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MONG the short Byzantine chronicles, that concerning the Founda-
tion of Monemuasia is perhaps the most curious and interesting. The
most curious because, despite the importance of its contents, neither

its author nor the date of its composition is known; the most interesting be-
cause of the notices which it contains concerning the establishment of
Slavonic settlements in Greece, especially in the Peloponnesus, during the
Middle Ages. Those who have dealt with the problem of these settlements
have used it, either discounting its importance or emphasizing it unduly,
their attitude depending upon their view concerning the magnitude, chro-
nology, and significance of these settlements.! Notwithstanding its brevity, it
has been the subject of two rather lengthy monographs wherein the attempt
was made to determine its sources, the trustworthiness of its information, its
author, and the date of its composition,? but the results have not been entirely
conclusive. It is the object of this paper to reéxamine the question of the
trustworthiness and the date of the composition of this chronicle.

The chronicle was first published in 1749 by Joseph Pasinus and his
collaborators in their catalogue of the manuscripts of the royal library of
Turin, from a manuscript written in the sixteenth century.® Pasinus” edition
was the only edition available until 1884 when S. P. Lampros reissued it, to-
gether with two other versions which he found in two manuscripts, the one
belonging to the monastery of Koutloumousion, the other to that of the
Iberikon, both monasteries of Mount Athos.* According to Lampros, the
manuscript of the Iberikon was written in the sixteenth century, that of
Koutloumousion probably in the sixteenth, although there are some indica-
tions which point to the seventeenth.® In 1909 these three versions were re-

* Fallmerayer was the first to call attention to this chronicle and used it to bolster his
fantastic theory that the ancient Greek race disappeared completely. Jacob Ph. Fallmerayer,
Fragmente aus den Orient, 2nd edition by Georg M. Thomas (Stuttgart, 1877), p. 508, note
2. Opponents of the theory of Fallmerayer tried to discount the importance of this chronicle.
See, for instance, K. Hopf, “Geschichte Griechenlands vom Beginn des Mittelalters bis auf
unsere Zeit,” in Ersch and Gruber, Allgemeine Encyclopidie der Wissenschaften und Kiinste,
85 (Leipzig, 1867), 106ff.; and K. Paparrhegopoulo, S\avikal & rais ‘EM\pyixais xdpas
éroujoes, in ‘Ioropikal IMpaypareiar (Athens, 1858), p. 247, note 25. Others have looked at
it more impartially. See A. A. Vasiliev, “The Slavs in Greece” (in Russian), Vizantiiskij
Vremennik, 5 (St. Petersburg, 1898), 411, 655ff. Vasiliev’s work, although written fifty-

two years ago, is still fundamental on the question of the Slavs in Greece. I read it with
the aid of Mrs. Nathalie Scheffer.

*S. P. Lampros, TS wepl xrioews MoveuBaotas Xxpovixdy, in his ‘Toropucd Meerjuara (Athens,
1884), pp. 97-128. N. A. Bees, T “mepl s Krigews tiis MovepBaoias” ypovikdy, in Bulavris,
1 (Athens, 1909), 37-105.

* Codices manuscripti bibliothecae regii Taurinensis Athenaei, 1 (Turin, 1749), 417f.

‘ Lampros, op. cit., pp. 98-109.

* Lambros (Lampros), Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts on Mount Athos (Cambridge,
1895-1900), 1:301; 2:86.
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printed by N. A. Bees with some corrections,® and three years later a fourth
version, found in a manuscript belonging to the Collegio Greco in Rome,
was published by Lampros.”

Among these various versions there are substantial differences. The
Iberikon deals primarily with the Avar and Slavic invasions of the Balkan
peninsula, including Greece, in the sixth century; the settlement of the
Slavs in the Peloponnesus, and their subjugation to the authority of the
emperor during the reign of Nicephorus I. There is no mention of any event
beyond the reign of Nicephorus I. The Koutloumousion and Turin versions
on the other hand include, besides the main contents of the Iberikon, a num-
ber of other notices which deal primarily with events and persons connected
with the metropolitan sees of Monemvasia and Lacedaemon, especially the
latter. Chronologically these later notices cover the period from 1083 to
about the middle of the fourteenth century, but most of them refer to the
second half of the thirteenth century and the first half of the fourteenth.
The Roman version consists of these later notices and includes none of the
contents of the Iberikon. Between the Iberikon version on the one hand and
the Koutloumousion and Turin versions on the other there are a number of
other differences, but these are of minor significance.

The difference in contents between the Iberikon on the one hand and the
Turin and Koutloumousion versions on the other was the principal argu-
ment used by Lampros in support of his opinion that these versions repre-
sent two different traditions of which the Iberikon was the original and the
earliest, while the other, represented by the Turin and Koutloumousion
manuscripts, was a reproduction of the Iberikon version with additional
notices added by a later scribe. And, since the Iberikon version ends with
the subjugation of the Slavs in the region of Patras during the reign of Ni-
cephorus I when Tarasius, who died in 806, was still patriarch, while of the
later notices found in the Turin and the Koutloumousion versions and miss-
ing in that of the Iberikon the earliest refers to the raising of the see of
Lacedaemon to the status of a metropolis in 1083, Lampros came to the
conclusion that the original version — the Iberikon — must have been written
sometime between 806 and 1083.% As for the Turin and Koutloumousion
versions, Lampros thought that they must have been written toward the
end of the thirteenth century.’

The conclusions of Lampros were rejected by N. A. Bees, who re-

® Bees, op. cit., pp. 61-73.

" Lampros, Néos kadié Tob xpovikod MovepBaaias, in Néos ‘ENqpopripov, 9 (Athens, 1912),
245 ff.

8 Lampros, To wepi krigews Mm-'e/.tﬂam'as Xpowxév, p. 118.
° Ibid., pp. 119, 128.
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examined the problem in detail. Bees rightly observed that it is impossible
to accept the view of Lampros that the original version was written before
1083 simply because the additions found in the other versions begin with
that year.’* Nor is Lampros’ view that these additions were appended to the
original toward the end of the thirteenth century any more acceptable, for
among them there are chronological notices that refer to the fourteenth
century." Indeed, Bees rejects the notion that the Iberikon is the original
and earliest version, thinks that it is a simple variation of the other two, and
considers the differences among them as accidental. He believes that the
whole chronicle was composed sometime between 1340 and the sixteenth
century, because one of the notices refers to the year 1340 while the manu-
scripts in which the chronicle has been found belong to the sixteenth
century.'?

When Bees published his study, the Roman version was not yet known.
The peculiarity of this version is that it includes none of the contents of the
Iberikon. In other words, it contains only the later notices which are found
only in the Turin and Koutloumousion versions — notices which, according
to Lampros, had been appended to the original chronicle later. In publishing
the Roman version, Lampros remarked that its peculiarity confirmed his
earlier view that the later notices of the Turin and Koutloumousion versions
form a section independent of the part which constitutes the Iberikon ver-
sion.” Indeed, the existence of two manuscripts — the one containing the
part with the earlier notices, the other, that with the later notices — lends
support to the argument of Lampros that these two parts were originally
independent and that later someone put them together, producing thus the
version represented by the Turin and the Koutloumousion manuscripts. And
since the Iberikon is much more precise and complete in its notices, it is
quite probable that it represents the original redaction of the chronicle,
while the Turin and Koutloumousion versions are imperfect copies of it
with the later notices added.

On determining the date of the composition of the original chronicle,
that is, the Iberikon version, Lampros failed to notice one important detail.
In his account of the subjugation of the Slavs near Patras during the reign
of Nicephorus I, the author of the chronicle refers to that emperor as “the
Old, who had Staurakios as son.” ** This detail is of chronological importance

 Bees, op. cit., p. 75.

*Ibid., p. 98.

* Ibid., pp. 98-99.

* Lampros, Néos x@8u¢ 7ob xpovikod Moveufaaias, p. 250. Lampros says that this is a manu-
script of the thirteenth century, but surely there must be a mistake, for certain notices of the
chronicle definitely refer to the fourteenth century.

* Bees’ edition, p. 88: Nunpdpov Tod madaiod rod éxovros (viov) Sravpdkiov.
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because it places the composition of the chronicle after the reign of Ni-
cephorus Phocas (963-969). This was pointed out by S. Kougeas," who
called attention to another expression of the chronicle which also helps to
determine the date of its composition. This is the reference to the Tzacones,
where it is said that this name had been lately given to them,'® and as is well
known the first mention of the Tzacones is made by Constantine Porphyro-
genitus."” These observations led Kougeas to conclude that that part of the
chronicle which constitutes the Iberikon version was composed during or
not much after the reign of Nicephorus Phocas."®

There is another expression in the chronicle which lends support to the
view of Kougeas. In describing the depredations of the Avars and Slavs in
the Peloponnesus in 584, the author of the chronicle writes that many of the
Greeks fled and found refuge in Calabria and Sicily. Those who went to
Calabria came from Patras and settled in the region of Rhegium; those who
went to Sicily came from Lacedaemon, where, says the chronicle “they still
live in a place called Demena, are called Demenitae instead of Lacedae-
monitae, and preserve their own Laconian dialect.” ** Since the publication
of Amari’s work, Storia dei Musulmani di Sicilia, Demena as the name of a
region in the northeastern part of Sicily and that of a town located in that
region is well known,” but all of the references to the town belong to the
ninth and tenth centuries. This fact has led Amari to declare that the town
Demena existed until the tenth century, possibly until the eleventh, although
that is doubtful.®* But if the Lacedaemonians who had fled to Sicily still
lived in Demena at the time of the composition of the chronicle, it means
that Demena still existed, and this would place the composition of the
chronicle not later than the end of the tenth century or the beginning of
the eleventh.

The date of the composition of a document is, of course, of great impor-
tance, but more important still is the nature of its sources and the credibility

S, Kougeas, "Eml 7ob kalovpévov xpovikod “Ilepl Tijs krioews Tijs MovepBacgias”, in Néos
‘E/\)mvopvﬁp.wv, 9 (Athens, 1912), 477.

