabs besieged ‘Ain Shams (Heliopolis) and
sent Abrahah ibn as Saffih to besiege Farami, and Anf ibn
MAlik to besiege Alexandria’! (K#/db al ‘abar wa Diwdn al mubtads*
wal Khabar fi atyam al ‘Arab, &c., supplement to pt. ii. p. 114).
But Ibn Khaldin’s story is utterly discredited: for example, he
makes Bab-al-YQin the first point attacked, and from that ‘Amr
marches through the Delta to Misr! He thus confuses Pelusium
with Babylon. Finally he makes ‘Ain Shams the scene of a long
siege, thus confusing that place also with Babylon. He has clearly
copied or corrected various MSS. without the smallest under-
standing either of their history orjof their geography. It is Ibn al
Athir who also says, ‘The first place captured was Bab-al-Y{in, and
the next march was to Misr’ (ed. C. J. Tornberg, vol. ii. p. 440).
I may add that Makrizi quotes Saif ibn ‘Umar as the authority for
the dispatch of a force from ‘Ain Shams to Alexandria: but such
a march would have been almost a physical impossibility, and, from
a military point of view, it would, even if possible, have been an
act of sheer madness.
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would turn their arms against Egypt. The event
was bound to come. Common prudence would have
established posts of observation along the desert, at
least as far out as “Arish, to give timely warning;
and would have prepared an army to concentrate on
Pelusium. Had the Romans sent only 10,000 men
to harass ‘Amr’s line of march, or had they mustered
such an army under the fortress, they could scarcely
have failed to rout and crush the little force of
Arabs, although even that result might not have
deferred for long the fate of Egypt. Instead of
that, they did nothing. They trusted to the normal
garrison to defend the town; and though they were
in a sense surprised by the sudden advance of the
Arabs, yet during the month of siege they sent no
troops to its relief or rescue. Their tame and
needless loss of Pelusium was their first great
blunder in the war; is it possible that one may call
it the first act in the great betrayal of the Empire
by Cyrus? Had he already formed in his mind the
plan for rendering the patriarchate of Alexandria
independent of Constantinople by an alliance with
the Arabs against the Empire? On no other theory
does it seem possible to explain his action, at least
in its later developments.

It was now past the middle of January, 640 a.D.,
which year nearly coincided with the Muslim A.n.
191, when ‘Amr resumed his march. His losses
in the recent fighting were more than made good
by a number of Beduins who, scenting war and
plunder, had flocked to his standard?. From the

! A.H. 19 began on January 2, 640, and ended with December 20,
64o0.

2 Makrizi says that at Jabal al Jaldl the tribe of Rashidah and
some of the tribes of Lakhm joined ‘Amr. In the previous century,
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salt-encrusted country round Pelusium he passed
over a stretch of white shell-strewn sand, till he
reached the ancient Migdol ! to the south-west, thence
to the point now known as Al Kantarah on the Suez
Canal. Here the desert changes to a hard and
pebbly surface, while its monotony is relieved by a
few green patches of vegetation and reedy brackish
lagoons. The Arabs kept to the desert, and probably
made for Salahiah. Most ancient conquerors of
Egypt, like Cambyses, took a different route, striking
nearly due west from Pelusium to Synhar and Tanis,
and thence up through the Delta to Bubastis?: but
by this time the swamps round Lake Manzélah had
spread so as to render that route more difficult.
Besides, ‘Amr’s army were all mounted, and had no
means of bridging canals or rivers. Moving then
from Salahiah or Kassassin nearly due south, ‘Amr
crossed the hills® of the W4di Tumil4t near the

c. 565 A.D, Antoninus Martyr, who passed this way from his visit to
the Holy Places, speaks of a great Saracen idol and festival as held
on Mount Horeb, and of predatory Beduins as roaming the desert
near ¢Phara,’ which may be the same as Farami or Pelusium
(Palestine Pilgrims Text Society, vol. ii. pp. 30-33). The Lakhm,
however, were not Arabs: see Ibn Dukmak, part iv. p. 5.

! Jacques de Vitry seems to mention Migdol when he says,
¢ Beyond Pharamia (Al Faram4) comes another ancient city, which
stands in the wilderness near the sea-shore’: but he is very con-
fused, for he continues, ‘and next to it is the city of Belbeis, which
is called Pelusium and is five stadia from the sea-shore’ (Palestine
Pilgrims Text Society, vol. xi. p. 14).

? John of Nikiou, p. 392. The present Arabic names of these
towns are Sanhfr, $4n, and Tall Bastah or Zagazig.

® This expression comes from Severus (Brit. Mus. MS,,p. 105),and
it is adopted by Abfi §ilih (p. 71). I do not see what other hills
could be meant than those of the Wadi Tumildt. The Cairo MS.
says that they ‘took the hills’ (jabal), which may mean merely
“kept to the desert.’
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place now known for the battle of Tall al Kabir ;
and when once he was clear of the WAd], there
remained but a short and easy march between him
and Bilbais.

Here, however, the Roman forces began to show
some resistance. Their scouts had watched the
progress of the Arabs across the desert, but there
had been no fighting beyond some trifling skirmishes,
The story that two bishops, called Abd Maryam and
Abl MaryAm (or Abl Martdm), were sent by the
Mukaukas to parley with the Arabs, is somewhat
legendary?. No bishops of such name ever existed,
and the incident may be a myth which has arisen
from the boundless confusion caused in the minds
of Arab historians by the perusal of documents in
which matters of legend and history are hopelessly
intermingled, while the text has been corrupted at
the hand of careless copyists. Yet there is reason
to think that some sort of deputation headed by
a bishop did parley with ‘Amr at this time. Tabari
even relates that ‘Amr urged the Copts to assist the
Muslim forces on the ground of the kinship subsist-
ing between Copts and Arabs through Hagar. The
Copts, however, argued that this relationship was
somewhat shadowy, whereupon ‘Amr granted them
four days to consider the matter. But the Roman
general had no need to ponder arguments of this
kind. Artaban, as he is called by Arab writers, or
Aretion as he should be called, was probably the
same person as the Roman governor of Jerusalem 2,

! Ibn al Athir seems responsible for this story, which I have
examined and refuted in the Appendix, ¢ On the Identity of the
Mukaukas.’

* See ante, p. 195. The corruption of eyl into yeb)\ is
obvious: Abii’l Mahdsin gives the correct form,
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who, as we have seen, fled to Egypt when the city
was about to surrender to Omar. As general of the
Roman troops he decided to force a battle, and on
the second day after the parley he surprised the
Arab camp by a fierce onslaught at night. But
the result was disastrous, and his force was cut to
pieces. Still the town of Bilbais was strong enough
to detain ‘Amr for a full month, during which frequent
encounters took place, and its capture caused some
loss to the invaders. On the other hand, the Romans
are said to have lost 1,000 in killed and 3,000
prisoners 2,

‘Amr was now but one day’s march from the head
of the Delta. He passed by Heliopolis, and still
skirting the cultivated land, aimed for a point on
the Nile called Umm Danain, which lay to the
north of Babylon, in what is now the heart of

! Tbn Khaldfin.

? So much may be believed of the entertaining legend about
Armanfisah, daughter of Al Mukaukas, told by Wakidi., He
relates that she was on her way to Caesarea to marry Constantine,
son of Heraclius, when, learning that Caesarea was besieged by
the Arabs, she returned to Egypt with all her servants and treasures,
and reached Bilbais, only to be besieged by ‘Amr’s forces. ‘Amr
is said to have treated her with chivalrous regard, and to have
restored her with all her jewels to her father. I need not waste
time in dissecting this legend: the fact that Al Mukaukas was
Patriarch of Alexandria would alone be decisive in disproving it.
The story is given by Quatremere (Mém. Hist, et Géog. t. i.
p. 53), and upon it is based the historical novel Armenosa
of Egyp! by the Very Rev. C. H. Butcher, D.D. It is worth
adding that ‘Armanfisah’ is given as the old name of Armant
by Ab@ $alih (p. 279). Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam with similar un-
reality speaks of the wife of Al Mukaukas, and tells a story
about a vineyard which she owned and flooded, so that Lake
Mareotis was formed. It i1s a pity that these myths, which are
often inspired by the fancy of the Arabian Nights, must be
banished from the domain of history.
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Cairo. But the Roman troops were at length more
alert, and were not prepared to allow the seizure of
this fortified position, with its harbour and shipping,
which were both of great strategical value. The
commander-in-chief of all the Roman forces in Egypt
at this time was Theodore, a dilatory and incom-
petent general, who had only just discovered that he
had something more than a raid of Beduins to deal
with, Cyrus, the Mukaukas, the Viceroy of Egypt
and imperial Patriarch of Alexandria, seems now to
have hurried up with Theodore to the fortress of
Babylon, where enough troops were assembled to put
in the field against the Arabs. Umm Dnain itself
was strongly held, and the main force of the Romans,

! There is, I think, no doubt that this place, called by the Arabs
Umm Didnain, is the same as that called by John of Nikiou
Tendunias. If the initial letter, which doubtless represents the
Coptic feminine article, is removed, the resemblance between the
two names is close enough. Zotenberg (p. 557, n. 2) is mistaken
in putting Tendunias to the sou/% of the fortress of Babylon. The
course of the narrative makes this improbable : but further Umm
Dfinain is expressly identified by Yakfit and Makrizi with a place
which they call Al Maks, situated on the west bank of the canal
(i.e. Trajan’s canal) and on the river Nile. Makrizi adds that at
the time of the conquest it formed the harbour for Misr. Now
it is well known that the original Al Maks occupied what is now
the Esbekfah Garden of Cairo. The Nile, which passed under the
walls of Babylon and Dair Abf ’s Saifain, ran considerably to the
east of the present channel, and after rounding Al Kabsh the stream
passed north to the position indicated. Here then, near the
Esbekiah, must be placed the Roman fort of Tendunias, with the
harbour and docks of Misr, and this is the scene of the fighting.
The name Tendunias probably is derived from the Coptic
Tantomac, as M, Casanova suggests, and the Arabic is a mere
echo of the sound without meaning. ‘That the Nile should have so
far shifted its course in twelve centuries is not surprising; and Ibn
Dukmék leaves no doubt on the subject. See also Prof. Lane-
Poole’s Cairo, plan on p. 256.
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secure behind the massive walls of their fortress,
could choose their own moment for attack and for
retreat. Several weeks accordingly passed in a
series of indecisive engagements, which hurt the
Romans little, but wore down slowly the numbers of
the Muslims, already perilously weak for the enter-
prise on which they had ventured.

Indeed ‘Amr was now in a somewhat serious
predicament. He had reconnoitred the country
round, and found that he could not hope with his
present forces either to invest or to storm the castle
of Babylon, nor even to seize the city of Misr, which
adjoined and nearly surrounded it. The recent
battles had not been so uniformly in favour of the
Muslims as their enthusiasm and their fighting powers
had led them to anticipate. It was known that Omar
had promised to forward reinforcements, and ‘Amr
now sent urgent dispatches to press for their arrival.
But there was no sign of their coming. Every day’s
delay was now a gain to the enemy, and it seemed
that the issue of the war hung in the balance:
either scale might prove the scale of victory!. But
though the position was critical, it was not in the
nature of the Saracen general to despair or to think
of retreat. Recognizing, however, the fact that his
main objective, the capture of Babylon, was for the
moment out of reach, ‘Amr resolved on a diversion
of singular boldness. His project was nothing less
than to make a dash for the Faym, a rich province
some fifty miles further south, but on the opposite or
western bank of the Nile. For this purpose the

! The Arab writers admit this. Makrizl says that at Umm
Dfinain ‘ there was much fighting, and victory delayed,” while Abtt
'l Mahésin’s words are even stronger—* there was much fighting,
and it was now doubtful which side would have the victory.’
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undisputed possession of Umm Dfinain was essential,
at least for a time ; and he resolved to achieve it at
all costs. How the place was carried is not known,
but the demand which ‘Amr made on the endurance
of his men is shown by an anecdote of this period.
He was speaking sternly to some of them, in whom
he had noticed a failure of strength or of heart,
when a trooper murmured, ‘We are not made of
iron!’ ‘Silence, you dog!’ roared the commander.
‘If T am a dog, rejoined the trooper, ‘you are a
leader of dogs’—a remark which turned the laugh
against ‘Amr, and which seems to have gone un-
punished. But the task was accomplished, and the
capture of Umm Donain established ‘Amr’s force
on the Nile banks, and enabled him to seize boats
enough to transport his diminished army across
the river

! The Chronicle of John of Nikiou, our most important authority,
which is a total blank as regards the earlier part of the invasion,
now begins to deal with the movements of the Arabs. The blank
most unfortunately covers the whole reign of Heraclius from his
accession to this point. It is most lamentable that all the leaves
with John’s account of the Persian wars, of the Persian occupation
of Egypt, and of the ten years’ persecution, have been entirely lost,
while those that remain are in the most puzzling disorder. It is
certain that some chapters are entirely out of place in the text: it
is equally certain that whole sentences are out of place in some
chapters: while repetitions and omissions make confusion worse
confounded. But there seems no doubt that this raid into the
Fayfim took place at the time and in the order I have given. Itis
not mentioned, I believe, by any Arab historian. Indeed Suyftf,
who appears to be quoting Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, says that though
‘Amr after the capture of Misr sent troops of horsemen to the
towns and villages round about, yet the Faylim remained unknown
to the Arabs for a year (Husn al Muhddarahk, p. 85). This is in
direct contradiction to John’s story, but there can be no hesitation’
in preferring the seventh-century native historian. Balddhuri, who
wrote in the ninth century (about 150 years after John), puts the
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capture of the town of Heliopolis, of the Fayfim, of Ushmfinain,
and Upper Egypt generally after the fall of Babylon (Fu/h al
Bulddn, p. 217): but as regards Heliopolis the mistake is so indis-
putable that it may be safely presumed with regard to the other
places. Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam’s account of the occupation of the
Fayfim, as cited by Makrizi, is given by Quatremere, Mém. Géog. ef
Hist, t. i. pp. 407 seq.



CHAPTER XVI
BATTLE OF HELIOPOLIS

Amr’s raid on the Fayfim. The Roman position. Capture of
Bahnasi. John, general of militia, slain. Roman movement from
Nikiou to Babylon. Partial failure of the raid and retreat of ‘Amr.
Arrival of Muslim reinforcements. Arab armies unite at Heliopolis.
Roman forces advance from Babylon to give battle. *Amr’s tactics.
Defeat of the Romans. Second capture of Tendunias and occupa-
tion of the Fayim. Treatment of Roman officials.

As soon as the passage of the river was safely
accomplished, ‘Amr’s force marched southward by
the cultivated land to Memphis. This ancient city
(which has now completely disappeared) had been
falling into decay ever since the foundation of
Alexandria : but vast ruins and remains still marked
the site of the capital of the Pharaohs at this time,
and there were still a good many inhabited houses,
although the town of Misr, which lay mostly south
of Babylon on the opposite side of the Nile, had
become far more populous and important and had
even usurped the name of Memphis!. It was here,

! The remains of Mempbhis are recorded in the tenth century by
Ibn al Fakih, who heard from an old man of a great palace which
wag in one block of stone. He himself oddly remarks, * Memphis,
the city of Pharaoh, has seventy gates and walls of iron and
copper’ (Bbl. Geog. Arab. part vi. pp. 58 and 73). Yakibi,
rather earlier, says, ¢ The city of Memphis is falling into ruin.
The town in the region round Kagr ash Shama’ was undoubtedly a
Pharaonic settlement. Pharaonic monuments have been found
there: one well-known statue stood near the southern gate of the
fortress, and stones with hieroglyphic inscriptions have been found
in the fortress walls. This town was called Misr, but Misr and
Menf seem sometimes interchanged. Thus ‘Abd al Latif says,
“Then there are the monuments which are in Migr al Kadfmah:
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perhaps, from the western bank that the Saracen army
first had a clear view of the city of Misr and the
great towers of Babylon rising from the water’s edge
across the isle of Raudah. A nature like ‘Amr’s
may have been stirred as he surveyed the Pyramids
on his right, the Nile and Babylon on his left, and
the ruins of Memphis about him, though his troop
of desert warriors, as they threaded among the palm-
groves, recked but little of the ancient civilization or
of the Roman or Byzantine buildings that met their
gaze.

The course of their journey is far from clear.
The city of Piom or Faylm was held by the
governor Domentianus, while Theodosius the Pre-
fect of the province was with Anastasius, Prefect of
Alexandria, in the Delta not far from Nikiou. The
defence of the province was entrusted to John?,
general of the militia or local levies, with John of
Maér6s under his orders. The points of entrance to
the Faylm were strongly guarded, and in particular
a post of observation was established by the Romans

and this city is by Al Jizah beyond Fustit, and it is the city which
the Pharaohs dwelt in, and which was the seat of the kingly govern-
ment’ (ed. J. White, p. 117). The term Misr seems to have had
almost a generic force: thus Al Misrain (the two cities) is used of
Kffah and Bosrah by Ibn Khallikidn (ed. de Slane, vol. iv. p. 204):
but in Egypt as a rule it meant the town on the eastern bank of
the Nile by Babylon.

! Zotenberg (p. 554, n. 1) identifies this John with the John,
Duke of Barca or Barcaina, mentioned by Nicephorus. I have
shown that Nicephorus’ story of the invasion is totally untrust-
worthy (p. 207 supra); still this John was a person of importance,
and there is every reason to think that he was directly com-
missioned by Heraclius. For it was doubtless the same ‘general
of the militia> who had brought the famous Ecthesis from Sergius
to Cyrus, and who with the Ecthesis brought the cross referred to
by John of Nikiou. See supra, p. 182, and note.
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at Hajar al L4h0n? to keep watch over the enemy
and report his movements to John, who was stationed
on the pank of the river. A force of cavalry and
archers was also sent against the Arabs to arrest
their march. The Saracen army seem to have
found it impossible to break through the Roman
cordon, and edged off to the desert hills, capturing
a large quantity of cattle on the way. They
advanced in this way to a town called Bahnas},
which they took by storm, and slaughtered all
before them—men, women, and children2 “‘Amr
now faced about suddenly, as he heard that John
with a small force of fifty men had been following
him and spying his movements, and was at some
distance from his supports. John, realizing his
danger, endeavoured by a rapid retreat to regain
his camp at Abait® at no great distance on the
bank of the Nile. His troop marched by night,

! For information on this place reference may be made to
Drs. Grenfell and Hunt's Faydm Towns and their Papyri,p. 13 and
pl xviii. Al Lihin was on the Bahr Yfsuf, about ten miles from
the city of Fayfim, and it blocked the mouth of the valley dividing
the mountain ranges which encircled the Arsinoite nome. It was
a place of great strategic importance for the defence of the pro-
vince. See also Mas*idi, op. cit., pp. 385=6.

% John of Nikiou, p. 555. The story of the massacre must be
believed: it was not against the laws of war at that time, and we
shall find other instances of the same thing. The Bahnasi here
meant was of course in the Fayim district, and not the well-known
Bahnas4, which marks the site of the ancient Oxyrhynchus: this was
fifty miles further south. See Amélineau, Géog. Copte, p. 92.

8 The position of Abfiit is uncertain. Zotenberg identifies it
with the place of that name in the province of Lycopolis or Sifit,
but this is absolutely impossible, as that place is considerably
further south than Bahnasi. Amélineau (Géog. Copte, p. 3) shows
that there were two places called Abfiit, and the one here in
question must be that now in the mQdiriah of Banisuaif. It lies
near Bfisir Kfiridus, nearly due east of Hajar al Lahn.
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taking cover by day in palm-groves and thickets.
But their hiding-place was betrayed to ‘Amr by
a Beduin chief, They were surrounded agd slain
to the last man. The general Johnand his lieutenant
both perished, for the Arabs took no prisoners.

When the commander-in-chief Theodore heard
of this disaster, he broke into loud lamentations.
Too late as usual, he now hurried all available
troops up the river to the island of Lokyodn, while
Anastasius and Theodosius hastened from Nikiou
to the castle of Babylon to strengthen the garrison.
From Babylon, however, a further force was sent
under a general named Leontius to the Roman
camp at Abait. On reaching the camp, Leontius,
who was obese and indolent and knew nothing of
war, found that the Egyptian forces were already
in touch with the Arabs, and that Theodore, who
had thrown his troops into the city of Faym, was
making frequent sorties against the Arab head
quarters at Bahnasi. Judging that ‘Amr would
soon be repulsed from that region, he left only
half of his men with Theodore, and returned with
the other half to report what he had seen to the
commanders at Babylon.

i There is no doubt that the Saracens failed to
capture the city of Fay(im, and that they now began
to retire down the river northward again. Theodore
gave orders to search for the body of John the
general, which had been thrown into the Nile.
It was recovered at last with a net, and embalmed;
then it was placed on a bier with every sign of
mourning, and carried down the river to Babylon,

! Zotenberg translates ‘le chef des partisans,’ but Dr. Charles
renders ‘the chief of the brigands,’” by whom are doubtless meant
the marauding dwellers in the desert.
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whence it was sent on to Heraclius. The defeat
and death of John made a deep impression on the
Emperor, who lost no time in signifying his dis-
pleasure to Theodore; and the commander-in-chief,
knowing that he must have been judged guilty of
John’s death upon reports from Theodosius and
Anastasius, conceived a bitter enmity against those
officers.

But it was not mere failure which brought about
the retirement of the Arabs from the Faytm. Indeed
‘Amr had probably done more than he had expected.
He had extricated his army from a dangerous position
at Tendunias, and had removed it to a place of
comparative safety: he had kept it employed and
had won several successes, if no very great victory:
and above all he had gained time. The long-delayed
reinforcements were now coming, and it was the
news of their arrival which caused the Muslim chief
to retrace his steps for the purpose of meeting them.
Theodore, likewise, came down the river again with
his troops to the fortress of Babylon, where a large
army had assembled from different quarters of
Egypt.

The expedition to the Fayim had started about
the beginning of May, and it had taken some weeks
—weeks which had been worse than wasted for the
Romans, while they greatly advantaged the Arabs.
It was probably on June 62 that the second Muslim

! This fact is a further proof that John had a direct commission
from the Emperor. Theodore evidently relied on John’s military
skill, and was deeply concerned by his death. The direct evidence
that John was the bearer of the famous Ecthesis to Egypt, and that
he brought with him a cross of great sanctity from the Emperor,
has already been given above (p. 182, n. 1).

2 T have shown in the essay on ‘ The Chronology of the Arab

BUTLER Q
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army dispatched by Omar arrived in the neigh-
bourhood of Heliopolis. This contingent was under
the command of a noted leader named Az Zubair
ibn al ‘Awwam, a kinsman and Companion of the
Prophet and one of the six counsellors. The
legion under him numbgred 4,000 men, but was
being followed at a short distance by two other
columns of equal strength, so that the total reinforce-
ments amounted to 12,000 men!. The Nile begins
to rise in its deep channel about midsummer, and
the Romans were anxious to give battle with their
now united forces before the waters overflowed.
But they seem to have failed entirely to prevent
the junction of the divided Saracen army. They

Conquest,’ that the Coptic tradition associates this date with the
appearance of the Arabs in Egypt, and that it cannot possibly
apply to ‘Amr’s first arrival. It may, however, mark the arrival of
the reinforcing army.

! Authorities differ about the numbers. Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam
says 4,000; Balddhur! says 10,000 or 12,000; VYikiit 12,000;
Makrizt quotes from Al Kindf a statement of Yazid’s that “Amr’s
fighting force amounted to 15,500—i.e. an original force of
3,500 augmented by 12,000; while Suyfit? definitely says that
the 12,000 came in detachments—a view also noticed by Makriz{
—and he mentions one detachment, viz. that under Zubair, as con-
sisting of 4,000 men. This explains why some Arab writers allege
that the total of reinforcements was only 4,000 men. John of
Nikiou, curiously enough, gives the same number 4,000, and adds
that their commander, named Walwiry4, was a barbarian, or negro.
The name is unrecognizable, but there was a black commander
named ‘UbAdah in one of the contingents: and, as Zotenberg
remarks, ‘ Walwiryd’ is an obvious corruption. Yakfit makes
‘Ub4dah ibn as $amit, Al Mikdid ibn al Aswad, and Maslamah
ibn Mukhallad leaders each of 1,000 men, and Zubair the same.

There is no sort of confusion not found among Arab historians,
so that it is not surprising to find Makrizl deferring the arrival
of the reinforcements—12,000 men under Zubair—until the time
when the investment of Babylon was proceeding.
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possessed Babylon; they held the command of
the river; and they had reoccupied the fortified
outpost of Umm Dfnain: so that with common
skill and prudence they might have foiled all ‘Amr’s
efforts to recross to the eastern bank, and might
have crushed him while he was thus isolated.

Yet with every advantage in their favour they
did not prevent ‘Amr from stealing or forcing the
passage. It seems likely that he crossed somewhat
lower ddwn, to the north of Umm Donain; for
Trajan’s Canal had silted up from neglect, and
would have presented no obstacle, even had the
Nile already risen. ‘Amr had been aware that the
Muslim reinforcements were marching in two columns
on ‘Ain Shams or Heliopolis, and his position on
the western bank had been decidedly dangerous?:
indeed, he had been seriously alarmed lest the
Romans should, by barring his passage, render it
impossible to join forces with Zubair. But as usual
Theodore lost his opportunity of striking home,
and ‘Amr’s army, elated with their adventures,
marched into the Muslim camp at Heliopolis.

In ancient times Heliopolis had been -one of the
" most famous cities of Egypt. Its name of On?,
familiar in the Mosaic narrative, was still preserved
as the name in common use among the Copts in the

! John’s text in chapter cxii (p. 556) is hopelessly dislocated.
The sentence (1. 2z, ‘Laissant de c6té les villes fortifiées ils
s’étaient dirigés vers une localité nommée Tendounyas et s'étaient
embarqués sur le fleuve,’ refers to the start of the expedition to the
Fayfim ; the next sentence speaks of the capture of Misr; and the
next of the return from the Fayfim! A critical reconstruction of
the text is much wanted. But “Amr’s disquiet at his position comes
out clearly. .

2 Champollion le Jeune has an interesting note on this place,
L' Egypte sous les Pharaons, t. ii. pp. 36—41.

Q2
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seventh century, and that it connoted the idea of
‘sun-city,” expressed in the Greek form Heliopolis,
is not questioned: even the Arabs retained this
idea when they changed the name of the place
to ‘Ain Shams, i.e. Fountain or Well of the Sun .
On had been no less famous for the splendour of
its monuments than for its renown as a religious
centre and seat of learning. When Strabo visited
it six hundred years before this period, although
wars and sieges and the changes of time had over-
thrown and ruined most of the temples and statues,
yet people still pointed out the halls in which Plato
had studied. But when the Arabs came, little of
the ancient grandeur remained beycnd some broken
walls and half-buried sphinxes, and the solitary
obelisk, which stands to this day as a memorial of
a vanished world.

Heliopolis was on a slight eminence and had been
surrounded by a rampart of great thickness, some
traces of which are still visible2 Though it had
no great military importance at this time, yet it was
capable of defence; it was well supplied with water ;
and it was convenient for provisioning the army.
For these reasons ‘Amr retained it as his head

! The modern name Matarfah seems to have prevailed over
‘Ain Shams. The place is well known to travellers for the Virgin’s
Tree, and the fountain by which the Holy Family rested.

2 Although Heliopolis and On are usually identified, the recent
War Office map identifies On with Tall al Yah@idiah and Helio-
polis with Tall al Hassan. The ruins at Tall al Yahfidiah are on
an eminence girt with a crude brick wall, while at Tall al Hassan
there still remains on the south side a rampart twenty feet high.
It must have been at the latter place that ‘Amr camped, as Tall
al Yahfidiah is some twelve miles further north. The entire level
of the country has risen several feet since the seventh century, as is

proved both by the depth to which the obelisk is now sunken and
the depth at which other remains now lie beneath the desert plain.
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quarters, while preparing for the conflict which was
impending. We have already seen that Theodore
at Babylon had been drawing troops from the Delta
towns: but by the time he had massed an army
capable of driving the Muslims out of Heliopolis,
it is probable that the whole of the reinforcements
sent by Omar had arrived, and ‘Amr now found
himself at the head of about 15,000 men, including
some of the most renowned soldiers of Isldm?Z
What numbers the Romans mustered can only be
conjectured. They had a sound estimate of the
enemy’s valour. Earlier in the war a Copt was
overheard expressing astonishment that the Arabs
had dared to enter Egypt and array their handful
of men against the immense forces of the Emperor’s
army; to which another Copt answered that the
Arabs were incapable of yielding—they must either
prove victorious or die to the last man2 Another
story is that the Romans were reluctant to fight,
saying, ‘We have small chance against the men

? Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, according to Abfi ’1 Mahisin, gives the
following list of the chief companions and helpers of the Prophet
with the army. (1) The Companions were ‘Amr and his son
‘Abdallah; Az Zubair; ‘Abdallah, son of the Caliph Omar; Sa‘d
ibn Abt Wakkds (whose presence is disputed); Kharijah ibn
Hudhifah; Kais ibn Abi 'l ‘A‘; as Sahmi; Al Mikddd ibn al
Aswad ; ‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘d ibn Abf Sarh; Nafi* ibn ‘Abd Kais al
Fahri; Abﬁ RAf", the freedman of the Apostle of God; Ibn ‘Ibdah;
‘Abdarrahman and Rabiah, sons of Shurahbil ibn Hasanah; and
Wardén, the freedman of ‘Amr. (2) The Helpers were ‘Ubddah
ibn as SAmit; Muhammad ibn Maslamah; Ab@ Aiyfib Khilid
ibn Yazid ; Abft Dard4 ‘Uwaimir ibn “A4mir, also called ‘Uwaimir ibn
Yazid. The same writer also gives some other names of less illus-
trious Arabs: see An Nujdm az Zdhirah fi Muldk Misr wal
Kdkirah, ed. Juynboll et Matthes (Lugd. Bat. 1885-61), vol i.
p. 22.

