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Introduction
by Dorothy deE Abrahamse

Throughout Christian history, apocalyptic visions of the approaching
end of time have provided a persistent and enigmatic theme for history
and prophecy. The world of early Christianity and late Judaism, as re-
cent scholars have emphasized, was permeated with the expectation of
an imminent Messianic drama; the Old and New Testaments, as well as
numerous extra-canonical works, testify to the pervasive belief that
God was about to end the known political order.! Through prophetic
visions the believer might be prepared to recognize the signs of the im-
pending eschatological drama in wars, famines, invasions, and other ex-
traordinary political events. And although the immediacy of Messianic
expectation receded, it left its mark in a tradition of prophetic writing
that has surfaced again and again in times of tension and adversity.

By medieval times the belief in an imminent apocalypse had officially
been relegated to the role of symbolic theory by the Church; as early as
the fourth century, Augustine had declared that the Revelation of John
was to be interpreted symbolically rather than literally, and for most of
the Middle Ages Church councils and theologians considered only ab-
stract eschatology to be acceptable speculation.? Since the nineteenth
century, however, historians have recognized that literal apocalypses did
continue to circulate in the medieval world and that they played a fun-
damental role in the creation of important strains of thought and leg-

1. For a survey of recent work, see Journal for Theology and the Church, vol. 6, “Apoc-
alypticism,” ed. Robert W. Funk, (1969); Interpretation 25, 4 (1972) (special issue de-
voted to apocalyptic); and Bernard McGinn, “Apocalypticism in the Middle Ages; An
Historiographical Sketch,” Medicval Studies 37 (1975}, pp. 252-86.

2. Paul Alexander, “The Medieval Legend of the Last Roman Emperor and Its Mes-
sianic Origin,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 41 (1978), p. 13.



2] Introduction

end. German historians discovered in apocalyptic literature the source
for legends of the Antichrist, Gog and Magog, and (of particular inter-
est for their times) the legend of a Roman Empire that would last to the
end of time.’ More recently, scholars have seen in chiliasm the impetus
for popular religious and political movements of the Middle Ages, and
the existence of a strain of prophetic thought in the works of Joachim of
Fiore and his circle has received new understanding and appreciation.*
There can now be no doubt of the continuing importance of the es-
chatological tradition in medieval life and thought.

One important contribution of early studies of the legends of the Last
Roman Emperor was the discovery that the idea was neither developed
from general oral tradition nor taken directly from biblical themes, but
came to the West from pseudonymous prophecies circulating in the Byz-
antine world. As early as 1877, Gerhard von Zezschwitz announced that
the earliest Western treatise on the end of time containing the figure of
the Last Roman Emperor (the tenth-century Burgundian abbot Adso’s
Libellus de ortu et tempore Antichristi) was based on a Byzantine apoc-
alypse.’ In a continuing debate over the contemporary significance of
medieval emperor legends, other scholars at the end of the last century
established the outlines of a medieval apocalyptic literary genre derived
from ancient texts and lasting to the late Middle Ages, with versions
surviving in many of the languages of Christendom. From the editions
produced by German and Russian scholars it became clear that a body
of Byzantine prophetic literature, created and revised within the con-
fines of a strict form, had served as a continual bridge between ancient
eschatology and the medieval Western world.*

The basis of the tradition, as shown in the important studies of Ernst
Sackur, Wilhelm Bousset, and V. M. Istrin, was a group of prophecies
written pseudonymously in the name of Church Fathers or biblical fig-

3. Paul Alexander, “Byzantium and the Migration of Literary Works and Motifs: The
Legend of the Last Roman Emperor,” Medievalia et Humanistica n.s. 2 (Cleveland/Lon-
don, 1971), pp. 47-68. Pages 49—54 describe the growth of German historical interest in
the legend.

4. Norman Cohn, Pursuit of the Millennium (London, 1959), and review by M. Reeves
in Medium Aevum 28 (1959), pp. 225-29; Cohn, “Medieval Millenarism: Its Bearing on
the Comparative Study of Millenarian Movements,” in Millennial Dreams in Action, ed.
S. L. Thrupp (The Hague, 1962), pp. 31-43. Marjorie Reeves has produced a standard
new account of Joachim of Fiore and his influence: see The Influence of Prophecy in the
Later Middle Ages: A Study in Joachism (Oxford, 1969). A cooperative volume in honor
of Marjorie Reeves, entitled Prophecy and Millenarianism, (London, 1980) includes an
article by Professor Alexander on “The Diffusion of Medieval Apocalypses in the West
and the Beginnings of Joachimism,” pp. 53-106.

5. Alexander, “Migration,” pp. 52—53.

6. Alexander, “Migration,” p. 54.
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ures, copied and reedited time and again to respond to the urgency of
new historical circumstances.” Long before the tenth century, the form
had developed distinctive themes and characters. Divided into sections
of “historical” and “prophetic” events, its composition was marked by
the author’s use of the technigue of vaticinium ex eventu—an historical
event turned into prophecy. An apocalypse thus typically began with
a series of historical facts (the reigns of emperors, dynastic alliances,
wars) put into the mouth of a prophet, and continued more vaguely to
announce eschatological events at the end of time. The transition from
history to prophecy is frequently transparent, and can serve as a guide
to the time and place of composition.? In the early Middle Ages, pro-
phetic works circulated in several successive guises. Sackur established
that a medieval Latin prophecy attributed to the Tiburtine Sibyl was an
interpolation of a late Roman text, composed as a Christian formula-
tion of the pagan Sibylline oracle.” In 1967, Professor Alexander pub-
lished an edition of a Greek version of the Tiburtine Sibyl whose com-
position he was able to place in the reign of Anastasius in the region of
Heliopolis-Baalbek in Syria. He proposed that both texts derived from a
lost Greek original of the late fourth century; these (and presumably
other) versions must have been popular in the empire between the fifth
and seventh centuries.”

In the seventh century, Sibylline prophecies were eclipsed by a new
apocalyptic composition attributed to one Bishop Methodius of Patara
in Lycia. Greek and Latin texts of this prophecy were published by Is-
trin and Sackur, who recognized its importance as a new composition
which was to dominate the genre throughout the early Middle Ages, but
were unable to agree on its origin.” In 1931 a Hungarian Orientalist,
Michael Kmosko, argued that the work was originally composed in Syz-
iac, and that a manuscript in the Vatican (Cod. Vat, Syr. 58) represented
the carliest text of the work,”? Sometime in the ninth century the litera-

7. Ernst Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte und Forschungen (Halle a.d.S., 1898; reprint To-
rino, 1963). Wilhelm Bousset, Der Aatichrist in der Uberlieferung des Judentums, des
Neuen Testaments wnd der alten Kirche: Ein Beitrag zur Auslegung der Apokalypse {Got-
tingen, 1895); V. M. Istrin, Otkrovenie Mefodiia Patarskago i Apokrificheskiia Videniia
Darniila v Vizantiiskoi i Slaviano-Russkoi Literaturakb, in Chteniia v Imperatorskom
Obshchestvie Istorii i Drevnostei Rossiiskikh pri Moskovskom Universitete 181 and 183
{Moscow, 1897).

8. Paul Alexander, “Medieval Apocalypses as Historical Sources,” American Historical
Review 73 (1968), pp. 398 -1000.

9. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, p. 162.

10. Paul Alexander, The Oracle of Baalbek: The Tiburtine Sibyl in Greek Dress, Dum-
barton Oaks Studies 10 (Washington, D.C., 1967), pp. 41-65.

11. Sackur, Sibyilistische Texte, pp. 53-55.

12. Michael Kmosko, “Das Ritsel des Pseudo-Methodius,” Byzantion 6 (1931), pp.
273-96.
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ture underwent another, less dramatic change, and abbreviated and in-
terpolated versions of Pseudo-Methodius appeared as Visions of Daniel.
It was in this form that the apocalypse must have reached Adso in tenth-
century Burgundy.” Surviving manuscripts of these works testify to a
continuous and copious tradition of prophecy, but extant texts do not
tell the whole story. Apocalypses were often summarized and incorpo-
rated into other sources for various reasons, sometimes in enough detail
to provide clear evidence for the development of prophetic themes and
ideas. Thus, the tenth-century emissary Liudprand of Cremona’s ac-
count of his stay in Constantinople includes a detailed discussion of
prophetic books shown to him by a Byzantine circle, and among the
“edifying subjects” discussed in an encyclopedic saint’s life, the Life of
St. Andrew the Fool, was the approach of the end of time." Finally, dis-
parate writings which have survived as attributions to early authors ap-
pear to be pastiches of other pieces of prophecy; for this reason they
have been difficult to date or use.