* Bees edition, p. 67: of kai ér’ éoxdrov T{akwvia érwvopdofnoar.

" Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De cerimoniis, 1 (Bonn, 1829), 696.

* Kougeas, op. cit., p. 478.

® Bees’ edition, p. 66: ol kal els ért elolv &v adt & TémY Kkalovpéve Aépeva kal Aeuevitar
dvri AakeSayponitédy karavopalduevor kal Ty idlav Tév Aakdvey didAekTov Sacwlovres.

» Michele Amari, Storia dei Musulmani di Sicilia, 2nd edition (Catania, 1933), 1:609 ff.
On Demena see also Sac. Luigi Vasi, “Notizie storiche e geographiche della citta e valle di
Demona,” in Archivio storico Siciliano, nuova serie, anno X (Palermo, 1885), pp. 1-15.

* Amari, op. cit., 1:612, note XV: “Confrontando le quali testimonianze, e avvisandomi
che nei diplomi notati dal n° VII al XIV si tratti anco della provincia, io credo provata la
esistenza di Demana castello infino al decimo secolo, di Demana provincia dall’ undecimo in

poi; ma parmi assai dubbio che il castello durasse fino all’ undecimo secolo, e certo che a
meta del duodecimo fosse abbandonato o avesse mutato nome.”
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of its contents. The contents of the chronicle of Monemvasia have been care-
fully analyzed by both Lampros and Bees. The latter, while making some
additions to what Lampros had said concerning the sources of the Iberikon
version, devoted his attention primarily to the second part of the chronicle,
and of this part there will be no question here. Suffice it to say that Bees has
come to the conclusion that it is worthy of trust and “valuable for the history
of the Peloponnesus and indeed of Lacedaemon, especially of the fourteenth
century, since it preserves some names and notices of things absolutely un-
known from other sources.” ** But, however valuable this part of the chron-
icle may be for the history of the Peloponnesus in the fourteenth century,
its contributions are of less general import than those of the first part, that
is, the part which constitutes the Iberikon version. For the latter deals with
no less a problem than the fate of the Greek people, particularly those in-
habiting the Peloponnesus, during the early Middle Ages.

Lampros scrutinized the Iberikon version very carefully and was able
to establish most of its sources. On the basis of the works of the Byzantine
writers available to him which relate the same events related by the chron-
icle, he came to the conclusion, a conclusion which was then sound, that
the author of the chronicle drew his information primarily from Menander,
Evagrius, Theophylact Simocatta, and Theophanes.” But there are a num-
ber of notices for which Lampros was not able to find the source. He ob-
served, for instance, that the name of the first metropolitan of Patras,
Athanasius, who according to the chronicle was appointed and raised to
the status of metropolitan during the reign of Nicephorus I, following the
liberation of Patras from the Slavs, is found nowhere else. He made the
same observation with respect to the statement of the chronicle that the
Byzantine commander who liberated Patras from the Slavs was named
Skleros and belonged to an Armenian family. These two problems, however,
were solved by Bees, who offered evidence, independent of the chronicle,
that both of these personages existed and had served in the capacities men-
tioned by the chronicle.*

Lampros also observed that nowhere else was he able to find the etymol-
ogy of Maniatae.” This statement is puzzling, for nowhere in the chronicle

* Bees, op. cit., p. 104 {.

* Lampros, To wepi krioews MovepBaaias xpovikdy, p. 109 ff.

* Bees, op. cit., p. 78. Bees’ reference about Skleros is to Scriptor incertus de Leone
Bardae F, where it is said (Bonn, p. 336) that Leo Skleros was appointed strategus of the
Peloponnesus by Michael L. It is not improbable, as Bees remarks, that Skleros had previous
experience with the Peloponnesus and that was the reason for his appointment by Michael I.
It must be pointed out, however, that this reference had already been cited by Vasiliev in the
same connection. Vasiliev, op. cit., p. 422.

* Lampros, To wepi krivews MoveufBaoias ypovidv, p. 117: oddapod yiverar Adyos wepi Tod
érvpov Tév Mavatév.
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is there any question of the Maniatae. Apparently Lampros, as did also
Hopf,* understood Maniatae by the Demenitae of the chronicle, probably
because neither he nor Hopf knew anything about the Sicilian town of
Demena. But Demena, as has been pointed out above, was a Sicilian town
well known in the tenth century. How it got its name is not absolutely clear.
Amari thinks that it was named after the inhabitants and supposes that the
name was applied to the region and to the town at about the same time.* If
this opinion is correct, then the name Demena may have been derived
from Demenitae, the name by which, according to the chronicle, the Lace-
daemonians who settled in Sicily came to be known. The chronicle says:
“Some sailed to the island of Sicily and they are still there in a place called
Demena and are called Demenitae instead of Lacedaemonitae.” *® A writer
of the early fifteenth century understood Demenitae to be a barbarous form
of Lacedaemonians. After speaking of those elements among the Laconians
who settled in the mountains of Cynuria in the Peloponnesus and in the
course of time barbarized their name into Tzacones, a corruption of Lacones,
this writer then mentions the settlement of other Spartans in Sicily, and
adds that they, too, as time went on, barbarized their name and came to be
known as Demenitae.” It is quite probable that to this writer Demenitae

* Hopf, op. cit., 85:108.

7 Amari, op. cit., 1:609 f.: Quanto al Val Demone, I'etimologia si é riferita ai boschi
(Vallis Nemorum); si & riferita ai demonii dell’ Etna, tenuto spiraglio d’inferno (Vallis
Doemonum); altri pitt saviamente l’ha tratto da un forte castello, ricordato nelle memorie del
nono secolo e abbandonato di certo nel duodecimo. Sembrami piu probabile che i nomi della
provincia e del castello fossero nati insieme dall’ appellazione presa per avventura dagli abitatori
di tutta quella regione: Perduranti, cioé, o Permanenti, nella fede, si aggiunga dell’ impero
bizantino. Perocché un cronista greco del nono secolo, trattando delle citta di Puglia rimase
sotto il dominio di Constantinopoli, adopera il verbo analogo a cosi fatta voce (Teofane con-
tinuato, lib. V., cap. LVIII, p. 297: Kai 76 dmé tovrov Siépewav miorol Bacthel Towovrwy
ényolpevor kdorpwy); € una delle varianti con che questa ci ¢ pervenuta & appunto
Tondemenon che si riferisce, senza dubbio, non al territorio ma agli abitatori. On page 610,
note 2, Amari explains: il participio presente del verbo 8iauéve (permaneo, perduro) al
genitivo plurale farebbe 7&v Siauevévrov, che 'uso volgare par abbia contratto in Ton Demenon.
To us this etymology seems very improbable. Theophanes Continuatus used Siauéve because it
was precisely the verb which he needed; no particular significance should be attached to it.
Had he said that because the inhabitants of these cities remained faithful they came to be
known as Swapévovres, then the theory of Amari might be plausible, but he did not say that.

* See note 19 for the Greek text.

* Lampros, Ado dvadopal pnrpomolitov Movepfagias mpds Tov watpudpyyy, in Néos
‘EAAnvopyipwy, 12 (Athens, 1915), 286: Hpotroxei)\awes 8¢ els Meogonqvyy, Pknoav éxeioe Kal
Aepevitas avrods & paxpds elme xpdvos, BapBapicavras kai adrovs rodvopa. We shall speak more
of this document later. As for the etymology of Tzacones it is now generally accepted that it
is derived from the phrase &w Adkoves. See C. Amantos, Toaxéna-Sclavonia, in *A¢iépopa
els T.N.Xar&8dryy (Athens, 1921), pp. 130-134. On page 132 of his article, Amantos includes
A. Vasiliev among those who derive the term Tzacones from the Slavic zakon and accordingly
consider the Tzacones as Slavs. His reference is to Vasiliev’s important article on the Slavs
in Greece which we have already cited (above, note 1). I have carefully checked, with the
aid of Vasiliev himself, this article (p. 422, n. 5) and I have found no statement such as
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appeared to be a corruption of Lacedaemonitae, a term actually used by
the chronicle instead of the classical Lacedaemonians. What he thought
happened was the dropping of the first two syllables from Lacedaemonitae
and the simplification of the spelling of what remained — Demenitae in-
stead of Daemonitae. The form Demona instead of Demena occurs several
times in the sources. But on this popular etymology of Demenitae from
Lacedemonitae, and consequently Demena from Lacedaemon, we do not
insist.