2 Abf ’l Mabhésin, p. 8.
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who have conquered Chosroes and Caesar in Syria.
But these stories are from Arab sources, and the
latter is certainly doubtful. It is incontestable,
however, that the Romans had a vast superiority
in numbers, and their forces now available for
battle—apart from fortress garrisons—were not less
than 20,000.

It was evidently ‘Amr’s policy to draw the Roman
army into the open plain away from Babylon; and
when Theodore felt himself strong enough to take
the offensive, his force moved out towards Heliopolis
—a distance of six or seven miles from his camp.
Theodosius and Anastasius were in command of the
cavalry, but the bulk of the Roman army were foot
soldiers—spearmen and archers. ‘Amr’s spies had
given him warning in good time of the enemy’s
intentions, and he had disposed his forces in position.
He himself with the main body of the Arabs would
advance from Heliopolis to meet the Romans: but
under cover of night he detached two other bodies
of troops, placing one not far from Umm Danain
and the other under Khérijah at a point further
east—probably in the fold of the hills?, close to
what is now the citadel of Cairo. The line of the
Roman advance thus lay between the two detached
corps of Arabs, which had orders to fall on the
flank and rear of the enemy when the right oppor-
tunity offered? It was early morning when the

! This is probably the incident mentioned in a wrong connexion
by Makrizi, where he says that ‘Amr sent 500 horsemen under
command of Khérijah that they might hide and fall on the enemy
as they came out from among the monasteries. ¢ They went off by
night and entered the caves of Banfi Wil before morning.” Early
after dawn when the battle began, they surprised the Romans by

falling on their rear and completed their discomfiture.
* Zotenberg finds it difficult to understand the battle in view of
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Roman forces emerged from the gardens and
monasteries which covered the ground north-east-
ward of the fortress, and deployed in the open!.

the distances between the places mentioned. He errs in putting
Tendunias (Umm Dfinain) to the souss of Babylon instead of to
the north. John of Nikiou doubtless regarded it as more norsi-
west, and so he calls the other point in contrast nor?% of Babylon :
but apart from other objections, ‘Amr’s plan of battle is reduced to
absurdity by placing one of his detachments south of Babylon, one
north, and the main army at Heliopolis, Besides, the way to the
south was entirely blocked by the Roman fortress and camp. By
supposing that ‘Amr advanced to meet the Roman army, instead of
waiting at his base, one gets rid of the difficulty about distance.
Moreover, Zotenberg forgets that the Nile flowed much further
east than at present. Place one Arab detachment near the Esbekiah
(Umm Dfinain) and the other near the Citadel or the Red Mountain,
and the course of the battle is clear enough. One more remark.
The ancient Heliopolis covered a far larger area than can now be
easily imagined. This is clear not merely from remains discovered,
but from the express testimony of Ibn Dukmik, who says: ¢ The
city of “Ain Shams in ancient times was of great width and length
and contiguous to ancient Misr on the site of the present Al
Fustit’ (pt. v. p. 43). This must mean, I think, that there was
very little interval between the outskirts of the two towns, though
these outskirts consisted only of scattered houses and churches.

1 My account of the battle of ‘Ain Shams will appear to be
totally at variance with that given by Tabari (ed. Zotenberg, vol. iii.
p. 463). For Tabari alleges that (1) the battle took place after the
capture of Babylon: (2) Al Mukaukas with the Coptic army was
in possession of ‘Ain Shams intending to march on Misr: (3)
‘Amr’s army advanced up to the very gates of ‘Ain Shams: (4) The
Coptic army was broken at the first shock, losing a great number
of killed and prisoners: (5) much booty was taken, and the
prisoners were sent to Medina. It may seem presumptuous to
reject so circumstantial an account; but quite apart from the
necessity of preferring John of Nikiou’s nearly contemporary
evidence, it is quite clear that Tabarf is making a geographical
blunder. His story of the battle is doubtless true, but it was not
the battle of ‘Ain Shams. This is proved (1) by the order of
events; this battle cannot conceivably come after the capture of
Misr, while other battles can and did: and (2) by the fact that



232 1he Arab Conquest of Egypt

They were in complete ignorance of ‘Amr’s stratagem,
but they knew that his main army was marching
from Heliopolis to meet them. The encounter
probably took place about half way between the
two camps, somewhere in the region now called
‘Abbasiah, Both sides knew that on that field
the fate of Egypt would be decided; and both
fought with obstinate courage. But while the
struggle was at its fiercest, the Arab detachment

Tabarf himself virtually admits the blunder in describing ‘Ain
Shams as ‘a considerable town in the country of the Copts and
situaled towards the west! This could only mean either west of
the Nile, or west of the Delta: but “Ain Shams cannot possibly be
described as either. The reference, however, is perhaps to one of
the battles fought between Babylon and Alexandria, of which more
anon: for these were fought in the west,

This mistake of Tabarl (who as a foreigner was ill acquainted
with Egyptian geography) has been a fruitful source of error to
Arab writers like Ibn al Athir, Ibn Khaldfin, &c. It is one more
example of those confusions and perplexities which every historian
of this period finds even in the best authorities, and has to unravel
by the slow labour of criticism and comparison. But I think that
there is a simple and certain explanation of this confusion, which
reappears in other Arab writers. When Ibn al Athir says the
Arab leaders besieged ‘Ain Shams, and makes Zubair mount the
walls of “Ain Shams (as we shall see that he mounted the walls of
Kasr ash Shama’), we have the same confusion. Its origin lies in
the name Babylon. This the Arabs, or some of them, took to
mean Bab-al-On, i.e. gate of On, or gate of Heliopolis, and ‘A
Shams is the Arabic name for Heligpolis. Hence the two places
are confounded: for while Balddhuri clearly says that Fustit at
the time of the conquest was called Ayfin, later writers read this
as Al ¥4» and then took it to mean Oz, i. e, ‘Ain Shams. Naturally,
then, a siege of ‘Ain Shams is constructed upon the error, and
incidents are transferred to it from Babylon.

This solution has not, I think, been given before, but it explains
many difficulties in the Arab writers. The forms B4b-al-Yfn,
City of Lifin, Kagr-al-Yfin, Bib-al-Lik, Lunfah, and Ayfin all
express in various ways the one misunderstanding of the Roman
word Babylon,
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under Kh4rijah issued from the hills, and fell like
a whirlwind on the rear of the Romans. Caught
thus between two forces they fell into disorder, and
moving somewhat to their left towards Umm Dnain
were met and charged by what seemed a third Arab
army, Disorder now turned into disaster, and in
headlong flight they strove to escape the flashing
scimitars of the Arabs. Some few got back to
the fortress by land : many others, pressing towards
the river, seized boats and sailed back to Babylon:
but great numbers perished. The victorious Arabs
took possession of Umm Dfnain a second time.
Of its Roman garrison all but 300 men had
perished in the fight. These survivors retreated to
the fortress of Babylon and shut the gates: but
when they heard of the terrible slaughter which
the Romans had suffered, they lost heart and fled
down the river by boat to Nikiou.

Even tradition is silent as regards the losses on
either side. But it is known that the commander-
in-chief, Theodore, and the two governors, Theo-
dosius and Anastasius, were not among the slain,
Enough Roman troops too were left to form, with
those who had held the fortress during the battle,
an effective garrison. But the advantages of the
victory to the Arabs were enormous. The town
of Misr, which had been hitherto protected by the
Roman army at Babylon, was now at their mercy,
and it was captured without further fighting®. They
were now masters of the whole river-bank, above

1 The heading of c. cxv in John’s Chronicle reads, ¢ Comment
les Musulmans s’empartrent de Misr dans la quatorzitme année
du cycle lunaire,” but there is nothing about the capture in the text,
It is but one proof among a hundred of the utterly defective and
dislocated state of the text,
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and below the fortress, and moving up their camp
from Heliopolis, they pitched it north and east of the
fortress in the region of the gardens and churches—
the region known in subsequent history as Fustat.
Their forces too were now both sufficient to be-
leaguer Babylon and free to concert measures for
its investment. The Roman army was swept away
as a fighting force, and any remnant which escaped
was either shut up within the fortress walls or
scattered through the Delta in panic. Moreover
the news of the Arab victory at once cleared the
city of Faylim of its defenders. For Domentianus,
on learning the result of the battle, evacuated the
city by night, and marched the garrison to Abdit:
there they hastily embarked and fled down the
river to Nikiou, without even telling the people of
Abit that they were abandoning the Fay(im to the
enemy. As soon, however, as the flight of Domen-
tianus was reported to ‘Amr, he flung a body of
troops across the Nile; the towns of Faylm and
Abtit were captured amid scenes of ruthless massacre;
and the whole province was brought under Muslim
dominion.

When the last sparks of resistance had thus been
quenched in the Faylm, ‘Amr directed the troops
there to concentrate at the town of Dalas?® as the
most convenient place of embarkation. The com-
mand of the river had for the moment passed to
the victors—not the least result of the battle. The
Romans still held the fortified island of Raudah in
close connexion with Babylon, maintaining com-
munication by boat between the two strongholds :

! Dalds, the Coptic Tiloj, the Greek Nilopolis, was on the
western bank of the river, south of Memphis, and east of Fay(im
city. See Amélineau, Geog. Cople, p. 136.
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and for a while longer the navigation of the river
remained more or less open, because the Arabs
were as yet no sailors, and they were busy with
further conquest by land. For ‘Amr now recalled
the various troops of horsemen?, which had scoured
the country after the battle of Heliopolis; and he
ordered Apa Cyrus? of Dalds to supply Nile boats
for the transport of the force in the Faylim from
the western to the eastern bank. His intention
was to subjugate the whole province of Misr, which
extended over the apex of the Delta.

The battle of Heliopolis was probably fought
about the middle of July, 640 a.0. Not less than
a fortnight was spent in taking possession of the
Faytim, so that we are brought to the beginning of
August for the expedition to the Delta. ‘Amr
wished to strike a blow there before the rise of the
Nile made it impossible. George, the Prefect of
the province of Misr, had either been captured
when the town was taken or had sent in his sub-

! Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam (quoted by Suyfitl) says that ‘after the
completion of the conquest of Misr (i.e. the town), ‘Amr sent troops
of horsemen to the towns and villages round about” John of
Nikiou says of the same time, ‘Il réunissait auprés de lui toutes
ses troupes pour exécuter de nombreuses expéditions’—a clear
agreement.

? This is the Addkir? in John of Nikiou, p. 559. Zotenberg,
puzzled by the word, remarks, ‘Il n’est pas certain que ce mot soit
un nom propre.” But all shadow of doubt is removed by documents
in Karabacek’s Papyrus Erzherzog Rainer: Fiihrer durch die Aus-
stellung. No. 551 is a letter from the well-known Khirijah
(p. 230 supra) to Apa Cyrus, pagarch of Heracleopolis Magna, and
no. g58, written in Greek and Arabic and dated April 25, 643, is
from ‘Abdallah ibn Jabir to Christophorus and Theodorakius, sons
of the same Apa Cyrus. This latter is the earliest document of
Islim in Egypt, if not in the world. No. 554 gives the same name
again.
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mission. Indeed the terror of the Arabs’ name
now secured all the country within reach of their
sword, save only the fortified places.

But the Delta was covered with waterways, some
of which were unfordable : and George was ordered
at once to have a bridge built over the canal at
Kalitb. ‘And,” says John of Nikiou, ‘people began
to help the Muslims’ It is unfortunate that the
bishop’s language is not more explicit; but, taken
in connexion with the context and with subsequent
passages, this remark seems to prove nothing except
that service was requisitioned from the country folk.
It was, in other words, forced, not voluntary. Indeed
this very passage makes that meaning clear. For
after recording that the Arabs captured the important
towns of Athrib and Mandf with all their territory,
and subjugated the whole province of Misr, the
writer continues, ‘ Not content with that, ‘Amr had
the Roman magistrates arrested and their hands
and feet fettered with chains or logs of wood: he
extorted great sums of money, laid a double tax on
the peasants, whom he forced to bring forage for
his horses, and he committed innumerable acts of
violence” That measures of this kind crushed
resistance, and disposed the people to obey the will
of their conqueror, is not surprising: but so far
there is not a word to show that any section of the
Egyptian nation viewed the advent of the Muslims
with any other feeling than terror.

Although Athrib and Mantf had fallen, the town
of Nikiou, which lay on the western branch of the

! c. cxiii. p. §59. Zotenberg’s rendering, ¢ C’est alors que I'on
commenga & préter aide aux Musulmans,” goes beyond the original,
which merely says ¢ And they began to help the Muslims.’ I think

that the help was for a specific purpose, not general.
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Nile, was too strongly fortified to be taken without
a regular siege, for which neither time nor means
were available. It remained therefore as a link
between Babylon and Alexandria. But the mere
report of the Muslim victories determined the
Roman chiefs who were there to retire on the
capital. They left, however, Domentianus with
a small garrison, and sent to DAires at Samantid
the order to defend the country between the two
branches of the Nile. But the alarm now became
a panic, which spread through every town of Egypt.
From all parts the inhabitants streamed towards
Alexandria, abandoning lands and houses, goods
and chattels, cattle and crops. A new reign of
terror had begun for the people who had been
scourged by ten years of persecution under Cyrus,
Al Mukaukas.

But ‘Amr was not prepared to follow the flying
crowds northwards. The Nile, now rising fast as
August waned, was making the country impassable :
besides he had no wish to leave in his rear the
powerful fortress of Babylon unmasked, while to
mask it such a number of troops were needed as
would leave him no army capable of conquering
Alexandria. His next step therefore must be the
reduction of Babylon.



CHAPTER XVII
THE FORTRESS OF BABYLON

Present state of the fortress. Its position and description.
Towers and gates. The Iron Gate. Island of Raudah. Origin
of the fortress and of its name. Churches within it.

Up to nearly the beginning of the twentieth
century enough of the ancient fortress still stood
to give a clear idea of its structure and its import-
ance. These remains owed their preservation
entirely to the Copts, whose churches had clustered
within the walls from the very beginnings of Chris-
tianity, and had found in them a sure bulwark in
times of persecution. The walls were Coptic
property, save where the Melkite church of St. George
or the Jewish synagogue claimed a small section of
them ; and the Muslims seem never to have shown
any care to preserve a monument which played so
large a part in the conquest, and about which so
much is written in the pages of their own historians.

But with the British occupation came a sense
of security which has led to the most deplorable
destruction. The need of a fortified enclosure
having vanished, Copts, Greeks, and Jews vied
together in demolishing the walls, wherever their
fancy suggested a new entrance or a new building.
It is the simple truth that in the last eighteen years
more havoc has been wrought upon the Roman
fortress than in the previous eighteen centuries.

At last, when nearly all the mischief was done,
the government interfered, and all that now remains
is placed under government protection. But that is
little enough.
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The ruined castle lies in the region now miscalled
Old Cairo. Three sides of the enclosure were
almost uninjured a few years ago; but now of
two sides only some fragments remain, while the
third is sadly mutilated. The walls were about
eight feet in thickness, built of brick and stone
courses alternating, and they seem to have formed
an irregular quadrilateral, the full extent of which
cannot be known until the foundations of the fourth
or vanished side are rediscovered. On the south
and on the eastern side of the fortress the line of
walls was broken out by four projecting bastions
at somewhat uneven intervals. Three of the four
bastions on the south were recently visible: now
one has been completely destroyed, but between
the other two may be seen the magnificent ancient
gateway, which has been excavated from the encum-
bering rubbish mounds to a depth of some thirty
feet. On the western side of the fort there was
no bastion—a fact which one may explain by
remembering that when the fort was built, and
even at the time of the conquest, the Nile flowed
under the wall, so that boats moored beneath it.
Another gate, opening.on to the river, probably lay
between the two enormous round towers, which
were little injured before the recent changes. Now
one of them is all but demolished, the other has
been entirely obliterated from view by being en-
closed and encased in a rectangular block of modern
Arab construction, Each tower was circular on
plan, upwards of 100 feet in diameter, and contained
an inner circle of wall: radiating walls divided the

! Historians and antiquarians alike owe a great debt of gratitude
to Max Hertz Bey for his able work in saving 'this gateway and
showing it to the light.
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space between the two concentric circles into eight
compartments, one of which was occupied by a stone
staircase leading to the top of the building. The
ordinary walls of the fortress were some sixty feet
high, as is proved by recent excavations, although
the whole fortress is now buried to a depth of thirty
feet by the accumulations of ages. But the towers
rose higher still, and from their top opened an
immense view embracing the Mukattam Hills on
the east, long reaches of the Nile to north and
south, Jizah, the Pyramids, and the Libyan desert
on the west. And at the time of the conquest,
before Cairo was built, the field of vision must have
reached as far as Heliopolis %.

The two towers were joined by a curtain wall,
which was pierced by the gate above mentioned.
But it was not this gate, all trace of which is
destroyed or buried, but the southern gate now
opened out to view, which the Arab writers dwell
upon and associate with the Mukaukas. This is
no longer doubtful. TFor the recent excavations
have disclosed one very curious result: they show
that either the Nile itself or a short inlet from it
came right up to the main southern gate of the
fortress (the ‘western’ gate of the Arab writers?),
and to the quay at which the Roman boats moored.
The quay is graduated with steps to suit the
changing level of the Nile: but its existence is a

1 The present writer has verified this. A full account of the
towers is given in Ancient Coptic Churches. The plan showing
such part of the enclosure as existed just before the British
occupation of Egypt is here reproduced with slight changes.

% Neither ¢ southern’ nor ‘ western’ is strictly accurate according
to the points of the compass; but the side of the fortress towards

Cairo is more naturally called the northern, and that towards
Hulw4n the southern side.
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singular confirmation of the minute accuracy with
which facts are sometimes recorded by the Arab
historians. Possibly the same arrangement . existed
at the gate between the round towers towards the
Isle of Raudah. But unquestionably it was this
southern gate—the gate of Al Mu‘allakah—which
was the Iron Gate of Arab story. This is proved
first by the discovery of the quay: next by the fact
that the gateway now standing still shows deep
chases cut in the masonry for the portcullis or drop-
gate, which was either made of iron or plated with
iron: and lastly by the fact that Makrizi® expressly
identifies the Iron Gate with the ‘western’ gate
(which T call the southern), while his contemporary
Ibn Dukmék ? identifies the ‘ western’ gate with the
gate which is under the church of Al Mu‘allakah.

~ Itis curious in this connexion to note that even
as late as the year 1400 A.D. this Iron Gate, marked
by the ancient quay, was used as the ordinary
entrance to the fortress. Just outside stood the

v Khitat, 1. p. 286.

? Pt.iv.pp. 25—6. The writer gives no description of the fortress,
but names the gates, streets, mosques, and churches in it. I give
an extract from this important passage : ¢ Road of Al Mi'allakah.
This is the road which passes underneath the church of that name.
It is the gate of the fortress, by which the whole of the Castle of
the Romans called Kagr ash Shama® is entered from the Great
Market. Road of the Stone. This is entered from the guard-house of
Al Bindnah, and by that you pass into the fortress, of which it forms
the (north-)eastern gate, the last named being the (south-)western
gate. The other gates will be mentioned below, if God will. Road
of Makatt al Karb. This is entered- from the Fish-Market and
the Meat-Market. This is the north(-western) gate of the fortress
... and it is the last of the well-known gates of the castle” What
I have called the southern gate under Al Mu‘allakah is called by
Ibn Dukmik, with equal correctness but less convenience, the
western gate: see p. 240, n. 2 supra. See also Ibn Dukmik,
PpP. 15, 16, 30, 33, 49, 81, 103—4, 10%7-8,

BUTLER R
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Great Market, as it was called, and from this the
main road passed through the gateway under the
church of Al Mu‘allakah, and crossing the enclosure
issued out of the walls again by a gate on the
northern side towards the mosque of ‘Amr. On
this side also was the ‘guard-house of Bininah,’
possibly the detached Roman building of which
a fragment still remains. Although Ibn Dukméik’s
language implies the existence of several other
gates, only one more is mentioned—that upon the
western side—which may be the gate between
the towers. The western walls, then, were washed
by the Nile, and boats came up also to the Iron
Gate. At the present day the Nile has retreated
far from the ramparts, and the level of the soil has
risen so high all round the fortress that the walls
lie buried to half their original height. This under-
ground portion at least of the ancient circuit has
escaped the hand of the destroyer, and it is to be
hoped that some day it may see the light again.
The island of Raudah itself was strongly fortified
at this epoch; and by its commanding position in
mid channel of the Nile it added immensely to
the military value of Babylon. Ibn Dukmik!®
seems to say that the Arabs attacked the island
during the investment of Babylon, and that when
the Romans retreated, ‘Amr threw down part of
the island walls and towers, which remained in
a dismantled state till Ibn Taltn rebuilt them in
the year 876, for the purpose of guarding there his
treasure and his seraglio. The island from another

! Pt.iv. p. 109. See also Cairo Fifty Fears Ago (E. W. Lane,
p- 132: London, 1896), where the writer mentions remains of a
massive wall with round towers of Roman work as visible in his day
on the island.
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use was called also Arsenal Island by the Arabs in
later ages. The Nilometer at the south end of the
island was built in the year 716 A.D. in replacement
of an earlier monument of the kind, which was inside
the fortress of Babylon.

At the time of the conquest the whole region
eastward of the fortress was an open cultivated
plain. Northward spread gardens and vineyards,
while all the region between the vineyards and the
mountains as far as the present mosque of Taltn
and Al Kabsh was dotted over with churches and
convents, some few of which remain to this day,
both within and without the walls of Cairo, though
the greater number were destroyed in the fourteenth
century by Al Malik an Nésir ibn Kala‘n®.

As regards the origin of the fortress, the con-
jecture which I ventured to make?, that it was built
by Trajan c. 100 A.D., has been amply confirmed
by the since-published work of John of Nikiou. He
relates that, in consequence of a Jewish rebellion at
Alexandria, Trajan first sent Marcius Turbo with
a large army, and then ‘himself came to Egypt and
there built a fortress with a powerful and impregnable
citadel, and he brought there abundance of water 3’
This last expression may refer to the wells sunk
below the round towers and in other parts of the
fortress. John goes on to say that the original

! The whole of this paragraph is taken from Makrizi, Kkifat,
vol. i. p. 286. He also says, ¢ The fort overlooked the Nile and
boats came up to the western gate, called the Iron Gate. . . . The
waters of the Nile have retreated westward since that time” Abf
Salih mentions many churches in this region which long survived
the conquest. Yet he alleges that ‘Amr destroyed a large number
of churches here (p. 133).

3 Ancient Coptic Churches, vol. i. p. 1478,

5 p. 413,

R 2
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foundations of the fortress were laid by Nebuchad-
nezzar, who gave it the name of Babylon, his own
capital, at the time of his invasion of Egypt, and
that upon these Trajan raised the circuit walls and
otherwise enlarged the buildings’. All, however,
that stands above ground now is undoubtedly Roman,
nor is it likely that Trajan followed the lines of any
previous construction upon that spot. ~

On the other hand, the existence of an earlier
fortress in the vicinity is certain. Strabo?, who
visited Egypt about 130 years before Trajan,
mentions a strong fort standing on a rocky ridge,
and traces the name to some Babylonian exiles who
settled there. Diodorus? recounts that some captives
brought by Sesostris from Babylon established them-
selves in a castle which they called after their mother
city. Josephus* thinks the castle was built during
the Persian conquest under Cambyses. Finally,
Eutychius® gives Akhds, i. e. Artaxerxes Ochus, as
the builder of the fortress. It may then be taken
for granted that near the present site there was
a stronghold called Babylon for many centuries

! Curiously enough, Makrizl gives much the same tradition ; but
he says that the fortress was “destroyed by Nebuchadnezzar and
afterwards rebuilt by a Roman governor, Arjilis, son of Makratis,
on its original foundations’ (K#%zfaf, vol. i. p. 287). Archelaus,
son of Mercatus (for this seems the Roman name denoted by the
Arabic), may possibly be the name of Trajan’s prefect or of the
architect.

? Geog. lib. xvil. ¢, 1, § 35.

3 Diodorus Siculus, A7st lib. 1. c. 56. 3.

¢ Anl. Jud. ii. 15.

8 See Abfi $alih, p. 177, n. 3, where Eutychius’ words are quoted.
Vansleb in 1672 saw the ruins of a once magnificent Persian fire-
temple, said by tradition to have been built by Artaxerxes Ochus
(Nouvelle Relation dun Voyage fait en Egypte, p. 240). The ruins
were apparently inside Kasr ash Shama'.
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before the days of Trajan: but I have shown
elsewhere! that the original castle stood rather to
the south on the rocky ridge (which is still clearly
visible), as required by Strabo’s description. At the
time of ‘Amr’s invasion this ridge and the adjacent
locality were probably occupied by the town of
Misr, which spread as far as the Roman fortress,
if not further, to the north. The fortress, however,
was surrounded by a moat, which Al Mukaukas, or
Cyrus, had lately cleared out and furnished with
drawbridges 2 It is probable too that in the town
of Misr many ancient Egyptian buildings were still
standing, as excavations are constantly yielding
large stones covered with hieroglyphic inscriptions.
The name Babylon has caused much confusion
among Arab writers. It lingers on to-day not as
the name of the fortress, which is called Kasr ash
Shama’, Castle of the Torch or Beacon, but in con-
nexion with a little convent a short distance to the
south, which is still called Dair Babltn. At the
time of the conquest the fortress was called in
Coptic ‘ Babylon an Khemi’ or ‘ Babylon of Egypt?.”
The name lent itself easily to misconstruction in
Arabic, as the first syllable means ‘gate’ in that

v Ancient Coplic Churches, vol. i. pp. 172-5.

2 Severus mentions moats as amongst the works of Cyrus, and
Abfl ’1 Mahisin says, ‘The Romans had dug a moat round the
fortress, with gates,” i.e. drawbridges crossing to the gates. Ab@
Salih (p. 73) also says, ‘ The people of Fustdt dug a.moat against
the Arabs.’ ’

3 pabwelon or hadrNwn nocsans or nkuan: see Champollion,
L’Egypte sous les Pharaons, t. i, p. 34. There is no evidence at
all to support his conjecture that the form QabuN was ever in use
in Egypt ; neither Coptic nor Arabic writers recognize such a form.
But o¢xau is identified with kewypwass in a MS. given by Zoega,
Cat. Codd. Copt. p. 88.
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language, and the remainder suggests a genitive
case, as we have already seen’. How the name
Kasr ash Shama' arose is not so easy to discover.
It may well be that ‘Shama®’ is a mere echo of the
Coptic ‘ Khemi.’” On the other hand, there is a very
distinct tradition that a fire-temple was built in con-
nexion with the old Babylonian castle, and also that
a similar temple was erected on one of the Roman
towers, at least during the Persian occupation, in
the seventh century. We find even mention of a
Kubbat ad Dukh4n—Dome or Temple of Smoke—
in the Arabic writer Yakat? But considering the
importance of the towers as signal-stations in time
of war, it is easy to imagine that upon one or both
of them arrangements were made to light beacon-
fires, and that from this-fact arose the name Kasr
ash Shama‘3, It is, however, curious to remark
that, however ill the Arabs understood the name of
the fortress, yet among European writers in the
Middle Ages it was ‘ Babylon’ and not ‘ Misr’ which
survived as the name of the place; and the title was
even transferred after the building of Cairo to that
city, so that its ruler was spoken of as Soldan of
Babylon*.

! See above, p. 232 n.

2 On the other hand, the same Yikfit seems to have ill under-
stood the name, for he speaks of a *fortress named Kasgr al Yfin or
Kasr ash Shdm or Kasr ash Shama*’ (vol. iv. p. 551).

3 Wakidi is quoted by Makriz! as saying that a torch was lighted
on the fort upon the first day of every month, when the sun entered
anew constellation of the Zodiac; and that the fortress was founded
by one of the Pharaohs called Ar Riyin. This is in Wakidi’s usual
romantic vein.

¢ See for example Marino Sanuto and the other authors bound
together in vol. 29 of the Palestine Pilgrims Text Society’s publica-
tions.
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One word more. Though little is told of the
buildings which stood in the interior of the fortress
when ‘Amr pitched his camp against it, we know that
it contained a Nilometer, of which traces remained
in the days of Makrizi’. We know also that some
at least of the churches which were frequented by
the Roman garrison, such as the cathedral church
of Abt Sargah and possibly Al Mu‘allakah, may be
seen at the present day after the lapse of nearly
thirteen centuries 2.

1 Of the Dair al Banit in I{asr ash Shama‘ he says, ¢ Here
before Islim was the Nilometer, of which there are traces to this
day’ (K#itat, quoted in Abfl Salih, App., p. 325).