The sum of this evidence is a body of material of crucial importance
in the creation and transmission of eschatological ideas for later ages.
The figure of the Antichrist, which was to play such an important role
in later Western speculation, was already present in the Revelation of
John, but in these Byzantine prophecies he acquired an elaborate his-
tory and personality. Moreover, his appearance had come to be pre-
ceded by a detailed drama peopled by new characters: wars and inva-
sions, in the Byzantine tradition, were to be brought to an end by the
rise of a Last Roman Emperor, who would arise from sleep to defeat
enemies and initiate an era of peace and rejoicing. In his time, however,
the “unclean nations” of Gog and Magog, imprisoned by Alexander the
Great behind the Gates of the North, would be loosed to commit abom-
inations on the Christians. Then the Antichrist would be revealed: the
Last Emperor would return to Jerusalem to lay his crown on Golgotha,
return the empire to God, and so set the stage for the rule of the Anti-
christ and the return of Christ.”” The significance of these themes for
later Western history has been a subject of such interest that it is surpris-
ing to discover that their origins and development in Byzantine litera-
ture remain obscure. Where did the vision of a Roman Empire lasting to
the end of time, and a Last Roman Emperor who would lay down his
crown on Golgotha, come from? How were the nations of Gog and
Magog, known in biblical tradition, united with the Alexander legend?

13. See below, Chapter IV, “Visions of Daniel Summarized by Liudprand.”

14. See below, Chapter V.1, “The Apocalypse of St. Andrew the Fool.”
15. Alexander, “Migration,” pp. 54-55.
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How did Byzantine legend develop details of the career of Antichrist—
his life history, association with the Jews, ability to change shape, and
conflict with Enoch and Elijah, “Sons of Thunder” and “last comforters
of mankind”? The explanation for these and the many other puzzling
features of the apocalyptic tradition in the East clearly depends on a
thorough understanding of the Byzantine textual tradition, its sources,
and the way it was transmitted to the West, but in spite of new manu-
script discoveries and important advances in all areas of Byzantine stud-
ies, prophecy has received no comprehensive treatment since the days of
Sackur and Istrin. Thus, the appearance of a new study of Byzantine
apocalypses promised to be of major importance for Byzantinists and
Western medievalists alike.

For more than fiftecen years prior to his death in 1977, Paul Alexander
devoted his energies to the elucidation of the origins, development, and
diffusion of Byzantine apocalypses between the fourth and eleventh cen-
turies. His work resulted in the publication of numerous preliminary
studies on individual texts and their historical significance. Unfortu-
nately, he was not able to complete the major monograph to which they
pointed. Many sections of the work had been drafted, and although the
author certainly intended to revise them into a unified text, the studies
even as they stand represent important contributions to the clarification
of an exceptionally difficult tradition. From the outline and preliminary
reports completed by Professor Alexander, it is evident that he had in-
tended to divide his work into three sections, tentatively enticled Princi-
pal Texts, Events, and Themes. The first portion, on the principal texts,
had been completed in draft form. Studies of three ideas had been drafted
for the third part: the Last Roman Emperor, Gog and Magog, and the
Antichrist. Here, although the author had carried out an analysis of tex-
tual similarities and thematic development of the tradition, the treat-
ment of origins remained uncompleted. Professor Alexander’s ideas on
the relationship between the Byzantine apocalyptic tradition and Late

16. Six of these studies were included in a Variorum collection entitled Religious and
Political History and Thought in the Byzantine Empire (London, 1978). These acticles
are: “Psevdo-Mefodii i Etiopiya” (Pseudo-Methodius and Ethiopia), Anitichrnaya Drev-
nost i Srednie Veka, Sbornik 10 {Sverdlovsk, 1973}, pp. 21-27; “Byzanatium and the Mi-
gration of Literary Works and Motifs: The Legend of the Last Roman Emperor”; “Medi-
eval Apocalypses as Historical Sources”; “Les Débuts des conquétes arabes en Sicile et la
tradition apocalyptique byzantino-slave,” Bollettino del Centro di Studi Filologici e Lin-
guistici Sictliani 12 (Palermo, 1973}, pp. 7—35; “Historiens byzantins et croyances es-
chatologiques,” Actes du XII* Congrés international des Etudes Byzantines 2 (Beograd,
1964}, pp. 1--8; “Historical Interpolations in the Zbornik Popa Dragolia,” Actes du X1V*
Congrés International des Etudes Byzantines, Bucarest, 612 September 1971, 3 (Buca-

rest, 1976), pp. 23—38. Subsequently two studies, “The Medieval Legend of the Last Ro-
man Emperor,” and “The Diffusion of Medieval Apocalypses in the West,” have appeared.
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Jewish eschatology were still developing; he showed in the section on
the Last Roman Emperor included here, as well as in an article which
appeared only after his death, how much the theme and description had
grown out of Jewish apocalyptic material.” In the sections on the Anti-
christ and Gog and Magog, the question of extra-canonical sources had
not yet been fully treated, and it seems clear that the author intended to
extend his work in the light of these relationships. The studies as they
stand, however, offer an extensive and valuable treatment of the the-
matic development and variations on apocalyptic ideas through six cen-
turies of Byzantine eschatology.

The final part of the work—the analysis of the historical evidence of
Byzantine prophecies—remained unwritten at Professor Alexander’s
death. In two important articles he had demonstrated the possibilities of
the material through a study of the evidence of one of the richest of
these works—the Slavonic Daniel and its interpolations—for the Arab
invasions of Sicily and an eleventh-century Bulgarian rebellion.® He
had also described the careful methodology that must be applied to
apocalyptic texts before they can be used as historical evidence.”” Here,
particularly, we must regret that the project could not be carried to
completion, for the exposition of the connection between ideas and his-
torical events was one of the most characteristic and profound features
of all of Paul Alexander’s work.

One of the author’s most important contributions to the clarification
of the Byzantine apocalyptic tradition was the establishment of the pri-
ority of the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius, as suggested by Kmosko, as the
source of the composition, and the explication of its date and prove-
nance. The Syriac text of this work is contained in a single manuscript
of the sixteenth century; as a part of the study, Professor Alexander had
prepared a transcription of the text and a translation. Because of the un-
availability of the text, his translation is included here as an appendix to
the study of the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius in Chapter [; it is hoped that
the text and translation may eventually be published together.

All of the textual studies presented here are united by a methodology
described by the author in his paper on “Medieval Apocalypses as His-
torical Sources.”* Using a combination of historical and philological
detection, Professor Alexander attempted to establish the time, place,

17. “The Medieval Legend of the Last Roman Emperor,” pp. 6-9.

18. See “Les Débuts des conquétes arabes™ and “Historical Interpolations in the Zbor-
nik Popa Dragolia.”

19, “Medieval Apocalypses as Historical Sources.”

20. See note 8 above.
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and circumstances of composition for each of the major surviving texts.
In spite of the problems posed by sources that habitually changed
names and dates, deliberately obscured identities, and required revision
each time they were copied, these textual studies offer evidence of a sur-
prisingly detailed tradition, which will be outlined here. The author
proposes that the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius, which should be consid-
ered the starting point of medieval prophecy, was the product of a
mid-seventh-century cleric in the region of Singara in northern Meso-
potamia, whose writing reflects the immediate impact of the Arab inva-
sions. The work argued that the Byzantine Empire, rather than Ethiopia
as “some” thought, would be the eschatological savior for the captive
Christians. Sometime before 800, the First Greek Redaction was pro-
duced by a cleric who substituted Greek texts for the biblical quota-
tions from the Syriac Pesitta, omitted or deemphasized features of Syr-
ian topography, and removed unflattering references to the clergy. More
specific circumstances can be derived from the next version, the Visions
of Daniel, in which the prophetic sections of Pseudo-Methodius were
expanded to reflect the eschatological significance of later invasions.
The Slavonic Daniel is shown to be a translation from a Greek original,
probably composed in Sicily between 821 and 829; a second text, iden-
tified here as Pseudo-Chrysostom, is proposed as a response to an Arab
attack on Attalia in Pamphylia in 842. Finally, the author argues that a
third version, called here Daniel Kai éorau, is an apologetic for Basil 1,
described as the “New Phinehas™ soon after his murder of Michael III.
This last version was composed of fragments of eighth- and ninth-century
prophecies written in Italy and Sicily. Two other texts—Pseudo-Ephraem
and the Cento (Oracles of Leo the Wise)—are pastiches of existing works
whose composition is of uncertain date.