Among the several other notices of the chronicle for which neither
Lampros nor Bees was able to find another source, there are two which are
of capital importance for the history of Greece, Sicily, and southern Italy
during the Middle Ages. Following is the passage where the first of these
notices is found.” The whole passage is reproduced because it is necessary
as a reference in the discussion of its source:

s ¢ 7 ) P ’ - \ ’ [ ’ a , \
Ev érépg 8¢ eiofolfj éxepwoaro mioarv Ty @cooaliay kal Ty ‘EANdSa wdoav iy Te malady
"Hrmewpov kai *Arruciy kai EVfowav. Ot 8 kal év Ilehomovmiow épopmwioartes morépw tadrny eilov
Kal ékPalovres 7o edyevi) kal ENAnvika Eé0vy kal katadleipavres kardrnoay adrol év abdr. Oi 8¢ ras
matddvovs alrdv xeipas dwvnbévres ékpuyelv, dAos dAhaxi Sweomdpnoav. Kal # pév év Marpdy
wohis perprioly év 7 Tév Kadafpdv xopg tod ‘Pryiov, o 8¢ *Apyeio é&v 1§ vjow 74 Kalovuévy
*OpdBy, oi 8¢ Kopivbior év 7 wiow i) kahovuévy Alyivy pergxnoav. Tére &) kal oi Adkwves To
~ » ’ e \ 3 ~ ’ / 3&7 a N s o s\ 5 5 ~
matpdov Edados kaTaMmovres ol uév v Tf) mjow Sikehlas ééémlevoav, of kal eis émL eloly v avry
N ’ ’ , \ ~ PRNRY ~ ’ LSRN s/ -
& T0me Kkalovpéve Aéueva kal Aepevitar dvri AakedaypovTdv katovopaldpevor kal v dlav Tév
Aakovey duidektov duagwlovres. Oi 8¢ Siofarov Tmov mapd Tov Tiis fardoans alyiaddy €UpovTes Kal
4 3 \ 3 ’ \ ’ 4 3 4 \ \ ’ > -~ 3 3 -~
moAwv xvpav oikodopnoavres kai Movepfaciav Tavryy évopdaavres St T plav Exew Tov év avTd
N ’ \ ¥ > 3 A A ’ ’ \ \ A Q7 3 A 3 ’ © Q\
elomopevopevoy Ty eloodov &v alri) Th moAeL kaTOKYTAY perd Kal Tod idlov adrév émoxdmov. OF 8¢
Tév Opeppdrov vopels Kai dypowikol katpkiolnoay év Tois mapaxeuévors ékeioe Tpaxwois Tomots, ol
kal ér’ éoxdroy Tlakwviar émovopdefnoav. Olrws of *Afapor v Ilehomdvimaov kataoydvres Kal
Kkatownoavtes v adry) Sujpkeoav éml xpovois Siakooiors dkTwkailexa wire TG TdY ‘Popalov Bacilel
piTe érépe Vmokeipevor, fyovy dmd Tod Mg  Erovs Tis Tod Kdopov KaTaoKevijs Omep 7Ny éKTOV ETOS
s Paotheias Mavpikiov, kai uéxpt Tob Ig‘“’tLY’ é€rovs, Omep v Téraprov éros Ths Paocdelas
Nunpdpov Tob walawod Tod éxovros (viov) Sravpdkiov. Mévov 8¢ Tob dvarohkod pépovs Tijs
Ielomovwrjoov émo Kopivlov kal péxpt Maréov Tob S0AaByvod &vovs s 7o Tpaxy kal SoBarov
4 \ 14 3 3 ~ ~ ’ € \ A T ’ ’ ’

xabBapeiovros, oTparnyds Iehomovvijoov é&v adrh 76 pépe vmd Tod Popalwy Bagihéws karemépmero.
Eis 8¢ 1dv towdrwy oTparnydv Oppdpevos pdv dard s pukpds ‘Appevias, patpids 8¢ TV
émovopafopévoy SkAnpdv ovpBalov 7§ Z0Aafnvd Efve. modemxids €N e Kal Npdnioe eis Télos kal
Tois dpxijfev oixiropoL dmokatacTivar 74 oikela mapéoxev. Tobro palov 6 mpoepnuévos Baocthels
would justify Amantos’ opinion. Indeed, while Vasiliev makes here no categorical statement
on the problem, restricting himself to a summary of the conclusions of other scholars, I know,
from several conversations that I have had with this distinguished Russian-American scholar,
that he considers the term Tzacones to be certainly related to that of Lacones. On Tzacones
see further G. N. Hatzidakes, Todkwves, in Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 27 (Leipzig, 1927),
321-324; Dolger, Byz. Zeitschrift, 26:107. For a different etymology, see Ph. Koukoules,
Toakwvia kal Todkwves, in Byz. Zeitschrift, 26:317-327. For the Tzaconian dialect see H.

Pernot, Introduction a U'étude du dialect Tsakonien (Paris, 1934).
* Bees’ edition, pp. 65-70. The Iberikon version.
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Here is a translation:

In another invasion they [the Avars] subjugated all of Thessaly and Greece, Old
Epirus, Attica and Euboea. They made an incursion also in the Peloponnesus, con-
quered it by war, and, destroying and driving out the noble and Hellenic nations, they
settled in it themselves. Those among the former [the Greeks] who succeeded in
escaping from their blood-stained hands dispersed themselves here and there. The
city of Patras emigrated to the territory of Rhegium in Calabria; the Argives to the
island called Orobe; and the Corinthians to the island called Aegina. The Lacones too
abandoned their native soil at that time. Some sailed to the island of Sicily and they
are still there in a place called Demena, call themselves Demenitae instead of Lacedae-
monitae, and preserve their own Laconian dialect. Others found an inaccessible place
by the seashore, built there a strong city which they called Monemvasia because there
was only one way for those entering, and settled in it with their own bishop. Those
who belonged to the tenders of herds and to the rustics of the country settled in the
rugged places located along there and have been lately called Tzaconiae. Having thus
conquered and settled the Peloponnesus, the Avars have held it for two hundred and
eighteen years, that is, from the year 6096 [a.p. 587] from the creation of the world,
which was the sixth year of the reign of Maurice, to the year 6313 [a.p. 805], which
was the fourth year of the reign of Nicephorus the Old who had Staurakios as son.
They were subject neither to the emperor of the Romans nor to anyone else. And only
the eastern part of the Peloponnesus, from Corinth to Malea, because of its ruggedness
and inaccessibility remained free from the Slavs and to that part a strategus [governor ]
of the Peloponnesus continued to be sent by the emperor of the Romans. One of these
governors, a native of Lesser Armenia, and a member of the family called Skleroi
came into hostile blows with the Slavic tribes, conquered and obliterated them com-
pletely, and enabled the ancient inhabitants to recover their own. When the afore-
mentioned emperor Nicephorus heard these things he was filled with joy and became
anxious to renew the cities there, to rebuild the churches that the barbarians had
destroyed, and to Christianize the barbarians themselves. And for this reason, having
inquired about the colony where the people of Patras lived, he had them reéstablished
by his order together with their own shepherd [bishop], whose name at that time was
Athanasius, on their ancient soil. He also granted to Patras, which was a bishopric
before this, the prerogatives of a metropolis. And he rebuilt their city [Patras] and the
holy churches of God from the foundations when Tarasius was still patriarch.

Now to examine the sources of this all-important passage. At first glance
the notice concerning the invasion of Greece seems to have been taken
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from Evagrius, who is mentioned in the chronicle as one of its sources.™
This was the view adopted by Paparrhegopoulo,” but, as the chronicle
names the various regions of Greece invaded by the Avars and Slavs, while
Evagrius simply says “all Greece,” ** both Lampros and Bees refrained from
expressing an opinion on this point. Indeed nowhere else among the known
sources is there any mention of the exact region of Greece invaded by the
Avars and Slavs. Menander speaks of an invasion of Greece during the reign
of Tiberius but, like Evagrius, he does not name the exact regions that were
invaded.* Nor does the account of John of Ephesus add very much more.*
It can either be that the author of the chronicle took Evagrius” expression
“all Greece” and broke it up on the basis of some local tradition, as Pa-
parrhegopoulo supposes, or that he had before his eyes a source, now lost,
which gave an account of the exact regions of Greece invaded by the Avars
and the Slavs.* That the latter was the case will be presently demonstrated.

The statement of the chronicle that the Avars held the Peloponnesus for
two hundred eighteen years — that is, from 587 to 805 — is known also from
another source, the synodical letter of the patriarch Nicholas (1084-1111)
to the emperor Alexius Comnenus.*” As most commentators of the chronicle
considered it to be a product of a late period they showed no hesitation in

*Ibid., 61: Obro. (oi "ABapor), xabis 6 Eddypios Aéyee & 16 mépwTy adtod Aoyw Tis
ékkAnowaoTikis ioToplas + . .

* Paparrhegopoulo, op. cit., p. 247, note 25.

* Evagrius, edited by Bidez and Parmentier, VI, 10: of "ABapeis 8is péxpt Tob kalovuévov
pakpod Teixovs éldoavtes, Siyyndova *AyxiaAdv Te kal Ty ‘EANdSa mdoav kai érépas méhes Te kal
ppolpia éfemoldpknoar kai fvdpamodicavro, dmoAMdvres dmavra Kai wvpmolotvres, TGV WOANGY
otparevpdrov kata Ty ‘Edav évdarpSivray.

* C. Miiller, Fragmenta historicorum graecorum, 4 (Paris, 1851), 252 (frag. 48): &
kepailopévns tis “EAAdSos wo SxAafnydv kal dmavraxdoe dAlemaAljlov adr émnprpévey THV
kwdbvwy, 6 TiBépios . . . mpeoPelerar s Baiavdv.

* John, Bishop of Ephesus, The Third Part of the Ecclesiastical History of John, Bishop of
of Ephesus, tr. by R. Payne Smith (Oxford, 1860), p. 432: “That same year, being the third
after the death of king Justin, was famous also for the invasion of an accursed people, called
Slavonians, who overran the whole of Greece, and the country of the Thessalonians, and all
Thrace, and captured the cities, and took numerous forts, and devastated and burnt, and
reduced the people to slavery, and made themselves masters of the whole country, and settled
in it by main force, and dwelt in it as though it had been their own without fear.”

* John of Biclar who was in Constantinople from 558 to 575 says in his chronicle that the
Slavs devastated parts of Greece, but does not mention any of these parts. The chronicle of
John was published by Mommsen in Mon. Germ. Hist., Chronica Minora (1893), vol. IIL.
Here is his text as cited by Vasiliev, op. cit., p. 410, note 5: “Sclavini in Thracia multas urbes
Romanorum pervadunt, quas depopulates vacuas reliquere; Avares Thracias vastant et regiam
urbem a muro longo obsident; Avares a finibus Thraciae pelluntur et partes Graeciae atque
Pannoniae occupant.” These invasions are placed by John during the reigns of Justin and
Tiberius.