2 There seems no reason for doubt in the case of Abfi Sargah,
although when I wrote Coptic Churches 1 did not venture to assign
so high an antiquity to any of these buildings. Abfi Sargah is
mentioned c. 690, in Amélineau’s Vie du Patriarche Isaac, p. 46.
We know also from the fragment of the Life of Benjamin that there
was at the conquest a bishop of the castle of Babylon as well as
a bishop of Hulwdn—a singular proof of the number of churches
in this region. On the whole subject of the fortress, see Amélineau,
Géog. Copte, pp. 75 seq.; Quatremere, Mém. Geog. ef Hist. t. i
pp. 45 seq. and %1 seq.; Hamaker's Futdh Misr by Wakidi,
n. pp. 9o seq., and text p. 41; also n. p. 110 and text p. 60, where
Al Mu‘allakah is stated to have been redeemed by the Copts by
purchase from ‘Amr, and to have borne a tablet commemorating
the fact. On the other hand, though the church existed, one may
question whether it occupied its present position across and over
the Roman gateway. The exterior walls are certainly non-Roman,
and the church rests partly on walls so constructed as to render
the use of the gate impossible, and therefore later than the
conquest. Wakidf is mistaken in saying that Dair Bulfs is the
same as Kasr ash Shama‘ and contains Al Mu‘allakah, Dair Bulfs,
as he calls it, must be that little convent outside the fortress
called Dair Bulus, or the Convent of St. Paul, standing in a hollow
among the rubbish-mounds south of the fortress. A good illustra-
tion of the southern gateway, as it was, may be found in R. Hay’s
Illustrations of Cairo (London, 1840, fol.), but I know of no plan
of the building as it originally stood save Pococke’s, which is
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most inaccurate. The plans under preparation by the Committee
for the Conservation of Arab Monuments will furnish a most
valuable record at least of the Roman gateway.

The very interesting Jewish synagogue, which was a Christian
church dating from before the conquest, has recently been de-
molished by the Jews to make room for a new place of worship.
The Jews have also thrown down a large section of the wall.
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CHAPTER XVIII
SIEGE AND SURRENDER OF BABYLON

Position of the Copts. Cyrus the Mukaukas beleaguered in the
fortress. Weakness or treachery of Cyrus. He crosses to Raudah
and makes overtures to ‘Amr. Roman impressions of the Arabs.
‘Ub4dah, ‘Amr’s envoy, comes to Raudah to negotiate. The
Arab terms, and their refusal by the Romans, More fighting,
followed by a treaty, which Cyrus refers to the Emperor. Recall,
disgrace, and exile of Cyrus. Treaty rejected by Heraclius and
siege resumed. Fall of the Nile. Campaign in the Delta. Death
of Heraclius. The fortress scaled by Zubair. Surrender of the
garrison under treaty. Roman barbarity upon the Copts.

WitH the beginning of September ‘Amr had not
only returned to Babylon, but had made all his dis-
positions for a regular blockade of the fortress. Its
massive walls and lofty towers encircled by the Nile
—for the moat was now full of water—promised
a long defiance to enemies ignorant of engineering
and unprovided with siege equipment. Some few
engines of war had been captured in the Fayim and
in Trajan’s citadel at Manqf, but the Arabs had no
skill to work them or to keep them in repair, and
they did but little damage to the garrison?, though
the ridge some 200 yards south of the fortress offered
an admirable vantage-ground for the besiegers’
batteries.

The fortress stood, as we have seen, on the edge
of the river, its long line of western wall awash with
the flood, while the Iron Gate opened on the moat
or dock on the south side. Opposite lay the island

1 One or two Arab writers speak of ‘Amr setting up his manga-
nika against the fortress, but there is no word to suggest that they
proved of any advantage to the besiegers.
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of Raudah, the southern end of which in times of
peace at any rate was connected with the fortress
by a bridge of boats. Whether the bridge was left
standing in war is doubtful; but it is certain that
pontoons were kept moored by the Iron Gate in
a position of security, and that boats readily passed
from the fort to the island. In spite of his victory
‘Amr was not yet able to dominate the river. Its
swelling tide would have baffled more skilful navi-
gators than the Arabs; and if he had risked an
attack from that side, his boats would have been
swept away by the flood or sunk by the defenders’
catapults.

All the Arab writers are agreed that when the
siege began, the Mukaukas himself (or the Patriarch
Cyrus) was within the walls of Babylon!. Theodore
too had been there before the battle of Heliopolis,
though his actual presence at that battle is not
recorded : but when the Roman forces were defeated,
he seems to have joined the fugitives and hastened
to Alexandria. Cyrus therefore, as Heraclius’ Vice-
roy, was the real commander in Babylon, although
the general in charge of the garrison bore another
name which the Arabs give as Al ‘Araj? and which

! Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, Eutychius, Y4k6it, Makrizf, Abi’l Mah4sin
&c. are in harmony on the presence, though of course they diffe
on the personality, of the Mukaukas.

? See the Appendix C on Al Mukaukas. The confusior
on the subject of the commander is very great. Tabari, foi
example, who actually puts the capitulation of Alexandria before
the siege of Misr or Babylon, alleges that ¢ Al Mukaukas, prince o
the Copts, had named Ibn Maryam as commander of the fortress.
This is very curious, for A1 Mukaukas, we know, was Cyrus, the
bitter enemy and persecutor of the Copts, while Ibn Maryan
represents, as I have shown, the Coptic Patriarch who was hidin;
in Upper Egypt. All that Tabari’s sentence can mean is this—tha
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is probably a corruption of ‘ George, though this
George must be a different person from his name-
sake the Prefect, whom ‘Amr forced to bridge the
canal at Kalitb. Another general who remained
through the siege wgs Eudocianus, elder brother
of Domentianus . The forces under George may
have amounted to 5,000 or 6,000 men—hardly more
—but the garrison was amply provided with food
and warlike stores of all kinds. The civil population
had been swollen by a number of refugees from the
adjacent city of Misr and the convents round, but it
is probable that most of these were sent away by
river, so as to leave the garrison more freedom.
All the churches within the walls were now, it must
be remembered, in possession of clergy professing
Chalcedonian or Melkite opinions, and no other
opinion was tolerated. Cyrus had not changed his
character as arch-enemy of the Coptic faith—a
character which he maintained to the end; and his
a Patriarch was virtual commander. That Patriarch is unquestion-
ably Cyrus. This fact disposes of Eutychius’ statement that Al
Mukaukas ‘had kept back the revenues of Egypt ever since
Chosroes had been beleaguering Constantinople.” Cyrus did not
even come to Egypt until three years after the final defeat of the
Persians and death of Chosroés. I should hardly notice this par-
ticular misstatement of Eutychius but that it has been accepted
as true by modern historians. Thus Gibbon (c. li) makes Al
Mukaukas ‘a rich and noble Egyptian’ who ¢ during the Persian
wars had aspired to independence,” and adds that ‘ the abuse of his
trust exposed him to the resentment of Heraclius.” So Prof. Bury
makes Al Mukaukas ‘a Copt who administered Egypt for the
Persian king’ (Later Roman Empire, vol. ii. p. 214), and who sub-
sequently came to terms with ‘Amr. See also p. 208, n. 2 supra,
where I have quoted a recent writer as speaking of ¢the Patriarch
Cyrus, in concert with Mukaukas.” The fact is that the discovery
of the true identity of Al Mukaukas profoundly modifies the history
of this period.
! John of Nikiou, p. 57o.
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presence in the fort is the strongest proof, if proof
were needed, that the only Copts there remaining
were those who had been driven by persecution to
renounce their creed. Indeed even of those, some,
whose sincerity was doubted, were thrown into
prison, where, as we shall see, they were treated
with great barbarity.

It is therefore a mere perversion of history to
speak, as many Arab writers do, of the Copts as the
defenders or the dominant party within the fortress.
The Copts had simply no existence as a belligerent
body. Even their religious unity had been shattered
by the ten years’ persecution. In the mountains
and caves and deserts and in fortified monasteries
of Upper Egypt there were still Copts and Coptic
communities; but at Babylon, in the Delta, and at

*Alexandria, all the Copts had been forced within
the .pale of the established Church, where their
secret disloyalty was powerless. Arab historians,
writing some centuries after the conquest, naturally
speak of Egyptian armies and Egyptian leaders
without distinction of Roman or Copt, and the con-
sequent mistakes and misunderstandings are legion :
but it cannot be too clearly understood that at this
time there was no such thing as a Coptic party in
the field. The Copts were wholly out of action—
crushed by Cyrus; and it is untrue to represent
them as capable of combining among themselves or
of fighting or treating with the Arabs.

But while the heart of Cyrus was still hardened
against the Copts, he must have felt how ill he had
prepared the country to resist a powerful enemy.
His reign of violence had brought about a false
semblance of religious unity, but it had torn asunder
every shred of sympathy between governors and



Si'ege and Surrender of Babylon 253

governed. At the best he could only expect that
the Copts should watch in sullen aloofness the
struggle between two alien and equally detested
powers. All hope of saving Egypt by force of arms
was ebbing away : was this the result on which he
had calculated ?

For the moment Al Mukaukas was secure in an
almost impregnable castle, girdled by the waters of
the Nile. The Roman catapults were more than a
.match for the Muslim bolts and arrows that volleyed
across the moat. But as time wore on, the water in
the moat was certain to sink, and already the fierce
pertinacity of the assailants was causing some mis-
giving in the fortress and some division of opinion.
It was about a month after the siege had begun, i. e.
at the beginning of October, 640, that Cyrus sum-
moned those officers of the garrison whom he trusted,
together with the Melkite bishop of Babylon, to a
secret council of war, and set before them his views.
The war had gone against them. Their main army
had been destroyed, and they were now beleaguered
by a superior force of men, whose fighting capacity
was most formidable. For some months at any rate
there was no chance of any relieving army.taking
the field.- The fortress might hold out, no .doubt;
but even so, were the chances of war in their favour ?
If not, would it not be better to buy off the enemy—
to pay him a certain sum to clear out of the country ?
If such a peace could be purchased—if payment of
an indemnity would secure the retirement of the
Arabs—would not Egypt be saved for the Empire?
Arguments like these, expanded and fired by the
eloquence of which Cyrus undoubtedly was master,
prevailed with the council, and it was resolved if
possible to carry out the plan. But it was essential
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not to alarm the garrison and the advocates of war
to the death: so it was decided that Cyrus and his
confederates should take boats by night and steal
across to the island of Raudah, whence they could
open negotiations with the Arab leader in complete
tranquillity L

The plan was carried out with the utmost secrecy.
The Iron Gate on the Nile was opened ; and taking
the boats there moored, the party crossed to the
island, landing at the spot where afterwards the
arsenal was erected. George, the commander of
the fortress, was probably in the plot, but he remained
within the walls to silence any rumours of treachery
that might arise when the departure of Cyrus was
discovered 2. Cyrus removed all the pontoons, so

! It is needless to dwell on the reasons for rejecting the absurd
story of Eutychius that Al Mukaukas, being a Copt in sympathies,
beguiled the Roman garrison out of the fortress in order to betray
it to "Amr in the Coptic interest. It would be an endless task to
criticize here the various versions of the incident in the text; but
two facts seem to stand out in most of the versions. These are,
(1) that a Patriarch or bishop opened negotiations, and (z) that
the Mukaukas retired to Raudah at the time of high Nile. The
intervention of the bishop is put by different authorities at different
times, and the retirement to Raudah is variously given as occurring
one month after the commencement of the siege and as following
the capture of the fortress. But even those authorities, like Yakit
and Suyf(ti, who take the latter view, make the capture occur
at high Nile. This of course is wrong; the date of the capture is
fixed irrevocably to the beginning of April—the time when the Nile
is at its lowest ; but the fact that negotiations took place at flood-
time is just one of those undesigned coincidences of tradition which
may be safely trusted. Its accuracy is further strengthened by the
independent tradition which places the time one month after the
beginning of the siege. Now the siege began about the end of
August, and a month later —about the end of September—the Nile
is in fact at its highest. Thus the chronology of the incident is
somewhat strongly established.

* Makrizi says that opinions differ whether George accompanied
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that, in case a panic seized the garrison, they would
be unable to leave the fortress; and as soon as he
had secured his position on the island?, he sent
envoys to ‘Amr, among them being the bishop of
Babylon. They were courteously received, and
delivered their message. ‘You and your army,
they said, ‘have invaded our country, and seem bent
on fighting us. Your stay in the land is long, no
doubt: but you are a small force, far outnumbered
by the Romans, who are well-equipped and well-
armed. Now too you are surrounded by the waters
of the Nile, and are in fact captives in our hand.
It would be well for you therefore to send envoys
with any proposals you wish to make for an agree-
ment, before the Romans overwhelm you. Then it
will be too late, and you will regret your error 2’

the Mukaukas or not. Suy@tl says that at first he stayed behind,
but soon joined the Mukaukas.

! Tt must be remembered that at this time the channel on the
eastern side of the island, i. e. between the island and the fortress, was
as wide as that on the western side. This is clear from the Sefer
Nameh, which expressly states that such was the case even 400 years
later (1047 A.D.), though it adds that the current on the eastern
side was sluggish, showmg that the channel had silted up. Now
the eastern channel is extremely narrow, and the Nile flows almost
entirely on the west. The head of the island or south end remains
in its original position, as it has always been strongly walled and
fortified against the action of the river. For the Sefer Nameh, see
Relation du Voyage de Ndsiri Khusrau, p. 153.

2 This account is from Makrizi, whose detail I shall on the
whole follow. He, together with Ab@l ’1 Mahisin and Suyftf,
gives two separate traditions of the conference. The first is that
‘Amr entered the fortress to parley, and that a plot was laid to
treacherously assassinate him as he was leaving. This story I un-
hesitatingly reject as pure fiction, noting, however, that the same
story is told by Eutychius with reference to Gazah in Palestine
(Hamaker’s Fush Misr, p. 84 of notes). The second tradition
is that which I have embodied in the text, It may, how-
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No immediate answer was given, but the envoys
were detained in the Arab camp for two days, during
which time they were allowed to go about freely and
make their own observations on the life and character
of the Muslims. ‘Amr then dismissed them with
the usual offer of terms. ‘ Only one of three courses
is open to you; (1) Islam with brotherhood and
equality; (2) payment of tribute, and protection
with an inferior status; (3) war till God decides
between us.’

Cyrus was relieved by the return of the envoys.
He had been anxiously asking whether it was lawful
under the Muslim religion to kill ambassadors. But
the simplicity and the enthusiasm of the Arabs had
deeply impressed the Roman messengers. ‘We
have seen,’ they reported, ‘a people who prefer
death to life and humility to pride. They sit in
the dust, and they take their meals on Horseback.
Their commander is one of themselves: there is no
distinction of rank among them. They have fixed
hours of prayer at which all pray, first washing their
hands and feet, and they pray with reverence.” And
despite the harsh precision of the terms offered,
Cyrus thought it better to treat now, while the Arab
forces were hemmed in by the floods, rather than
await the time when they could move freely through
the country. He therefore sent back to ‘Amr the
request that special envoys might be empowered
to discuss terms for agreement. ‘Amr accordingly
deputed ten of his officers, headed by a powerful

ever, be remarked that even according to the first tradition the
negotiations with ‘Amr, which are alleged to have taken place
within the fortress, came to nothing. The two traditions therefore

agree in this, that the first overtures for peace made by the Romans
proved abortive.
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negro called ‘UbAdah ibn as $amit : but their orders
were to accept no terms incompatible w1th one of
the three defined courses.

The Arabs were ferried across to Raudah; but
when ‘UbAdah was ushered into the presence of Al
Mukaukas, the latter was shocked and exclaimed,
‘ Take away that black man: I can have no dis-
cussion with him.” But the Arabs explained that
‘Ubadah was one of their most trusted and capable
leaders, and that “Amr had commissioned him person-
ally to treat with the Romans. To the Archbishop’s
further astonishment, they added that they held
negroes and white men in equal respect—that they
judged a man by his character, not his colour. And
‘Ubadah, when bidden to speak gently, so as not to
frighten the delicate prelate, replied, ¢ There are a
thousand blacks, as black as myself, among our
companions. I and they would be ready each to
meet and fight a hundred enemies together. We
live only to fight for God, and to follow His will.
We care nought for wealth, so long as we have
wherewithal to stay our hunger and to clothe our
bodies. This world is nought to us, the next world
is all’ This profession of piety moved the Arch-
bishop. ‘Do you hear this?’ he said to his com-
panions; ‘I much fear that God has sent these men
to devastate the world” Then, turning to ‘Ub4dah,
he remarked, ‘I have listened, good sir, to your
account of yourself and your comrades, and I under-
stand why your arms so far have prevailed. 1 know
too that the Romans have failed by caring over-
much for earthly things. But now they are pre-
paring to send against you immense numbers of
well-armed battalions. Resistance will be hopeless.
But for the sake of peace, we will agree to pay a

BUTLER S
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sum of money at the rate of two dinirs a head for
every man in the Arab army, a hundred dinirs for
your commander, and a thousand for your Caliph,
on condition that you return to your own country.

To this ‘Ubadah answered, ‘ Do not deceive your-
selves. We are not afraid of your numbers. Our
greatest desire is to meet the Romans in battle. If
we conquer them, it is well; if not, then we receive
the good things of the world to come. Our prayer
is for martyrdom in the cause of Isldm, not for safe
return to wife and children. Our small numbers
cause us no fear; for it is written in the Book,
“Many a time hath a small company overcome a
great host, by the will of God.” Understand, there-
fore, that we can accept no terms save one of the
three conditions which we are ordered by the Caliph
to offer you.” Cyrus in vain endeavoured to obtain
terms more in accordance with his proposal; his
arguments fell on deaf ears; till at last in answer
to his final inquiry, ‘Ubadah, losing patience, raised
both his hands above his head and exclaimed ve-
hemently, ¢ No, by the Lord of heaven and earth
and all things, you shall have no other terms from
us. So make your choice.’

Thereupon Cyrus and his companions held a con-
sultation. To the first alternative they answered
uncompromisingly, ¢ We cannot abandon the religion
of Christ for a religion of which we know nothing.’
Thus ruling out the adoption of Islim, there re-
mained only submission, with payment of tribute,
or war. They argued that submission to the Muslims
and payment of tribute would be tantamount to
slavery: death would be easier. But ‘Ubadah
explained that both their persons and their property
would be respected; that they would retain full
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control over their possessions and all existing rights
of inheritance; that their churches would be left
uninjured, and the practice of their religion un-
molested. So interpreted, the terms seemed reason-
able and even generous to the Mukaukas, Cyrus,
whose courage was sapped by the secret conviction
that the Muslims were destined to conquer. But
the Christians were not all prepared to surrender
their country so tamely as the foreign Archbishop
of Alexandria. George, the commander of the
fortress, seems by this time to have joined the
copference, and it is certain that violent opposition
was offered to Cyrus’ proposal to capitulate: but
here, as so often in this history, a veil falls on
the scene, and one can only conjecture what lies

behind &

! The invincible confusion of the Arab writers (on whom we are
just now totally dependent in the silence of John of Nikiou) is
nowhere better illustrated than in the close of this incident of the
conference. Makrizi says that ‘Amr’s terms were all refused ; that
the siege was pressed on ; and that the fort was taken, while the
Nile was still high. Then, however, the Mukaukas ¢ persuaded his
companions to agree to the terms of the Arabs, and wrote to ‘Amr
that ke Romans and Copts had prevented acceptance of the con-
ditions before, but now they were desirous of paying tribute.” But
the order of events is plainly wrong here, as the fort held out till
April. Abfl 'l Mah4sin has much the same story, but he says that
Al Mukaukas had promised submission o dekalf of the Copls but
against their will, and they refused to ratify the compact. Then
the siege was resumed and the fort taken with great slaughter—still
at high Nile. The treaty followed. YAakfit is a little clearer.
Referring to the conference with ‘UbAdah, he says that ‘the Mukaukas
made a compact with ‘Amr on behalf of the’ Romans and Copts,
subject for the foxmer to the approval of the Emperor, who was at
once to be communicated with.” He adds that ¢ the most learned
of the Egyptians’ in his day ‘took the view that the matter was
not settled before the interview between the Mukaukas and ‘Ub&dah.’
Yet even Yikit represents the fortress as captured by storm at

S 2
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It seems, however, .that failing agreement upon
the Muslim proposals, the Roman chiefs asked for
a month to consider the matter. ‘Amr answered
decisively that he would grant only a three days’
armistice. * By this time Cyrus’ secret action was
known to the Roman garrison. His party probably
returned from Raudah to within the walls of Babylon,
where the popular feeling set strongly against Cyrus.
Accordingly the advocates of resistance had an easy
triumph : the soldiers of the Emperor absolutely
refused to surrender. Indeed, this decision was
reached so quickly, that by the time the armistice
had expired, measures were taken to prepare a
sudden onslaught upon the besiegers. No answer

high Nile, and the interview as taking place directly after the
capture. These stories therefore are all inconsistent with known
fact in some detail or other. But from them we may gather that
(1) the interview did take place at high Nile, early in October; (2)it
resulted in disagreement and a fresh appeal to arms ; (3) the fight
was disastrous to the Romans, who now changed their mind ; (4) a
treaty was concluded subject to the Emperor’s approval, which was
to be at once demanded. We know that Heraclius repudiated the
agreement. This comes out in the Muslim writers, though usually
in connexion with Alexandria—an entirely wrong place, because
(1) Heraclius was dead when the treaty of Alexandria was made;
and (2) the treaty of Alexandria was made by direct authority of
the then reigning Emperor. Balddhuri, in his confused summary of
various traditions, gives one which is correct: for he says that the
compact made by Al Mukaukas with ‘Amr was repudiated by
Heraclius, who sent an army to Alexandria: the gates were shut,
and the city prepared for siege. So also through the strange
distortions of Eutychius’ narrative the fact that a treaty between
‘Amr and the Mukaukas was made at Babylon emerges. The
treaty accordingly must be regarded as historical, though the
precise circumstances attending its conclusion are lost. The
incident of the attack after the three days’ armistice comes from
Tabari, who, however, errs in company with the Arab writers in
making no appreciable interval between the armistice and the final
surrender of the fortress.
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was sent to ‘Amr; but on the fourth day, when
the armistice was. over, while the Arab commander
was considering what action to take, the Romans
sallied out over their drawbridges and fell upon
the camp of their unsuspecting enemy. The Arabs,
though completely surprised, flew to arms, and a
desperate battle ensued. But bravely as the Romans
fought, their army, which was ere long outnumbered,
was slowly driven back, and after severe losses made
good its retreat within the walls.

Al Mukaukas, whose dark and tortuous mind was
still haunted by thoughts of surrender, now found
his opportunity. The army, which had scorned his
counsel, had trusted to the sword: in the battle
they had demeaned themselves as Roman soldiers
should: yet though they had taken the foe at a
disadvantage, by the sword they had fallen. As
Viceroy of Egypt, Cyrus could see no prospect of
driving the invaders out of the country, and this
fresh failure only confirmed his evil forebodings.
He found the party of resistance weakened and
disheartened, and he had little difficulty now in
securing a gloomy assent to his proposal for re-
opening negotiations with ‘Amr. It is somewhat
surprising to find that the terms offered by ‘Amr
remained the same, but there is no reason to think
that they varied either now or at any later period
in the war. The alternative chosen by the Romans
was, of course, subjection and tribute; and this
arrangement was embodied in a treaty, which was
concluded on the express condition that it was’
subject to the approval of the Emperor. Cyrus
undertook to submit the treaty to Heraclius im-
mediately, and it was agreed that pending ratifica-
tion there should be no change in the military
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situation, or at least that the fortress should not
be surrendered.

It was at this juncture that Cyrus, Al Mukaukas,
took his departure from Babylon and hastened down
the Nile to Alexandria, whence he sent urgent
dispatches to the Emperor, regretting the action
which he had been forced to take, and explaining
the absolute necessity of coming to terms with the
Arabs. He therefore prayed the Emperor to con-
firm the agreement for a treaty and so deliver
Egypt from the miseries of war. Heraclius may
well have been puzzled by this communication. Did
the proposed treaty relate to Babylon alone, or did
it cover the surrender of all Egypt, including Alex-
andria ? Were the Arabs merely to receive a tribute
of money and to retire, or were they to remain
masters of the country? Was Egypt, in a word,
to be torn from the Empire and delivered to the
enemies of Christendom? For months past the
Emperor had been reproaching his generals and
Cyrus, his Viceroy, with their shameful mismanage-
ment, which had suffered a handful of Saracens to
plant their standards in Egypt and to defy the
imperial forces. Now it was proposed either to bribe
the barbarians to retire, or to yield them possession
of the whole province, with all its corn and gold.
What was the meaning of this surrender? Cyrus
must come and give an account of his viceroyalty.

It was probably about the middle of November
when a peremptory message of recall reached Cyrus.
Its tone was not reassuring, and his conscience may
well have quailed as he prepared the account of his
stewardship for his master. He alone knew how
far he had betrayed and how far he had followed
either the letter or the spirit of the Emperor’s
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instructions during the ten years of the Great
Persecution: but he could not disguise the fact
that his religious mission had been a disastrous
failure, while thé ruin of his schemes was bringing
about the political ruin of Egypt. Withal he must
have been conscious, that however honest his motives
might be as shaped to himself, yet his easy despair
of the Roman cause, and his readiness—even anxiety
—to parley with the enemy, clouded his conduct
with the suspicion, of treachery. Thoughts like
these must have weighed down his spirit, as he
reached the Emperor’s presence in Constantinople.
He met with an angry reception. He could only
admit the truth of the charge that he had agreed
to pay the gold of Egypt to the Arabs!: but
apparently he thought, or feigned to think, that
they could still be prevailed upon to quit the
country, and he urged that the tribute might be
met by a special tax upon merchandise at Alex-
andria, so that the imperial revenues would be in
no way diminished. For the rest, he saw no hope.
The Arabs were not as other men: they had, as
they said, no earthly wants but bread for sustenance
and a garment to cover their bodies. They were
‘a people of death,’ holding it gain to be killed and
sent to paradise, whereas the Romans loved the
things of this life and clung to them. If the Emperor
saw the Arabs and knew their fighting powers, he
would be forced to acknowledge that they were

' It is this fact which, taken out of its proper setting and
misconstrued by Theophanes, has given rise to the story of tribute
paid by Cyrus prior to the Arab conquest in order to purchase
immunity from invasion. The commission of Manuel to carry on
the war, which Theophanes assigns to this period, comes in reality

much later, long after the death of Heraclius, as will be shown
towards the close of this volume.
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invincible. Itwas therefore better to come to terms
with ‘Amr, before the capture of Babylon placed
Egypt at his mercy.

Such was the defence of the Viceroy. Nicephorus
adds that before the recall of Cyrus the Emperor
had dispatched Marinus to take council with him,
and to devise with him measures for dealing with
the Saracen crisis: and that, concurrently with the
proposal to pay tribute, Cyrus had suggested that
Eudocia, or another daughter of the Emperor, should
be given in marriage to ‘Amr, who would then
receive baptism and become a Christian. This
story seems to me extremely improbable—a mere
wild echo of the arrangement by which Eudocia was
promised in marriage many years previously to the
chief of the Khazars. Cyrus can have been under
no illusion with regard to the uncompromising quality
of the Muslim religion, and such a conversion of
‘Amr passes all romance. Nor is there the slightest
warrant for the story in any other chronicle, But
it needed not this to fire the wrath of Heraclius.
He asked angrily if 100,000 Romans were not a
match for 12,000 Saracens. Al Mukaukas—as we
may. still call Cyrus even in the Byzantine capital—
was arraigned on a charge of betraying the Empire
to the Saratens, and being adjudged guilty was
threatened with death. Heraclius taunted him with
behaviour worthy of an Egyptian peasant, called him
an abject coward and a heathen, and delivered him
over to the city Prefect, at whose hands he suffered
great indignities!; then he was sent into exile.

Meanwhile the rejection of the treaty by the
Roman Emperor must have become known in the

! The word used by Nicephorus, alkicopévy, seems to mean this
rather than torture, as interpreted by Le Quien.
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Arab camp at Babylon before the end of the year
640. All truce or half-measures were now over, and
both sides braced themselves afresh for the struggle.
The Nile was fast falling, and, as it fell, the waters
in the moat sank lower and lower: with it sank the
hope, if not the courage, of the defenders. But as
the receding flood emptied the moat, the Romans
sought to make good the loss by sprinkling the
bottom of the ditch with spiked caltrops, which
they sowed more thickly in front of the gates.
These tactics the Muslims doubtless met by throw-
ing down the embankment and endeavouring to
level an approach. But generally few details of the
siege operations remain. We read of missiles and
battering-rams, of sallies and assaults; but it is
abundantly clear that the Arabs, owing to their
want of engineering science, made very slow pro-
gress towards the reduction of the fortress. It may
even be doubted whether the blockade, though
closely set on the landward side, was ever effective
on the side of the river. But here the Muslims
seemed to have derived some help from a local
combination of the Green and Blue factions, prob-
ably those of the conquered Fayim!. Bands of
adventurers under Menas, chief of the Greens, and
Cosmas, son of Samuel, chief of the Blues, were in
the habit of crossing the river in boats by night
and raiding the island of Raudah, or falling on any
Roman vessels passing to the fortress or moored
at the Iron Gate. These tactics harassed the
defenders, and partly cancelled their advantage in
the freedom of the river.