Finally, these studies examine three tenth-century reports of apoc-
alyptic texts. Liudprand of Cremona’s arguments with Byzantine schol-
ars over the meaning of their prophetic books have long been favorite
exempla for the misunderstanding of East and West. But, Professor
Alexander proposes here, Liudprand’s description is circumstantial
enough that two separate apocalypses can be identified. The first, called
a Vision of Daniel in the text, was an Eastern prophecy that must have
been compiled in the reign of Nicephorus Phocas (963—968). Liudprand
recounts in more detail the contents of a second oracle, which he as-
cribes to “Hippolytus, bishop of Sicily,” and which predicted that a
Western, rather than Byzantine, ruler would fulfill the apocalyptic role
of Last Emperor. In this chapter, the author suggests that a Latin trans-
lation of Pseudo-Hippolytus was the source of Adso’s eschatological
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comfort for the Western emperors in a year close to 954. The oracle, in
that case, must have been written in Italy. The most likely candidate for
the promised emperor, Professor Alexander believes, is the Frankish
emperor Louis Il {840—875), who led a counteroffensive against the
Moslems in southern Italy between 855 and 871 and planned a large-
scale liberation of Sicily. The Byzantine adherents of this literature were
almost certainly a circle of opponents of the usurper Nicephorus Pho-
cas. The last of the texts analyzed here is a section of the tenth-century
Life of 8t. Andrew the Fool, which the author characterizes as part of
an encyclopedic work of edification. Although the prophetic portion of
the vita has many unusual features, its most striking characteristic is the
author’s deliberate historicism, as he attempted to create a work set in
the fifth-century reign of the emperor Leo 1.

Even without the synthesis Professor Alexander would have included,
a richly detailed tradition emerges from these studies. Byzantine apoca-
lypses were indeed written for consolation in times of trouble, and they
reflected the hopes and despairs of contemporaries in very concrete his-
torical events.” The localization of these texts shows how often apoca-
lyptic hopes arose in the fringes of Byzantine society, where the threats
of invasion were greatest, and in response to events whose importance
has long since receded out of historical memory. As they were transmit-
ted from one portion of the empire to another, and translated from lan-
guage to language, themes developed in response to immediate concerns
and localities or out of a simple misunderstanding of the text. With all
its unlikely sources, however, perhaps the main impression of the By-
zantine apocalyptic tradition, as it is uncovered by the author, is the ex-
tent to which it remained a concrete and creative source for the expres-
sion of political and religious thought throughout the early medieval
world.

It has seemed important to the editor to make Professor Alexander’s
research available in a form as unaltered from the original as possible.
Thus, his work is published here as The Byzantine Apocalyptic Tradi-
tion with little editorial comment. Where new editions have appeared,
or where important works were later noted by the author, additions to
his footnotes have been included in brackets. In one or two instances
Professor Alexander had changed his mind on the details of some argu-
ments. Here I have noted his explanation for the change and the im-
plications for the subsequent argument in the footnotes.

The editor and Mrs. Alexander gratefully acknowledge the support

21. “Medieval Apocalypses as Historical Sources,” pp. 1005-1007.
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that enabled Professor Alexander to devote substantial periods of time
to his research. In1970-1971 and again in 19741975, while on sabbati-
cal leave, he received fellowship grants from the Humanities Research
Committee of the University of California, Berkeley. In 19701971 he
enjoved the hospitality of the Institute for Advanced Studies in Prince-
ton. In 1974—-1975 he was awarded a Senior Fellowship by the National
Endowment for the Humanities.

I would like to thank Leif Eric Trondsen of California State Univer-
sity, Long Beach, Peter Brown of the University of California and John
Hayes of UCLA for assistance with the Greek and Syriac texts. My debt
to Jane-Ellen Long and Paul Psoinos of the University of California Press
goes beyond the customary acknowledgments to an author’s editors.
This book could not have been finished without the help of Paul Alexan-
der’s former students and colleagues at Berkeley. I am particularly grate-
ful to Michael Maas, now of Dartmouth, for his advice on the initial
organization of the manuscript, and to Barbara and Robert Rodgers,
now at the University of Vermont, who retyped much of the manuscript
and transcribed the Syriac references. Above all, it was the advice and
encouragement of Robert Brentano and Thomas Bisson of the History
Department of the University of California at Berkeley that made the
completion of this project possible, and I would like 10 express my
thanks to them here.
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The Syriac Apocalypse of
Pseudo-MethI())dius

The document to be discussed in this chapter was, as will be seen, com-
posed far beyond the frontiers of the Byzantine Empire, in fact, on
enemy territory: in Mesopotamia during the first decades of Arab domi-
nation. Still, it deserves a detailed discussion, indeed a place of honor,
in this study of the Byzantine apocalyptic tradition, and this on two
grounds. In the first place, it was, for reasons that will become clear in
the second: part of this book, translated into Greek soon after its com-
position, and in its Greek form it became the basis of the most im-
portant branch of the Byzantine apocalyptic tradition. The Greek trans-
lation was copied frequently and adapted to historical events as they
developed. In 1897 the editor of the Greek text, the Russian philologist
V. Istrin, distinguished four Greek redactions, of which the last three
were based on the first, and used at least fourteen manuscripts.! Actu-
ally, the number of surviving manuscripts is larger? and must have been
very considerable in mid- and late-Byzantine times, to judge from texts
excerpted, translated, or otherwise derived from codices now lost. In-

1. V. Istrin, Otkrovenie Mefodiia Patarskago. The first part of this work (vol. 181) is
entitled Izsledovanie {Investigation) and contains Istrin’s philological study of the texts
edited in the second part (vol. 183) entitled Teksty (Texts). To simplify citation, vol. 181
will henceforth be quored as Istrin, Izsledovanie, with the page number, and vol. 183 as
Istrin with the page number. Carl E. Gleye presents an excellent critical summary of Is-
trin’s conclusions in BZ 9 (1900), pp. 22228, [The Greek texts have now appeared in
a critical edition prepared by Anastasios Lolos, Die Apokalypse des Pseudo-Methodios,
Beitrige zur klassischen Philologie, Heft 83 (Meisenheim am Glan, 1975). This text ap-
peared too late for detailed criticism ot use by the author, but because of its superiority
and greater accessibility, citations and variant readings will be added to the author’s
notes. |

2. See BHG 2036-2036f and BHG? 2036a, 2036¢, 2036g. See now also Lolos,

pp. 26—40, and his subsequent edition of further versions of the text, Die dritte u. vierte
Redaktion.
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deed, an entire branch of Byzantine apocalyptic literature, the Visions
of Daniel (many specimens of which will be discussed later), were in
fact combinations of Pseudo-Methodian excerpts with materials of
more recent origin. The many translations of the Greek texts into other
languages (notably into Slavic languages and into Latin) are another
measure of the popularity of the work both in the Byzantine Empire
and abroad. A second reason for this discussion of the Syriac text is the
effect that it had, through its Greek translation, on other branches of
Byzantine apocalyptic literature, apart from the Pseudo-Methodian tra-
dition proper. In fact, it is no exaggeration to say that in the develop-
ment of the Byzantine apocalyptic tradition the translation of the Syriac
text of Pseudo-Methodius into Greek marked the end of the era of An-
tiquity, and the beginning of that of the Middle Ages. None of the apoc-
alyptic writings written after the translation was made fails to show
traces of its influence. Moreover, inasmuch as the Syriac text was in-
formed by the spirit of a non-Classical civilization, that of Syriac Chris-
tianity, it was natural that the ideas contained in the Syriac work, as
translated into Greek, contributed to the Orientalization of Byzantine
apocalyptic literature. True, this Near Eastern element had not been ab-
sent from apocalyptic literature before Pseudo-Methodius’ work was
translated into Greek, for the entire genre was of Near Eastern—
Hebrew and Aramaic—origin. Yet one need only compare the last ma-
jor apocalypse antedating the Greek Pseudo-Methodius, the Oracle of
Baalbek, with this Greek text or with any later apocalypse to realize
how thoroughly the genre was infused with Syriac features by the trans-
lation of Pseudo-Methodius’ Syriac text into Greek.