¥ J. Leunclavius, Juris Graeco-Romani, tam canonici quam civilis, tomi duo . . . ex variis
Europae Asiaeque bibliothecis eruti (Frankfurt, 1596), p. 278 f.: gy ’ABdpwy . . . ém
Siakooiors 8éxa SkTd xpdvois Bhois kataoxdvrwv Ty Iedomdymoor, kai 17 ‘Popaikis dpxis
dmorepopéyny, ds pnde wéda Balelv SAws Stvacbar &v adrf “Pwpaiov dvdpa.
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accepting the letter of the patriarch as the source of the chronicle. Lampros
himself was somewhat puzzled, for if the patriarchal letter served as a
source in the composition of the chronicle, then the chronicle was composed
either during or after the patriarchate of Nicholas, but he had already ex-
pressed the view that the composition of the chronicle must be placed in
the period between 806 and 1083. Accordingly he dismissed the question,
saying that he thought it superfluous to deal with it, since Paparrhegopoulo
had already dealt with it at length.** But Paparrhegopoulo entertained no
doubts at all that what the chronicle says about the length of time that the
Avars and the Slavs held the Peloponnesus was taken from the letter of the
patriarch.* Actually, however, as it will be presently seen, the author of
the chronicle drew his information from an entirely different source.

The notice concerning the subjugation of the Slavs in the territory of
Patras and the recovery of that city by the Byzantines as well as its promo-
tion to the status of a metropolis during the reign of Nicephorus I has been
thought to be derived either from the letter of the patriarch or from the
De administrando imperio of Constantine Porphyrogenitus.*” But neither in
the patriarchal letter nor in the account of Porphyrogenitus ** is there ques-
tion concerning the rebuilding of the city of Patras by Nicephorus and its
resettlement with the descendants of those who had emigrated to the terri-
tory of Rhegium in Calabria at the time of the invasion of the Avars and
Slavs. Besides, between the account of the chronicle and that of Porphyro-
genitus there are some other important differences. Porphyrogenitus does
not give the name of the Byzantine general who subdued the Slavs; he repre-
sents the city of Patras and the surrounding territory as being already in
the hands of the Greeks; and he says that in this conflict the Slavs were
aided by Africans and Saracens. In view of these important differences,
it is absolutely clear that the account of the chronicle is independent of that
of Constantine Porphyrogenitus.

It remains now to consider what is perhaps the most important notice
of the entire passage — that concerning the invasion of the Peloponnesus
by the Avars and the dispersion of the ancient inhabitants of the peninsula,
“the noble and Hellenic nations,” as the chronicle puts it. That Slavs settled
in the Peloponnesus is, of course, a well-known fact, but it is still disputed
whether they settled there in the sixth century, during the reign of Maurice,

* Lampros, To wept kricews MovepfBaoias xpovikdy, p- 117.

* Paparrhegopoulo, op. cit., p. 247, note 25. Bees, too (op. cit., p. 82), accepts the letter of
patriarch Nicholas as the source of the chronicle.

 Bees, op. cit., p. 83.

“ Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio (Bonn, 1840), p. 217 ff. In

this account Constantine seems to describe an attack of the Slavs against Patras after that
city had been resettled with Greeks. See below, note 53.



THE CHRONICLE OF MONEMVASIA 151

or at a later epoch. The question remains open because the reference in the
chronicle finds no definite confirmation in the known sources, except the
synodical letter of the patriarch Nicholas, but, since that letter, so far as the
settlement of the Slavs in the Peloponnesus is concerned, is considered by
those who belittle the value of the chronicle to be the source of the chron-
icle, it carries little weight as a confirmation of the chronicle. The three
important sources of the Avar and Slavonic invasions of the last quarter of
the sixth century — the works of Evagrius, Menander, and John of Ephesus
— say simply that the Avars devastated all Hellas. But “Hellas” has been
interpreted by those who do not accept the authority of the chronicle to
refer not to Greece proper, but to Illyricum as a whole, that is, the Byzantine
possessions in the Balkan peninsula.** As late as 1939, the Greek scholar
Amantos wrote, “By Hellas the archaist Menander means the Byzantine
regions up to the Danube, including modern Bulgaria.” It is thus also that
he explained the passage in Evagrius and referred to Theophanes, who,
writing about the same incident, uses the term “Illyricum” where Menander
and Evagrius have used “Greece,” in support of his view.** Accordingly, the
works of Evagrius, Menander, and John of Ephesus cannot be cited as con-
firming the statement of the chronicle that Avars and Slavs settled in the
Peloponnesus in the sixth century, and consequently that statement remains
without any confirmation. That there is confirmation, however, will be seen
in what follows.

The statement of the chronicle concerning the invasion of the Pelopon-
nesus by the Avars and the Slavs could be said to have the support of
Evagrius, Menander, and John of Ephesus if “Hellas,” as they use it, is
taken, as it should, to refer to Greece proper. But neither Evagrius, nor
Menander, nor John of Ephesus nor any other known source that treats of
the Avar and Slavonic invasions of the Balkan peninsula during the sixth
and seventh centuries makes the slightest allusion to the dispersion of the
Peloponnesians and the emigration of some of them to Sicily, Italy, and
elsewhere as a result of the Avar invasion. Accordingly this notice in the
chronicle has been treated with caution or rejected outright. With the ex-

. Paparrhegopoulo, ‘Toropla r0d ‘EAAgrikod "Efvovs, edited by P. Karolides (Athens, 1925),
II1, 155, 158 f. Hopf (op. cit., p. 91) interpreted the passage of Evagrius as follows: “Nur
unkenntniss der Geographie konnte den Syrer Evagrios verandassen nichst den bekannten
Stiddten Singidon und Anchialos noch, ‘von ganz Hellas und andern Stidten und Burgen zu
reden;” entweder dachte er sich unter Hellas eine Stadt oder Burg, was am wahrscheinlichsten,

oder er iibertrug den antiken Namen des eigentlichen Griechenlands auch auf die thrakisch-
makedonischen Provinzen des Rémerreichs.”

“ Constantine I. Amantos, ‘Toropla T0od Buvlavrwod Kpdrovs, I (Athens, 1939), 281 ff. See
also Charanis’ review of this book in Byzantion, 15: 472. In a more recent study Amantos has
sought to reinforce his interpretations of the term Hellas. Amantos, O 3AdBou eis Ty ‘EANdSa,
in Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher, 17 (Athens, 1944), 213, especially note 2.
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ception of Fallmerayer, none of the scholars who have treated the question
of the Slavonic settlements in Greece have put much reliance upon it.**
Nor is it cited by any of the scholars, as far as the present writer has been
able to ascertain, who have dealt with the problem of the Hellenization of
Sicily and southern Italy during the early Middle Ages.*

Contrary to the general impression, however, not only this notice but a
number of other elements of the passage that we have translated above is
worthy of the greatest trust, for it is confirmed by no less an authority than
Arethas of Caesarea. This fact was made known by S. Kougeas in a note
published in 1912, in which was included a scholium written by Arethas
himself in the margin of the Dresden manuscript which contains the brief
chronicle of patriarch Nicephorus (806-815), a manuscript which was
written in 932. Following is Arethas’ text.*’

-~ ’ » ~ ’ 3 -~ -~ -~ ’ ~ ’ ~

Té rerdpre ére Tis Pacidelas adrod ) Iarpdy Tis Mehomovmjoov Tijs warpibos fpdv perowia
\ ~ -~ 4 ~ ’ ’ \ -~ -~ -~

émd 7iis Kadavpdy wohews Tod ‘Pyylov dvexopioy eis 10 dpxaiov wéhopa tév Ilarpdy. "Edvyadeity
\ s ’ 3 \ -~ -~ £ /4 3 4 ’ ~ ’ \
yap fyoww perokioly vwd Tob ZkAavprdy €fvovs wolépe épopunodvrev Begoalia TR wpoTy Kol
’ \ -~ /’ ’ -~
Sevrépa kal mpooér Alndol Te kal Aokpols duporépors "Emuvpubios 7e kai *OfoAais kal &) kal 19

-~ ~ \ ~ ’ \ \ / \ -~
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~ 3 \ -~ ~ € ’ ,A ’ 7 8\ -~ 3 14 -~ \
aTpaTyydv dmwo Tis pikpds oppwuevos "Apuevias, paTpias o€ TV érovopalopévoy ZkAnpdv, cupSBalwy
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Here is a translation:

In the fourth year of his reign [reign of Nicephorus] took place the transfer of
Patras of the Peloponnesus, our country, from the Calabrian city of Rhegium to the
ancient city of Patras. For it had been driven away or rather forced to migrate by the

“ Vasiliev (op. cit., pp. 411, 412) uses it, but without much emphasis.

% See, for instance, Lynn White, “The Byzantinization of Sicily,” in American Historical
Review, 42 (1936), 1 ff. This article in a somewhat compressed form was reprinted in
White’s Latin Monasticism in Norman Sicily (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1938), chapter 3.
In an article which I devoted to the problem of the Hellenization of Sicily and southern
Italy during the early Middle Ages I have made use of the material found in the chronicle of
Monemvasia. See Charanis, “On the Question of the Hellenization of Sicily and Southern
Italy during the Middle Ages,” The American Historical Review, 52 (1946), pp. 74-86.

“ Kougeas, op. cit., p. 474 f. On the historical accuracy of the scholia of Arethas see
further N. A. Bees, Ai émdpopal Tév BovAydpwy o 1oV Tldpov Supeov kal T4 oxerikd oxéMa Tod
*Apéfa Kawoapelas, in ‘EApicd, 1 (Athens, 1928), 337-370; Kougeas, *Epevvar wepl Tijs
‘EAAriciis Aaoypadlas katd Tods péoovs Xpovovs. A’. Ai & 7ois oxoMlos Tod Apéfa Aaoypacpikal
eidjoes, iIn Aaoypadia, 4 (Athens, 1913/14), 236-269. The most complete work on Arethas is
by Kougeas, ‘O Kawapeias *Apéfas kal 16 épyov airod (Athens, 1913).
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nation of the Slavs when they invaded the First and Second Thessaly and in addition
the country of the Aeniantes and that of the Locrians, both the Epiknemidian and
Ozolians, and also ancient Epirus, Attica and Euboea and the Peloponnesus, driving
away and destroying the noble Hellenic nations. They [the Slavs] dwelt there from
the sixth year of the reign of Maurice to the fourth year of that of Nicephorus at
whose time the governor for the Peloponnesus was sent to the eastern part of the
Peloponnesus, from Corinth to Malea, because that part was free of Slavs. One of these
governors, a native of Lesser Armenia, and a member of the family called Skleroi,
clashing with the Slavic tribes, conquered them in war and obliterated them completely
and enabled the ancient inhabitants to recover their own. For the mentioned emperor,
having inquired where the colony was, reéstablished the people on the ancient soil
and granted to Patras, which was a bishopric before this, the prerogatives of a
metropolis.