But even on land the watch was not always well
kept by the Muslims. One day a small patrol went

! John of Nikiou, p. 568.
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out of the fortress and fell upon Zubair and ‘Ub4dah
at the time of their devotions. The Arab chiefs at
once leapt on their horses, charged, and chased the
Romans, who, as the enemy were gaining upon
them, threw off their girdles and ornaments. The
proffered spoil was neglected, but the Romans
managed to secure their retreat within the fortress,
‘Ub4dah being slightly wounded by a stone slung
from the battlements®. Scorning to lift the Roman
trappings the two Arabs returned to their place and
finished their prayers, while the Roman soldiers
came out again and recovered what they had thrown
away.

Wakidi gives particulars of another battle. One
Friday, as the Muslim host were gathering together
for prayer, ‘Amr moved among the crowd exhorting
his men to fight valiantly. A Roman spy watched
the proceedings and reported them at Babylon.
After the usual sermon ‘Amr came down from the
rude platform on which he had spoken, and while
he was leading the solemn recital of prayer, a Roman
force, which had crept up unobserved, suddenly
swooped on the defenceless Muslims, and caused
them some loss?2

But as the winter waned, sallies and combats
without the walls grew rarer, assaults upon them
fiercer and more frequent. The Romans, worn out
by watching and fighting, found their defences
harder to guard. Although the ramparts were little

! This account, taken from Abf ’I Mahisin, is much more
probable than that of Makrizi, who says that when the Roman
soldiers re-entered the fort, ‘UbAdah threw stones over the walls and
went away !

* Ed. Hamaker, p. 104, notes. On p. 55 of text are the names
of several Muslims slain in the siege. .
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weakened, if at all, the numbers within were thinned
by the plague® which now was making havoc in the
garrison : while the sentinels upon the round towers
scanned the horizon in vain for the flash of Roman
spear and cuirass beyond the white domes of the
convents which dotted the plain northwards. For
now was the time, when the floods were down, if
ever a relieving army was to save Babylon.

Indeed it was probably at this period of the war
that news reached ‘Amr of an army assembling
under Theodore in the country between the two
branches of the Nile. ‘Amr did not wait to be
attacked; but leaving a strong enough force to
maintain the investment of Babylon, he moved up
the Damietta branch, crossed the river at Athrib, and
struck northwards in the direction of Samantd.
Theodore dispatched two of his generals to hold
that city, and their column effected a junction with
a body of local militia. These, however, refused
to follow the Roman standards or to fight the Arabs.
Nevertheless battle was given in the region of
Samantd, with somewhat disastrous results for the
Muslim force and for some renegade Christians who
had adopted Islim and enrolled under its banners.
Great numbers of Muslims and their allies perished,
and ‘Amr found that he could inflict no, serious
mischief on the northern towns, which were protected
against cavglry by moats and canals. He therefore
fell back to Bosir and fortified it: the defences of
Manaf and Athrib were also repaired, and garrisons
were left within them. But if Theodore won some

! It is Yakfit who mentions the plague, and the fact may be
accepted, although coupled with the absurd statement that 12,300
persons within the fortress were slain by the arrows of the
Muslims.



268 The Arab Congquest of Egypt

advantage in this brief campaign, he was unable to
follow it up, and he never succeeded in placing a
relieving force anywhere near beleaguered Babylon?,
to which place ‘Amr now returned.

The inaction of Theodore may have been partly
due to treachery and desertion on the Roman side.
How far the local militia was composed of Copts
and how far of Roman troops is not known: but
during the centuries of Roman occupation there
must have been a mingling of blood and of senti-
ment which is too often forgotten by historians.
The Copts had good reason to hate the Empire;
and on some of the Romans, even apart from
religious motives, their loyalty sat so lightly that
it was shaken off by the passion or self-interest of
the moment. Two cases of the kind are recorded
in connexion with this episode. A general named
Kaladji had gone over to the Muslims, but Theo-
dore contrived to see him, and used the strongest
arguments to secure his return. Kaladji had left
hostages in the shape of his wife and his mother
in Alexandria, and he agreed to purchase their
safety and his own pardon from Theodore for a
large sum of money. Accordingly he stole away

! This episode is not free from doubt. It is given in John of
Nikiou, chapter cxiv, which, however, is full of perplexity. The
text says on the one hand that ‘Amr started upon this expedition
¢ leaving a strong force 7z the citadel of Babylon,” and on the other
hand it leaves the Romans in possession of NikiBu. Zotenberg
suggests altering the text in 4 way that would read a/ (or defore)
Babylon instead of iz Babylon: and this is the best solution. If
this emendation is rejected, the alternative is to place the expedition
between the fall of Babylon and the fall of Nikiou : but the interval
of time is too short, and this alternative is practically impossible.
The fact is that the events in this and the following chapters of

John’s Chronicle are tumbled topsy-turvy, and the task of resetting
them in order is almost hopeless.
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with his troops from the Muslim camp at dead of
night, and rejoined Theodore, who sent him on. to
strengthen the garrison of Nikiou under Domen-
tianus. The other traitor who repented was called
Sabendis. Like Kaladji he made his escape from
the Muslims by night, but he fled down the river to
Damietta, which was held by a general named John.
By John he was sent on to Alexandria with a letter
to the acting governor. He confessed his crime
with tears, but said, ‘I acted as I did because I had
been put to open shame by John, who regardless of
my age, had struck me in the face. Thereupon
I, who had been a devoted servant of the Empire,
went over to the Arabs.” So weak were the bonds of
patriotism and religion even among the Romans.

So at Babylon day followed day without any sign
or message of hope to cheer the defenders. It was
only ill news that reached them. They had heard
of Heraclius’ indignation against Cyrus and his policy
of surrender, and of the sentence of exile pronounced
on the Archbishop: but the legions of which the
Emperor boasted still tarried, and the imperative
orders which he sent to his generals seemed result-
less, so far as concerned the fate of Babylon. Yet
hope was not quite abandoned, until at last one day
early in the month of March, 641, a great shout went
up in the Muslim camp, and the garrison heard that
news had come of Heraclius’ death. Then indeed
their courage failed. They can but have dimly
conjectured the turmoil into which this event was
destined to plunge the Empire; but the end of the
old warrior king was enough to cause’ profound
discouragement and depression. ‘God broke down

! These names are certainly corrupt; but I give them as they
stand in John of Nikiou.
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the power of the Romans by his death,’ says the
Arab historian?, and his words well express the
effect of the change upon the armies in Egypt. It
gave corresponding elation to the Arabs, who re-
doubled their efforts to carry the fortress.

But for more than another month Babylon defied
capture. Then as victory still delayed, Zubair is
said to have solemnly devoted himself as the leader
of a storming party, for which preparations were
ready. The moat had been filled in at the place
destined for the assault, despite all resistance of the
sickly and enfeebled garrison. But the actual
moment of the attack was skilfully concealed, and
the assault was delivered with such swiftness under
cover of night? that Zubair’s scaling-ladder was set
against the wall unnoticed®. The Arab hero sprang

! Suy(it!, who however gives the wrong date, a. n. 19, while
quoting Al Laith for the true date, a.H. 20, or 641 A.D. Makin
has the same remark with the same error of date, and, like Suyfiti,
he makes the news of Heraclius’ death arrive during the siege of
Alexandria instead of Babylon. Heraclius died Feb. 11, 641,
months before the siege of Alexandria commenced. Makrizd
makes the same blunder, but he adds that ¢the Muslims were
encouraged by the Emperor’s death, and continued the siege with
renewed vigour.’

? Ya'kQib? is the only writer who mentions the fact that the
assault was made at night: see Jbn Wddhih qui dicitur Al Ja'cdb?
Historiae, ed. M. T. Houtsma, vol. ii. p. 168.

% It is not easy to decide at what point the Arab scaling-ladders
were applied. Both Makrizi and Abfi’l Mah4sin say that it was
near what was called in'their day the Market-place of Al HammA4m,
and Y4k{t says it was ‘near the site of the subsequent house of
AbQ $4lih al Harrdni, adjoining the Baths of Abfi Nagr as Sarr4j,
by the aforesaid Market-place. Eutychius agrees that it was by
the Stk al Hammim, and adds that it was en the south side of
the fortress—a detail which seems curiously confirmed by Bald-
dhuri. For this writer, after speaking of Zubair's arrival, which of
course was from the north, says that he planted the ladder on the
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from it, sword in hand, upon the battlements, shout-
ing the Muslim war-cry ‘ AllahG Akbar,’ while, as
the defenders rallied, a fierce rain of arrows swept
the walls from without, and gave Zubair's com-
panions time to swarm up the ladder and make
good their footing upon the parapet within. It
seems that, in expectation of an assault upon this
section of the wall, the Romans had blocked the
ramparts by a cross-wall at either end, so that the
scaling-party, after overpowering the guard upon
that section and winning possession of the top of
the wall, found their passage barred, and were
unable to reach the stairs that led down within
the fortress. They had effected a lodgement on
the ramparts, but could go no further. Now was
the opportunity for the defenders: if they had only
retained strength and spirit enough, they might in
turn have poured such a fire of arrows into the band
of Muslims as would have cleared them off. But
the limit of their endurance was reached. After
a hurried consultation among the leaders of the

opposite side, i.e. the south. But the place named as Stk al
HammAm was probably part of the subsequent city of Fustit,
which has now entirely disappeared. It would seem, however, that
the assault was delivered somewhere near the south-east angle of
the fortress, where the walls are still standing.

The authenticity of the incident cannot, I think, be doubted.
BalAdhur! says that when Fustdt was built, Zubair built a house for
himself, ¢ which his son inherited, and in which the ladder wherewith
the wall of Babylon was first mounted 75 s#7/ kept’; i.e. ninth century.
Yakft also says, ¢ Zubair’s ladder is said to have been preserved in
a house in the Market-place of Wardin uniil the house was burnt
down after a.n. 390’ (circa 1000 A.D.).

Y4kt speaks of a second ladder as having been mounted by
Shurahbil ibn Hajlah al Maridi ‘near the Street of the Flute-
Players’; but this indication also has perished with the city of
Fustét.
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defence in the dawning light, a parley was sounded,
and George, the commander of the fortress, offered
to capitulate, provided the lives of his soldiers were
spared. ‘Amr at once approved the terms, much
to the indignation of Zubair, who urged that he had
been on the point of taking the fortress by storm.
‘If you had only waited a little,” he said, ‘I should
have got down from the wall inside the fortress, and
then it would have been all over’ But ‘Amr paid
no heed to his remonstrance : a treaty of surrender
was drawn up, under which it was agreed that in
three days’ time the garrison should evacuate the
fortress, retiring by river, and carrying only what
was necessary for a few days’ subsistence ; that the
fortress itself, with all treasure and war material,
should be delivered over to the Arabs!; and that
the town should become tributary.

1 It has been very difficult to construct an intelligible story of
the fall of Babylon. The story of Zubair’s escalade seems to come
originally from Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, but generally is twisted by the
Arab chroniclers into a shape of absurdity. As Makrizi gives it,
the garrison fled on hearing the Muslim cry: Zubair opened the
gates, and the Arabs rushed in: whereupon ¢the Mukaukas, in fear
of his life, proposed submission and tribute.” The Mukaukas was
no longer there, and such proposals would be ridiculous affer a
complete capture by storm. Ab@i 'l Mahisin gives precisely the
same version. Suyfit! is nearly as bad ; for he says that when the
Muslims had entered the fort, the Mukaukas began to negotiate with
‘Amr, But the version in the text above comes from Tabarf, and
is at once so clear and so rational that I have no hesitation in
believing. it, much as that author has in other respects confused the
incidents of the conquest. I should add that there is a general
agreement fixing the duration of the investment at seven months,
although the date of surrender is confused with that of the unratified
treaty of Cyrus, and so is made to coincide with high Nile. Weil
in his Geschichte der Chalifen has been completely misled on this
point, affirming the capture at high Nile, and rejecting the seven
months’ siege : but his whole scheme of chronology is wrong, e.g.
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The final assault of the Muslims took place on
Good Friday, April 6, 641, and the evacuation
on the following Easter Monday!. In the interval
the fleet of boats was collected from Raudah and
provisioned, and all preparations were made for the
retreat of the garrison down the Nile, It was a
mournful coincidence for the Christian army that
their last day within the fortress should be the day
of the Resurrection; and one would fain picture
them as thronging the churches in sorrow and self-
abasement for their defeat by the followers of
Mohammed. It must, however, be recorded that
neither the solemnity of the crisis in the history of
Christian rule in Egypt, nor the solemnity of the
day, availed to abate the fury of religious passion
in the hearts of the Roman leaders. We have
already seen that early in the siege a number of
Copts in Babylon had been thrown into prison,
either from their refusal to abandon their creed or

he makes ‘Amr arrive at Babylon in January. The account of
Tabari is supplemented by that of John of Nikiou, who in
chap. cxvii (which is obviously out of order) gives the actual
surrender of Babylon, though the story of the siege is missing.

! Easter Monday is given with absolute clearness by John of
Nikiou. He does not mention Good Friday : but (1) Friday is the
Muslim dies faustus, and is the most probable day for Zubair’s act
of self-devotion ; and (2) John of Nikiou makes it clear that the
garrison were allowed an interval of a day or two before the
evacuation, because they had leisure on Easter Day to commit
the acts of barbarity, which he records, upon the Coptic prisoners.
I may add that Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam gives a letter from Omar to
‘Amr complaining of the delay in the capture of Alexandria (the
context shows, I think, that Babylon is intended), and in the letter
are the words ‘ Let the attack be made on Friday evening, for
that is the time when mercy descends and prayer is answered.
This is recorded by Suyfiti (p. 72): and we know that Zubair’s
assault was at night.

BUTLER T
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on suspicion of disloyalty. Easter Day was made
a day of vengeance upon these unfortunate prisoners,
who, after being dragged out of their cells and
scourged, had their hands cut off by soldiers acting
under the orders of Eudocianus. It is small wonder
that the wrath of the Egyptian bishop is launched
upon ‘those enemies of Christ, who have defiled
the Church by an unclean faith, and who have
wrought apostasies and deeds of violence such as
neither pagan nor barbarian hath wrought: they
have despised Christ and His servants, and we
have not found such evil-doers even among the
worshippers of false idolsl’” He describes the
groans and tears of the mutilated captives, as they
were driven out of the fort in scorn; and, however
illogical, it is not unnatural for him to think that
the fall of Babylon was a divine chastisement upon
the Romans for their savage maltreatment of the
Copts. Truly the incident shows what implacable
hatred divided the two religious parties among the
Christians even at the moment when the fruits of
disunion were fatally visible in the triumph of
Islam.

! John of Nikiou, p. 567.



CHAPTER XIX
MARCH ON ALEXANDRIA

The Treaty of Babylon: its nature and limits. Arab lesson to
the natives. Renegade Christians. Restoration of Nile bridges.
Advance of the Arab army northwards. Nikiou their objective,
Battle at Tarrdnah. Cowardly retreat of Domentianus, and capture
of Nikiou by the Arabs. Massacre there. Advance continued.
Fighting at Kfim Sharik, Suntais, and Karifin. Defeat of the
Romans and retreat of Theodore. The Muslims reach Alex-
andria. Their view of the city, and their powerlessness against it.
‘Amr’s Delta campaign. Failure at Sakhd. His march to Tfkh
and Damsfs, and return to Babylon. Historical fallacies refuted.

TuE siege of Babylon, which ended on April o,
641, had lasted for seven months. That fact is
clearly preserved in Arab tradition, although the
abortive treaty made by Al Mukaukas at high Nile,
a few weeks after the siege began, is confounded by
practically all the Arab writers with the final treaty
of surrender, made when Al Mukaukas was banished
from Egypt. In the light of the true story one
sees how the confusion arose, and with it another
confusion scarcely less remarkable. No question is
more keenly debated by these writers than the ques-
tion whether Misr—by which they sometimes mean
Babylon and sometimes Egypt—was taken by treaty
or by force. As regards Babylon we now know
that there is a real foundation for a difference of
opinion ; for on the one hand it was an act of force
—the storming of Zubair—which put an end to the
resistance of the Romans, and on the other hand
that act of force was not a full capture by storm,
though it caused the fortress forthwith to capitulate.

Still the truth remains that Babylon was surrendered
T 2
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under treaty, and that the treaty provided for the
retirement of the garrison. Hence we must reject
the story of great slaughter wrought within the
walls as a mere growth of legend upon the version
of capture by force

But the compact made at Babylon was a military
convention and not a political treaty. ‘Amr was
content to purchase possession of the fortress at the
price of the withdrawal of the Romans, who neither
accepted Islim nor agreed to pay tribute. But
tribute was laid on all the inhabitants of the city
who remained behind. As this arrangement was of
purely local significance, so the tribute imposed was
but slight and temporary. One authority gives it
as a dinir for each of the Arabs, together with
a change of raiment? which latter they greatly
needed. This squares very well with a story told
by another writer3, who says that after the sur-

! Eutychius says that while the garrison retreated by boat to
Raudah, the Muslims slew, took captive, and plundered. Makrizi
agrees that ‘many of the inhabitants were slain, many made
prisoners.” Possibly some bloodshed did occur; but Suyfiti says,
¢ The Muslims took the fort and slaughtered the garrison’—a very
different story, in which he improves on Abfi’l Mahasin, who alleges
that ‘when the fort was taken, there was great slaughter’ No
credence whatever can be given to the report noticed by Makrizt
and Suyfiti that 12,300 Romans were slain by arrows within the
fortress after the siege was over.

? Makrizi cites the Hadith of Ibn Wahb, quoting from
‘Abdarrahman ibn Shuraib for this highly probable statement.
The raiment consisted of jubbak, burnus, turban, and pair of shoes.
If the Arab forces were by this time reduced to 12,000 men, this
would account for the 12,000 dinirs recorded, of course mistakenly,
by some writers as the total tribute imposed on Egypt, the name
Misr being wrongly extended, as often happens, from the town to
the country.

- ® Tabarf. When he speaks of Copfic soldiers, he may mean
Egyptians who had been enrolled in the Roman army as local
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render there remained at Misr a great number of
Coptic soldiers. These seeing the Muslims in rags
and tatters remarked, ‘ Alas! why did we not know
that the Arabs were in such an evil plight? For
we would have continued the struggle, and not
delivered the city When “Amr heard of this, he
invited some of the leaders among them to dinner.
He had a camel slaughtered, and the flesh boiled in
salt water and set before a mixed company of Copts
and Arabs. The Arabs ate of the meat, but the
Copts only turned away in disgust, and went home
dinnerless. Next day ‘Amr ordered his cooks to
search the town of Misr for every dainty and deli-
cate dish it could provide to dress a banquet. This
was done, and the same company sat down to a
sumptuous repast. When dinner was over, ‘Amr
spoke to the Copts as follows: ‘I must have for
you all the regard which our kinship imposes. But
I understand that you are plotting to take up arms
once more against me. Now aforetime the Arabs
ate camel’s meat, as you saw yesterday; but now
when they have discovered all this dainty fare that
you see before you, do you think that they will sur-
render this city? I tell you they will give their
lives first; they will fight to the death. Do not
therefore hurl yourselves to destruction. Either
embrace the religion of Islam, or pay your tribute,
and go your ways to your villages?’

militia—a force which certainly existed, as is clear from John of
Nikiou. The remark about kinship would be meaningless applied
to Roman soldiers. Yet it is fair to observe that Tabar? often
speaks of Copts where he can only mean Romans. In any case
the story is not of serious importance, though it illustrates ‘Amr’s

character.
! Tbn al Athir gives a rather different version of this tradition.
‘Amr, he says, learned that the Copts spoke disparagingly of the
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This anecdote is at least curious as showing the
other side to those lofty professions of indifference
to the good things of this world which we have
seen uttered by ‘UbAdah and quoted by Cyrus. It
is perhaps memorable for ancther reason, because it
cannot be questioned that now the alternative of
Isldam was chosen by some of the Copts rather than
payment of tribute. The temptation of equality
and honour and brotherhood with the conquerors,
together with the prospect of plunder in lieu of taxa-
tion, proved too strong for many of those E gyptians
whose own creed had been crushed out by the
millstones of Cyrus’ persecution; and some of the
Roman soldiers and settlers similarly abandoned
their religion. These are the men who, in the words
of the Coptic bishop of Nikiou, ‘apostatized from
the Christian faith and embraced the faith of the
beast’; renegades who now, under the cloak of zeal
for the Muslim cause, aided in seizing the posses-
sions of those Christians whom the war had driven
from their homes and in blaspheming them as
‘enemies of Godl’ But these apostates were few

Arabs for their poverty and rough way of life; whereupon, fearing
that this frame of mind might lead to rebellion, he resolved to
overawe the Copts by illustrating the difference between the luxury
of Egypt and the coarse diet of the Arabs, and by pointing out
that on this hard fare the Muslims had conquered the far more
numerous armies of their enemies. The lesson made a deep
impression on the Egyptians, who remarked, ‘The Arabs are in-
vincible : they have cast us down beneath their feet” When this
story was reported to Omar, he is said to have remarked that ‘Amr
made war by argument, as other warriors by force.

! John of Nikiou, p. 560. Abfi §lih has a curious tradition
that the district adjoining Cairo on the south, long called Al
Hamri, derived its name from the fact that there ‘the Red
Standard (Ar Réyat al Hamr4) stood at the time of the conquest
of Misr by the Arabs, and around it were gathered those who
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in number; the bulk of the Coptic people scorned
them and their new-found religion alike, as is proved
by the bishop’s language. Once more, however,
it must be repeated that the Copts at this period
had neither leader nor organic unity. They were
therefore incapable of corporate action. Isolated
persons and isolated communities among them de-
termined their own course of conduct from time to
time, but always in isolation, since there were no
means either for the formation or for the execution
of any collective purpose. Accordingly it is quite
erroneous to speak of the Copts in general as party
to the treaty of Babylon, which concerned only the
people of that locality. But the terms of the con-
vention were offered to people in the vicinity; thus
‘Abdallah ibn Hudhafah as Sahmi went by ‘Amr’s
orders to Heliopolis and received the submission of
the town and the country round it?, a fact which

asked protection of the Muslims and marched in their rear-guard’
(p. 102). On the other hand, Ibn Dukmik, in describing the
several quarters of Fustit, writes: ¢ Then the three Hamris, which
were so-called because the Romans settled in them: for they were
the quarters of Bilf ibn ‘Amr ibn al HAf ibn Kudd'ah, and of the
Banfi Bahr, and of the Banfi Salimait, and of Yashkur of the tribe
of Lakhm, and of Hudhail ibn Madrakah, and of the Ban@l Naid,
and of the Banfl 1 Azrak, who were Romans’ (part iv. p. 5).
I do not know what is the connexion between ¢Hamri’ and
‘Roman,” but it is stated in the context that these Romans and one
Rfibil, a Jew, ‘had marched from Syria to Egypt, and were among
the non-Arab inhabitants of Syria, who accepted Islim before the
battle of Yermouk.’

! This comes from Balidhurf. The statement is doubtless
correct, and to it we may trace that confusion between the first
capture and the final subjection of Heliopolis which vitiates the
narrative of Tabari and others. That the number who came under
this treaty was small is indicated by Abfi 'l Mahdsin, who gives
6,000 souls as the total, while he quotes “Abdallah ibn Lahiah as
giving 8,000, who by it were rendered liable to poll-tax (p. 19).
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seems to show that at the previous occupation of
the place no Muslim administration was established.

But though the treaty was local, its results were
felt all over the Roman Empire. Babylon or Mem-
phis had long ceased to be the capital of Egypt:
it had been eclipsed by the power and splendour
of Alexander’s city: but it was the gate between
Upper and Lower Egypt, and a strong enemy
planted in the wellnigh impregnable fortress had all
Upper Egypt at his mercy, and dominated the Delta
far northwards. What the Roman generals were
doing all the winter through, and why they allowed
the Muslim army to slowly wear down the resistance
of Babylon, are questions that perhaps will never
be answered; but it is certain that by the capture
of the fortress their own power, both moral and
material, was greatly shaken, and that of the Arabs
immensely strengthened. By Pelusium, Bilbais,
Athrib, and Heliopolis ‘Amr now held all the east
side of the Delta: at Babylon he held its apex and
gripped the whole valley of the Nile in the middle.
The conquest of Egypt was half accomplished.

It must have been after the fall of the fortress,
and not before as the chronicles imply, that ‘Amr
ordered a bridge of boats to be built—or rather
restored—from Babylon to Raudah, and Raudah
to Jizah, thus spanning the whole width of the Nile
and controlling all traffic and transport upon it.
But the Arab commander was anxious to launch
his army, too long chained to their camp at Misr,
on the way towards Alexandria. In less than three
months the Nile would begin to rise again, and there-
fore time was precious. While dispatches were sent
to Omar reporting progress and requesting more
troops, arrangements were rapidly made for the
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administration of the conquered town and territory :
the fortress walls were repaired, and a strong garri-
son was left under the command of Khérijah ibn
Hudhafah®., Then, with his army remounted, ‘Amr
turned his back on Babylon, rejoicing to take the
field again, and pushed northwards, following the
western main of the Nile. The general’s tent was
left in position; for just as it was ordered to be
struck, it was discovered that a dove had nested in
the top part and there laid her eggs; whereupon
‘Amr remarked, ‘ She has taken refuge under our
protection. Let the tent stand, till she has hatched
her brood and they are flown away.” It is even said
that a sentinel was left to prevent the dove from
being molested 2.

It is not very easy to trace the movements of
the Arab forces in the campaign which now opened,
because the Chronicle of John of Nikiou in these
last chapters often seems a mere collection of frag-
ments of history flung together at haphazard, and
such narrative as can be founded upon it is often
at total variance with Arab records. Yet a certain
amount of reconcilement is possible, and there are
points on which the coincidence is striking.

There can be no doubt that the first point at
which ‘Amr aimed on his march to Alexandria was
Nikiou. This was a city of great importance and

! T have already noted that this statement, which comes from
Arab sources, is supported by a contemporary document, No. 553
in Karabacek’s Papyrus Erzherzog Rainer : Fiikrer durch die Aus-
Stellung.

2 1 have given YAakfit's version of this familiar story. It fits very
well with the time of year when ‘Amr left Babylon—the end of
April—and it has the ring of truth. The appeal for protection,
even on the part of an enemy, was sacred in the eyes of the
Muslims.
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a fortress of great strength®. It lay on the river
bank—on the east side of the western or Rosetta
branch of the Nile—a long day’s journey from
Babylon, but only about two hours distant from
Manf, which was already in the Arabs’ possession.
Nikiou was not merely a flourishing town, marking
its antiquity by colossal remains from the days of
the Pharaohs; it was also the seat of one of the
chief bishoprics of Christian Egypt, and a place
of the highest strategical value in the defence of
the military route between Babylon and Alexandria.
It was here therefore that the Roman resistance
should have centred for a fresh stand against the
Arabs.

Moreover it seems that ‘Amr began his north-
ward march on the western? or desert side of the
Nile, where his cavalry could move with freedom,
unhampered by the network of canals in the Delta.
The Romans were prepared in a fashion for this
movement, and the first encounter took place at the

! 1 have shown in the note on p. 16 that the site of the ancient
Nikiou is to be found at the modern village of Shabshir towards
the north-east of Manff on the Nile.

2 The name Wardén preserved in a village on the western side,
coupled with the tradition given by Makrizi, clearly suggests that
‘Amr at first followed the western bank on his march to Nikiou.
Indeed, provided that he was sure of crossing the Nile at Atris or
Ban? Saldmah, that route offered fewer obstacles than the canal-
seamed country between the two branches of the river. Makrizi’s
words are as follows: ‘On his way to Alexandria ‘Amr laid waste
the village called Kharbat Warddn. There is a dispute as to the
cause of this devastation. Sa'id ibn Ufair says that when ‘Amr
marched to Nakyfs to fight the Romans, he left Wardin behind in
this village to settle affairs, but the people seized and carried him
off. When at last he was found hidden in a house, ‘Amr ordered
that the village should be destroyed. Another account is that some
of ‘Amr’s rearguard were slain here.’
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ancient and important city of Terenouti, or Tarnqt,
or Tarrinah, as the Arabs learned to call it. Tarra-
nah was a regular crossing-place on the Nile, on the
way to Alexandria®: it was also the point of departure
for the great Coptic monasteries in the Libyan
desert: and it was natural that the Roman armies
should not yield it without resistance. They gave
battle? to ‘Amr, and at least saved their honour,
though they suffered defeat, and the Arabs were
able to continue their advance towards Nikiou.
Nikiou lay, as we have seen, on the right bank
of the river, near the place where the Pharaonic
canal from Athrib and Mandf joined the Nile. It
was too strong a fortress to leave on his flank:
so the Arab leader was compelled to cross the
river for its reduction, and to recross subse-
quently. The Roman commander therefore had a
fine opportunity for aggressive tactics. But instead
of taking the command here in person with the bulk
of his forces, Theodore relied on the weak and
cowardly Domentianus to hold Nikiou with an
inadequate garrison. Domentianus had a consider-
able fleet of boats, which he meant to employ merely

! See Amélineau, Géog. Copte, p. 493, ‘Cest 13 qu’ Apatir va
passer le Nil, venant d'Alexandrie, pour se rendre & Babylone
d'Egypte,’ and the other references given.