Until 1930, scholarly discussion of the apocalypse of Pseudo-
Methodius was based on the Greek texts and their Latin and Slavic
translations. Istrin’s study and text editions of 1897 were useful in that
he studied and edited (although not in what would now be called criti-
cal form) a number of Greek, Slavic, and Latin manuscripts and eluci-
dated their mutual relationships. He failed to discuss, however, the
most interesting historical and literary questions raised by these texts:
when were they composed? who were the authors—particularly, who
was the author of the original text? for what purpose or purposes was
the apocalypse written? what were its sources? However, one year after
Istrin’s Russian publication and in ignorance of it, the German medi-
evalist Ernst Sackur provided a critical edition of the oldest form of the
Latin text, based on four manuscripts of the seventh or eighth century.’

3. Ernst Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte.
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Unfortunately, he consulted Greek versions only sporadically. However,
Sackur provided his excellent edition with an elaborate introduction
and explanatory footnotes in which he answered some of the questions
set aside by Istrin. The two publications of Istrin and Sackur, therefore,
supplement each other in a most fortunate way. Sackur concluded that
Pseudo-Methodius wrote his apocalypse in the last quarter of the sev-
enth century, that he was a Syrian Christian, and that the Iranian influ-
ences discernible in his work were to be explained by its origin in north-
ern Syria. Sackur even considered the possibility of the work having
been written in the Syriac rather than the Greek language—only to reject
the hypothesis, primarily on the ground that no Syriac manuscript of the
full work was known to him.* He realized that Pseudo-Methodius’ work
had left significant traces in Syriac literature, in particular that long ex-
cerpts appeared in Solomon of Basra’s thirteenth-century Book of the
Bee, but he seems to have thought that the Syriac authors either read a
Greek original or a Syriac translation.’

Not much progress was made in the study of Pseudo-Methodius’
apocalypse until 1931. In that year the Hungarian Orientalist Michael
Kmosko published an article in which he opened up new vistas on the
problems posed by this difficult text.® If 1 understand Kmosko cor-
rectly, he considered “the Pseudo-Methodian enigma” to consist in the
fact that Pseudo-Methodius sets forth, in the historical part of his
apocalypse, a summary of ancient history full of the most extraordinary
distortions and misrepresentations, which Kmosko characterized re-
peatedly as “wild” and “extravagant.” Kmosko solved this enigma by
establishing four principal points: (1) Pseudo-Methodius composed
his apocalypse in the Syriac language; (2} this Syriac original survives
in a sixteenth-century manuscript, the Codex Vaticanus Syrus 58;
(3) Pseudo-Methodius was a native of Mesopotamia, in other words, of
the former Sassanid Kingdom; and (4) Pseudo-Methodius’ extravagant
and wild historical constructions reflect Iranian traditions. Kmosko

4. Sackur, Stbyllinische Texte, p. §5: “Dass die Schrift auch von vornherein griechisch
geschrieben war, nicht etwa syrisch, worauf die Nationalitit des Verfassers fiihren kénnte,
geht wohl daraus hervor, dass keine einzige syrische Handschrift bekannt geworden ist.”

5. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, p. 7 nn. 5, 55. The Book of the Bee was edited and trans-
lated by E. A. W. Budge in Anecdota Oxoniensia, Semitic Series, vol. I, part II (Oxford,
1886).

6. Michael Kmosko, “Das Ritsel des Pseudo-Methodius.” The text of the article repre-
sents a lecture delivered at the Sixth German Orientalists’ Day at Vienna on 13 June 1930.
Kmosko calls it an excerpt from a longer monograph which he hoped to publish not long
after. Unfortunately, the monograph never appeared and Kmosko died in 1931. Some useful
supplements based on Kmosko’s lecture are found in H. Gerstinger, “Der Sechste Deutsche
Orientalistentag in Wien,” Byzantion S (1930}, pp. 415—27, esp. 422—24.



16 ] Texts

thus agreed with Sackur in thinking that Pseudo-Methodius was a Syr-
ian Christian, but differed from him in holding that the original lan-
guage of the apocalypse was Syriac rather than Greek and that its au-
thor lived in Mesopotamia and not in northern Syria. Not all the details
of Kmosko’s pioneering study will stand critical review, but a discussion
of the Syriac text, to which he was the first to draw attention, will show
that the four conclusions mentioned above are correct and that he did
indeed succeed in solving “the Pseudo-Methodian enigma.””’

Since the Syriac text was the basis for the entire Greek, Latin, and
Slavic tradition and since it is unpublished, it will be advisable to ana-
lyze it here in some detail.® In the codex unicus it is entitled “By the help
of God the Lord of the Universe, the discourse was composed by my lord
Methodius, bishop of Olympus [added in margin], and martyr, concern-
ing the succession of kings and concerning the end of times.”® Then fol-
lows a brief preamble, according to which Methodius asked God to be
informed “concerning the generations and concerning the kingdoms.”
God thereupon sent to him “one from among his hosts [i.e., an angel] to
the mountain of Senagar” to show him all the generations.*

The text proper is divided into two parts, clearly distinguishable even

7. The Syriac manuscript which according to Kmosko contains the original text, Codex
Vaticanus Syrus 58, was catalogued in the eighteenth century by St. E. and J. S. Assemani,
Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae Manuscriptorum Catalogus 11 (Rome, 1758), p. 342.
It was copied in A.D. 1584 by the monk Johannes of Gargar, in the so-called Nestorian
script. The text of Pseudo-Methodius begins on fol. 118 verso (the Assemanis say fol.
126). J. S. Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana (Rome, 1775), 11,
p. 503, and IIl, part 1, p. 27, published the beginning and end of the piece with a Latin
translation. He called the manuscript Syriacus XXIX. The codex was brought to Rome
from the Orient between 1718 and 1721 by Andreas Scadar. The present red-leather bind-
ing dates from the years 1775~1779. A much earlier manuscript of the same text was once
in the library of Ebed Jesu (eleventh century); see J. S. Assemani, Bibliotheca Orientalis,
III, part 1, p. 27: Methodii episcopi Liber de successione generationum. An important aid
for the constitution of the Syriac text is the excerpts in Solomon of Basra’s Book of the
Bee, ed. Budge.

8. [The author’s translation of the Syriac text of Cod. Vat. Syr. 58 has been included as
Appendix I1.]

9. The Greek and Latin manuscripts called Methodius bishop of Patara. Solomon of
Basra wrote of Methodius bishop of Rome.

10. This preamble, which is of crucial importance for the history of the Syriac text (see
p. 27 below), was not included by the Greek translator and is consequently missing in
all versions derived from the Greek. It is strange that Kmosko failed to refer to it in his
article and especially in his summary of the Syriac text. See his article, pp. 277—-82, for an
analysis comparable to the one given here, but I felt that a somewhat different summary
was necessary. The heading of the Syriac text is patterned, as is much else (see Sackur,
Sibyllinische Texte, pp. 12—16), after that of the Cave of Treasures (see Paul Riessler’s
German translation in Altjédisches Schrifttum ausserbalb der Bibel [reprint Darmstadt,
1966], p. 942: “Die Schrift (iber die Ableitung der Stimme”). Just as the author of the
Cave of Treasures had explained the succession (iibald) of generations (sarbé; Riessler
translates as Stamme, “tribes”), so Pseudo-Methodius proposed to describe the succes-
sion (iubala) of kings (malké).
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in form: the first, cast in the normal tense of Syriac narrative, the pet-
fect, stops just prior to the beginning of the Arab invasions (fol. 127
verso), and the rest, written, after a few transitional sentences, in the
Syriac tense of prophecy, the imperfect, begins with these invasions.”