It takes only a superficial comparison of Arethas’ scholium with the
passage of the chronicle cited and translated above to see the close rela-
tionship between the two. In some instances the one repeats the other ver-
batim. Arethas focuses his attention on his native city of Patras and conse-
quently his scholium is much compressed, leaving out a number of notices
included in the chronicle. This fact is important for it shows that the author
of the chronicle did not draw his information from Arethas” scholium. Nor
could Arethas draw his information from the chronicle, for when he wrote
his scholium the chronicle did not yet exist. These observations lead but to
one conclusion: both Arethas and the chronicle drew their information
from the same source, now lost — a source which was written sometime
between 805, the year during which Patras was rebuilt and raised to the
status of a metropolis, and 932, the year during which Arethas wrote his
scholium.

If, as seems probable, this source was a chronicle whose author had
drawn his information from Menander, Evagrius, Theophylact Simocatta,
and some other source which is now lost, the reason why some of the notices
of the chronicle of Monemvasia are easily traceable to Evagrius, Menander,
and Theophylact Simocatta ** would be explained. It seems improbable
that the author of the chronicle of Monemvasia referred to these various
works separately, drawing this notice from one, and that from another.
Most probably he had before his eyes one work, and from that one work
he compiled his own notices.

There is some evidence that a historical work covering the period from
at least the middle of the sixth century to the second decade of the ninth
century existed. In 1936 the Bulgarian scholar Dujéev published a fragment

“ Certain notices of the chronicle can be traced to Theophanes (see Lampros Ts mepl

kricews MovepSaaias xpovicdy, pp. 111-118; Bees, op. cit., p. 81) but this may mean simply
that Theophanes drew his information from the same source as the chronicle.
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which deals with the last expedition of Nicephorus I in Bulgaria. This frag-
ment was immediately studied by Henri Grégoire, who came to the conclu-
sion that it is an extract of a contemporary work whose author was a his-
torian of the first order, the same who wrote the fragment of the Scriptor
Incertus de Leone Armenio, and that this work was a “continuation” of
another “of the type and in the style of a Malalas,” which went as far as Leo
the Armenian.*® It is not impossible that this work was the source of the
chronicle of Monemvasia and the scholium of Arethas. It is significant that
the only other place, besides the chronicle of Monemvasia and the scholium
of Arethas, where a Skleros is mentioned as governor of the Peloponnesus
at the beginning of the ninth century is the Scriptor Incertus de Leone
Armenio.*®

This lost historical work, whatever its nature, was doubtless also the
source from which the author of the chronicle of Monemvasia, the Iberikon
version, drew the other important notice for which neither Lampros nor
Bees was able to find another source. The notice concerns the reconstruc-
tion of the city of Lacedaemon by Nicephorus I and its settlement with a
mixed population, brought from other parts of the empire. Here is the text:
Tav 8¢ Aakedaipova méhw éx Babpwv kal avrmy aveyeipas kai évowkioas év adm)
Naov avppkror Kadnpovs te kai @paknaiovs kai "Apueviovs kal Nourods dmo
Swadbpwy Témwv Te kal wolewv émovvaxb@évras émokomy kai adbs Tavrmy
karéomoe kal vmoketofar ) v Harpdy pnrpomdéher éféomaev. To translate:
“And he also built from the foundations the city of Lacedaemon, settled it
with a mixed people, Caferoe,” Thracesians,” Armenians and others whom

»

“ Henri Grégoire, “Un Nouveau Fragment du “Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armenio,”” in
Byzantion, 11 (Brussels, 1936), 417 ff. Grégoire shows also (ibid., p. 417) that Theophanes
used this source.

“ Scriptor Incertus de Leone Bardae F., published together with the chronicle of Leo
Grammaticus (Bonn, 1842), p. 336: Aéovra 7ov émAeydpevov Tod SkAnpod, kal émoinoey adrov
orparyyov eis Ilehomovimaoy.

® Lampros (T mepi kricews MovepfBaatias xpovidy, p. 113, note 1) was not able to identify
the Caferoe and raised the question whether they were not the same as the Cabeiroe. The
same suggestion is made by Vasiliev (op. cit., p. 657, note 2), but who were the Cabeiroe?
Theophanes Continuatus (Bonn, p. 55) mentions the Cabeiroe among the troops of Thomas
the Slavonian at the time of his revolt against Michael II, but Genesius (Bonn, p. 33) has
Saberoe (Saberoe is the reading of the manuscript, but for some unexplained reason the
editor changed it to Cabeiroe) and as Genesius generally represented the better tradition
one should read Saberoe in Theophanes Continuatus. Nicephorus Bryennius (Bonn, p. 29)
mentions the Cabeiroe as among the troops of Mahmud of Ghazna (eleventh century), but
the Cabeiroe of Bryennius are people of the Oxus regions and by no means Christians. Ac-
cording to Theophanes, the people settled in Sclavina by Nicephorus were Christians. William
of Tyr (Hist. Rerum Transmarin., Migne, P.L. 201: 221) calls the Oxus “Cobar,” a name
which may give the clue to the identification of the Cabeiroe, i.e., people of the region of
Cobar, the inhabitants of Khwarizin. It is also possible, as suggested by both Lampros and
Vasiliev, that the Cabeiroe were remnants of the Cabaroe, mentioned by Constantine Porphy-
rogenitus (De administrando imperio, p. 171 ff). In any case these Cabeiroe have nothing
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he brought together from various places and cities, made it again a bishopric
and put it under the jurisdiction of the metropolis of Patras.”

No source known says anywhere anything about the reconstruction and
the repeopling of Lacedaemon by Nicephorus I, not even the Turin and the
Koutloumousion versions of the chronicle of Monemvasia. And Arethas, of
course, is silent on this point — a silence which is not hard to understand
because Arethas restricted his remarks to his native city of Patras, its emigra-
tion during the reign of Maurice and its reconstruction during the reign of
Nicephorus I. But the silence of the other sources by no means lessens the
trustworthiness of this passage. It doubtless came from the work whence
the author of the chronicle drew all his information, and that work is now
lost. Besides, there is nothing in this passage which is inconsistent with
Byzantine practices. The transplanting of peoples from one region to an-
other for reasons of state was frequently resorted to in Byzantium before
and after the reign of Nicephorus I.** Nicephorus himself repeopled Patras
with Greeks whom he had brought from Calabria. About this action there
can be no doubt, in view of the testimony of both Arethas and the chronicle.
If Nicephorus rebuilt Patras there is no reason to doubt the other statement
of the chronicle that he also rebuilt Lacedaemon. The rebuilding of both
Patras and Lacedaemon were measures doubtless taken by Nicephorus in
order to keep the Slavonic tribes that still remained in the Peloponnesus in
check. That Nicephorus sought to break the power of the Slavs by trans-
planting to their midst peoples from other regions of the empire is con-
firmed by Theophanes, who states that in 810 Nicephorus ordered the
settlement of Christians from every province of the empire in the regions
known as Sclavinias. Where these Sclavinians were located cannot be def-
initely determined, but in the light of what the chronicle of Monemvasia

to do with the Caferoe of the Chronicle of Monemuvasia. Caferoe is doubtless the result of a
confusion, and it is not unlikely that the Kibyraeotae are meant. The author of the chronicle
may have had before him an abbreviated form of Kibyraeotae (K¢Bupp. or KoiBaip.) which
he did not understand. For K.Bupp. as an abbreviation for Kifvpaidra: see V. Benesevié, “Die
byzantinischen Ranglisten,” in Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbiicher, 5 (Athens, 1926/
1927), 120. On the Cabeiroe see further G. Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica. II. Sprachreste der
Tirkoolker in den Byzantinischen Quellen (Budapest, 1943), p. 132.

® The Thracesians were so called because they dwelled in the Thracesian theme. Conse-
quently it is impossible to determine the racial origin of those who were transferred to Lace-
daemon. But the Thracesian theme was deeply Hellenized, indeed almost Greek, and the
people involved in the transfer, if not Greeks, were certainly Hellenized. There may also be
a confusion in the case of the Armenian in that Armeniacs, i.e., people of the Armeniac theme,
may be meant. In that case they may have been Greeks, for the Armeniac theme contained
an important Greek element. But even if they were Armenians, they doubtless belonged to
the Hellenized element of that very important people.