2 This battle is recorded by Yékfit, who says, ¢ At Tarnfit there
was a battle between ‘Amr and the Romans” Makrizi makes
a strange blunder in this connexion. For in his account of ‘Amr’s
march from Babylon against Alexandria, he says (vol. i. p. 163,
Bfilak ed.) that “Amr encountered none of the Roman forces till he
reached Mareotis, and a few lines lower he places ‘Amr behind at
Mareotis, while his advance columns are at Kim Sharfk! The
absurdity of this vanishes if instead of Marifit by, we read bysb
Tarnfif, which is certainly correct: but the slip illustrates the

manner in which history is perverted by writers or copyists ignorant
of geography.
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for the defence of the town or to contest the subse-
quent passage of the Nile, which ‘Amr here must
make, and which possibly he might even essay if he
failed to capture the fortress. But when the Roman
general found that the Muslim army was in close
proximity, his heart failed, and abandoning army
and fleet he took flight in a boat to Alexandria.
Finding themselves thus betrayed by their leader,
the garrison flung away their arms and rushed down
into the canal? in a mad endeavour to cross it or to
reach the boats. But the panic spread to the boat-
men, who, thinking of their own safety, unmoored
with all speed and fled in disorder down the Nile,
each man making for his own village. Meanwhile
the Arabs came up, and falling on the defenceless
Roman soldiers in the water put every man to the
sword, with the single exception of Zachariah, a
man who showed extraordinary valour, and was
perhaps spared for that reason. The entry of the
Arabs into the town was unopposed : there was not
a soldier left to offer resistance. Nevertheless they
signalized their victory by a cruel massacre. ‘They
slew every one whom they encountered in the streets,
and those who had taken refuge in the churches,
sparing neither men nor women nor little children.
From Nikiou they went to other places round about,
plundering and killing all before them. In the town
of Safina they found Scutaeus and his people (who
were related to Theodore) hiding in a vineyard, and
they put them to the sword. But it is time to cease :
for it is impossible to recount the iniquities committed
by the Muslims after their capture of the island of

! This description proves the canal to have lain northward of
the town of Nikiou, and confirms the identification of the site with
Shabshir,
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Nikiou on Sunday, the eighteenth day of the month
Genbot, in the fifteenth year of the cycle,’ which date
corresponds to May 13, 641 %

This passage of the Coptic bishop I have given
in full, because it shows how little reason the Copts
as a body had to sympathize, and how little they did
in fact sympathize, with their Saracen conquerors.
For Nikiou was a stronghold of the Coptic faith ;
and though Cyrus had scourged the people till they
renounced its open profession, yet it cannot be
questioned that in their hearts the victims of the
persecution retained their old allegiance. But Copts
and Romans alike were now overwhelmed in indis-
criminate slaughter, the record of which contains no
word to suggest that Copts were entitled to look for
different treatment. At the same time it is clear
that division and disorder were spreading like a
plague through the country, and it was not long
before civil war was added to the calamities of the
time. Lower Egypt was split into two camps, one
party siding with the Romans, while the other
wished to join the invaders. Whether the dividing
lines were those of race or creed, or, as seems
probable, of faction, is-a question left unanswered.
But battle and pillage and burning of towns were
common incidents in the conflict of the two parties,
while the Arabs looked with contempt and distrust
on these uncovenanted partisans.

! John of Nikiou, p. 568. For the date see my Appendix D.
Zotenberg gives the name of the town as $4. But 34, the ancient
Sais, lies nearly as far north as Damanhfr, quite beyond the range
of the Arabs at this moment. The heading to the chapter gives
Safind as the name of the town, and this I have adopted. For
Zotenberg’s Ksqodidos 1 have ventured to conjecture Scufaeus, for
a vowel would necessarily be prefixed to render such a name in
Arabic, through which language the story passed into the Ethiopic.
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The capture of Nikiou! and the dispersal of the
Roman fleet on the Nile opened the way for the
advance on Alexandria, towards which the main body
of the Roman army under Theodore was slo ly
retiring.

‘Amr took up his quarters at Nikiou for a few
days; but, ere resuming his march after crossing the
river, he sent his lieutenant, Sharik, to pursue the
retreating enemy. The way now lay along the left
bank of the Nile, skirting the edge of the desert,and -
the country was favourable for cavalry. The Muslim
advance forces overtook the Romans at a place
about sixteen miles due north of Tarrinah, but they
found the enemy in greater strength than they had
expected. Indeed, so far from routing the Romans
at the first onset, they are said to have fought for
three days; and at one period of the contest the
Arabs were repulsed and driven up some rising
ground, where they stood at bay under fierce assaults
from the Romans, who surrounded them. In this
dangerous plight Sharik ordered MAlik ibn N4i‘mah,
who possessed a bay horse of unrivalled swiftness,
to make his way through or round the enemy and
carry a message to ‘Amr. This Malik succeeded in
doing : for though some of the Romans gave chase,
they were unable to overtake him. On hearing of
the danger in which Sharik stood, ‘Amr hurried
troops forward at the utmost speed. It is said that
the mere news of their coming turned the army of
Theodore to flight: it is certain that Sharik was
relieved, and the Romans lost the opportunity of
overwhelming this detachment of the Saracens, as

* The Arab historians know nothing of this event and pass it

over in absolute silence. The battle of Nikiou mentioned by
Y&kt is that which took place in Manuel’s rebellion.
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they had lost every opportunity which fortune
offered. The scene of the battle was called after
the Arab leader, Kim Sharik?, or the Mound of
Sharik, which name remains to this day.

Steadily pushing the enemy before him, ‘Amr
now probably marched north-east, still following the
canal which borders the desert, till he reached
Daling4t, and from that point struck due northwards
in the direction of Damanhfir. Once more he found
a Roman army barring his passage at a place called
Suntais ?, about six miles south of Damanhfr, and
once more an obstinate engagement resulted in the
retreat of the Romans. They made no effort to
rally at Damanhfr or to hold the town; but stream-
ing north from the battlefield they struck the high
road to Alexandria, crossed the canal, which now
was nearly empty, and took refuge under the fort of
KariQin after a march of some twenty miles. Karidn
was the last in the chain of fortresses between Baby-
lon and Alexandria, and it was a place of great
importance for the corn traffic. Strategically too
it controlled the canal on which Alexandria mainly
depended both for food and for water : but although

1 The details of this incident come from Makrizl, who seems to
be copying Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam. Ockley gives the odd form
Keram 'l Shoraik to the place: but his whole account of the
conquest is a tangle of misstatement and misplacement which fairly
rivals that of the Arab writers. Eutychius calls the place the
Vineyard of Shurik, but it is very unlikely than any vineyard was
there.

3 Makrizt gives the form Su/fais. In the translation of Eutychius
the name appears as Sa/sfan—an obvious corruption. Weil in
giving the form Silfis suggests that it should be Samiatis, or, as
Ewald conjectures, Sunfais. There can be no question that the
last is the right form. Suntais is a considerable village, almost
equidistant from Km Sharik and Karifin,
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the defences had been strengthened by the Romans,
they in no wise compared with strongholds like
Babylon or even Nikiou!. Here, however, Theodore
resolved to make his last stand, nor could he have
chosen a better position than this, where the advan-
tage of numbers was aided by the works of the
fortress and the canal, while his retreat on Alexandria
was easy to secure.

Although the Roman army had been greatly
dejected by the fall of Babylon and Nikiou, and by
the treason and cowardice displayed by some of its
leaders, yet even the Muslim writers admit that
during this phase of the struggle it fought with
obstinate valour. It was strong in numbers,
large reinforcements having come over-sea from
Constantinople. Theodore himself, though totally
incompetent as general, was not wanting in courage
or fighting spirit. Not merely the Alexandrian

! As regards the name Kariin see Amélineau, Géog. Copte,
p- 217, who gives the Coptic form o¢epew and the Greek xaipeov
(s7c), but does not give the more familiar C4aereum. John of Nikiou
in chap. Ixvii says that the sweet-water canal (which the heading
calls the canal of Karifin) was made by Cleopatra. Procopius in
The Buildings of Justinian avers that ‘ the Nile does not flow as far
as Alexandria, but, after reaching the city of Chaereum, proceeds to
the left. The ancients dug a deep channel from Chaereum and
turned part of the Nile stream into it to flow into Lake Marea.
This channel is nowhere navigable for large ships, but at Chaereum
the corn is transferred from the large vessels into barges and so
brought to Alexandria’ (Palestine Pilgrims Text Soc., vol. ii.
p. 152). John specially says that Cleopatra’s canal was navigable
for large vessels, but of course the navigation depended on the state
of the waterway. Ibn Haukal describes Karifin in his day as ‘a
large and beautiful town on both banks of the Alexandrian canal. In
summer when the Nile rises, merchants take boat there for the
journey up to Fustit. . . . The town is the seat of a governor, who
has under his orders the garrison composed of cavalry and
infantry’ (Quatremere, Mém. Géog. et Hist. t. i. p. 419).
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army, but all the country round, realized the critical
nature of the coming conflict at KariQin, and contin-
gents flocked to the Roman standard, not only from
Suntais, but from more distant towns like Khais,
Sakhj, and Balhib!. It was no single engagement
that decided the fate of Karin. The fighting was
not only severe, but it lasted over a period of ten
days. In one of the battles, Wardan, the well-known
freedman of ‘Amr, was carrying the Muslim colours,
and ‘Amr’s son ‘Abdallah was badly wounded by his
side. Half fainting in the heat of the combat,
‘Abdallah asked his comrade to retreat a little that

' This is from Balidhuri (p. 220), who directly associates the
Copts with the Romans in the struggle at Karifin. Sakha4 is between
the two branches of the Nile, about twenty miles north-west of
Samanfid. I cannot find any name in modern Egyptian charts
corresponding to Balhit, or Balhib as Yakfit more correctly writes
it, in accord with the Coptic meX\7in; but the place was well known
and was the scene of a revolt by the Copts in a.H. 156 (Quatremere,
Recherches, &c., p. 198). Its position is discussed by Quatremere
(Observations sur quelques Points de la Géographie de I Egypte,
PP- 45 seq.), who shows that Ibn Haukal places it six sas north of
Sandifin on the Nile, at the junction of a small western branch with
the Rosetta main. This, taking the se4 at about one and a quarter
miles, would place Balhib, as Quatremere shows, somewhere near
what he writes Mentoubes, but what is given in the Domains map of
the Delta as Metoubes. But clearly Balhib was on the left, not on
the right, bank of the river. The small branch has long disappeared
in a morass, but there is a hamlet called Dibi in the place required,
and the name D#7 may even be an echo of the lost Balhib. It lies
in the bend of the river some ten or twelve miles south of Rosetta.
Amélineau (Géog. Copte, p. 314) is wrong in saying that the
junction spoken of by Ibn Haukal was formerly at the village of
¢‘Dirouet.” Dairfit is close to Sandifin, though across the river, and
Amélineau cannot have read Quatremére very carefully.

Khais was in the region of Damietta: see Quatremere, Mem.
Géog. et Hist. t. i. p. 337. Yakft gives Fartasd (or Kartasi)
among the towns that resisted ‘Amr, while he adds that ‘Amr made
terms with Balhib.

BUTLER U
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they might have more air to breathe in. ‘Air?’
replied Ward4n : ‘ you want air in front of you and
not behind you’: and they pressed forward together.
‘Amr, hearing of his son’s mishap, sent a messenger
to inquire of his welfare, whereupon ‘Abdallah
quoted some verses of reassuring tenour. This
answer was brought to the chief, who exclaimed,
‘He is my son indeed!’ Fiercely, however, as the
Muslims charged time after time, the issue hung in
doubt, and ‘Amr prayed the ‘prayer of fear. It
looks as if this was a drawn battle, although the
Arab writers make it a crowning victory. However
that may be, there can be no doubt that at the end
of the ten days the Muslims were so far victorious
that they captured the town and fortress of Kariln,
driving back the Roman army. Whether the
Romans were chased in headlong flight to the gates
of Alexandria, or whether Theodore retreated in
good order, cannot be determined, although the
impartial record of John of Nikiou seems in favour
of the latter alternative.

These various engagements from Tarrinah to
Kariin must have caused serious losses on both
sides. The Romans were better able to bear them;
but if allowance is made for the garrisons left by the
Muslims at Babylon and various points in the Delta,
it becomes clear that ‘Amr’s further advance would
have been impossible, if he had not received heavy
reinforcements during the preceding winter or spring.

! Makrizi gives this story, and is the authority for the ten days’
fighting. Balddhuri merely speaks of an engagement at Karifin.
John of Nikiou is unhappily very brief. He remarks that “Amr
launched a great force of Muslims towards Alexandria, and they
took possession of Karifin, its garrison under Theodore retiring to
Alexandria,
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He could not have ventured to appear before
Alexandria with less than 15,000 men: it would
probably be nearer the truth to place his effective
force now at 20,000. The capture of Karidn had
completely cleared the way to the capital; and as
soon as his troops had recovered from the strain of
the recent fighting, ‘Amr moved on, and covered
unopposed the last stage of the march to Alexandria.

Many of the soldiers in that army must have seen
beautiful cities in Palestine, like Edessa, Damascus,
and Jerusalem; some may even have gazed on the
far-famed splendours of Antioch or the wonders of
Palmyra; but nothing can have prepared them for
the extraordinary magnificence of the city which now
rose before them, as they passed among the gardens
and vineyards and convents abounding in its environs.
Alexandria was, even in the seventh century, the
finest city in the world : with the possible exception
of ancient Carthage and Rome, the art of the builder
has never produced anything like it before or since.
Far as the eye could reach ran that matchless line
of walls and towers which for centuries later excited
the . enthusiasm of travellers. Beyond and above
them gleamed domes ard pediments, columns and
obelisks, statues, temples, and palaces. .To the left?
the view was bounded by the lofty Serapeum with
its gilded roofs, and by the citadel on which Diocle-
tian’s Column stood conspicuous?: to the right the
great cathedral of St. Mark was seen, and further
west those obelisks, called Cleopatra’s Needles3,

! The Arabs approached the city from the south-east.

2 That the so-called Pompey's Pillar was on the citadel is proved
by the recent researches of M. Botti, Director of the Alexandrian
Museum.

8 These obelisks it was reserved for British and American

U2
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which even then were over 2,000 years old, or
twice as old as the city’s foundation. The space
between was filled with outlines of .brilliant architec-
ture: and in the background, towering from the
sea, stood that stupendous monument known as
the Pharos, which rightly ranked as one of the
wonders of the world. Even these half-barbarian
warriors from the desert must have been strangely
moved by the stateliness and grandeur, as well as
by the size and strength, of the city they had come
to conquer .

The garrison amounted at this time to not less
than 50,000 men: the place was amply provisioned,

vandalism to remove from Egypt: one is now on the Thames
Embankment, one in New York. They were originally brought
from Heliopolis in the reign of Augustus. Their height, about
68 feet, would enable at least their tops to be seen from some little
distance without the walls.

! There is a legend that “Amr had seen Alexandria before. The
story is that in his younger days he twice saved the life of a Greek
deacon—once by giving him water when he was dying of thirst,
and again by killing a snake which was about to attack him in his
sleep. The deacon in gratitude promised him 2,000 gold pieces
(£1,000) if he would come to Alexandria. ‘Amr therefore accom-
panied him, and while in the city took part in a game played with
a crown-embroidered ball in the Hippodrome. ‘Amr succeeded in
catching the ball in his sleeve. ¢Such a thing never happened to
any one,’ say the Arab writers, ‘ without his becoming ruler of
Egypt” The reward named in this legend is not the least romantic
part of it. Still ‘Amr may well have visited Alexandria in the
course of trade, and he may have played a game in which a player
who caught the ball was called ‘king.” The story can be read in
Ockley and Weil, but it comes from Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, and is
quoted at length by Makrizi. One version makes the encounter
with the deacon take place near Jerusalem, another near Alexandria.
Abf S4lih (p. 75) says, ¢ ‘Amr had visited Egypt during the days
of ignorance, and knew the roads leading thither, through trading
there together with one of the tribe of the Kuraish’; and this is
very likely the truth. Makrizi’s account is in K%zfaf, vol. i. p. 158.
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resting on the sea, where the Muslims had not a
single vessel to contest the Emperor's supremacy:
and the walls were armed with that powerful artillery
which, as we have seen, in the time of Nicetas had
availed to crush and sink the river-fleets of an enemy.
On the other hand the Arabs were totally destitute
of siege equipment, being unable to transport the
engines of war they had captured, and totally un-
trained in the art of siege warfare. The Romans
therefore had every material reason for confidence
in defying the rude methods of the Saracen horse-
men; while they in turn, reviewing their extra-
ordinary successes against the fenced cities of
Palestine and of Egypt, found moral causes enough
to give them assurance of ultimate victory. But
such moral causes were destined to operate slowly :
and when ‘Amr launched his troops in a mad tilt
against the walls, the Roman catapults on the battle-
ments hurled such a rain of heavy stones upon them
that they were driven back out of range, nor could
they again face the fire delivered by that artillery.
All that the Muslims could do was to maintain their
camp at a respectful distance in the hope that the
enemy might be unwise enough to sally out and give
battle.

There is no trustworthy record of any such engage-
ment. This incident of the ill-judged attack and its
easy repulse under the pounding of the catapults
sums up all that John of Nikiou® has to say about
the use of force against Alexandria; and his silence
must be taken to mean that siege in the proper sense
there was none. On the north the city was defended
by the sea, on the south by the canal and Lake
Mareotis, and on the west again by the Dragon

' p. 570.
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Canal: on the east side and south-east alone the
approach was open, and here the besiegers were
unable to come even within bowshot of the walls.
They were accordingly reduced to the necessity of
proceeding by blockade, and that could only be
of the most partial and ineffective kind: the idea
of surrounding the city even on the landward side
was quite chimerical. At the same time the main-
tenance of an army encamped outside Alexandria
was a permanent challenge to the Romans, and
cut them off from the rest of Egypt. Precisely
where the camp was pitched is hard to determine.
Suy(ti says that it was ‘between Hulwah and Kasr
Faris, and beyond the latter” Kasr Faris, or
the Fort of the Persians, was on the east side!,
and it may have been built by them as a necessary
part of their siege operations, just as we know that
Diocletian had been totally unable to make any
impression on the strength of Alexandria until he
had built a fortress to the east of the city? But
even then it required a vast army, a siege of long
duration, and treason within the walls, to enable
Diocletian to break through the almost impregnable
defences. But we may take it for granted that the
Muslims were at once reduced to passive measures,
and that their camp, wherever situated, was merely

1 See note, p. 9o supra, and the passage in Barhebraeus there
referred to. Abf ’l Fidd agrees with Suy(tf; while Ibn ‘Abd al
Hakam says that after remaining two months at Hulwah, the Arabs
advanced to Al Maks on the west side.

2 John of Nikiou, p. 417. The passage deserves quoting : ‘ He
succeeded in capturing Alexandria only after he had raised a fortress
to the east of the city, and there spent a long time. At last some
of the inhabitants came and showed him a place where he could
effect an entrance ; but it was only with an immense army that he
vanquished the resistance of the city with the utmost difficulty.”
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a camp of observation. Indeed there is reason to
doubt whether any encampment was maintained
within sight of Alexandria, or nearer than Karitin.
It was now about the end of June. The Arab
leader was not the man to cherish illusions with
regard to the chances of storming the city. He
realized that for offensive warfare he was com-
pletely powerless against it. On the other hand,
he could trust his followers to hold their own against
superior numbers, if the enemy dared come out to
battle. Therefore, as the Nile was now about to rise,
he resolved to leave an adequate army in the camp,
and to take such troops as could be spared across
the Delta before the country became impassable.

' One ought not perhaps to pass over in silence the statements
of the Arab historians with regard to the Copts at this period.
Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam says that the Copts helped the Arabs in every
way they required, and that the Coptic chiefs kept the roads and
bridges and markets open for them on the march to Alexandria;
and other writers have copied this report. Unfortunately Ibn ‘Abd
al Hakam completely disarranges the order of events, and no
reliance whatever can be placed on this assertion as indicating any
general action on the part of the Copts at the moment in question.
At the same time it is true, as we have seen, that assistance was
rendered by the renegades who had turned Muslim and by those
Egyptians whose services were: requisitioned. But I have no doubt
that the whole statement refers to the period of Manuel's revolt.
Even less worthy of credence is Balddhurf, who says that when
the Arabs appeared before Alexandria, the Copts in the city wished
to come to terms, and Al Mukaukas asked for an armistice, which
was refused. The story goes on to tell that Al Mukaukas then, in
order to give the Arabs an impression of the great numbers of the
garrison, put women and children on the walls with their faces
turned inwards, while the men stood facing the enemy. ‘Amr
thereon sent a message saying, ‘Our conquests have not been
made by force of numbers. We have encountered your Emperor
Heraclius, and you know the result” The truth of this remark so
struck Al Mukaukas, that he again counselled submission ; but the
people reproached him with cowardice and treachery, and insisted
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But as the Romans had abandoned the country round
Alexandria, all the pleasant houses and wealthy villas
outside the walls fell a prey to the Saracens. They
secured an immense booty, and pulled most of the
dwellings to pieces, merely for the sake of the wood
and the iron, which they sent by barges on the Nile
to Babylon for use in bridging operations there
against some hitherto inaccessible city

The column which ‘Amr now led across the Delta
cannot have been a large one. Little resistance was
likely to be encountered, except at the fortified places,
and these it was now too late in the season to besiege,
even had he any such intention. But as he had to
return to Babylon, ‘Amr purposed at any rate to

on fighting. All this is pure romance. Al Mukaukas had long
been in exile, and the story is a mere echo from the siege of
Babylon. Both Copts and Romans in isolated cases went over
to the Muslim side; neither as a body welcomed or sided with
the invaders.

* This is from John of Nikiou’s ch. cxv, which is needlessly
misunderstood, and wrongly corrected, in Zotenberg’s note (n. 1,
p. 562). Upon the text, which runs as follows, ¢Alors il alla
rejoindre ses troupes établies dans la citadelle de Babylone
d'Egypte et leur remit tout le butin qu'il avait fait 3 Alexandrie.
11 fit détruire les maisons des habitants d’Alexandrie qui avaient
pris la fuite,” Zotenberg remarks ‘il faut lire “ Babylone” au lieu de
“]la citadelle de Babylone”’; but the latter is quite correct, as the
Arabs were in possession of the citadel. He adds, ¢““ Le butin fait
3 Alexandrie” et “les habitants d’Alexandrie” sont deux autres
erreurs de traduction’; but surely the plunder of the suburbs is
rightly described as ‘taken at Alexandria,’” and it is no stretch
of language to call the dwellers in the suburbs ‘inhabitants of
Alexandria.

I agree with Zotenberg in finding it impossible to understand
the passage describing the purpose for which the wood and iron
were employed. The ‘city of the two rivers’ cannot mean Raudah,
but must be some city in the Delta. The road to it from Babylon
must have necessitated bridges of some sort.
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make his presence felt in Lower Egypt. Accordingly
he marched back to Karidn and Damanhtr, and
thence struck eastward through the province now
called Gharbiah till he came to Sakhd. This place,
which lies about twenty-two miles nearly due north
of the modern Tantah, was then and for long after
the conquest regarded as the capital of the province,
and it was strongly fortified!. Any hopes of sur-
prising the town were disappointed: once again
the Arabs had to acknowledge their weakness and
failure against strong walls encompassed by water :
and they pushed on southward, probably following
the Bahr al Nuzam, till they came to Tkh, which
lies about six miles north-east of Tantah, and from
Takh to Damsis® At both places they were easily

' Yakft says, ‘Sakhi is the fortress of the province of Al
Gharbiah and the residence of the wilf. It was taken by Kharijah
ibn Hudhifah, when ‘Amr invaded Egypt’ (vol. iii. p. 51). But
Khérijah was left in command at Babylon, and John of Nikiou
(p. 561) distinctly says that on this occasion ‘Amr could do nothing
against Sakhi. The capture was made at a later stage in the war.
Sakhd is one of the few places in the Delta mentioned both by
John and by the Arab writers.

? In John of Nikiou’s account of this matter the words are ‘Il
marcha sur Sakhi et sur Tikh6-Damsis,’” as rendered by Zotenberg.
Amélineau ingeniously conjectures that in the latter name the
Ethiopic has run together the two Arabic names Tkh and Damsfs,
mistaking the copulative for a termination (Géog. Cople, p. 525).
This is quite convincing. As regards Tfikh, there are at least six
places of that name in the Delta—Tf@kh al AklAm in Dakhalfah
Ttkh Dalakah, Tfikh al Balightah, and Ttkh Tanbishd in Manf-
fiah; Tkh al Malik in Kalifibfah; and Ttkh Mazid in Gharbiah.
The last of these is probably, from its position, the one in question
here.

Damsfs, now called Mit Damsfs, lies about nine miles due east
of Tfikh Mazid on the right bank of the Damietta branch. In the
Domains map of Lower Egypt (Cairo, 1888) the name is wrongly
given as ¢ Mit Ramses’—a curious error. Niebuhr gives it correctly
as ¢ Miet Demsis’ (Voyage en Arabie, &c., t. i. map, p. 71).
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repulsed. A raid down the eastern branch of the
river to Damietta is mentioned in the same con-
nexion, and may have been made by *‘Amr’s column
at this time. Its object was to burn the crops now
ripening for harvest, and it achieved no other result.
No progress was made in the task of reducing the
Delta to subjection, a task in which the Muslims
had now been occupied for twelve months?, and
‘Amr, after many futile acts of violence and pillage,
brought his column back to the fortress of Babylon.
The number of points at which ‘Amr encountered
resistance throughout the Delta, and his almost
total failure against the more northern provinces,
add one more to the many proofs destructive of
the two current fallacies—that ¢ Egypt surrendered
almost without striking a blow, and that ‘the
Egyptians hailed the invaders as deliverers.’

! John says that ‘Amr ‘spent twelve years in warring against
the Christians of northern Egypt, but failed nevertheless in reducing
their cities” (Dr. Charles’ version), Zotenberg conjectures /oo years
instead of twelve ; but this would be wrong in point of chronology.
If we read twelve months instead of years, the chronology is right,
because it was now about the end of July, 641, and the first
operations against the Delta towns began after the battle of
Heliopolis in July, 640.



CHAPTER XX
EVENTS AT CONSTANTINOPLE

Last days of Heraclius. Constantine and Heraclius II left
partners with the Empress. Recall of Cyrus from exile. Death
of Constantine. Rebellion of Valentine. Plan for restoration of
Cyrus to Alexandria. Cyrus’ motives for yielding to the Arabs.
Accession of Constans. Martina in favour of peace with the
Muslims. Theodore and Cyrus sent back to Egypt. Theodore’s
plan for escape to Pentapolis, and its miscarriage. They land at
Alexandria.

WHhILE the events thus chronicled were passing
in Egypt, great changes had also taken place at
Constantinople. The death of Heraclius has been
briefly recorded as happening towards the end of
the siege of Babylon. After his melancholy farewell
to Syria in 636, his mind, which had suffered some
derangement, slowly recovered its balance in the
seclusion of Chalcedon: and in dealing with the
crisis on the European side of his Empire he dis-
played something of his old alertness and skill in
diplomacy. But his health was broken: and the
ravages of a painful disease were quickened by
the monotonous recurrence of disasters, first in Syria,
then in Egypt. The fall of Jerusalem had been
followed by the fall of Antioch and of Caesarea
and by the practical abandonment of Syria to the
enemy: yet Heraclius was keenly alive to the im-
portance of saving Egypt for the Empire. The
drain of men and money caused by years of war
had been enormous, but his diminished armies and
exchequer could still furnish large reinforcements
for the defence of the Nile. When Arab historians
assert that he intended to command an expedition
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in person?, they forget that the invasion of Egypt
began little more than a year before his death, and
by that time the mortal disease which was upon
him had robbed him of all physical activity, if not
of the very power of motion. The Emperor died
on Sunday, February 11, 6412, in the thirty-first year
of his reign, aged sixty-six, two months before the
surrender of Babylon.

! E.g. Suyfti, who writes: ‘Reinforcements kept arriving by
sea from the Emperor for the Romans in Alexandria ; for he said,
“If the Arabs take Alexandria, there will be an end of Roman
sovereignty.” Now the Romans had no more important churches
than those of Alexandria; and when the Arabs had conquered
Syria, their festival (i.e. Easter) was kept at Alexandria. The
Emperor commanded that the city should be well provisioned and
its walls put into good repair, intending himself to take part in its
defence, because of its great importance ; but as the Emperor was
finishing his preparations, God destroyed him’ (p. 70). The date
which the writer gives for the Emperor’s death, and the context
generally, make it clear that Heraclius the elder is referred to.