The first or historical part of the work begins with Adam and Eve's
departure from Paradise and is divided into three-times-two millennia.
The first two millennia ended with the story of the Flood, with Noah
leaving the Ark, and his sons building a town called Temanén, after the
eight (temaneé) survivors. The second two millennia began with the
birth of a son of Noah called Ionton. Later lonton depasrted for the East,
where he resided near a sea called Fire of the Sun (n#r semsa). He re-
ceived from Nimrod, of the sons of Shem, the first king, both instruction
in wisdom, and craftsmen who built for him a city which he called after
his own name, Ionton. He prophesied that in a war between the two
other kingdoms of the day, that of Nimrod and that of Pupiénus ( Pupi-
nus), son of Ham, the latter would be defeated. This happened as pre-
dicted. The story continues with successive rulers of “the kingdom of
the Babylonians™ and their wars against Egypt, down to the end of the
fourth millennium.

The last two thousand years began with an invasion led by a descen-
dant of Ionton, Sam‘i‘sar,"? king of the East, into the lands from the
Euphrates to Adroigan,” the three kingdotns of the Ethiopians,* and

11. The transition is marked in the manuscript by a marginal gloss written, it seems, by
the same hand as the text: “‘beginning of the sons of Hagar the Egyptian” (fol. 127 verso).

12. The Syriac name, unattested elsewhere, is difficulc 1o explain. Its first part is con-
nected with the verbal root “to hear”; the second part means “ten.” It looks as if the name
as spelt in the Syriac manuscript is corrupt. Unfortunately, it does not appear in Solomon
of Basra’s excerpts. The Greek manuscripts offer many varianes {p. 12.8 Istrin): Zeupios
6 Tob Bdp, Zauwricap, "Appuréxap, Iapiodre, Lapgwoor, Zajuoafop, Top-
YeoAnf (p. 64.14 Lolos), "Adncoéxap (p. 65.12 Lolos). The Latin tradition has (p. 66.16
Sackur): Samsishaibus, sasis abib (baib), sampsisaibus, sampsabus, samisab (p. 78 Is-
trin). The first Slavonic translation (p. 86.25 Istrin) has Samraikar’. The Greek and Latin
traditions agree that the first component of the name was sams: or something like it, so
the Syriac name probably began with Semsa, “sun,” a term very appropriate for a ruler
residing in the East at the Lake of the Fire of the Sun {above} and one which can hardly
have been invented by the Greek or Latin tradition, With regard ta the second component
of the name, too, the Greek and Latin versions come closer to the truth than does the
sixteenth-century Syriac manuscript. Several Greek manuscripts have -gexap, which may
represent Syriac sekar, “to shut,” seqar, “to envy,” fekar, “10 insult,” Sakar, “to dis-
figure,” or Seqar, “to deceive,” none of which is plausible. The Latin variant shaib, how-
ever, deserves respect, for the Pael $aieb means “to blight with heat.” Perhaps, then, the
original form of the name was Semfadaieb, “the sun scorches.”

13. The abave is the spelling of the Syriac manuscript; again, there are a great many
variants in the Greek and Latn traditions, See Istrin p. 12.10 (= p. 64.4 Lolos) and
Sackur p. 66.18. Sackur, Sibyilinische Texte, pp. 661, n. 4, is undoubtedly right in claim-
ing that Pseudo-Methodius meant Azerbaijan, normally spelt Adurbigan in Syriac. Sackur
also referred to De Boor’s p. 316.1 critical note in his edition of Theophanes.

14, Hendwaie, a word that can also mean Cushites or Nubians, but here Ethiopians are
meant. See n. 16 below.
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the camps of Ismael (i.e., the Arabs}. As a result of this Eastern invasion
Ismael fled from the desert of Jethrib {Medina) and invaded the land of
peace {cultivated earth, inhabited earth), This Ismaelite invasion is then
described in considerable detail. They voyaged across the sea “in vessels
of wood™ and came “as far as the great Rome and as far as llyricum and
Egypt and Afnasélids and the great Liiza beyond Rome.” " After sixty
years the Ismaelites, whom the author identifies with the Midianites (me-
dianaie), were defeated by the Israelites recently freed from slavery in
Egypt. The [smaclites made peace with the Israclites, and seven of their
tribes withdrew to the desert of Jethrib, from which they had come.
They will, so says the first of three prophetic passages interrupting the
“historical” narrative, erupt once again and rule the world “from Egypt
to Cush and from the Euphrates 1o Ethiopia [Hendi) ' and from the
Tigris to the sea called Fire of the Sun . . . and from the North to the
great sea of Pontus™ (fol. 122 verso). After ten weeks of years, i.e., sev-
enty years, however, they will be subdued by the Roman Empire.

After this prophetic passage Pseudo-Methodius returns to his subject,
“the succession of kingdoms.” He mentions a series of Babylonian and
Persian kings, for example, Sasan the Old and Piroz; the series ends
with Cyrus. There follow remarks about the “subduing” of certain
“kingdoms of the East” by other kingdoms —for example, of Babylon
by the Medes, of Medes by Persians, of Hebrews and other kingdoms
(Cush, Sheba, Saba) by Babylonians, of Thracians by Cyrus, of Greeks
by Romans. Pseudo-Methodius then concentrates on the four kingdoms
of Cush (Ethiopia), Macedonia, the Greeks, and the Romans, and how
they were subdued by one another, in fulfiliment of Daniel’s prophecy
(7:2) of the four winds of heaven “making gush forth the great sea.” **
The “subduing™ of Cush by Macedonia then prompts the author to tell
in great detail the story of Philip of Macedon and of Alexander the
Great: Philip married Cusheth, daughter of King Pit {“the ¢lephant”) of
Cush, and she gave birth to Alexander. Alexander conquered Persia and

15. The last two place-names are obscure. The Greek and Latin translations substitute
for them Thessalonica and Sardinia respectively, but that must be a counsel of despair.
Could Afnas6lids be a corruption of efesus, Ephesus? Lizd means “the almond tree” and
the Thesaurus Syriacus I, p. 1905, mentions several places of that name.

16. In this passage Pseudo-Methodius distinguished between Kdi and Hendd; else-
where he calls Ethiopia Kis (cf. n, 14 above). Perhaps in the passage translated in the text,
Kus means Nubia. It is not certain whether the words “the great Rome” refer to the city or
the empire.

17. The “subduing™ (besan} of kingdoms is a key theme of the work.

18. The words translated in the text are the text of Daniel 7: 2 according to the Pegitta.
The Septuagint has évémeoov or wpogéfBahov, for the Syriac megibin, “making gush
forth.”
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travelled east as far as the Fire of the Sun (the land of Ionton). There he
encountered “Unclean Nations” and built a gate of bronze to contain
them. However—and here is a second prophecy interrupting the nar-
rative—at the end of time, in fulfillment of Ezekiel’s prophecy about
“Agog and Magog” (Ezekiel 38:1), these twenty-two unclean peoples
will erupt from their prison and defile the earth.

After Alexander’s death his mother, Cusheth, returned to her father in
Cush, and his generals ruled in his stead. The land of Cush was then at-
tacked by the general Germanicus, by order of Byzas, king and founder
of Byzantia. Pseudo-Methodius here implies, apparently, that this attack
led to the “subduing” of Cush by Byzantium. Byzas then made peace
with Pil and married Cusheth, widow of Philip and mother of Alexan-
der. She bore a daughter, named Byzantia after the newly founded city.
The princess Byzantia married Armalaos, king of Rome, who gave her
Rome as a bridal gift, much to the dismay of “the chiefs who were at
Rome.” The couple had three sons: Armalaos (the Younger), Urbanos,
and Claudius, and they eventually ruled over Rome, Byzantia, and Alex-
andria respectively. Thus, so Pseudo-Methodius concludes, the king-
doms of Macedonians, Greeks, and Romans came to be ruled by princes
descended from the Cushite princess Cusheth.