* For examples of such transfers of population see Charanis’ review of Amantos’ ‘Ioropia
T0b Bvlavriwod Kpdrovs, in Byzantion, 15: 471 f.
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says it may very well be that one of them was in western and central
Peloponnesus.™

It would be interesting to know how and when the original source used
by the chronicle and Arethas disappeared. It was known in 932, the year
during which Arethas wrote his scholium, and, if the opinion put forward
in this study about the date of the composition of the Iberikon version of
the chronicle of Monemvasia is correct, it was known also at the end of the
tenth century or the beginning of the eleventh. It is not impossible that it
served also as a source for the synodical letter of the patriarch Nicholas to
Alexius I. The statement of the patriarch that the Avars held the Pelopon-
nesus for two hundred and eighteen years until they were defeated at the
time of Nicephorus I appears also in the chronicle, and this number of years
could be computed also from Arethas’ scholium. Therefore, this number
must have been in the original source whence the patriarch also took it. But,
as the synodical letter of the patriarch was written later than either Arethas’
scholium or the chronicle, it is not impossible that the patriarch drew his
information from either the one or the other. Still he must have used another
source too, for his story, related also by Constantine Porphyrogenitus, of
how St. Andrew routed the Slavs, appears neither in the chronicle nor in
Arethas’ scholium. It is quite possible, of course, that all this was in the in-
troduction of the chrysobull which Nicephorus I granted to the metropoli-
tan of Patras when he raised the see of Patras to the status of a metropolis,

® Theophanes, Chronographia, edited by C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1883), 1: 486: Toire 79
Zre, (AM., 6302, Alexandrian era), Nunpdpos - . . Xporavods drowkicas ék mavros Gépatos
éml tas Skhavwias yevéoBar mpoaératev. Vasiliev (op. cit., 422) interprets Sclavinia here to refer
to Greece, but more especially to the Peloponnesus; and Hopf concedes (op. cit., 98-99) that
Peloponnesus may have been included among the regions in which the new settlements were
established. According to Arethas’ scholium, Patras was rebuilt and settled with Greeks in
805, a date also confirmed by the chronicle of Monemvasia, for it says that Patras was rebuilt
when Tarasius was still patriarch. Tarasius died in 806. No date is given about the rebuilding
of Lacedaemon, but if the Sclavinia of Theophanes is taken to refer to Greece, the rebuilding
of Lacedaemon must have taken place in 810. Hopf suggests that the siege of Patras by the
Slavs as described by Porphyrogenitus (De administrando imperio, 217 ff.) may have been
caused by an attempt to establish Greek colonies in their midst and refers to the quoted
passage from Theophanes in support of his suggestion. Hopf also places the siege of Patras
by the Slavs in 807 or not long after. This would mean that the Slavs, following their first
defeat and the resettlement of Patras by Greeks, made an effort to regain the city and called
the Arabs to their aid, as is related by Constantine Porphyrogenitus. A siege of Patras by the
Slavs after that city had been resettled by Greeks would explain the statement of Porphyro-
genitus that at the time of this siege Patras was inhabited by Greeks. Moreover, the attack
of the Slavs against the newly built city of Patras must have convinced Nicephorus that the
Hellenic element in the Peloponnesus needed reinforcement, hence his order to settle there
Christians brought from the other parts of the empire.
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and the patriarch Nicholas, who was acquainted with that chrysobull, may
have drawn his information from it.**

Not until the first half of the fifteenth century is there another trace
which seems to indicate that the source, or at least a corrupted form of it,
used by Arethas for his scholium and by the author of the Iberikon version
of the chronicle of Monemvasia, still existed. This was a petition addressed
to patriarch Joseph II in 1429 by the metropolitan of Monemvasia, Cyril,
and written by no other than Isidore of Kiev, who, after the council of
Florence, remained faithful to the union and became a cardinal.*® The peti-
tion was occasioned by a dispute between the metropolitan of Monemvasia
and the metropolitan of Corinth concerning the jurisdiction over certain
episcopal sees in the Peloponnesus, namely Maine and Zemena.*® The ques-
tion was raised concerning the circumstance under which these bishoprics
had come under the jurisdiction of Monemvasia and whether these circum-
stances still justified their retention by Monemvasia or whether they should
not be returned to Corinth, to which they originally belonged. In writing
this petition Isidore made full use of official and unofficial documents, in-

* According to Constantine Porphyrogenitus (De administrando imperio, p. 219) Niceph-
orus granted to the church of St. Andrew of Patras the defeated Slavs together with their
families and property, apparently in the capacity of serfs, and confirmed the grant by a
sigillum. It is not unlikely that in the introduction of the document there was a brief sum-
mary of the history of Patras and its relation to the Slavs down to the ressettlement of the
city by Greeks. In the later period, brief historical summaries were often included in imperial
chrysobulls granted to cities. See for instance the chrysobull that Andronius II granted to the
metropolis of Monemvasia in 1301. This chrysobull has been recently reédited by St. Binon,
“L’Histoire et la légende de deux chrysobulles d’Andronic II en faveur de Monembeasie,”
Echos d'Orient, 37 (Paris, 1938), 310 ff. The one published by Miklosich and Miiller (Acta
et diplomata graeca, 5: 161) is not genuine.

® This document was published by Lampros in 1915 without indicating the author,
(Ado avaopal unrpomolitov MoveuBacias wpods 1OV maTpudpxny, in Néos ‘EApropuvipwy, 12: 272~
318). Lampros recognized the value of the document and promised an exhaustive com-
mentary, but never carried out his promise. G. Mercati identified the author of this document
as Isidore of Kiev and showed that it was composed in 1429: G. Mercati, Scritti d’Isidoro il
Cardinale Ruteno et codici a lui appartenuti che si conservano nella biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana (Studi e Testi, 46; Rome, 1926), p- 8. Since then the value of this document has
been generally recognized. See V. Laurent, “La Liste épiscopale du synodicon de Monembeasie,”
Echos d'Orient, vol. 33 (Paris, 1933), p. 152, note 1. Binot (op. cit., 287) writes concerning
the document: “La seconde, de 1429, mériterait un commentaire approfondi. S’il est vrai
que la prudence doit présider & Pinterprétation de cette lettre, qui est un plaidoyer plus
qu'une page dhistoire, elle constitue un document historique de premiére qualité, Son auteur,
disert et habile, a puisé aux meilleures sources: il cite péle-méle et sans ordre apparent, chry-
sobulles, prostagmata et sigillia patriarcaux; . . . il recourt & d’anciens manuscrits, & des
histoires et méme a des lettres de Guillaume de Villehardouin. La valeur démonstrative de la
requéte est indéniable.” The editors of Byzantinische Zeitschrift (24: 269) announced the
publication of this text with the following remark: “Ediert aus Cod. Vatic. Palat. 226 die fiir
die Geschichte des Peloponnes Zeitalter der Palaiologen wichtigen Texte.” As for the metro-
politan of Monemvasia for whom this document was written, see Laurent, op. cit., p- 151 f£.

* Concerning this dispute between Corinth and Monemvasia see Binot, op. cit., p. 286 f.
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cluding histories and letters. He was particularly anxious to prove that the
capture of Corinth first by the Avars during the reign of Maurice and then
by the Latins as a result of the fourth crusade had no relation to the eleva-
tion of Monemvasia to the status of a metropolis. Here is his text concerning
the capture of Corinth by the Avars and the foundation of Monemvasia:
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Following is a translation:

Of the two known captures of Corinth after the Roman domination of the Pelopon-
nesus, one took place during the reign of Justinian the Great, who, on account of it,
afterwards fortified the isthmus there. For in his time three Scythian tribes, called
Cotrigurs, Utigurs, and Unigurs, crossed the Danube. One of these tribes overran by
one attack upper Mysia, Pannonia, and Dalmatia as far as the Ionian sea, while the
Utigurs invaded all of Thrace and the Chersonese on the Hellespont and all the territory
within the Hebrus as far as the suburbs of Constantinople. However, Belisarius, deceiv-
ing them by a stratagem, checked and cut them to pieces. But the Unigurs, ravaging
Macedonia and Thessaly and Greece and the territory beyond Thermopylae, arrived as
far as Corinth and straightway and with one blow captured the city. When the lower
and common element among the Spartans heard of this conquest, a conquest which
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was common [i.e., important] to them, they fled in sufficient numbers into the high
mountains which envelop Lacedaemon, especially mount Parthenion, and crept into
its gullies, caves, and hollows and thus drew themselves away from the barbarous flood.
And they still preserve that ancient name of Lacones, but speaking barbarously they
call themselves Tzacones instead of Lacones. Those on the other hand who were
engaged in commerce went to Gytheion — that was the seaport of the Spartans — with
their wives and children and, boarding their ships, speeded towards Sicily, and dis-
embarking in Messene, settled in the neighborhood and in the course of time they too
barbarized their name and came to be called Demenitae. But the nobler, the brilliantly
fortunate, and the more prosperous among the Spartans, having learned of the great
difficulties of the Corinthians and fearing lest the same thing might happen to them,
straightway, as they were, proceeded with all haste to Monemvasia, a small peninsula
located in Laconia. For they saw that this peninsula was high and long and cut off
from every side and situated well above the sea, rivaling the sky in height and seeming
to touch it. It was surrounded by steep and impassable cliffs which made it inaccessible
to, and unassailable by, any being under the sun with the exception of those only who
happened to occupy it first. It was neither inhabited until then, nor did it have the
name of Monemvasia. How was it possible then for the Lacedaemonians who were
themselves refugees at the same time as the Corinthians to be the succorers and
receivers of the latter or for their bishop to settle them in it [the Peloponnesus], a
wanderer, as it were, settling wanderers?

A comparison of the text of Isidore with that of the Iberikon version of
the chronicle of Monemvasia reveals certain important differences between
the two. There are a number of elements which are in the chronicle, as for
instance the emigration of the people of Patras to Calabria, the settlement
of the Corinthians in the island of Aegina, the emigration of the Argives to
Orobe, and others which do not appear in the text of Isidore. On the other
hand, while the story of the emigration of the Laconians is substantially the
same as that of the chronicle, the text of Isidore has a number of new ele-
ments. The Spartans who went to Sicily were principally merchants; they
disembarked at Messene. Parthenion is named as one of the mountains into
which the peasants among the Spartans fled.”” But where the two texts differ
most radically is in the date of, and the circumstance under which, the
events which they both relate took place. And this raises the question
whether Isidore did not use a different and a less accurate source than the
one used by Arethas and the author of the chronicle.