> This date may be taken as fixed, but there are the usual
discrepancies on the subject. Theophanes and Cedrenus give
March 11, Indict. 14, after a reign of thirty years and ten months:
which is impossible, as the reign began in October. The Chronicon
Orientale says that the Emperor died on Feb. g or 15 Meshir, after
a reign of thirty-one years and five months. Though Feb. 9 does
correspond to 15 Meshir, this term properly reckoned would
bring us to March, 642. But Nicephorus put the duration of the
reign very precisely at thirty years, four months, and six days.
Heraclius was proclaimed on Oct. 5, 610 (Later Roman Empire,
vol. ii. p. 206), and counting from that date the term given by
Nicephorus we come to Feb. 11, G41. This day was Sunday, as
the Chronicon Orientale requires, whereas Feb. 9, which it gives,
was Friday. Lebeau has the date correct; but his editor, de Saint-
Martin (Histoire du Bas Empire, t. xi. p. 283), in a note prefers the
mistaken date of Theophanes and Cedrenus, remarking, ¢As no
other author gives the precise date of Heraclius' death, there must
be an error in Lebeau’s text’! I may add that John of Nikiou
gives ‘the month of Yakatit, which is February of the Romans, in
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So ended the strange vicissitudes of a great career.
The work of his life had been to rebuild the shattered
fabric of the Eastern Empire. It was a hopeless
task when he essayed it: yet he accomplished it,
or seemed to accomplish it, in an almost miraculous
manner. But his downfall began with his triumph.
The fabric he had raised lacked all cohesion, since
his own unwisdom loosened or destroyed those bonds
of common citizenship and common Christianity
which might have held the people together under
a system of religious toleration. That this fatal
policy of the Emperor synchronized with the rise
of the Muslim power from unknown Arabia is one of
the most strange and most inscrutable coincidences
of history. So fell, however, the destined order of
the world: and Heraclius lived long enough to
realize the mistakes he had committed, or at least
to deplore the fatality which destroyed all the fruits
of his labours. In matters relating to the Church he
had followed the maxims of his time : his misfortune
was that he had not risen above them, nor devised
new principles of Church statesmanship to meet the
new requirements of the age. For that failure he
deserves rather pity than blame, though some re-
morse must have been added to the physical suffer-
ings which closed his life. Before he died, he made
all arrangements for the succession, and he made
his son Constantine swear to show mercy to all
prisoners and exiles, and to recall those whom he
had banished!. The Emperor was buried in the
church of the Holy Apostles, and his tomb was left
open for three days: with his body was placed the

the fourteenth year of the cycle, and the year 357 of the Martyrs,’
which is right in every particular.
1 Sebeos.
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crown of gold. This Constantine removed, but it
was subsequently restored by Heraclius II, and
dedicated to the church?,

By the will of Heraclius, Constantine, the son of
his first wife Eudocia, and Heraclius, the son of his
second wife Martina, were left co-heirs of the Empire
with the Empress. Itwas an impossible compromise ;
and the strong-willed Martina, who had virtually
ruled alone during the close of her husband’s life,
was not a woman- to brook such a division of
authority. Constantine, the elder of the two half-
brothers, was given the pre-eminence by the people,
and the treasurer, Philagrius, sided with him as well
as Valentine, who was now created general and sent
in command to Asia Minor2?: so that Martina’s
designs in favour of her own son, Heraclius (or
Heraclonas, as he was called for distinction), met
with strong resistance. Sergius, the Patriarch, had
passed away before his sovereign, and a monk named
Pyrrhus had been elected in his place. Pyrrhus
seems for awhile at first to have sided against
Martina with Constantine, and to have proclaimed
Constantine Emperor to the exclusion of Martina
and her children3 But David and Marinus had

! Nicephorus, who says the crown was valued at 70 1b. of gold.

? This comes from Sebeos. Prof. Bury justly remarks that ¢ the
history of the successors of Heraclius is veiled in the most profound
obscurity,” and regrets that there are no contemporary historians
(Later Roman Empire, vol. ii. p. 281). But Sebeos and John of
Nikiou are both practically contemporary, and both contribute a
fair amount to the history of this period. Sebeos, no doubt, is
chiefly concerned with Armenia; John has a wider scope, though

naturally his main interest is in Egypt. Both, however, are hard
to understand. '

* John of Nikiou, p. 564. The statement is very clear, although
quite against the received story. Thus Prof. Bury makes Martina
‘in close league with the monothelitic Patriarch Pyrrhus’ (Id., ib.,
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Pyrrhus kidnapped and secretly conveyed to an
island in the west of Africal.

In fulfilment of his father’s behest, Constantine
now sent a large fleet to bring Cyrus back from
exile?, He wished to confer with the Archbishop
on the state of Egypt, and Martina also pressed for
his recall, as she was sure of his sympathy with her
ambitions. Both the date and the result of this
conference are quite uncertain, because it is not
known where Cyrus was exiled, or how long it took
for him to return to the capital. But Theodore was
also summoned from Egypt to advise the Emperor,
while Anastasius® was left in command of Alexandria
and the towns on the littoral, which had not yet

p. 282). Pyrrhus must have changed sides: for John himself
(p. 579) quotes a letter, said to have been addressed in the joint
name of Martina and Pyrrhus to David, the Matarguem, urging
him to make war against the elder branch of Heraclius’ family.

! Possibly Malta or Gozo is intended.

2 Mr. Brooks, in his article in the Byzantinische Zeitschrift
(1895, p. 441) discussing this passage of John of Nikiou, says that
the fleet was merely sent to bring Cyrus from Constantinople to
Chalcedon. But John’s words are : ¢ Constantine assembled a great
number of vessels, and sent them under Kirifis and Saldkridis to
bring the Patriarch Cyrus to him. Surely no large fleet was
necessary for such a short journey. It is clear that Cyrus was still
in exile, and though the place is unknown, the fact of his exile is
not doubtful. John ascribes the recall of Cyrus to Martina, who
doubtless urged it upon Constantine (p. 582).

$ I have here taken a slight liberty with the text of John of
Nikiou, transposing the two names. The text runs, ‘he sent orders
to Anastasius to come to him, leaving Theodore to guard the city
of Alexandria and the cities of the coast’ (p. 564). But I think
that these names must have been interchanged, because (1)
Theodore was the commander-in-chief, and Anastasius’ superior;
(2) on p. 574 we find that Anastasius was actually governor of
Alexandria prior to the return of Cyrus; and (3) on p. 573
Theodore is with Cyrus at Rhodes on his way back to Egypt.
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fallen to the Muslims. Theodore was not in favour
of any peace policy : and, whatever Cyrus may have
said, he prevailed on the Emperor to promise that
he would send large reinforcements to Egypt during
the summer. Orders were actually given and vessels
were made ready for the embarkation of troops,
when Constantine, whose health had been failing
ever since his accession to the throne, was seized by
a fatal illness. He died on May 25, 641, after a
reign of about a hundred days. Whether he died
a natural death, or whether he suffered from foul
play at the hands of Martina, is uncertain: but the
charge of murder was openly made by Constans
against the Empress, and the suspicion of it haunts
the records of the time .

Martina profited by the death of Constantine to
proclaim Heraclonas sovereign of the Roman Empire.
As a concession to popular feeling, Pyrrhus was
recalled from exile; but the renewed ascendency of
Martina kindled a resentment which soon flamed
into rebellion. When Valentine heard of the death
of Constantine and of Philagrius’ disgrace which
followed, he came with his army to Chalcedon,
where Martina was, and demanded Philagrius’ rein-
statement. This was agreed to by the troops of
the Empress, and confirmed in a set speech by

! John shows that Constantine’s sickness began with his acces-
sion, but that his end came from a vomit of blood—possibly the
rupture of a blood-vessel. Nicephorus agrees that the illness was
of long duration. Theophanes seems to accuse Pyrrhus of con-
triving the murder with Martina, but Pyrrhus was in exile, and not
a partisan of Martina’s. Cyrus may be meant, as the two names
are often confused (see Zotenberg’s note 1, p. 564 of John of
Nikiou): but the charge is probably groundless. Sebeos uses
a curious expression in saying that Constantine ‘ died, deceived by
his mother,
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Heraclonas; but, not content with this measure of
success, Valentine crossed with Domentianus and
other patricians to the capital, and ‘there crowned
the son of Constantine, known as Constans II, i
association with Heraclonas .

It seems certain that before this revolt of Valen-
tine broke out, Heraclonas had already arranged for
the restoration of Cyrus to his charge in Alexandria.
The coronation of Constans must have taken place
early in September, 6412, after the departure of
Cyrus on his journey to Egypt. Cyrus was accom-
panied by a largé number of priests ; but so far from
being shorn of his civil power, he was expressly
authorized by the Emperor to conclude peace with
the Arabs, to put an- end to-all further resistance in
.the country, and to arrange for the proper adminis-
tration of Egypt. *The terms of the authority given
him suggest that Cyrus still cherished some hope of
retaining the suzerainty of Egypt for the Empire:
but there can be no doubt that he had impressed his
conviction—honest or dishonest—of the necessity for

1 According to Sebeos, Valentine on his arrival at Constantinople
seized Martina, and, after having her tongue cut out, put her and
her sons to death, and crowned the younger Constantine. John of
Nikiou (p. 580) speaks of a revolt of the army at Byzantium led by
Theodore, who seized Martina and her three sons, tore off their
diadems, slit their noses, and sent them to Rhodes. The two
versions differ, but both refer to the second revolt of Valentine,
which occurred at a later period. Sebeos seems to indicate that
Valentinian and Valentine are the same person; for he speaks of
Valentianus and Valentin indifferently in c. xxxii. Prof. Bury
(Zater Roman Empire, vol. ii. p. 287) doubts the identity, but
perhaps without sufficient reason.

2 Mr. Brooks shows (l. c., p. 440, n. 2) that the Synod of Rome,
held on Oct. 5, 649, is descnbed as being in the ninth year of
Constans: but he was not crowned as sole ruler till some time in
November.

BUTLER X
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surrender upon the childish Emperor, the feeble
senate, and the incapable courtiers of the capital.
It is clear too that he had won over Martina to his
pusillanimous counsels, that the party of Martina was
the party of peace at any price with the Muslims,
and that her policy was the policy of surrender
incessantly preached by Cyrus.

What tangle of motives crossed in the recesses of
the Patriarch’s mind, almost passes conjecture. He
had been a craven, if not a traitor to the Empire, for
months before the question of the imperial succession
had divided men to the point of civil war. Why
was he so ready to abandon the field of his work, or
at least the fruits of his labours? For ten years
he had scourged and smitten the Copts into some
semblance of subjection, but he knew that upon the-
removal of his heavy pressure they .would spring
back to their old faith. Had he come to see that
his whole plan of persecution was a blunder and
a failure ? Nothing is further from the fact. It is
far more probable that, with the lessons of Syria
before his eyes, he despaired of the fortunes of the
Empire in Egypt, and counted not merely on toler-
ance for his own form of religion in Egypt, but on
such a reward for his aid to the Muslims as would
enable him to maintain his ascendency over the
Coptic Church in Egypt, while securing at the same
time absolute independence of Constantinople.

Upon the ruins of the Empire Cyrus was building
new schemes for the aggrandizement of the patri-
archate of Alexandria. Such at least seems the
most * probable theory of his action, the theory
which best explains his mysterious relations with
‘Amr and his betrayal of the Roman cause. He
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was a traitor to-the State in the imagined interest
of the Church.

Meanwhile he was content to follow or to guide
the Empress, and to set at nought the strongly-
expressed opinion of his Church against the scandal
of allowing the issue of an incestuous marriage to
sit upon the throne. There is clear evidence that
Cyrus on his return journey to Egypt was furnished
with a military force, destined presumably to
strengthen the garrison, in case his peace proposals
were rejected, or it may be ta strengthen the faction of
the Empress among them. Moreover, a new general
of militia, named Constantine, was sent with him to
replace the fallen John; and Theodore either sailed
at the same time, or was already at Rhodes when
Cyrus arrived, waiting to join the expedition.
Martina was also there, though it is doubtful whether
her journey was caused by the progress of Valen-
tine’s rebellion, or by alarm at the specific act of the
coronation of Constans. Probably she wished to
consult with Theodore and Cyrus on this new
development: but there was matter enough for
anxiety in the troubled state of the court and the
capital.

For the plots of Valentine were as unscrupulous
and as far-reaching as those of Cyrus. He had
already sounded the depth of the army’s affection
for the Empress, and found it, at least in places,
very shallow. All the treasure of Philagrius he
squandered in bribing the soldiers in Egypt, and he
so divided the forces there, that they ceased fighting
the Muslims and turnéd their arms against each
other. Civil war therefore had already broken out,
and that not between Copts and Romans?, but be-

! See p. 285 supra.
X 2
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tween -different portions of the imperial army. It
was, however, important to secure the adherence of
Theodore, and to detach him from the cause of
the Empress. Nothing was impossible in that
atmosphere of conspiracy and cabal; and Theodore
had his own unavowed ambitions. When therefore
Theodore received at Rhodes a secret missive from
Valentine urging him to renounce allegiance to
Martina, and when he learned that a similar message
had been sent to Pentapolis and in fact to every
province of the Empire, while treason was at work
among the very troops ordered to Egypt with
Cyrus, he made up his mind to abandon the cause
of the Empress and to sail clandestinely for Penta-
polis. His motive in this is by no means clear.
He may have desired merely retirement and shelter
from the coming storms; or he may have resolved,
like Heraclius, to stake his fortune on a throw for
the crown, and to found a new empire at Carthage;
or he may have wished to gather resources and
watch events, detesting the policy of surrender and
hoping to strike a blow at the Muslims from Carthage.
His scheme was to part company in the darkness
with the fleet convoying Cyrus, and the captain of
the vessel on which he sailed was the only soul
made privy to it. Apparently the captain promised
acquiescence, but repented of his promise, and
alleged that the wind was contrary for the voyage
to Pentapolis. So it befell that Theodore’s design
miscarried, and he found himself in Cyrus’ company !,

! The question of the date of Cyrus’ arrival at Alexandria is dealt
with in the Appendix on the Chronology of the Arab Conquest.
Since writing it I have only found fresh reason to strengthen the
conviction that he landed with Theodore upon the day given above.
It is probable that Theodore was in a different vessel, and it seems
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with the rest of the convoy, in the harbour of
Alexandria before daylight on the morning of Holy
Cross Day, September 14, 641.

as if he stole away from Rhodes without informing Cyrus of his
plan. If so, he must have been overtaken by the ship carrying
Cyrus.



CHAPTER XXI
SURRENDER OF ALEXANDRIA

Civil war in Egypt. Factions in the capital. Arrival of Cyrus.
Triumphant procession to the Caesarion. His sermon there.
Persecution of the Copts resumed. Cyrus’' secret journey to
Babylon. Affairs in Upper Egypt. Conferences between Cyrus
and ‘Amr. Cyrus agrees to surrender. Treaty of Alexandria.
Its provisions as variously related. John of Nikiou’s version. The
Arab text, and Arab commentaries.

DurinG the absence of Cyrus in exile, there had
been frequent outbreaks of civil strife in Egypt.
For a time the people of the province of Misr were
at open war with those of the more northernly pro-
vinces. Peace was restored after many acts of
hostility; but no sooner had this quarrel ceased
than fierce feuds arose within the walls of the
capital. The Roman commanders were divided by
jealousy and hatred, while the Green and Blue
factions were more ready to fly at each other’s
throats than to face the enemy at their gates. Do-
mentianus, the betrayer of the Fayim and of Nikiou,
was at odds with Menas, his rival for the reversion
of the commandership-in-chief. Menas had a bitter
grudge against Eudocianus (brother to Domentianus)
for the barbarities he had committed that Easter
Day on the Copts in Babylon!; while Theodore

! This shows, no doubt, that Menas was a Copt or had Coptic
sympathies. The Menas here named by John (p. 570) must be
a different person from the Menas who was Prefect of Lower
Egypt under Heraclius (p. 5%77), and who is described as loathing
the Copts. But the difference in the sentiments is a clear proof
that no argument as to sympathy can be founded on the Coptic or
non-Coptic character of a name.
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had not forgiven Domentianus for his cowardly
desertion of his post and his army at Nikiou, Thf
wonder is that Domentianus was not cashiered o
put to death; the resentment of his superior office:
was a small punishment. But he probably escapec
the fate he deserved by the favour of Martina anc
by reason of his kinship to Cyrus, whose sister h
had married. Still in spite of kinship and friendshij
and claims of gratitude, Domentianus showed to
wards Cyrus disrespect and unreasoning hatred
The Blue Faction were with Domentianus, and he
enlisted a large force of the Blues in his quarrel—
a move which Menas met by enrolling a body o
the Greens. In this dangerous state of tensior
there came to Alexandria one Philiades, Prefect o
the province of Faytim, and brother to George
the predecessor of Cyrus in the office of Melkite
Patriarch. Philiades had been befriended by Menas
but ill requited his friendship. Moreover, he hac
been guilty of corruption or embezzlement of public
money, and had made himself as unpopular with the
army as Menas was popular.

Matters soon came to a head. One day while
Menas was at service in the great church callec
Caesarion with his Coptic fellow worshippers, the
townsfolk rose in revolt against Philiades, and mean:
to kill him. He escaped, however, and hid in ¢
friend’s house, whereupon the rioters went to his
own dwelling, plundered it, and set it on fire. The
rioters were of the Green Faction, and Domentianus
at once sent his Blue company against them. A
fierce encounter took place in the streets; six men
were killed and many wounded; and Theodore had
the greatest difficulty in repressing the disorder.
In the end Philiades had his property restored, and
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Domentianus was deprived of his military rank,
though he seems to have been reinstated later when
Theodore was summoned to Constantinople. The
fact is that Domentianus, in spite of his personal
hostility to Cyrus, was in close agreement with him
on political questions ; both were high in the favour
of the Empress Martina; and both pressed upon
her the policy of surrender to the Arabs.

In relating the story of the faction fight in Alex-
andria, John of Nikiou seems to confess that he is
unable to explain its causes. For while his language
suggests that the riot arose both from private
enmities and from political partisanship, he is careful
to add that by some its ferocious character was
attributed to religious dissension: and yet he throws
no ray of light on the nature of that dissension.
Was it between Monophysite and Melkite? or
between orthodox Melkite and Monothelite? or
between Jew and Christian? The matter is too
complex for conjecture: but when one remembers
that a vast number of refugees from the Delta and
Upper Egypt had flocked to Alexandria for protec-
tion, and that John here speaks of the Caesarion as
the scene of a Coptic servicel, it might be argued
both that the number of Copts in Alexandria had
greatly increased, and that during the absence of
their persecutor, Al Mukaukas, in exile, they had
recovered some of their confidence and freedom.
The Copts therefore may have been strong enough
to fling their sympathies and antipathies into the
seething cauldron of Alexandrian party warfare.
Yet one is astounded to read that when Cyrus,
Al Mukaukas, landed on that September morning,

' He would not speak of any other than a Ceptic congregation
as an ‘assembly of the faithful’ (p. 571).
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the whole city went wild with delight, ‘rejoicing
and giving thanks for the arrival of the Patriarch
of Alexandria’; and all the people, men and women,
young and old, flocked to greet him and do him
honour. Not a note of discord is sounded or a
whisper of fear. Yet the Copts can have felt no
joy or even hope at the return of Al Mukaukas,
and the conclusion is irresistible that after all they
were but a very small body, lost in the great popula-
tion of the capital.

But ere the news of his arrival spread through
the waking city, Cyrus betook himself in secret with
Theodore to the convent of the monks of Taben-
nesi, which probably lay near the landing-place 2.

! These words are Dr. Charles’ rendering of the Ethiopic version.
Nothing to my mind more clearly proves the impartiality and
conscientiousness of John of Nikiou than this account of Cyrus’
return. It would have been easy to represent his reception as cold,
or to say nothing about it. John writes that it was very warm,
and that it was the return not so much of the man as of the
¢ Patriarch of Alexandria’ which caused the rejoicing (p. 574).
Amélineau in his strange critique upon John actually makes this
truthfulness a cause of reproach: ‘Je suis en outre bien étonné
que Jean de Nikiou, évéque Jacobite, reconnaisse & Cyrus, qu'il
devait exécrer et anathématiser, la dignité de Patriarche d’Alex-
andrie, alors que le Patriarche Jacobite Benjamin, le seul légitime
3 ses yeux, vivait en exil dans la Haute-Egypte’ (Vie du Patriarche
Copte Isaac, p. xxvi). Surely John's candour vastly increases our
confidence in him as a historian.

2 Tabennesi was a place about ten miles north of Tentyris or
Dandarah in Upper Egypt. It was the centre of the brotherhood
of the order of St. Pachomius: see Quatremere, Mem. Géog. et
Hist. t. i, p. 281, and Amélineau, Geog. Cople, p. 469, and the
authorities there quoted. It was a strictly Coptic order, but the
convent in Alexandria had clearly been appropriated by Cyrus for
the Melkites, or else the monks there were among the many
thousands whom the persecution had detached from the Coptic
profession of faith.
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The door of the church was closed, and a message
was sent summoning Menas to the monastery.
Theodore at once gave Menas the office of military
commander of the garrison, deposing Domentianus,
whom the populace forthwith hounded out of the
city. The coincidence of Cyrus' arrival with the
festival of the Exaltation of the Cross was well
calculated to revive the drooping spirits of the
Romans, and Cyrus made the most of it. It will
be remembered that when John, general of militia,
was dispatched to Egypt by Heraclius as bearer of
the famous Ecthesis to Cyrus, he brought also with
him for the Patriarch a cross of special sanctity—
possibly enclosing a portion of the Holy Rooditself .
This treasured relic had been deposited in the convent
of the monks of Tabennesi, and nothing was more
natural than that it should be carried in procession
with Cyrus to the great church of Caesarion, at
which the festival service was to be holden. All
the way from the convent to the cathedral Cyrus’
path was strewn with carpets, while streamers and
banners of silk fluttered, the smoke of incense rose,
and hymns resounded in his honour. Yet broad as
were the streets of the Great City, they were so
thronged that people trod one upon another, and
the Archbishop had the utmost difficulty in making
his passage through the crowds to reach the
cathedral. The procession, however, moved slowly
onward, and at length, after passing between the
two ancient Egyptian obelisks and through the
cloistered court, entered the door of the Caesarion.
There, as was fitting, the Archbishop in his sermon
dwelt upon the Invention of the Cross? and its

! See above, p. 182, n. 1, and p. 222, n. 1.
? This passage in John of Nikiou (p. 5%74) is obviously corrupt,
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Exaltation, which the Eastern Church, then as now,
celebrated together. It was a theme which might
have fired a less eloquent tongue than that of Cyrus,
as he recalled the strange eventful history of Hera-
clius’ crusade, the recovery of the Holy Rood from
captivity with the Persians, and its uplifting on that
day of triumph in Jerusalem.. Yet what lesson did
Cyrus draw, or wish to draw, from the story? Jeru-
salem itself was now in captivity to the Muslims,
and the Muslims were at the very gates of Alex-
andria. The position was almost as bad as when
Chosroes held all Palestine, Syria, and Egypt: but
did Cyrus dare to point the moral of hope and faith
to his hearers, to encourage them in resistance in
the name of the Cross, when in his own heart he
had forsaken the cause of the Cross and resolved
to bow it down before the standards of Mohammed ?
Perhaps he avoided politics altogether: but it is
certain that he did not unburden ‘the secrets of his
overcharged soul’ that day in the ambon.

and has been misconstrued by Zotenberg, who renders thus: ‘Il fit
ouvrir (?) la citerne dans laquelle se trouvait la Sainte-Croix qu'il
avait regue avant son exil du Général Jean. Il avait pris aussi la
vénérable croix du couvent des Tabennésiotes’ Zotenberg himself
puts the query after the words which he translates ¢Il fit ouvrir’; for
he sees that the whole sentence makes no sense. Dr. Charles
renders: ‘He highly extolled the well in which the Holy Cross had
been found’ and this gives a clear allusion to the Invention by
Helena. The words which follow have, I feel sure, slipped from
their proper order. It was not the Holy Cross itself which Cyrus
had received through John before his exile : Heraclius never would
have sent and never did send that most precious of all relics to
Egypt. The cross which came to Cyrus was the cross kept by the
Tabennesi monks, and the passage should run: ‘He had taken
also (to the Caesarion) from the convent of the Tabennesi monks
the cross which he had received at the hands of the general John.’
This makes complete sense out of absurdity.
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But the service ended unhappily. When they
came after the sermon to the mass, the deacon
instead of reading the verses proper to the day
gave out another psalm with -direct reference to the
return of the Archbishop, whom he desired to praise
and congratulate. The people who heard it said at
once that the change was against the canons and
was of very evil omen for the Archbishop, and, as
the story runs, that he would never look upon
another Easter’. -No doubt they thought him
looking worn and ill. His exile had told upon him
physically : his rough passage through the crowds
and the exertion of preaching had tried his strength :
and above all he must have carried on his face
tokens of that inner conflict which was tearing him
to pieces. These people trusted him; hailed him
as their champion and deliverer; their hearts were
lifted up and their faith in the Cross exalted; they
would fight and conquer in that sign. But while
their hopes were kindled, the Archbishop was de-
pressed by the gnawing consciousness that-he was
about to betray them all, to betray the cause of the
Cross and the cause of the Roman Empire. It was
a dramatic situation, and it is small wonder that
haggard looks told of the strain even on that
haughty temper, and that in them men read the
omen of death.

For some little time after his arrival Cyrus was
busied in dealing with matters of Church and State
which demanded urgent -attention in Alexandria.
Anastasius seems to have acted as civil governor

! The question of the coincidence of Cyrus’ return with that of
Theodore, and the question of the day upon which the wrong
chant was used, are discussed in the Appendix upon the
Chronology of the Arab Conquest.
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of the city during the absence of Cyrus, and it is
just possible that the George ‘to whom Cyrus had
delegated his episcopal authority upon his departure
was none other than his predecessor in the office of
Patriarchl. George was now an old man but very
influential, and he was treated with great deference
by all from the governor downwards. He had no
part in the persecution of the Copts; indeed the
absence of Cyrus on the one hand, and the severance
of whole districts from imperial control on the other,
had given the Copts a breathing-space. But Cyrus
had not forgotten his hatred against the native
Church of Egypt. He was ready to hand over the
country to the enemy, and to make peace with the
unbeliever ; but for the Copts there was no peace
and no forgiveness. The sword was again drawn :
and so far’from being softened by his own adversity,
Cyrus hardened his heart and renewed his reign of
violence and oppression against those who were not
beyond his reach 2

It is indeed strange that the Mukaukas should
have thought it worth while to revive his persecu-
tion. Possibly, however, his action may have served
to blind the people of Alexandria to his real design,
which was to deliver all Egypt over to the Arabs.
For that he had no doubt the Emperor’s warrant ;
but it was a warrant wrung from a puppet ruler by

! This is only a bare possibility. John of Nikiou says that he
had been nominated by Heraclius, but the office is not stated.
It must, however, have been either the patriarchate or the governor-
ship of the city, and John’s language implies the former: see p. 170,
n. 2 supra, On the other hand if this George were governor, could
he be the George said by Arab writers to have been governor in
627 at the time of Mohammed’s mission to Egypt—the George
son of Min4 wrongly called Al Mukaukas ?

2 John of Nikiou, p. 566.
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cowardice and chicanery, and a warrant which he
dared not avow either, as it seems, to the highest
officers of state in Alexandria or to the people.
Alone, or accompanied only by some of his priests,
who may have shared his secret, the Mukaukas
made his way to Babylon. It was now the season
of high Nile again '—towards the end of October—
and just about a year had passed since he had made
his abortive treaty of Babylon, which the old Emperor
tore up in indignation.

‘Amr himself had only just returned to Babylon ;
but whether up to this time he had been engaged
against those Delta towns which foiled him, or
whether he had in person led an expedition which
was sent to Upper Egypt, is uncertain® The fact
of the expedition is not doubtful, and a small column
of Muslims got as far as Antinoe, the modern
Ansin4, then the capital of the Thebaid. As the
Roman troops were not yet all withdrawn from this
region, the townsfolk took counsel with their Pre-
fect, named John, and desired to offer resistance to
Arabs. John, however, absolutely refused to fight :
he seized all the public money which had been
collected, and carried it off with his troops, making
his way across the desert westward to Alexandria.
He had no wish to meet the fate which had befallen
the garrison of the Faylim, and was besides quite
unable to cope with the Muslims. So the conquest
of Upper Egypt was comparatively easy. ‘When

! The fact that Al Mukaukas twice negotiated at the time of the
inundation explains and excuses much of the confusion in the Arab
writers between the siege of Babylon and that of Alexandria.

? Ibn Kutaibah says that ‘Amr’s return from the Delta was in

Dh’l Ka'dah, A, H. 20 (Oct. 12-Nov. 10, 641), but John ‘of Nikiou
makes out that he returned earlier and went himself to Upper

Egypt (p. 562).
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the Muslims saw the weakness of the Romans and
the hostility of the people to the Emperor Heraclius
because of the persecution, wherewith he had visited
all the land of Egypt, against the orthodox faith at
the instigation of Cyrus, the Chalcedonian Patriarch,
they became bolder and stronger in the war!’: for
little as the Copts loved the Saracens, here in Upper
Egypt the feeling against their persecutors was most
bitter. In the Fayfim, which was already settling
down under Arab rule asa tributary province, matters
had gone so far that the inhabitants killed any
Roman soldier they chanced to encounter, and
further south the Copts had even less motive to
fight for the Empire.

But, after the subjugation of Upper or at least
Middle Egypt, the Arab commander had come back
to Babylon to rest there during the flood-time : and
it was in the great fortress that he received Cyrus,
when he came on his mission of surrender. ‘Amr
gave him a kindly welcome, and, on hearing that his
purpose was to sue for peace, he remarked ‘ You
have done well to come to us” The Patriarch said
that in order to put an end to the war, the people
would be willing to pay tribute, adding, * God has
given this country to you: let there be no more
enmity between you and the Romans®’ One may
well believe that negotiations and consultations were
spun out over several days in oriental fashion; but
in the end an agreement was reached on all points,
and a treaty was signed on November 8, 641.

! John of Nikiou, 1. c.