This dynasty—and here is the third prophecy within the narrative—
will reign for all eternity, for King David predicted in Psalm 68:31 that
“the kingdom of the Greeks [iaunaie], which is from the seed of the
Cushites, will hand over the hand [or: dominion] to God at the end of
times” (fol. 126 recto).”” But, Pseudo-Methodius continues, “many
brethren of the clergy” interpreted the verse of the Psalmist to refer to
the kingdom of the Cushites. This, however, was an error, for the king-
ship of the Greeks from the seed of Cusheth is meant. No other king-
dom will be able to subdue the kingdom of the Christians as long as it
possesses the Cross set up in the middle of the earth; on the contrary,
-the kingdom of the Christians will subdue all the kingdoms of the world
and thus will be to “hand over the hand [dominion] to God.” Pseudo-

19. In the Pesitta Psalm 68:31 runs as follows: “Cush will hand over the hand [or: do-
minion} to God.” The Septuagint text is Aifiomia Tpopfacse: xsipa abris 7@ 0e@; see
also the New English Bible: “Let Ethiopia stretch out her hand to God.” In a note to this
translation it is noted that “stretch out” is the probable reading and that the Hebrew text
is obscure. This passage, which appears as 68:31 in the Revised Standard and the King
James versions, as 68:32 in the Masoretic text, and as 67:32 in Douay, will be cited as
68:31 after the Revised Standard Version throughout.

20. Sagia abé min bnai ‘edta. In the Greek text these words are replaced by the colorless
Twes (p. 22.16 Istrin [= p. 88.4 Lolos]; see also p. 77.7 Sackur: quidam). The Greek
translator obviously was not interested in the internal quarrel among Syriac-speaking
Christians; see p. 54 below.
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Methodius justifies his view of the permanence of the Roman Empire by
a reference to II Thessalonians 2:7, where St. Paul promises that the
Lawless One will not be revealed before “that which restrains at present
is removed from the middle”*' and, further, by the explanation that
“that something which is in the middle” is the priesthood and the king-
dom and the Holy Cross, which, so Pseudo-Methodius implies, will
never be removed from the Roman Empire (fol. 126 verso). This empire
already subdued the kingdom of the Hebrews at the time of Vespasian
and Titus; it has conquered Egypt, Media, Persia, and Armenta. In the
end the kingdoms of the barbarians, that is, those of the Turks {turgié)
and of the Avars (abarios), contended with the Roman Empire.

Thus ends the historical part of Pseudo-Methodius’ tract and, with it,
the sixth millennium of the world. He goes on to prophesy that now
that the kingdom of the Hebrews?? has fallen, Rome will contend for
ten year-weeks (seventy years) with the Ismaelites, whom David called
“seed of the South.”* The wild ass of the desert, Ismael, will set out
from the desert of Jethrib. The Ismaelites will assemble at Gaba‘ot the
Great, and there will conquer, in fulfillment of Ezekiel 39:17, “the fat-
tened ones of the kingdom of the Greeks” (fol. 128 recto). The terrible
destruction that they will perpetrate will be permitted by God not be-
cause he loves the Ismaelites but because of the sins of the Christians.

Pseudo-Methodius then describes Christian vice in great detail, with
citations from St. Paul. The four leaders of the Ismaelites— Desolation,
Despoiler, Ruin, and Destroyer—will cast lots for the conquered lands.
Persia, Syria, Sicily, Hellas, the land of the Romans, the islands of the
sea, Egypt, Syria, the places of the East, and the Promised Land will fall
under their sway.?* Ismael will inflict terrible suffering on the con-
quered, and Pseudo-Methodius describes in great detail the economic
misdeeds of the Arabs: confiscation of land and movable property, im-
position of poll tax (gespa »#$a) even on orphans, widows, and holy
men—"they will ask one hundred [dinars?] even from the dead.” They
will chastise (#dd) all groups of the population, in fulfillment of St.

21. The words cited in the text are a translation of IT Thess. 2: 7 according to the Syriac
text. The Greek text has udvor 6 xaréxmr &pmi ws Ex péoov yéryrae [only that which
restrains it now until it shall be out of the way].

22. The Syriac manuscript reads clearly de‘ebraié (of the Hebrews), but one would
expect deparsaié (of the Persians). This is indeed the reading of the Greek (p. 26.3 Istrin =
p- 94.8 Lolos) and Latia {p. 80.14 Sackur) texts.

23. The manuscript reads clearly zar‘a (seed). The Septuagint has Bpayiora (arm)
and the Pefitta the corresponding dera‘d. Confusion of z with d was easy in Syriac
writing, but it is not clear whether the fault lay with a copyist of the Pefitta or with
Pseudo-Methodius.

24. For this list of countries, see Appendix 2.
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Paul’s prediction in 11 Thessalonians 2:3: “unless this chastisement
[marditd] comes beforehand, and thereupon will be revealed the man
of sin, the son of perdition” (fol. 130 recto). They will slaughter priests,
sleep with their wives and captured mistresses in the churches, wear on
their persons the holy vestments, and defile the tombs of martyrs and
saints. Only a small remnant will remain faithful to Christianity, as in
the days of Elijah, and without compulsion most members of the clergy
“will agree with the unbelievers,” i.e., apostacize. There will be rewards
for the wicked, the blasphemous, the ignorant, who are “ministers
of that one” (meSamsiané debau: of Mohammed? fol. 132 recto). No
honor will be rendered to the priests, and the divine liturgy will no
longer be celebrated. In the tenth year-week, when Ismaelite power will
come to an end, men will be forced to sell their sons and daughters to
the Ungodly. Thus the Ismaelites will reach the end of their oppression
and destroy Persians, Armenians, Cilicians, lsaurians, Cappadocians,
stligelie (Sicilians?), eladanié(?), and the dwellers in the land of the Ro-
mans and of the islands of the seas {fol. 133 recto).”* The conquerors
will blaspheme, saying: There is no deliverer for the Christians. Then
the king of the Greeks will go forth against them from the land of the
Cushites, awakened like a man who shakes off his wine (Psalm 78 :65),
who is considered like a dead man. He will attack and defeat them in
the desert of Jethrib, and their servitude will be a hundred times harsher
than their yoke. The earth will be at peace, and the Christian remnant
will return to their native lands and inheritance: Cappadocians and Ar-
menians and Cilicians and Isaurians and Africans and eladiz(?) and Se-
leucians {fol. 133 verso).? Egypt, Arabia (araba, reading uncertain), and
Hebron (bebrin) will be devastated (by the Greeks?) and the isthmus of
the sea {leSon iama: Constantinople?} will be at peace.?” The king of the

25. See Appendix 2.

26. See Appendix 2.

27. The Syriac manuscript reads cleacly bebrin, the city of Hebron in southern Judaea,
and this reading is confirmed by Solomon of Basra, Book of the Bee, ed. Budge, p. 144
{Syriac pagination). The item is, however, surprising. Of the two preceding items agibtos
refers to a region. In the text item the manuscript is not easy to read—both araga and
arabd are possible, but certainly not araba or arabia. The last spelling would be normal
for Arabia and it is highly probable that this is what Pseuda-Methodius wrote or at least
meant. If this is so, then it is disturbing to find the names of two regions followed by that
of the town of Hebron, Why should Hebron be singled out in this fashion? In most manu-
scripts of the Greek version used by Istrin the item is omitted, but two of his manuscripts
have it in the form ) y) Tob dBpavobs Spmpwdnoerar [the land of Hebron will be made
desert]. Here dBpavots {Hebron) obviously takes the place of the bebrin of the Syniac
text. The Larin tradition shows that something like &B8pawvois is as old as the eighth cen-
tury, for while most Latin manuscripts have terra Ausanide cremabitur (p. 91.3 Sackur),
one of them reads awuranie. This last reading, certainly “more correct” than the ausamiae
adopted by Sackur, is interesting. Not only does it correspond to the af8parois of two of
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Greeks will punish those who denied the (Christian) faith. He will pun-
ish the apostates; the world will be at peace and the clergy honored (fol.
134 recto).

Then the Gates of the North will be opened and the Unclean Peoples
will commit unspeakable misdeeds. Eventually they will assemble in the
Plain of Joppe (iupé) and will there within an hour be destroyed by an
angel. The king of the Greeks will then take up residence at Jerusalem
for a year-week and a half (ten and a half years) and the Son of Perdi-
tion (the Antichrist) will be revealed. Immediately after his appearance,
the king of the Greeks will ascend Golgotha (gaganlta) and will place his
diadem (2aga) on top of the Holy Cross. He will stretch ( pesat) his two
hands to heaven, hand over (mesalem) his kingship to God the Father,
and then die. Cross and crown (kelila) will then ascend to heaven, be-
cause the Cross will precede Christ at his Second Coming. Thus will be
fulfilled the prophecy of David (Psalm 68:31): “Cush will hand over the
hand [dominion] to God,” inasmuch as the descendant of Cusheth,
daughter of King Pil of the Cushites, will hand over the dominion to
God. Then the Son of Perdition will be revealed, as was prophesied in
Genesis (49:17) about Dan, the horse, and “that which biteth,” which
Pseudo-Methodius interprets as referring to the Son of Perdition: he will
be destroyed by the Lord at his Second Coming.