Isidore puts the invasion of Greece and the consequent dispersion of

* One is tempted to wonder whether Gytheion, mentioned by Isidore as the port whence
the Spartans left for Sicily, was actually in his source or whether he did not add it himself in
order to display his Iearning. His wording, ériveior 8¢ rdv Smapriardv ékeivo (TW0ewov), differs
very little from the wording of Strabo, (8.3,12) in speaking of the same port: Twéiov, Tod
mijs Smdprys émwelov. Isidore is known to have possessed a codex of Strabo. See Remigio
Sabbadini, “La traduzione guariniana di Strabone,” in Il libro e la Stampa, n.s., 3 (1909), 14.
I owe this information to my friend Milton Anastos.
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the Peloponnesians in the reign of Justinian. The invasion which he de-
scribes has certain elements in common with that undertaken by the
Cotrigur chief Zabergan in 558 as related by Agathias.”® But between
Agathias” account and that of Isidore there are a number of very important
differences. According to Agathias, Zabergan divided his forces into two
groups; one of these groups he sent against Greece; the other he directed
against the Thracian Chersonese. The latter group, however, was in turn
also divided, with one section charged with the capture of the Chersonese,
while the other was led against Constantinople by Zabergan himself. The
three groups were separately defeated, that under Zabergan by Belisarius,
who used a clever stratagem, that at the Chersonese by Germanus, and
that which had been sent against Greece by the garrison at Thermopylae.
The statements of Isidore that one of the three groups into which the
Cotrigurs were divided overran Mysia, Pannonia, and Dalmatia as far as
the Ionian sea, and that as a consequence of this invasion Justinian fortified
the Isthmus of Corinth finds no confirmation in Agathias. And as for Greece
the two texts are contradictory. Agathias definitely states that the Cotrigurs
were stopped at Thermopylae and were not able to penetrate into Greece,”
but, according to Isidore’s account, they swarmed over Greece and captured
the city of Corinth. Obviously Agathias was not directly Isidore’s source,
for the invasion which the latter describes is made up of elements drawn
not only from different sources, but belonging to different invasions.
Certainly there are elements in the account of Isidore which seem to
refer to the great invasion of 539 as related by Procopius.® Procopius calls
the barbarians who were responsible for that invasion Huns; other Byzan-
tine writers refer to them as Bulgars.* Breaking into the Balkan peninsula,
they plundered Illyricum from the Ionian sea to the suburbs of Constanti-
nople; stormed the Thracian Chersonese; and, invading Greece, bypassed
Thermopylae, overran the country, and “destroyed,” says Procopius, “almost
all the Greeks except the Peloponnesians.” The three regions where, accord-
ing to Procopius, the barbarians operated in this invasion were Illyricum to
the Ionian sea; Thrace, including the Chersonese; and Greece. These are
precisely the regions which, according to Isidore, were devastated by the

® Agathias, History (Bonn, 1828), p. 301 ff.; J. B. Bury, History of the Later Roman
Empire (London, 1923), 2: 304 ff.

® Agathias, op. cit., p. 330. oi 8 ava Ty “EAAdSa mpdrepov éoTaluévor, o0dév T déadjynTov
Epacav, pijre 76 Tabud mposBaddvres, pndé ye T dpxy Tis @eppomiras mapapenpdpevor S THY
Bpovpdy TéV ékeioe iSpioha Terayuévov ‘Popaiwy.

® Procopius, De bello persico, 11.4; cf. De bello gothico 111.14; I11.40 where invasions of
the Slavs are recorded.

* Theophanes, op. cit., p. 217. Malalas (p. 437), like Procopius, calls them Huns. Vasiliev
(op. cit., p. 408) calls them Bulgars.
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Cotrigurs, Utigurs, and Unigurs. However, Procopius does not say in this
passage that the barbarians took Corinth or that Justinian fortified the
isthmus as a result of this invasion. And neither Agathias nor Procopius
mentions the Unigurs in connection with the invasions which both of them
describe. There seems to be little doubt that Isidore confused three different
invasions, that of the Bulgars of 539, that of the Cotrigurs of 558, and that
of the Avars during the reign of Maurice.

How is Isidore’s confusion to be explained? It is quite possible that
Isidore, for some motive, wanted to place the foundation of Monemvasia
in the reign of Justinian, hence the invasion as a result of which Monemvasia
was founded had to be in the reign of Justinian. It must be remembered
that the text in which this account of Isidore occurs was a petition addressed
to the patriarch in defense of the rights of the see of Monemvasia, a petition
in which every effort was made to glorify Monemvasia. The text is based on
good sources and is on the whole accurate, but it is not entirely free from
errors. Besides the confusion of the invasions there is another serious error:
it is the attribution of the liberation of Monemvasia from the Franks and its
promotion to the status of a metropolis to Andronicus IL.** It is hard to
believe that Isidore, who in the whole text displays exceptional knowledge
of documents, histories, and letters that relate to Monemvasia, did not
know that the liberator of Monemvasia was not Andronicus II, but Michael
VIIL It seems rather that he willfully committed the error because he
wanted to dissociate the promotion of Monemvasia to the rank of a metropo-
lis from Michael VIII, who from the point of view of the church was not
quite acceptable, and to associate it with Andronicus II, whose piety and
subservience to the church were well known. Similarly, the motive for
placing the invasion as a result of which Monemvasia was founded in the
reign of Justinian was that Isidore wanted to associate the foundation of
Monemvasia with the reign of Justinian the Great.

This explanation would account for the error in the date of the founda-
tion of Monemvasia but not for the confusion of the different invasions of
the sixth century. Did Isidore read Procopius, Agathias, and a history of the
Avar invasion and then drew a composite account of the invasion as a result
of which Monemvasia was founded? Not likely. More likely he drew his
information from one source, a source where the confusion of the invasions
and the wrong date of the foundation of Monemvasia already existed. That
he used a source other than Agathias and Procopius is shown by his state-

* Lampros, Ado dvagopal pyrpomorirov MovepBadias mpos 1ov marpudpxny (p. 290): AN
Xowwov Gy T Tis Natwikils draAddéavri T MovepBaoiav SovAelas és pyrpomorw rerypiobar. Kal

\ L e . ’ 3> \ \ \ ~ ~ ~
Tis ovros nv; ‘O wdvr’ eboefys kai aTeppds TV Soypdrwv Tis ékkAnoias [Vméppayos], 6 Seirepos Tov
ITahatoAdywy, 6 kip *Avdpdyikos.
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ment that Justinian fortified the isthmus of Corinth as the result of the
capture of Corinth, and by his attribution of the invasion of Greece to the
Unigurs. That the isthmus of Corinth was fortified by Justinian is known
from another work of Procopius,” but there is nothing in that account that
would explain Isidore’s statement that the isthmus was fortified after the
capture of Corinth by the barbarians. Indeed nowhere does Procopius say
that Corinth was taken by the barbarians. Nor does Agathias or Procopius
attribute the invasion of Greece to the Unigurs.®* Agathias has Cotrigurs,
and Procopius has Huns. It seems quite probable, therefore, that Isidore
used a source which had already deviated from the true tradition in so far
as the chronology and the order of the events were concerned but which
contained elements of whose historical accuracy there can be no doubt. To
these elements belongs Isidore’s account of the dispersion of the Pelopon-
nesians, an account which must have been originally drawn from the same
source that Arethas and the author of the chronicle used. Isidore’s account,
therefore, goes back indirectly to the source of Arethas and the author of
the chronicle, but whether that source still existed at the time Isidore wrote
cannot be determined. Isidore’s account does prove, however, that the tradi-
tion of the dispersion of the Peloponnesians and the emigration of some to
Italy as a result of the invasions of the barbarians in the sixth century was
known in the fifteenth century and was accepted as a fact by the educated.

Before the publication of Arethas’ scholium and Isidore’s text, the
chronicle of Monemvasia was the only source known which said definitely
that Slavs settled in the Peloponnesus in the sixth century; that, in settling
there, they exterminated many of the ancient inhabitants; and that many
among the latter fled and settled elsewhere. This fact may have justified to
some extent the skepticism with which this chronicle was regarded by most
scholars. But with the publication of Arethas’ scholium and Isidore’s
text this skepticism has no longer any foundation, for virtually every

® Procopius, De aedificiis, IV.2. It is likely that Justinian fortified the Isthmus not long
after the invasion of 539, but Procopius does not say so. See J. B. Bury, op. cit., vol. II, p. 308,
note 4. On these fortifications see H. Megaw, “On the Date of the Fortifications of Corinth,”
The Annual of the British School of Athens, 32 (1931/32), 69-79. Megaw gives no exact date.

* The Unigurs (odviyapot, odviyodpot, odvvovyoipot, évoyoipor) Were known to the Byzantines
in the fifth and sixth centuries, but no known source speaks of an invasion of the empire by
them in the sixth century. It is not unlikely, however, that elements of this people joined the
Cotrigurs in their great invasion of 558. Menander (op. cit., p. 202) calls the followers of
Zabergan “Huns.” More probably they are the Huns of Procopius who invaded the empire in
539, called also Bulgarians by other sources. In a text of the early eighth century we read
vovs Tév Odwoyolpwr BovAydpwy. In other words, there were certain Bulgars who were also
called odvvovyodpor. Julius Moravesik, “Zur Geschichte der Onoguren,” in Ungarische Jahr-
biicher, 10 (Berlin and Leipzig, 1930), 67. Moravcsik considers this people as the ancestors
of the later Hungarians. See also Moravcsik, “Les Sources byzantines de Thistoire hongroise,”
Byzantion, 9 (Brussels, 1934), 666-673. Also Moravcesik, Byzantinoturcica, 11: 189.
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notice contained in the chronicle is confirmed by another source. Lampros,
writing in 1884, said that “the basis of the chronicle . . . is historical
and old,” but at some later date, perhaps at the time the Turin and Koutlou-
mousion versions were written, there were introduced into the original
version “mythical accounts about the emigration and return of the
Peloponnesians.” © Years later virtually the same view was expressed by
Bees.” That was because neither Lampros nor Bees was able to find an-
other source that confirmed the chronicle. The discovery of Arethas’
scholium rendered the opinion of both Lampros and Bees obsolete. Kougeas,
in publishing Arethas’ scholium, remarked that the scholium of Arethas
refutes the view of Lampros “according to which what is said in the chron-
icle about the emigration and dispersion of the Peloponnesians at the time
of Maurice and their return at the time of Nicephorus was considered to be
tales and made up additions™ of later writers.”” With the objections of
Lampros disposed of there remains virtually nothing in the chronicle that
cannot be confirmed by other sources, and it can now be affirmed in un-
mistakable and unambiguous terms that the chronicle of Monemvasia is
absolutely trustworthy and constitutes one of the most precious sources on
the Avar and Slav penetration of Greece during the reign of Maurice.
From this observation there follow certain inescapable conclusions. It
can no longer be doubted that Slavs settled in the Peloponnesus during the
reign of Maurice; that, in settling, they exterminated part of the ancient
population and forced others to disperse and emigrate. It is no longer pos-
sible either to interpret the term “Greece” as used by Evagrius and Me-
nander to mean anything else than Greece proper, or to discuss the question
of the hellenization of Sicily and southern Italy in the seventh century with-
out some reference to the Greek settlements which the Peloponnesians who
fled before the Avars and Slavs established there. But it by no means follows
that the Greek element completely disappeared from the Peloponnesus and
that the modern Greeks are Christians of Slavonic descent in whose veins
flows “not a single drop of real pure Hellenic blood.” ®® For the source, on
whose authority it must be said that Slavs settled in the Peloponnesus in the