? ¢ Heretofore there has been no strife with you’ are the con-
cluding words of Cyrus in the text. Zotenberg inserts the word

prolongées before hostilitds, but that scarcely redeems the curious

inaccuracy of the statement. There is clearly some error in
the MS. .
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This treaty—which may be called the Treaty of
Alexandria, both to distinguish it from the former
Treaty of Babylon and because it turned mainly on
the surrender of Alexandria—sealed the Arab con-
quest of Egypt.- Its terms are somewhat variously
reported, but the principal covenants are given' by
John of Nikiou as follows :—

(1) Payment of a fixed tribute by all who came
under the treaty. :

(2) Anarmistice of about eleven months, to expire
the first day of the Coptic month Paophi, i. e. Sep-
tember 28, 642 1.

(3) During the armistice the Arab forces to main-
tain their positions, but to keep apart and undertake
no military operations against Alexandria; the
Roman forces to cease all acts of hostility.

(4) The garrison of Alexandria and all troops
there to embark and depart by sea, carrying all their
possessions and treasure with them: but any
Roman soldiers quitting Egypt by land to be subject
to a monthly tribute on their journey.

(5) No Roman army to return or attempt the
recovery of Egypt.

(6) The Muslims to desist from all seizure of
churches, and not to interfere in any way with the
Christians.

(7) The Jews to be suffered to remain at Alex-
andria.

(8) Hostages to be given by the Romans, viz.

! This would be just eleven months by Arab reckoning, rather
less by Roman. See Appendix on the Chronology. The armistice
is clearly recorded by Ibn al Athir, though it is madeto cover only
such time as was required to obtain Omar’s answer about the
disposal of the prisoners.
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150 military and 50 civilian, for the due execution of
the treaty.

These articles are not set out by the Coptic
historian quite in the order in which, for the sake
of convenience, I have ventured here to place
them. Under the first article a general security
was given for the life, property, and churches of
the Egyptians, who were also to be allowed the
free exercise of their religion. For the payment of
tribute and taxes constituted them a protected people
(ak! adk dhimmak) with a status implying these
privileges. The tribute was fixed at two dinirs per
head for all except very old men and children, and
the total capitation-tax was found to amount to
12,000,000 dinArs, or about £6,000,000': but in
addition to the capitation-tax, a land-tax or property-
tax was imposed. The third article must, I think,
be limited by reference to Alexandria alone, because,
although Cyrus made the treaty on behalf of the
Egyptians in general, he could not guarantee that
every city and community would consent to be bound
by it; and it would be unreasonable that the Arabs
should be debarred from fighting in case of further
resistance. It is, moreover, clear that in fact such

' The number of the able-bodied male population is very
variously given by the Arab authorities, who make the capitation-
tax vary between 12,000 and 300,000,000 dinrs : but 12,000,000 is
the most probable estimate. The land-tax was at first made payable
in kind—a fact which seems to be the foundation for the statement
that the Copts supplied the Arabs with provisions after the surrender
of Babylon. Ab@ Silih says that ‘Amr imposed a yearly tax of
263 dirhems, but from the well-to-do he exacted two dinirs and
three ardebs of wheat. ‘In this way the country produced
12,000,000 dinirs without reckoning the tribute of the Jews in
Egypt’ (p. 75): but on p. 74 is a rather different account, clearly
from another source,

BUTLER Y



322 The Arab Conguest of Egypt

resistance was offered in places, and was conquered,
during the term of the armistice.

It will be noticed that John of Nikiou’s version of
the treaty says nothing about the date of the first
payment of tribute or of subsequent payments, but
he implies clearly that an instalment was demanded
very shortly, and this is explicitly confirmed by the
Arab writer Ibn Khaldn .

We are now in a.position to appreciate the per-
plexity of the Arab writers and the divergence of
their answers to the question they are so fond of
debating—whether Egypt was taken by treaty or
by force. One must, however, so far anticipate the
later history of Alexandria as to remark that, three
or four years after its surrender by Cyrus, it was
recovered by the Romans, and retaken by the Arabs :
but the second capture was by force of arms, and
not by capitulation. Here, then, we have some
curious coincidences. First of all Babylon was
surrendered by Al Mukaukas at the time of high
Nile under a convention, which the Emperor refused
to ratify. Subsequently the fortress was stormed;
but, before the storming party made good their
entry, the garrison offered to surrender, and did
actually capitulate under treaty. Next, Alexandria
surrendered at the time of high Nile under a treaty
and almost without pressure ; but after the city had
been for some time in possession of the Arabs, it
was recovered by the Romans, who were only

! John makes the Arabs come shortly after the treaty to take the
tribute from Alexandria: Ibn Khaldin, quoting the terms of the
treaty, says, ¢ The people of Egypt are bound to pay the poll-tax as
soon as they have come to an agreement upon this treaty, and the
overflow of the river has ceased.” The extract is further important
as showing that the treaty was made at high Nile.
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driven out after a siege which ended in capture
by force.

Looking at these strange results, when one
remembers that the earliest Arab authorities wrote
some two hundred years after the conquest, and
when one reflects on the immense difficulty of
preserving these bewildering coincidences in their
original shape through two centuries of tradition
mainly oral, then one may feel astonished, not that
the story has passed through endless confusions and
contortions, but that the Arab mind, so wanting in
historic sense, so blind to historic proportion, should
have stored up so many fragments of truth, however
out of order and relation. It is quite intelligible
now that some writers should represent Babylon as
taken by treaty, others by force; and the same in
regard to Alexandria. The fact is, that while both
versions are in a sense true in each case, neither is
true in either case without qualification.

It is worth while briefly to examine some of these
authorities, who add some interesting details. Thus
Baladhuri, who wrote in the ninth century, quotes
‘Abdallah, the son of ‘Amr, as saying, that after the
capture of Babylon by force, ‘Amr took counsel with
his chiefs and resolved to come to terms with the
Egyptians. He made a treaty imposing a tribute
~of two dinirs a head on all able-bodied males, and
a tax on all landowners!: moreover, every Muslim
was to be provided with a complete change of raiment
every year. By request of the governor, Al Mu-
kaukas, this treaty was to apply to the whole of
Egypt, but all Romans who wished were permitted

! This tax is given as three ardebs of wheat, two kists of olives,
two of honey, two of vinegar, to be collected and stored in the
* public storehouse (p. 215).
Y 2
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to quit the country. Baladhuri wrongly represents
the Emperor as rejecting this treaty, for it is quite
clear that he is describing the Treaty of Alexandria.
On the other hand, in proof of the statement that
Egypt was taken by force, he records a story that
‘Amr, speaking once from the pulpit, said, ‘I have
taken my seat in this country without a compact
with one of the Copts. If I please, I can kill them
or sell them as slaves” These words, if rightly
reported, could only mean that the Copts had no
voice in the.matter—that the only parties to the
treaty were the Arabs and the Romans. This, of
course, was true; but the Copts were covered by
the treaty; and Balddhurl goes on to prove this.
For he relates that when Mu‘awiah wrote to Wardén
pressing him to increase the tribute of the Copts,
Wardén pointed out that he could not do so without
violating the treaty of peace. So too he quotes
a son of Zubair as saying, ‘I lived seven years in
Egypt and married there. The people were taxed
above their means and were in distress, altkough
‘Amyr had made a treaty with them with fixed condr-
tions. He adds that there is other evidence for the
existence of the treaty. Buthe cannot get rid of the
idea that Alexandria was taken by force, although
he admits ‘that ‘Amr did not kill or enslave the
inhabitants, only making them protected allies.” The
two things are quite inconsistent, and his admission is
proof that, in speaking of capture by force, Balddhurt
is thinking of the second capture of Alexandria.

But the text of the treaty is actually given by
Tabar}, who by a strange confusion calls it the Treaty
of ‘Ain Shams, instead of the Treaty of Alexandria.
Here are the words :(—

‘This is the security which ‘Amr ibn al ‘Asi gave
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to the people of Egypt for themselves, their bodies,
and their possessions, for the whole and the part
and all their numbers. Nothing shall be added to
this treaty or taken away from it. The Nubians
shall not be allowed to invade the country. The
people of Egypt are bound to pay the poll-tax as
soon as they have come to an agreement on this
treaty of peace, and when the overflow of the river
has ceased—fifty millions! in amount. " ‘Amr is
bound to protect those whom he taxes. But if any
of the Egyptians refuse to accept the treaty, the
tribute shall be reduced in proportion; nevertheless
we decline to give protection to those who refuse
payment. If the Nile fails to rise to its full height
in any year, the tax shall be abated in proportion to
the level it reaches. All Romans and Nubians who
come under this treaty of peace shall retain their
possessions and shall be bound to pay the same
taxes; but those who refuse and prefer to depart
shall have a safe-conduct, until they leave our
dominions and reach a place of security. The
tribute is to be paid in three instalments, each
instalment being a third of the totalz Upon all
within this document is the covenant of God and
His protection, and the protection of His Apostle,
and the protection of the Khalifah and Prince of
the Faithful, and the protection of all the faithful.
Nubians who come under this treaty are bound
to help the Muslims with so many slaves and so
many horses ; not to make raids into Egypt; and
not to hinder the passage of merchandlse going
or coming. :

! This of course is incorrect.
* This seems to be the meaning of the obscure passage—

e b el Ble @l 3 B0 aple Lo agle
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‘Witnessed by Zubair and his two sons, ‘Abdallah
and Muhammad. Written by Wardan '/

This form of treaty, though by no means inconsis-
tent with the terms given by John of Nikiou, is not
coextensive with them: one account in fact supple-
ments the other. Y&kt quotes Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam
as saying, ‘All Egypt was occupied by treaty, a
tribute of two dinérs a head being imposed on every
man, with the understanding that it was not to be
increased, while landowners also had to give a pro-
portion of their produce. The Alexandrians, how-
ever, had to pay poll-tax and land-tax, the amount
to be determined at the will of the governor, because
they were conquered by force of arms without treaty
or compact.” Here again the second capture is con-
fused with the first surrender of Alexandria. But
the best discussion on the subject is to be found in
Makrizi, who states the various views with great
clearness, and cites the various authorities2. The

! This treaty is preserved by Ibn Khaldfin, who quotes it from
Tabari; but it does not seem to occur in Tabar{’s extant account
of the conquest of Egypt; see Zotenberg’s edition, vol. iii. pp. 461
seq. Nevertheless it is clear that Tabari makes Alexandria taken
under capitulation.

* Khitat, vol. i. p. 294. Certain local treaties are named, but
the Copts are said to have made in the general treaty six con-
ditions: (1) that they should not be driven from their homes,
(2) or parted from their wives, (3) or removed from their villages,
(4) or deprived of their lands, (5) that the tribute should not be
increased, and (6) that they should be protected from their enemies.
These headings do not seem very accurate or logical, and nothing
is said about religious freedom, which certainly came within the
covenants. Zaid ibn Asldm is quoted as saying that Omar pos-
sessed a box containing all the treaties, but there was .none with
Egypt; and Ibn Shihdh avers that, although Egypt was taken
partly by treaty and partly by force, yet Omar made the people
in every part of the country a protected people. For example,
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evidence for the occupation by treaty is overwhelm-
ing, and one may sum up the matter in the words
of the old man who, on hearing it remarked that
there was no treaty with the Egyptians, retorted,
‘He who says there was no treaty will forget to say
his prayers.’ '

when ‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘d wanted some land in Egypt, he paid
purchase-money for it, on the ground that the country was occupied
by treaty. MaAlik ibn “Anas, “Abdallah ibn Lahiah, and Nafi‘ ibn
Yazid assert that Egypt was taken by force of arms. Al Laith,
‘Abdallah ibn Abf Jafar, Yahfa ibn Aiyfib, and others rightly main-
tain the occupation by treaty.



CHAPTER XXII
REDUCTION OF THE COAST TOWNS

‘Amr sends news of the surrender to Omar. Its date. Cyrus
breaks the news to the chief men in Alexandria. The arrival of
Arab envoys makes it known to the populace. Their fury, and its
appeasement. Criticism of Cyrus’ treachery. The military position
of Alexandria. Effect of Heraclius' death. Treaty ratified by
Heraclonas. Building of the Muslim city of Fustit, and of the
Mosque of ‘Amr. Restoration of Trajan’s Canal. Campaign in
the northern Delta. Capture of Ikhn4, Balhib, Baralus, Damietta,
Tinnfs, Shatd, &c. Story of Shat4, and importance of the date.
Historical fallacies once more refuted.

WHEN the treaty was duly completed, ‘Amr called
Mu‘awiah ibn Hudaij al Kindi, and told him to carry
the news of the surrender to Omar!. Mu‘awiah
asked for a letter, but ‘Amr retorted, ‘ What have
I to do with a letter? Are you not an Arab who
can give a report of what you have witnessed ?’
So Mu‘awiah departed on his long desert journey,
and, arriving at Medina at noonday, he made his
camel kneel down at the door of the mosque and
entered. While he was there, a maid came out of
Omar’s house, and, seeing a stranger with the marks
of travel upon him, asked his name. He gave it,
adding that he brought a message from ‘Amr ibn

! The messenger’s name is thus more correctly given by
Balddhurd, but as Ibn Khadij by Makrizi, who tells the story
apparently in connexion with the second capture of Alexandria.
But Makrizi (or his authority Ibn Lahi‘ah) says that Mu‘awiah’s
errand preceded ‘Amr’s letter descriptive of Alexandria, That letter
was written upon the first entry of the Arabs into the city. More-
over, Omar was dead before the second capture. He was buried
on 1st Muharram, a.H. 24 = Nov. 7, 644 (Ibn al Athfr, vol. iii.
p- 38). The story therefore rightly falls where I have placed it.
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al ‘Asl. The maid went back to the house, but
returned so-hastily that Mu‘awiah ‘heard the veil
flapping against her feet’ as she ran. She bade
Mu‘awiah follow to the house, where Omar de-
manded his news. ‘Good news, O Commander of
the Faithful,” was the answer; ‘God has opened
Alexandria to us.” They went back at once to the
mosque, where the muezzin called the people to-
gether, and a service was held in thanksgiving. On
returning to his house with Mu‘awiah, Omar said
a further prayer, and then ordered bread and oil
to be set before his guest, who was somewhat
embarrassed and ate shyly. Dates were added to
the repast, but there the Caliph’s luxuries ended.
When Mu'awiah excused himself for the rather
tardy delivery of his message on the ground that
he thought Omar would be taking his noontide rest,
the Caliph answered, ¢ Bad is what you said, and bad
is what you thought. If I slept by day, I should lose
my subjects : if I slept by night, I should lose myself.
How can I sleep with these two reasons against it ?’

So simply was the news delivered and received
at Medina: very different was its reception in
Alexandria.

The Treaty of Alexandria was signed at Babylon
on Thursday, November 8, 641% It of course

1T have given the reasons for this date in the Appendix.
Prof. Lane-Poole quotes from Tabarf the statement of Ziydd that
peace proposals reached ‘Amr at Balhib; that they were referred
to the Caliph; and that the Muslims waited for his reply at the
same place, Balhib. This story is most improbable as it stands ;
it conflicts equally with Ibn Kutaibah and with John of Nikiou,
who both bring ‘Amr to Babylon at this time; and it is hardly
credible that ‘Amr’s army remained so long in that one position.
The truth doubtless is that while the treaty was made at Babylon,
its ratification was received from Omar at Balhfb.
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required ratification by the Roman Emperor as
well as by the Caliph Omar; but the armistice of
eleven months allowed ample time for all formalities.
Cyrus now hastened back to the capital, bearing the
treaty with him.

His first care was to communicate the terms of
the compact to the general Theodore, commander-
in-chief, and to Constantine, general of militia. It
is curious to find that, although Theodore bore the
title of Augustal Prefect, he had no lot or part in
the negotiations, and was not even present at Baby-
lon. But Theodore’s position altogether is puzzling.
One cannot even say whether he was made privy to
Cyrus’ design of surrendering the city. If he was,
he must have changed his mind and come over to
the peace party: if he was not, it is strange that
he should acquiesce so readily in what can only be
called a shameful capitulation.

Meanwhile news of the secret treaty passed in
confidential whispers among the heads of depart-
ments and the leading men in the capital. The
populace were kept in ignorance; but dispatches
were sent to the Emperor Heraclonas, announcing
the terms of surrender and recommending them for
ratification. It seems that both the generals con-
curred in this recommendation, and their concurrence
must be held in some measure to exonerate Cyrus
from responsibility, although Theodore’s proved
incompetence as military commander deprives his
judgement upon the military situation of all real
value. However, when Cyrus had prepared the
ground in Alexandria, he summoned the chiefs of
the army and of the civil government to a council.
Headed by Theodore and Constantine, they came
and presented their homage to the Patriarch, whom
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we must imagine seated and robed in full pontificals.
With his wonted skill he explained the terms of the
treaty, enlarging upon its necessity and its advan-
tages, till he saw with melancholy triumph conviction
carried to the minds of his hearers.

Thus one more step was gained by Cyrus in his
plans for the betrayal of Egypt. But the veil of
mystery in which he had shrouded them could not
last much longer. The disclosure to the people was
made not by open avowal of Cyrus, or by the voice
of rumour, but by the sudden appearance of an
Arab force advancing towards the city. The alarm
rang out, and from every quarter the people hastened
to man the walls and towers. The Arabs rode
forward unconcerned, while the Roman generals,
who had now destroyed all fighting spirit in the
army, tried to calm the people by arguing that
further resistance was hopeless and impossible. Ere
the Saracens came within range of the Roman
artillery, they were seen to be bearing flags of
truce. Answering signals were made: but when
the Saracens stood within speaking distance, what
was the amazement of the Romans to hear that the
enemy had come, not to attack the city, but to receive
the tribute agreed upon by Cyrus, Al Mukaukas, in
the treaty which he had proposed and had signed
for the capitulation of Alexandria. Furious and
incredulous the mob tore through the streets
towards the Archbishop’s palace; and when at
last Cyrus appeared, for a moment his life was
in danger, as the people ran upon him to stone
him.

His age and dignity saved the Archbishop. Stay-
ing the rage of the people with a gesture, he found
his tongue, and summoned all his eloquence to
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soften the public confession of his treason, and to
justify his conduct. The action he had taken, he
said, was forced upon him: no other course was
possible in the interests of his hearers and of their
children. The Arabs were irresistible: God had
willed to bring the land of Egypt under their
dominion. Either the Romans must come to terms,
or they must see their streets deluged with blood,
and after pillage and massacre the survivors must
forfeit the remnant of their possessions. The
capitulation secured life and property and religion.
Besides, all who preferred to live under a Christian
government were free to quit Alexandria. The
alternatives of exile from Egypt and submission to
Muslim rule were indeed bitter; and the Patriarch
was moved to tears, as he besought the people
to believe that he had done his best and to
accept the treaty which he had made for their
deliverance.

Once more the sinister counsel of Cyrus prevailed.
Popular opinion swung round into agreement with
the army, and consented to surrender the Great
City to the Arabs on the terms of the treaty.
The rioters felt ashamed of their outburst of anger
against His Holiness the Archbishop, who had used
his powerful intercession to save them from destruc-
tion at the hands of their conquerors. So the citizens
not only furnished the instalment of tribute now de-
manded, but added to it a large sum of gold. The
money was placed on board a vessel, which passed
out of the southern water-gate of the city, and was
delivered by Cyrus himself to the Muslim com-
mander .

! This is not stated in the text (p. 576), but it is given ir the
heading to ch. cxx on p. 358 of John of Nikiou’s Chronicle.
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Thus was sealed the surrender of Alexandria.
A computation of dates makes it possible that this
first payment of tribute took place on the first day
of Muharram, a. 1. 21 (December 10, 641). Although
there is no specific authority for such a statement,
Arab tradition fixes that day as the day of the
conquest; and the tradition may well have arisen
from the impression made upon those present when
the act of submission was performed by the first
payment of tribute. It is true, nevertheless, that
the Arabic authorities one and all make the 1st
Muharram fall on a Friday, whereas no 1st Mu-
harram fell on a Friday at this time, or nearer than
645. It follows that the tradition cannot be true in
its entirety, and it may therefore be altogether false:
but it is so firmly rooted in the Arab lore of the
conquest that it probably possesses some historical
basis®. In any case it is interesting to remark one
more of those singular coincidences which emerge
from, and partly explain, the confusion in the
chronology of this period. It is this; that, although
some of the Arab historians insist that the fall of
Alexandria took place three years after the entry
of ‘Amr’s army into Egypt, while others aver that
both Babylon and Alexandria fell in the same year,
viz. A.H. 20; yet, in spite of the apparent discrepancy,
both sets of historians are right. Babylon sur-
rendered in April, 641,and Alexandria in November,
641, which dates both fall within A.H. 20: and on
the other hand, while ‘Amr's invasion began in
December, 639, his army did not actually occupy

! Mr. E. W. Brooks thinks that the date really applies to the
second capture of Alexandria, which he would place on Friday,
1st Muharram, A.H. 25, or October 28, 645. But I shall show
reason against this theory in a later chapter,
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Alexandria till three years later,in October, 642,at the
end of the eleven months’ armistice. It is pleasant
to find truth behind such a veil of contradictions.

But what is to be said of this amazing treaty of
surrender ? Of the dark and subtle part played by
Al Mukaukas or Cyrus, the Patriarch, of his strange
intimacy with the leader of the Arabs, and of his
strange anxiety all through the war to hasten the
submission of Egypt, it is difficult to speak in
measured language. The guilt of deliberate treason
to the Roman Empire must remain an indelible
stain on his memory, stained already by the folly
and the brutality of the ten years’ persecution. If
from the moment of his appointment the Archbishop
had bent all his powers to the single end of destroy-
ing the Roman dominion over Egypt, he need not
have swerved for a moment from the course he
actually followed. But one is filled with wonder
to see with what avidity he seized that opportunity
of betraying . Egypt which was mainly the result of
his own scandalous misgovernment. It is no pallia-
tion of his conduct to say that he had the formal
authority of Heraclonas, the Emperor, for the capi-
tulation. It was easy to talk over a weakling prince
who knew nothing of Egypt, and whose policy
answered every touch of the helm in his mother’s
hand.

Moreover the treachery of Cyrus began months
before at Babylon. This fact alone disposes of any
defence on the ground of military necessity. True,
the greater part of Egypt was now conquered; but
that was not true at the time of the abortive treaty
of Babylon. Besides, Alexandria had not even been
seriously menaced, nor had any of the coast towns
fallen. When the Muslim army had.first ventured



Keduction of the Coast 1owns 335

to assault the capital, it was beaten off ignominiously,
nor, as was hinted above, is there any reason to
believe that it remained permanently encamped
within sight of the city. This is clear both from
the silence of John of Nikiou with regard to any
such encampment, and from his statement that
when a Muslim force was seen advancing—the force
sent to receive the tribute—its appearance caused
a stir of alarm in the city. No such commotion
could have arisen if the Muslim army had been in
daily view from the walls for some months, as the
Arab writers allege. It is clear that here again
they are confounding the first surrender of Alex-
andria with the second capture, when there really
was some kind of siege; but this first surrender did
not result from any military necessity .

! One is sorry to dismiss all the romantic stories woven by Arab
fancy into the siege of Alexandria, but there really is no alternative.
The truth seems to come out in Suyfiti’s account of *Amr’s letter
to Omar, which states that only twenty-two Muslims fell during
the siege, although this letter is given as written after the second
capture of the city. The well-known story of ‘Amr and Wardén
being taken prisoners, during the repulse of a storming-party which
had broken into the town, is a mere fable. Virtually the same story
is told of the same warriors in reference to the siege of Damascus,
and both anecdotes may be found in Eutychius, who winds up the
siege of Alexandria by making the Arabs drive the Romans out of
Alexandria by sea and by land. Another version of the story gives
the same details, but sets them in the siege of Gazah in Palestine.
The legend seems to come originally from the fairy tales of Ibn
‘Abd al Hakam. The Grand Mufti of Egypt remarks, in a note on
Tabarf with which he furnished the present writer, ¢ In this account
also no mention is made of any battle of Alexandria, which, accord-
ing to tradition, took place only after an uprising in the year 25,
and this is doubtless the truth.

But it is interesting to note AbQ S$4lih’s remark (p. 76) that
the number of Muslims slain in the conquest of Egypt, without
reckoning those killed in the siege (what siege is uncertain), was
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It must be repeated that Alexandria was practi-
cally impregnable to any force which ‘Amr could
bring against it. The total circuit of the walls was
some nine or ten miles, of which about three rested
on the sea, while lake, morass, and canal protected
the greater part of the remainder. Since, then,
only a very small section of the walls was open to
attack, it was easy for the defenders to concentrate
all their force in repelling an assault: and even if
the Arabs could have put out of action the formi-
dable engines on the ramparts, their rude methods
would never have breached the walls. In fact theré
appears no instance in all the history of Alexandria
in which the city was captured by storm without
betrayal from within.

Consequently, as long as the fleets of the Empire
ruled the sea—and the Muslims had not yet dreamed
of sea-power—there can have been no military reason
for the treaty made by Cyrus. The army no doubt
was disheartened by the fall of Babylon and by the
remembrance that they had been beaten in every
pitched battle during the campaign; they knew also
that their leaders were either cowardly or incapable.
But all that might have been changed by fresh
troops with fresh leaders and fresh spirit. The fact,
however, is that since the death of Heraclius there
was no longer a ruler able to weld or to wield the
forces of the Empire. At Alexandria itself the
population was split into groups so divided in
sentiment and interest that a state of feud and riot
was the normal state of society; but the death of
Heraclius rent in two the central government,
leaving nothing but a war of factions. ‘It broke

12,300—a fair estimate for the various battles of that long
campaign,
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the strength of the Romans’ in more ways than
the Arab writer meant: for the great issue of the
moment—the defence of the Empire—fell into
abeyance. In the chaos wrought by the intrigues of
Martina and the plots of Valentine Egypt was cast
adrift ; and Alexandria, on which the fate of Egypt
now depended, lost hope of any such help from
without as would not merely save the city but clear
the enemy out of the country.

That at the time of the surrender there was no
apparent prospect of the Romans taking the offen-
sive and rolling back the invasion, may be granted.
But Alexandria might have defied capture for two
or three years at least; and when once the sceptre
was in firm hands again, the hope of recovering all
Egypt would not be chimerical, though the blunders
of the past had given the Muslims a grip on the
country difficult to loosen. The military position -
was by no means past retrieval ; and though Cyrus
could plead the moral weakness of the army and the
political disunion of the people, nothing can acquit
him of the charge of losing Egypt to the Empire.
Alexandria should have been held at all costs:
Cyrus delivered it to the enemy by a clandestine
and gratuitous surrender.

It remains a problem why the people of Alex-
andria, who were ready to stone Cyrus for his
treason, were so quickly prevailed upon to pardon
him and to accept the treaty. Fickle and frivolous
as the people were, it was no mere whim which
decided them to abandon their allegiance to the
Empire and to bow under the dominion of Islam.
There can, I think, be but one explanation beyond
those already suggested, and that is that the
Alexandrians were wearied out both by the vicis-

BUTLER Z
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situdes and by the misgovernment which they had
suffered during the past forty years, and that they
hoped to find under Muslim rule a period of settled
peace, of religious tolerance, and of lighter taxation.
It may have been this relief from taxation which
turned the scale: for while it is difficult to estimate
the fiscal burdens borne under the Romans, there
can be no doubt that the taxes were manifold and
heavy, as well as vexatious, whereas the poll-tax
and land-tax demanded by ‘Amr had at least the
charm of simplicity, directness, and fixity, and
amounted, or seemed to amount, to less than the
sums exacted for the imperial exchequer. In
proportion as patriotism in Egypt was weak, the
appeal to the purse was strong : and this promise of
reduced taxation may count for a great deal in all
the Muslim conquests. In the case of Alexandria
it may have been the determining factor?, although
it is known that the hope of financial relief was
bitterly disappointed.

The treaty was ratified—possibly by the last act
of Heraclonas, whose reign ended that November.
It seems that the terms were rehearsed in a pro-
clamation now issued by ‘Amr to the people of
Egypt. The proclamation offered protection to the
‘ person, property, religion, churches, and crosses’
of the Egyptians, and promised to defend the
people against Nubians and all other enemies on
condition of payment of tribute2 But neither the

t Mr. Milne in his Zgypt under Roman Rule gives a good deal of
information about the taxes, but does not make it clear what was
the total of taxation payable by the Alexandrians or Egyptians at
this time, nor whether Alexandria was still exempt from the Roman
poll-tax as in the days of Josephus (p. 122).

? This proclamation is from Ibn Kathir (quoted by Abf 'l
Mabhésin). Ibn Kathir says that it was made after the capture of
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news of the surrender of the Great City, nor the
liberal nature of the terms offered, availed to para-
lyse all further resistance. The cause of the Empire
was now quite hopeless, with Alexandria under
captivity, and it was the plainest unwisdom to reject
the treaty: yet although the country as a whole
came under it, some few towns in the north of the
Delta stood loyal to their colours. These towns
therefore had to be conquered before the campaign’
was over ; but ‘Amr was free to move against them
at a time of his own choosing.

Meanwhile he had other work in hand at Babylon.
He had resolved to build a new Muslim city in the
plain which stretched from the Roman fortress to
the Mukattam Hills, and which had been the scene
of his encampment. This city is said by Baladhuri
to have been planned by Zubair, who built himself
a house, in which the ladder used in scaling the
fortress was kept till it perished in a fire. Yakat,
however, mentions four different persons® as directly
appointed by ‘Amr to superintend the laying-out of
the streets and quarters, which were assigned to
different tribes of the Arabs. In any case it may
be taken for granted that both the architect and the
builders of the new town were Copts, no Arab as
yet possessing the requisite art and knowledge.
The name FustAt, by which the town became known,
is clearly a foreign word, and it is a source of
‘Ain Shams: but this is a mere blunder. The terms he gives are
exactly those of the Treaty of Alexandria, and he adds that all the
people of Egypt accepted the conditions. Broadly speaking, this
is true of the Treaty of Alexandria, but it is certainly untrue with
regard to any other treaty, nor indeed was any treaty made at
Heliopolis.

! Mu‘awiah ibn Hudaij, Sharik ibn Summayyf, ‘Amr ibn Kahzam,

and Jibril ibn Néshirah.
Z2
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perplexity to the Arab writers. They say generally
that it means either a tent! of leather or skin, such
as ‘Amr is said to have used, or else an assembling-
place: one tradition even avers that every city is
a fustdt. But YAkat gives six ways of pronouncing
the word 2, and its connexion with the tent of ‘Amr
and the story of the dove’s nest has at least an
element of truth. For the form Fussd¢t takes us
back at once to the Byzantine ¢ossarov (the Roman
Jossatum) which was in common use at the time of
the conquest in the sense of camp. The Romans
at Babylon naturally spoke of the place where
‘Amr’s army encamped as the ¢oocaror, and the
Arabs learned the word from them. It is strange
that this explanation should appear novel 3.

1 Abfi $4lih casts doubt on this interpretation. He says, ¢ It was
called Fustit, or the meeting-place of the people, and the Arabs
did not put up a tent, not bemg acquainted with the use of tents’
(p. 74)-

? Fustit, Fistt, Fussit, Fissit, Fustit, and Fastit. In support
of the theory that the name comes from the Roman ¢ fossatum,’
see Sophocles’ Byzantine Lexicon, s.v. ¢posaarov. The term might
have been heard by the Arabs in Syria as well as at the fortress of
Babylon. It would be used mainly in connexion with a fortified
city, and this association may account for the fact that some Arab
writers actually say that ‘fustit’ means a city. See Makrizi,
Khitat, vol.i. p. 296. The tradition referredto in the text is given
by Y4kft, who writes: ‘A tradition says, “ You are bound to assemble
together, for the hand of God is upon the fustit,” meaning the town
in which men assemble : so every town is a fustat Ibn al Fakih
says that Bosrah was called Fustat.

® Dr. Wallis Budge in his little book called 7% Nile, p. 112
(T. Cook & Son, London, 1890), gets near the truth. Butalthough
in a note he remarks, ‘Arab. b2, another form of b\ =Byzantine
Greek ¢ooodrov,’ yet in the text he says, ‘ Fostit means a tent.” It
is questionable whether the Arabs used tents for military purposes
at this time : but apart from that doubt, the meaning of camp is so
strongly founded on both historical and philological reason as to be
virtually incontestable.
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It is very unlikely that at first the town of
Fustit was laid out on any large scale or with any
idea of making it the Muslim capital’. The troops
in the fortress were too cramped for either health or
pleasure, and it was not lawful or not desirable to
dispossess the people of Misr of their houses. Con-
sequently, as all fear of further war in this part of
the country was removed, the Arabs could build
outside .the walls of Babylon quite unmolested.
From small beginnings the town had a rapid growth
when, a year later, Omar refused ‘Amr permission
to retain the seat of government at Alexandria.
Fustat Misr—for it was called by the double name—
soon spread over the whole area now occupied by
the rubbish mounds south of Cairo, and became the
recognized capital of Egypt. Outside the city of
Fustat to the northward later arose the suburb of
Al ‘Askar, to which the central power was attracted.
Further north again Al Katai' was founded by
Ahmad ibn T0l0n, and all the rulers of the Tulunide
dynasty had their palaces in that quarter® After

! The date of the foundation of Fustdt is of course disputed.
Baladhuri seems to place it after the capture of Babylon, while
most of the other Arab writers place it after the occupation of
Alexandria and the Caliph’s refusal to allow ‘Amr to reside in
Alexandria. It seems probable that the town was begun after the
surrender of Alexandria at the time given in the text, and that later
it assumed the dimensions and importance of a capital city, when
Omar had pronounced against Alexandria. Weil, I think, is
mistaken in putting the first building of Fustdt after the Muslim
entry info Alexandria, as he certainly is in the statement that
Alexandria * fell by the sword’ Abfi ’l Mahdsin says very clearly,
¢‘Amr founded Fustat in A.H. 21 after the taking of Alexandria,”and
the winter of 641~2 after Dec. 1o falls in A. 1, 21.

2 The name Kati' means ‘landed estates’ or ‘fiefs.” Quatre-
mére translates from Makrizi a very interesting description of the
quarter called by this name and of the fine buildings it contained
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the Tulunides, Al ‘Askar regained for a while its
pre€minence, until it was finally discrowned towards
the end of the tenth century, in the time of the
Fatimides, by the building of Misr al Kéhirah—
Misr the Victorious, or Cairo as it was called by the
Venetians, who passed on the epithet instead of
the name to Europe.

A little to the north of the ruined Roman fortress
there stands to .this day the venerable mosque of
‘Amr—the oldest mosque in Egypt. It is a familiar
object to travellers, and no description of it is here
necessary. But it seems probable that the first
foundation of the original mosque took place in this
same winter of 641-2%. The spot chosen was that
on which ‘Amr had set up his standard and which
came to be called the Place of the Standard2 It
lay "among orchards and vineyards? close to the
bank of the river 4 and it had been occupied by one
Abd ‘Abdarrahman Kaisabah ibn Kulthim, but at
the request of “Amr he surrendered it as a free gift
for all the Muslims. A common place of worship
was their first necessity ; but the original mosque of
‘Amr was a very simple building. Its dimensions
were only fifty cubits by thirty: the roof was very
(Mém. Géog. et Hisl. t. ii. pp. 458 seq.); and a description of Al
‘Askar precedes it (p. 452).

! Both Yakfit and Abfl ’] Mahésin give this date (a. 1. 21).

* 2 This is from Y4kQit. The account which makes it the place
of "Amr’s standard and not of his tent is the more probable, and
renders the derivation of Fustit from ¢oooarov even more certain.
'3 Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam, quoted by Suyfti.

* See Quatremere, Mém. Géog. et Hist. t.1. pp. 71 seq. Hamaker

' (Expugnatio Memphidis, p. 132 of notes) refutes Wakidi’s state-
ment that the mosque was founded on the site of a Christian
church. The error doubtless arose from the fact that in the later

structure some columns were employed obviously taken from
Christian buildings.
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low: there was an open space in front of the
mosque, but no courtyard, and a roadway round it:
six doors gave access to the building. It soon
proved too small for the congregation, who had to
sit in rows in the open space. The kiblah is said
to have been built by eight! of the Prophet’s
companions, chief among them being Zubair, Al
Kaddad ibn al Aswad, and ‘UbAdah ibn as Samit.
It had a more direct orientation than the present
kiblah. When the building was finished, a wznbar
or pulpit was placed in it, and from this ‘Amr used
to hold forth %, until Omar rebuked him for exalting
himself above the heads of his fellow believers, and
ordered its destruction. The first additions to the
mosque were made’c. 673 A.D.} by Maslamah ibn
Mukhallad, who made an extension on the north
side, substituted mats for the pebble pavement,
built a turret at each angle, added minarets, on
which his own name was inscribed, and increased
the number of muezzins, ordering them also ‘to
chant the call to prayer at daybreak instead of
beating the wooden gong* as heretofore. About

! Suyfitf. Other writers say thirty or even eighty.

* Abfi ’l Mahisin quotes from Ibn ‘Abd al Hakam a long report
of a sermon preached by ‘Amr. It is at least an interesting
composition.

$ Yakfit and Suyfitf give A.H. 53, while Abfi 'l Mahisin writes
A.H. 63—Dby a slip, doubtless.

* The nikls or wooden gong was in use by the Christians prior
to the use of bells, and remains in use to this day in many Muslim
countries, where bells are disliked or forbidden. Its discontinuance
by the Egyptian Muslims is recorded by AbQ ’l Mahdsin. The
nikfis was sometimes made of metal—a plate of iron or copper
suspended by strings. See Vansleb, Histoire de I Eglise & Alexan-
drie, p. 59 ; Butler, Ancient Coptic Churches, vol. ii. pp. 79-80;
Pereira, Vida do Abba Daniel, p. o, n. 1; and Hamaker, Expugnatio
Memphidss, pp. 166 seq., where the matter is treated at great length.
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the year 696! ‘Abd al ‘Aziz pulled down a portion
of ‘Amr’s mosque—or possibly only the extension—
and rebuilt it: and somewhat later in 7112 the
Caliph Walid ibn ‘Abd al Malik wrote to Kurrah
ibn Sharik, the governor of Egypt, ordering him
to pull down the whole of the mosque and rebuild
it. It was then that the mosque took in the main
the form which it still preserves?, although several
subsequent alterations are recorded *.

Of the domestic architecture at Fustdt some few
details are known. The houses were chiefly of brick,
and soon rose to a height of four or five stories.
We must picture large irregular piles of building,
with Roman columns used freely as supports, but
possessing no merit of design and little ornament—
precisely such buildings as may be seen, or might
be seen twenty years ago, still standing in Rosetta.
Some of these blocks at Fustit are said to have

T AH Y.

? A.H. 92,

8 So says Suyfiti, writing circa 1500 A.p. There has certainly
been no material alteration since that date.

¢ It was enlarged in %750 when $4lih ibn “All was governor of
Egypt, and again in the days of Harin ar Rashid, c. 79x. Further
additions were made in 826 by ‘Abdallah ibn T4hir, and in 871 by
Abfl Aytib Ahmad ibn Muhammad: but the additions of *Abdallah
ibn T4hir were destroyed in 884 by a fire and replaced by the
magnificent Sultan Khamédrawaih. Various improvements were
made in the tenth century, but the mad Caliph Al Hakim disfigured
the mosque by removing the mosaics and replacing them with white-
wash. The reader is referred for further details to a very full
history and description of the mosque of “Amr given in an admirable
paper by Mr. E. K. Corbett in the Journal of the Royal Asiatic
Soctety for Oct. 1890, vol. xxii. N. S. The article is accompanied
by plans and illustrations. There is also an extremely close and
interesting account of the mosque in Ibn Dukmék (pt. iv. pp. 59-67),
whose MS. was discovered and published subsequently to the
appearance of Mr, Corbett’s article.
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contained as many as two hundred people, and the
ground floor was seldom inhabited. Khérijah ibn
Hudh4afah, the well-known lieutenant of ‘Amr, is
said to have been the first to have a balcony or
loggia built: but Omar on hearing of it wrote to
‘Amr that it could only be for the purpose of spying
out the secrets of the neighbours, and that it must
be taken down. Baths also were built at Fustit, but
they were called at once Hammam al F4r, or the
Mouse Baths, owing to their ridiculous smallness
in comparison with the splendid baths of the
Romans.

Besides houses and baths and a mosque, a grave-
yard was necessary. A curious legend is told that
Cyrus, the Mukaukas, offered ‘Amr 70,000 dinirs for
a plot of ground by the ravine at the foot of the
Mukattam hills; and when he was pressed to give
his reason for offering so large a sum, he replied
that, according to the ancient writings, this was the
Plantation of Paradise. Omar settled the matter
by remarking that he knew of no Plantation of
Paradise save the ground in which believers are
buried. The request of Cyrus was refused: the
ground was marked out as the Muslim burial-place :
and in after years ‘Amr himself and four other of
the Prophet’s companions were there laid to rest.

The other great work which ‘Amr seems now to
have undertaken was the excavation of Trajan’s
Canal!. This ancient waterway, which had left the

! Inplacing the excavation of Trajan’s Canal in this winter 641-2
I am running counter to Al Kindi, who says it took place in . 1. 23,
which year begins in Nov. 643. But it is known that, before the
death of Omar in Dhfi ’1 Hijjah, a.n. 23, Egyptian vessels were
landing their cargoes in Arabia, and it is scarcely conceivable that

the whole length of the canal could have been cleared out and
rendered serviceable in less than a year. Of course it is possible
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Nile a little to the north of Babylon, and, passing by
Heliopolis and the WAdi Tumilat to Al Kantarah,
had joined the Red Sea at Kulzum?, had silted up
through long neglect under the Romans. It was
of far more ancient date than the time of Trajan,
who merely restored it to utility, as ‘“Amr proposed
doing. Indeed, as Weil shows?, part of it at least

that the work was done in the previous winter 642—3; but that date
is unlikely, because ‘Amr was then engaged in the expedition to
Pentapolis.  Moreover it can scarcely be doubted that John of
Nikiou means to place this work in the winter 641-2. At least he
seems to speak of it as begun during the life of Cyrus and before
the expedition to Pentapolis ; and although it is true that he makes
it come after the Muslims had taken full possession of the country,
it is clear that John regards that possession as effective before the
death of Cyrus, and therefore at this period. The argument from
order in John’s disordered narrative may be worth little (pp. 577-8)
in itself, and it might be argued that the Arabs were not placed in
full possession of the country by the Treaty of Alexandria. This
is true to the letter, but for all practical purposes possession was
complete, save in the extreme north of the Delta. Moreover,
Balddhuri’s authority is in favour of the earlier date. For he says
(p. 216) that in the year of famine, a.n. 21, Omar wrote ordering
‘Amr to send the tribute paid in kind, i.e. corn and other produce,
to Medina 4y sea, and it so continued to be sent with some inter-
mission until the reign of Abfi Ja'far al Manglir. This does not
prove that the canal was open in a.H. 21 (ends Nov. 29, 642), but
it does prove that ‘Amr felt in that year the advantage of a con-
tinuous waterway to the sea. On the whole therefore, in spite of
Weil, the evidence seems in favour of the commencement of the
work being made early in 642. Possibly it was not finished before
643 : but, as Weil points out, Ibn “Abd al Hakam’s very detailed
account of Omar’s journey to Jar, the port of Medina, to see the
arrival of the ships from Egypt, proves that the canal was in full
working order some time before his death in Nov. 644. Possibly
the canal was jfinished in the winter 643-4,and used at the following
flood of the Nile for the first time.

! See Quatremere, Mem. Géog. et Hist. t. 1. pp. 176 seq.

* Geschichle der Chalifen, i. pp. 130 seq. Weil refers to Hdt. ii.
158, Mannert’s Geographie der Gr. und Romer, x. 1 S., pp. 503 seq.,
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was laid out by Pharaoh Necho, who also pierced
the Isthmus of Suez from sea to sea. In the time
of Ptolemy Philadelphus II the canal was repaired
and reinstated, but it was made to branch off the
Nile at Phacusa instead of Bubastis. The date at
which the waterway was cut from near Babylon to
Bubastis is uncertain: but this channel was not
wholly successful, being available for use only at
high Nile; and for want of proper care it became
unnavigable some time after the second century of
our era. The mere drift of the sand would soon
choke up the bed, when once it was neglected : and
it is alleged that the line of the waterway was so
lost, that it had to be pointed out to ‘Amr by a
Copt, whose services were rewarded by exemption
from tribute. On the other hand, the rapidity with
which the excavation was accomplished must be
taken to show that some sections of the course of
ninety miles were still in fair order, although it is
true that rapid results were accomplished by the
vast gangs of natives, who were driven like slaves
to the work and kept at it by taskmasters, according
to the custom in vogue from time immemorial.
The Arabs indeed seem to have applied this system
of forced labour with exceptional rigour : insomuch
that the Egyptian bishop is betrayed into very
strong language: ‘The yoke they laid on the
Egyptians was heavier than the yoke which had
been laid on Israel by Pharaoh. Him God judged
by a righteous judgement by drowning him in the

and Letronne in Revue des Deux Mondes, xxvii. 215. There is
also some information to be found in Abfi Silih, pp. 172~3 and
notes, and p, 88 n. The bed of the canal where it passed through
what is now Cairo has recently been filled up, and is occupied by
an electric tramway.
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Red Sea after He had sent many plagues both on
men and cattlee. When God’s judgement lights
upon these Muslims, may He do unto them as He
did aforetime unto Pharaoh!!” Yet it would seem
that this great severity was rather incidental to the
period of conquest than a permanent characteristic
of ‘Amr’s government.

It is related that ‘Amr contemplated excavating
a branch canal from Lake Timsah northward to
join the Mediterranean, so that the whole isthmus
would be pierced as now by a waterway: but Omar
forbade the design on the ground that the Romans
would then be able to sail through into the Red
Sea and stop the pilgrimages. This story deserves
all credence. '

- But these works of peace did not altogether divert
the Arab commander’s attention from military
matters. Although the Treaty of Alexandria had
practically completed the subjugation of the country,
there were still a few towns in the north of the
Delta, particularly on the sea-coast, which refused
to be bound by it. Against these ‘Amr was entitled
to proceed even during the armistice; and there
seems no doubt that he sent an expedition to reduce
them in the spring of 642. The movements of the
Arab army are, however, difficult to follow. On
this phase of the conquest John of Nikiou sheds
no light whatever; while the details given by the
Arab writers, who are our only authorities, are hard
to correlate or to understand.

It may, however, be conjectured that the army
set out from Karitn and moved along the coast
eastward. In what was known as the western
Hauf there was a town called Ikhn4, not far from

! John of Nikiou, p. 578.
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Alexandria!, Talam4, the governor of Ikhn4, had
received from ‘Amr a dispatch communicating the
terms of peace agreed upon with Cyrus; but being
dissatisfied, he is said to have sought an interview
with ‘Amr and inquired about the amount of the
poll-tax. The Arab chief, irritated by the discussion,
pointed to a neighbouring church and exclaimed,
‘If you filled that building with gold to the roof,
I would not define the amount of the poll-tax. You
are our treasury, and if you give us abundant
supplies, we shall treat you liberally, but if we are
in want, we shall make heavy demands upon you 2’
Talam4 naturally resented this language and decided
not to surrender; and it was against Ikhn4 accord-
ingly that the Muslims now marched. But the town
was soon forced to capitulate: and, although it
yielded under a written treaty, many prisoners were
taken and sent to Omar at Medina. A like fate befell
Balhib 3, which was a strong place a few miles south
of Rosetta: and it was here apparently that ‘Amr
received Omar’s ratification of the Treaty of Alex-
andria4. In the Caliph’s letter, which was read out

' Y4kfit, vol. i. p. 166. I am unable to identify Ikhni on
modern maps or lists of villages.

2 This language is so totally at variance with the solemn agree-
ment fixing the poll-tax and making it unalterable, that if it was
nsed at all at this stage, it can only have been uttered as an ill-
humoured jest. But it is far more reasonable to suppose that the
words were spoken later, when Ikhni was reduced to the last
extremity and had to capitulate. In that case the words were better
justified, as “Amr was not bound by the Treaty of Alexandria,
which the conquered town had rejected.

$ See n. 1, p. 289 supra. Balddhur calls this place Balhit—
a mistake reproduced by AbQi 'l Mahdsin and Suy@ti—but YVakdat
gives it correctly.

4 T have already shown reasons for disagreeing with the story of
Balhib as given on p. ro of Prof. Lane-Poole’s Egypt in the Middle
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before the troops, instructions were given that all
prisoners who chose to adopt Islam should be set
at liberty and received as brothers. The story is
that a great number of the captives went over to
the Muslim religion, their decision being hailed with
shouts of triumph by the Arabs. But a sudden and
wholesale conversion of this kind was certainly an
unusual, if not an unparalleled event. If made, it
was clearly made under the strongest pressure of
worldly motive by men of easy convictions: prob-
ably, however, the story is greatly exaggerated.

In close connexion with Ikhn4, treaties of peace
are recorded as made with Kuzman (perhaps Cos-
mas), governor of Rosetta, and with John, governor
of Baralus!. From Baralus it would seem as if the
Arab forces still followed the coast line till they
came to Damietta® John, the governor, offered
no further resistance to the Arabs, who now con-
trolled all the outlets of the Nile. Khais, in the
region called the Hauf near Damietta, was also

Ages. Both on geographical and on historical grounds it is quite
impossible that “Amr can have spent the time of the armistice here.

! Rosetta of course commanded the entrance to the western
branch of the Nile, and Balhib commanded the waterway from the
Rosetta branch towards Alexandria. Baralus (IIdpahos) was a town
at the Sebennytic mouth of the Nile, and both town and district
retain the name to this day, although the Sebennytic channel has
long since been choked, forming a lake which is only parted from
the sea by a narrow strip of sand. Ikhn4, Rosetta, and Baralus are
mentioned together by Makriz{.

? The submission of Damietta is mentioned by Balidhurf, who
says, nevertheless, that the expedition to Tinnis, Damietta, Tfinah,
Damfrah, Shat4, Dakahlah, Ban4, and Busir was under ‘Umair ibn
Wahb al Jumahi. It seems more probable that the command was
entrusted to a lieutenant. Balddhurf does not record any fighting,
but says that ‘Umair made terms with the people of these places
on the same conditions as those of the general treaty.
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reduced to submission®: and it is probable that the
whole country of the Delta was now subjugated
with the exception of some towns which stood on
islands in the vast but shallow waters of Lake
ManzAlah.

A century before the Arab conquest? this region,
now covered by flood, had been unrivalled in Egypt,
save perhaps by the Faylm, for its climate, its
fertility, and its wealth., Gardens, palm-groves,
vineyards, and cornlands were watered by never-
failing streams from the Nile, and flourished in great
luxuriance. But the sea broke through the line of
sandhills, which served as a rampart, and year by
year encroached further, till it swamped all the low-
lying land, leaving only a number of islands lifted
above the flood. Tilth and villages were swept
away, though a number of towns stood high enough
to escape the devastation. Of these the most famous
was Tinnis—a town of some magnitude and archi-

! The Arab authorities differ considerably about the names of
the resisting towns. Balddhuri gives Balhit (Balhib), Khais, and
Sultais in one place, and in another, as we have seen, he names
Sakh4, Balhit, Khais, and Sultais as assisting the Roman army at
the battle of Suntais. To this list YakQt adds Fartasi, and he
remarks that ¢ when ‘Amr had taken Alexandria he made captives
of the people of those towns, and sent them to Medina.’ Yakat
gives the position of Khais. Makrizi records written treaties with
Ikhn4, Rosetta, Baralus, Sultais, Masil, and Balhib; so does Suyfti.
As to Khais, this must be the town which Y4kt (vol. ii. p. 507)
describes as in the western Hauf and as being taken by Khdrijah
ibn Hudh4fah, and the western Hauf is described as being towards
Damietta, the eastern towards Syria, The Khais in the description
quoted by Quatremere (Mém. Géog. et Hist. t. i. p. 337) would
seem to lie east of Pelusium, and to be therefore a different place.

* In the year 251 of the Coptic era. For all this information
about the lake towns see Quatremere, Mém. Géog. et Hist. t. i.
pp. 287 seq. Quatremdre translates at some length from Makrizi
and Mas‘tdi,
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tectural beauty, with an enormous manufacture of
the finest textiles. Other towns on the lake, like
Ttnah, Damirah and Dabik, boasted the skill of
their weavers, but they could not compare ‘with
Tinnis, which ranked with Damietta and Shatd for
the richness and delicacy of its fabrics. Only at
Tinnis and Damietta could the weavers produce
a robe of pure linen worth 100 dinirs (50 guineas):
while Mas'ddi records a garment made for the
Caliph in a single seamless piece costing 1,000
dinirs. This was woven. of gold thread with an
extremely small admixture of fine linen. It is also
on record that the trade of Tinnis with Irak alone
amounted to between 20,000 and 30,000 dindrs
yearly before it was crushed by vexatious tariffs.
Tinnis stood on an island? of considerable size,
and was reached from the south by a channel called
Bahr ar Rtim, which may have been identical with
the Tanitic branch of the river and ran to Salahiah.
There was also easy and direct communication by
water with Pelusium, or at least with Tinah its
harbour. Even as late as the tenth century Tinnis
is said to have possessed many ancient monu-
ments, besides 160 mosques, each adorned with
a lofty minaret, 72 churches, and 36 baths; and its
fortified walls had 19 gates, all heavily plated with
iron2. From other islands the dead are said to

! Quatremere thinks the name of the town is derived from sjaos
—with the Coptic feminine article prefixed. If so, this part of the
country must have been flooded long before the sixth century.
Indeed Cassian, who was in Egypt in 390~7 A.D., says definitely
that ¢ Thinnesus’ is so beset on all sides with sea or salt marshes,
that the people were wholly dependent on sea traffic, and they had
to bring soil in barges when they wanted to make more building-
ground.

? Quatremere, L. ., p. 329. Yet the dimensions of the town are
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have been ferried across the lake for burial at
Tinnis, where they seem to have been embalmed.
A century later the Persian traveller, N4siri
Khusrau?, who visited Tinnis in 1047 A.D., is amazed
at its prosperity. He speaks of 10,000 shops
and 50,000 male inhabitants. A thousand vessels
were moored at the island, which grew nothing, and
depended on trade for all provisions. The rise of
the Nile swept away the girdling flood of salt
water, and filled the vast underground cisterns and
reservoirs with sweet water enough to last for a
year. The splendid coloured stuffs woven by the
Copts were of more value than ever. In the Sultan’s
looms fabrics were woven for him alone; a single
turban cost 4,000 dinArs ; but these fabrics were never
put on the market. The Roman Emperor offered
a hundred cities in exchange for Tinnis, but was
refused. Besides these royal textiles, a fabric was
woven called é#kalim#iin—a shot silk of lustre so fine
that it was said to change colour every hour of the
day. But the steel cutlery of Tinnis was almost as
famous as the products of its looms; and altogether
it was a place of curious interest and great im-
portance. '

There is a legend that the governor of Tinnis
at the time of the conquest was a Christian Arab
named Aba Tir, who went out at the head of an
army of 20,000 Copts, Romans, and Arabs to fight
the Muslims on their advance against Tinnis after
the capture of Damietta? Several engagements
given as about a square mile only—an obvious error. Tinnis was
destroyed in A.H. 624, nothing but ruins remaining. The island
is still called by the same name, and there are ancient remains
upon it.

 See Sefer Namek, ed, C. Schefer, pp. 110 seq.

2 Quatremere, l.c., p. 307, quoted from Mas'idi., The Arab

BUTLER Aa
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were fought before the Muslims were able to rout
the Christian army and to capture its commander.
The surrender of Tinnis followed: and after the
division of the spoil the Muslim army moved on to
Farami. Whatever proportion of truth and error
this story may contain, two things are fairly certain—
that Tinnis came under the Muslim dominion at
this time, and that its industrial activities were not
directly impaired by the conquest. Neither here
indeed nor at Tanah, Bara, Dabik, or the other
islands lost in the blue expanses of Lake Manzilah,
was there anything to attract Muslim settlers, and
it may sdfely be said that this region remained
almost exclusively Christian for a long time sub-

sequently®. Its disappearance from history can be
dated.

force must have come by water, and it is absurd to suppose that the
governor of Tinnfs could muster 20,000 men or transport them
over the lake. But numbers in Arabic documents are seldom to
be taken literally, and one should doubtless read 2,000. Of course
Abfi Tir may be a mere invention of legend. There is no other
record of any Christian Arab leader in Egypt. This story, how-
ever, appears in an early Arab writer, and though it is dated
300 years after the alleged event, yet Mas'idl himself appears to
be quoting from a lost History of Damietta.

! About the year 824 a.p. Dionysius, Patriarch of Antioch, was
driven by stress of weather into the harbour of Tanis, where 30,000
Christians are said to have met him with great rejoicing. He was
welcomed by the Patriarch of Alexandria and a number of bishops,
who remarked that no Patriarch of Antioch had visited Egypt
since the days of Severus. Dionysius, with a better historical
memory, reminded them of Athanasius’ visit, which took place
early in the seventh century, and of the formal union then effected
between the two Churches. See Barhebraeus, Chron. Eccl. t. i.
c. 36o.

By the harbour of Tanis must be meant the harbour at the mouth
of the Tanitic branch of the Nile. It would of course be nearer
to Tinnis than to the city of Tanis, which is much further inland.
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The island of Tinnis was much exposed to raids
from the sea, though it was always strongly garri-
soned, and in the year 1192 Saladin ordered its
evacuation. A few years later, in 1227, Malik al
Kamil had its forts and walls razed to the ground,
and it became a mere heap of ruins.

There is another anecdote relating to the conquest
of this region, which claims at least some notice.
Makrizi in speaking of Shatad describes it as a town
which lies between Tinnis and Damietta, and which
legend avers to be named from one Shat4, son of
Al Hamik, the uncle of the Mukaukas2  This
derivation is pure romance: but the story goes on
to say that when the Arabs laid siege to Damietta
and captured it, Shatd, who was governor of the
town, went out at the head of 2,000 men and
declared his adherence to IslAm—a religion which
he had long studied with interest. When he saw
that the Arabs encountered prolonged resistance at
Tinnis, Shatid collected and armed a force from
the towns of Baralus, Damirah, and Ashm@n-Tanah ;

The modern Arab name of Tanis is $4n or Sin al Hajar. The
position of the harbour is still marked on the coast about half way
between Port Said and Pelusium.

1 A good description of the ruins is given in Ghillebert de
Lannoy’s Quvres Recueillies et Publices, par Ch. Potvin, Louvain,
1848, pp. 138-9, quoted by Schefer, 1. c.

2 Wakidi gives the name (p. 130) as &yl (Al Himirak),
perhaps more correctly. It is of course impossible to credit for
a moment these details about the re