® Lampros, To wepi kricews MovepBacias xpovwov, p. 128. Hopf (op. cit.,, 85: 107-108)
had already called the account of the chronicle concerning the emigration of the Peloponne-
sians a myth, a confusion with the Greek colonizations of Sicily and Italy in ancient times or
possibly with the Albanian migration of the fourteenth century. Hopf thought that the
chronicle had been written in the sixteenth century.

“ Bees, op. cit., p. 104.

“ Kougeas, op. cit., p. 476.

* Fallmerayer, Geschichte der Halbinsel Morea wéihrend des Mittelalters (Stuttgart,
1830), I, iii-xiv, as quoted by A. Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire, I (Madison,
Wisconsin, 1928), 213-214.
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sixth century, says also that they did not penetrate the eastern part of it,
which was settled and remained settled by Greeks. But this is not all. When
under Irene, but more especially under Nicephorus, the authority of the
imperial government was reéstablished in the Peloponnesus as a whole, the
Hellenic element which had remained there was powerfully reinforced and
the Slavonic influence began gradually to decline. The most important step
in the realization of this end was the resettlement of certain parts of the
Peloponnesus, such as Patras and Lacedaemon, with new elements brought
from other parts of the empire — elements some of which were pure Greek,
like those who were brought from Calabria, others less pure, but doubtless
hellenized. Constantinople saved the Greek race in Greece itself, and among
the emperors who contributed most in the accomplishment of this end Ni-
cephorus I must henceforth be given first place.

POST SCRIPTUM

When this work was composed I did not have access to a number of
publications which had appeared in Europe during the war or immediately
after. Additional publications have appeared since.

Among these publications the work by Max Vasmer is no doubt the
most significant.' A book of 350 pages, it is devoted primarily to the ex-
amination of the etymology of toponyms in Greece in an effort to determine
the distribution and extent of the Slavonic settlements. There is one chap-
ter dealing with the literary sources, but no mention is made of the chron-
icle of Monemvasia or of the scholium of Arethas; the latter, of course, gives
the former its significance. Very interesting, however, is the distribution
of the toponyms in the Peloponnesus which Vasmer considers as Slavic.
This distribution is as follows: * Corinth 24, Argolis 18, Achaia 95, Elis 35,
Triphylia 44, Arcadia 94, Missenia 43, Laconia 81. These figures confirm
what the chronicle of Monemvasia says, that the eastern part of the Pelopon-
nesus was least affected by the Slavonic penetration. Vasmer accepts the
view that Slavs settled in the Peloponnesus as early as the sixth century.*

Shortly after the publication of Vasmer’s work two studies dealing with
the same general subject appeared in Greece. The one was by C. Amantos; *
the other by Dion. Zakythinos.” The work of Amantos is actually a review of
Vasmer’s book, where the reviewer makes some contributions of his own.

*Max Vasmer, Die Slaven in Griechenland (Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften. Jahrgang 1941. Philosophisch-historische Klasse, Nr. 12) (Berlin, 1941).

*Ibid., 317.

*Ibid., 14 {.

*C. Amantos, Oi SAdfo eis 7 ‘EANdSa, in Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbiicher, 17

(1944), 210-221.
® Dion. Zakythinos, O SAdBo. & “EAMGS. (Athens, 1945).
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These contributions are almost wholly philological in character and do not
affect our study here. It may be noted, however, that Amantos still holds
to the theory that when Evagrius and Menander speak of the devastations
of Greece by the Avars and Slavs toward the end of the sixth century, by
Greece they mean not Greece proper, but the possessions of the empire in
the Balkan peninsula. Accordingly, as against Vasmer, he denies that Slavs
settled in Greece toward the end of the sixth century.

Of the work of Zakythinos I have written at length elsewhere.® It is a
good book, based upon the sources and the most scholarly of modern works. -
To both the chronicle of Monemvasia and the scholium of Arethas Zakyth-
inos devotes considerable discussion and comes to the conclusion that they
were drawn from the same source, a source, however, whose “original core
must be sought, far from the written tradition, in the oral richness of the
Peloponnesian people,” and consequently “the information according to
which the Peloponnesus was subjected definitely by the Slavs in the year
588, lacks any significance.” In the long review which I devoted to this
book I tried to show why these conclusions are not acceptable. Zakythinos
himself seems to have changed his views in another study which he has
published more recently. He writes: “Nevertheless, if we have some diffi-
culty in admitting that the chronicle of Monemvasia ‘constitutes one of
the most precious sources of the history of the Byzantine empire,” we are,
on the other hand, disposed to acknowledge a historical value in certain
of its parts. Despite its legendary presentation, the information concern-
ing the emigration en masse and the internal movement of the population,
constitute a solid historical core.””

The chronicle of Monemvasia was the subject of a dissertation sub-
mitted for the doctorate to the Faculty of Philology of the University of
Athens and published in 1947.° This book consists of two parts. The one
is a study of the chronicle of Monemvasia, its various versions, its sources,
nature, date of its composition, and its meaning. The other, and by far the
longer, deals with the problem of the etymology of the term Tsacones. For
a detailed and critical account of this book I refer the reader to the long
review which I devoted to it.°

The question of the Slavonic settlements in the Peloponnesus was also
treated by the well-known Greek scholar, S. P. Kyriakides.”® The study of

® See the post scriptum to my article, “Nicephorus I, the Savior of Greece from the Slavs

(810 A.p.),” Byzantina-Metabyzantina, 1 (1946), 86-92. See also Byzantinoslavica, 10
(1949), 94-96.

" Dion. Zakythinos, “La population de la morée byzantin,” L’Hellénisme Contemporain,
2¢me série, 3¢me Année (Athens, 1949), 23 f.

* Sp. A. Pagoulatos, Oi Todkwves xai 76 mwepl kTivews Tis MovepBaoias xpovicdy (Athens, 1947).
® Byzantinoslavica, 10 (1949), 92-94.

8. P. Kyriakides, Bufavrwai Melérar. O 2XdBo év Ilehowovrjoe (Salonica, 1947).
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Kyriakides is, to a considerable extent, a study of the sources. On two of
these sources the author lays particular stress: (1) the passage in the De
Administrando of Constantine Porphyrogenitus concerning the revolt of the
Slavs and their attack upon Patras during the reign of Nicephorus I; and
(2) the famous synodical letter of the patriarch Nicholas (1084-1111) to
the emperor Alexius Comnenus. On the basis of these two sources he builds
an extremely ingenious hypothesis by means of which he seeks to invalidate
as historical sources both the chronicle of Monemvasia and the scholium
of Arethas. To this book of Kyriakides I have devoted a special study. I
show there that the arguments he uses to bolster his conclusions have no
validity."

Four other works on the subject of the Slavonic settlements in Greece
need to be mentioned: A book by Alexander N. Diomedes, the well-known
Greek financier and politician who in recent years has shown considerable
interest in the history of Byzantium and has made some important con-
tributions; this book, which came out in 1946, is a useful summary of the
question as that question is treated in Greece.” A study by D. Georgakas
in which the author takes issue with Vasmer on the etymology of certain
toponyms.”® The essay on the history of the Peloponnesus which Georg
Stadtmiiller contributed to a general work dealing with that peninsula
which was published in Athens during the war, for the German soldiers."
Stadtmiiller accepts the view that Slavonic settlements were established in
the Peloponnesus during the reign of Maurice and that the power of the
Slavs there was not broken until the beginning of the ninth century. And
finally the capital work on Philippi and eastern Macedonia published by
Paul Lemerle. Lemerle’s discussion of the question of Slavonic settlements
in Greece is relegated to a long footnote and his treatment is not systematic.
He contents himself with posing the problem, citing some of the sources
and discussing the position of modern Greek scholars.”® That Slavs estab-
lished themselves in the Peloponnesus he does not doubt, but expresses no
definite view as to the date of their coming. He mentions neither the
chronicle of Monemvasia nor the scholium of Arethas.

 Byzantinoslavica, X (1949), 254-259.

= A. N. Diomedes, Bvlarrwal MeAérar. B'. Ai Shafial émdpopal eis iy ‘EANISa xal 4
molurky) Tod Bulavriov (Athens, 1946).

® D, Georgakas, “Beitrige zur Deutung als Slavisch Erklirter Ortsnamen,” Byzant. Zeit-
schrift, 41 (1942), 351-381.

“ Der Peloponnes. Landschaft. Geschichte. Kiinststitten. Von Soldaten fiir Soldaten.
Herausgegeben von einem Generalkommando (Athens, 1944), 42-159.

5 Paul Lemerle, Philippes et la Macédoine orientale @ Tépoque chrétienne et byzantine
(Paris, 1945), p. 116, n. 3.
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