This analysis of the Syriac text should have brought out that Pseudo-
Methodius composed his apocalypse for a polemical purpose. In a piv-
otal part of his work, where he made the transition from “historical”
narrative to eschatological prophecy, he relied heavily on Psalm 68:31.
In keeping with the narrative, he interpreted this verse to mean that it
would be a Byzantine emperor, as the descendant of the Ethiopian prin-
cess Cusheth, who would hand over his empire to God: “the kingdom of
Greece, which is from the seed of the Cushites—it will hand over the
hand to God at the end of times.” But he was aware that members of the
same clergy to which Pseudo-Methodius belonged insisted on a literal
exegesis of Psalm 68 : 31 and believed that at the end of time the ruler of
contemporary Cush, i.e., the Ethiopian ruler, would fulfill the prophecy
contained in this passage.

The historical circumstances under which this controversy over the

the Greek manuscripts (where -v- was corrupted into -3-, as often in Greek manuscripts),
but auranie clearly refers to the region of Hauran, east of the sea of Galilee and south of
Damascus. The Latin tradition makes it very likely that the Syriac original of the Greek
version referred to Hauran rather than to Hebron. The normal spelling of this region in
Syriac is hauran; cf. Thesaurus Syriacus 1, p. 1232. As it is the name of a region rather
than that of a city, it is very probably the correct Syriac reading, with bebrin a corruption
of the Syriac tradition.
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interpretation of Psalm 68:31 arose will be of concern in Part Two,
Chapter I, below. Here it must suffice to point out its political implica-
tions, which Pseudo-Methodius makes quite clear throughout his work.
If a Byzantine emperor was to hand over his dominion to God at the end
of time, that meant that the Byzantine Empire itself would last to the
final consummation and that none of its enemies would ever be able to
destroy it. This is a point that Pseudo-Methodius never tires of empha-
sizing.?® Inasmuch as this political thesis of the invincibility of the Ro-
man (Byzantine) Empire was based on Psalm 68:31 and consequently
presupposed the identification of the Psalmist’s Cush with this empire,
the entire narrative part of Pseudo-Methodius’ work, culminating in the
dynastic alliance of Byzantium’s mythical founder, King Byzas, with
Cushite royalty represented by the eponymous princess Cusheth, has as
its primary objective to lay the “historical” foundation for Pseudo-
Methodius’ interpretation of Psalm 68:31: the Cush mentioned in the
Psalm is the Roman (Byzantine) Empire because its ruler is a descendant
of Cushite kings. The “enigma” of Pseudo-Methodius is thus solved by
the polemic-political purpose pursued by the author.?

28. For example, fol. 122 verso, in the course of the “first prophetic interruption of the
narrative” concerning an Ismaelite invasion at the end of time: “And after ten weeks of
vears they [the lsmaelites] also will be subdued and subjected by the kingdom of Rome
because it subdues all the kingdoms and will not be subdued by any one of them™; fol. 126
recto, following the passage on Psalm 68: 31 discussed in the text: “for there is no people
or kingdom under heaven which can subdue the kingdom of the Christians . . . ,” where-
upon Pseudo-Methodius proceeds to justify his thesis of the invincibility of the Roman
Empire by a lengthy exegesis of Il Thess. 2: 7 and a quick survey of world history down to
the Avar attack on Constantinople in 4.D, 626. Pseudo-Methodius was not the first Chris-
tian author co proclaim the invincibility and eternity of the Roman (Byzantine) Empire.
For example, about a century before him there appeared in Cosmas Indicopleustes’ Chris-
tian Topography I1.74f., ed. W. Wolska-Conus, pp. 388ff.: dappov yap dropaivopo
ort, el kal Gk tds NueTEpas auaptias Tpos wadsiar dhiyor éxdpol BapBupol TH
Popavia émaviotrarrae, dAhda i Svvduer rob Buakportodvres dnrmTos Stapéver 9
Baoheia krh. [For I declare with confidence that, even if, because of our sins, barbarian
enemies should rise up against the Roman Empire for a small chastisement, the empire
will remain in the power of its eternal rule.] Yet the bases for Cosmas’ belief were quite
different from those for Pseudo-Methodius’. The former emphasized, in contrast to
Pseudo-Methodius, that the Roman Empire was not a successor to the Macedonian Em-
pire. He cited, not Psalm 68:31 or Il Thess. 2, but Dan. 2:44. [n general, Cosmas relied
primarily on the well-known synchronism of the founding of the Roman Empire by Au-
gustus and the origin of Christianity, as first attested by Meliton of Sardes {Eusebius Hist.
Eccl. 4:26), a concept foreign to Pseudo-Methodius, Consequently, although Cosmas
was heavily indebted to Mesopotamian {Nestorian) Christianity for much of his cosmo-
logical speculation {Wanda Wolska, La Topographbie chrétienne de Cosmas Indicopleustés
[Paris, 1962], esp. pp. 63—86), his thesis of the invincibility and eternity of the Roman
Empire rested on entirely different foundations from that of Pseudo-Methodius.

29. It was one of Kmosko's achievements in “Ritsel” to have established the connection
between Pseudo-Methodius’ “historical narrative” and his thesis. Kmosko did not, how-
ever, see that this thesis of Pseudo-Methodius® was a polemic against some of his col-
leagues—*“many brethren of the clergy,” as he called them. And 1 cannot follow Kmosko's
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When was this apocalypse composed? The Latin manuscript tradi-
tion furnishes as terminus ante quem the eighth century, for of the four
codices used by Sackur in his edition one was copied in the seventh to
eighth century and three in the eighth century.”® A safe terminus post
quem is the Moslem invasion of the Near East that began A.D. 634, for it
is clearly known to the author, and his prophecies concerning it are to a
large extent vaticinia ex eventu. How much can these limits be nar-
rowed down? When, in the course of what was called above the first
prophetic interruption of the historical narrative, Pseudo-Methodius
mentioned an earlier Ismaelite (Midianite) conquest of the world, he
wrote: “And in vessels of wood they flew over the waves of the sea and
they went to the lands of the West and came as far as the great Rome”
(fol. 121 verso). It is true that this passage referred to a legendary Isma-
elite conquest and that Pseudo-Methodius identified these Ismaelite in-
vaders with the Midianites of the Old Testament. Yet Pseudo-Methodius
undoubtedly was so interested in this archetypal invasion precisely be-
cause it could be described in terms of the Arab invasion he himself had
witnessed. Now, even a shrewd observer of the politico-military situa-
tion in the seventh century could not have predicted that the landlocked
inhabitants of the Arabian desert would become a seafaring people un-
less he lived after they had built their first navy. This happened under the
khalif <Uthman (644—656),*" so Pseudo-Methodius must have written
after the accession of that ruler.

The text of Pseudo-Methodius’ tract seems to have been composed
not long after the beginning of the invasion, for the events of the con-
quest are remembered rather clearly. Pseudo-Methodius complains bit-
terly of the invaders’ greed. He writes of the Arabs enslaving men,
beasts, birds, waters, even waste places, “and the tyrant will record
them as his” (fol. 129 verso). This sounds like an Arab equivalent of the
Domesday Book. He mentions confiscations of natural resources (fish,
trees, fruit, land, and crops), merchandise, and precious objects, includ-
ing votive gifts. The poll tax is collected without mercy; prosperous cit-
ies are destroyed and Christian sanctuaries defiled. This tale of woe ob-

suggestion (p. 290) that Cusheth {or, as he transcribes the name: Kusath) was an archaiz-
ing form of Ksitd, meaning “negress™ or “black slave girl,” and that Pseudo-Methadius
transformed this term, originally implying an insult to the Byzantine emperor, into a foun-
dation for his pro-Byzantine theory of history. In this respect, as in others, Kmosko’s thesis
seems to be unnecessarily complicated, and he might very probably have revised it had he
lived to complete his intended monograph. Cusheth is simply the eponytmous ancestress of
Byzantium’s Cushite dynasty, as Byzas is its eponymous Creek ancestor.

30. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, p. 57.

31. George Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzaniine State (rev. ed., New Brunswick, N.J.,
1969), p. 116.
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viously contains some of the conventional complaints of a conquered
population and some of it is probably exaggerated or even untrue, but it
reflects a conquest still in progress or at least one that does not belong
to the distant past.

There are certain arguments from silence that point in the same direc-
tion. Not a word is said in the Syriac text of the outbreak of civil war in
the Arab dominions between the supporters of <Ali and of Mu‘awiya
(656—661) or about the battle of Siffin (657); of the peace treaty con-
cluded in 659 by Mucawiya with the Byzantine emperor Constans II, in
which the prince of Damascus agreed to pay tribute; or, most signifi-
cantly, of the unsuccessful Arab siege of Constantinople (674—678).
Nor is there any allusion to the subsequent peace for thirty years, ac-
cording to which Damascus undertook to pay an annual tribute of three
thousand pounds of gold to the Byzantine Empire. Admittedly, it is dan-
gerous to argue from an author’s silences, but this is a somewhat special
case. The military superiority of the Byzantine Empire over its enemies
is, as we have seen, the principal thesis of Pseudo-Methodius’ work,
and in one lengthy section he draws up a list of historic Roman (Byzan-
tine) victories over various opponents, ending with the repulsion of the
Avar siege of the capital in A.D. 626.*> A mention of the Arab failure
before the walls of Constantinople would therefore have been grist to
his mill, and it is difficult to imagine why, had he written after 678, he
should have abstained from mentioning this well-known event. The evi-
dence, then, points to a date of the Syriac text after A.p. 644 and prior
to 678—probably even earlier than the outbreak of the Arab civil war
in 656.»

32. On fol. 127 recto, Pseudo-Methodius discusses the Roman victories over the Jews
under Vespasian and Titus, over Macedonian Egypt, over Media, Persia, and Armenia.
Then follows on fol. 127 verso: “And when the kingdom of the Macedonians . . . was
destroyed, the kingdoms of the barbarians contended with the kingdom of Rome, namely
those of the Turks and Avars.” This sentence leads immediately into the story of the Arab
invasion. It is not certain which people Pseudo-Methodius had in mind as the “Turks”
(turgi¢) who in conjunction with the Avars “contended with” the Byzantine Empire. Per-
haps he meant the Bulgar tribesmen who joined the Avar hordes: see George of Pisidia
Bellum Avaricum 17, ed. A. Pertusi (Studia Patristica et Byzantina 7 [Ettal, 1959], p. 176)
and the editor’s note, p. 210. But the passage may be an allusion to the alliance negotiated
at that time by the emperor Heraclius with the Khazars (Ostrogorsky, History, p. 103).
For a similar pairing of Turks and Avars see Mauricius, Strategicon, ed. H. Mihaescu
(Bucarest, 1970), esp. pp. 74.17, 268.12ff., a source dating probably from the late sixth or
early seventh century (see Gyula Moravcsik, Byzantino-Turcica [2nd edition, Berlin,
1958], pp. 417-419). :

33. Kmosko, “Ritsel,” p. 285, concludes that Pseudo-Methodius wrote “bereits in der
ersten Hilfte der Alleinherrschaft des Muawijah I’ and means, 1 suppose, the sixties of
the seventh century. My suggestion is not far different from his, but I hope to have ad-
vanced somewhat firmer arguments. All earlier discussions of the chronological prob-
lems—e.g., Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, pp. 47—51 (last years of Constantine IV, 668—
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Where was Pseudo-Methodius’ tract composed? Here certain obser-
vations by Sackur are relevant, although they were made long before
Kmosko’s discovery of the Syriac text and were based largely on the
Latin rather than the Greek tradition.* Sackur held that the thought of
the work, its chronological scheme, and the sources used point to Syriac
Christianity as the origin of the work, a conclusion that was enor-
mously strengthened by Kmosko’s discovery of the full Syriac text. Spe-
cifically, Sackur showed that Pseudo-Methodius had relied heavily on a
Syriac work, the Cave of Treasures, composed (in Mesopotamia) in the
sixth century, and that he used other Syriac sources such as the Ro-
mance of the Emperor Julian, probably composed in the early sixth cen-
tury.®* But Sackur was also aware of Pseudo-Methodius’ interest in
Babylonia and that his knowledge of Babylonian history and legend was
derived from Iranian traditions. To account for both Syriac and Iranian
influences on Pseudo-Methodius’ work, Sackur concluded that he wrote
in northern Syria.

This conclusion was close to the truth, but it could not be maintained
in all details after the Syriac text was discovered in 1931. Kmosko
agreed with Sackur that the intellectual roots of Pseudo-Methodius lay
in Syriac-speaking Christianity, but he demonstrated that the author
had lived in Mesopotamia during the last years or decades of Sassanid
rule, and he pointed to many Iranian features in Pseudo-Methodius’
work.* Not all of the features he mentioned are equally cogent,” but

685)—were superseded by Kmosko’s discovery of the Syriac text. As early as 1878, Adolf
von Gutschmid, in a very influential review that was reprinted in his Kleine Schriften V
(Leipzig, 1894), pp. 495-506, had suggested the years 676—678 as the date of composi-
tion for the Greek text. He did not give his reasons, but undoubtedly he was thinking of
the Arab siege of Constantinople.

34. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, pp. 53-55.

35. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, pp. 10—16. The Cave of Treasures was edited and trans-
lated into German by C. Bezold (Leipzig, 1883—1888) and translated into English by
E. A. W. Budge, The Book of the Cave of Treasures (London, 1927). There is another
German translation in Paul Riessler (n. 10 above). The Romance of Julian was edited by
J. G. E. Hoffman (Leiden, 1880) and translated into English by Hermann Gollancz (Ox-
ford, 1928).

36. Kmosko, “Riitsel,” pp. 287-91.

37. Kmosko pointed out (“Raitsel,” p. 287) that, like Pseudo-Methodius, the Persian
tradition knew of the city of Temandn, founded by Noah, and of lonton, a fourth son of
Noabh, but these features occur already in the Cave of Treasures (n. 35 above) and there-
fore cannot be used to decide whether Pseudo-Methodius wrote in Syria or Mesopotamia.
Kmosko also believed that no inhabitant of Syria could have proclaimed, as did Pseudo-
Methodius, that all Roman and Byzantine rulers were members of the same dynasty, but
that such a concept was altogether compatible with the Persian mentality, which con-
nected all Persian rulers down to the last Sassanid with the mythical dynasty of Pisdidie.
In my opinion, this argument for Mesopotamian origin underestimates the potential of
Syrians for mythical thought.
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there are additional reasons for believing that Kmosko was right. First of
all, there is the passage to which in my summary of Pseudo-Methodius’
work I referred as the first prophetic interruption of the historical nar-
rative. There the author predicts the Arab invasion of his own time. The
Moslems, he writes, will conquer lands “from Egypt to Cush [Nubia?]
and from the Euphrates to Hendi [Ethopia?] and from the Tigris to the
sea called Fire of the Sun and the kingdom of lonton, son of Noah, and
from the North to the great Rome and the great sea of Pontus” (fol. 122
verso). It is striking that Mesopotamia, the land between the rivers Eu-
phrates and Tigris, is excluded from this “prophecy” of the Moslem
conquests. Now it is impossible to believe that an author writing, as we
have seen, in the mid seventh century anywhere in the area of Syriac
Christianity, and keenly interested in Babylonia and Persia, should not
have known that Mesopotamia was conquered by the Arabs between
640 and 642. There is only one way to explain this strange omission:
the Moslem conquest of Mesopotamia was so obvious to the author
and his prospective readers that it deserved no special mention—be-
cause he and they lived in Mesopotamia, with the results of this con-
quest all around them.

There is a second and, 1 think, decisive argument in favor of the
Mesopotamian origin of the tract. The preamble to the Syriac text,
omitted in all other versions, runs as follows:

This blessed man [Methodius] asked of God to know concerning the genera-
tions and concerning the kingdoms, how they were handed down from Adam
and until today. And the Lord sent to him one from among his hosts to the
mountain of Senigar and he showed him all the generations. . . .

Although the spelling of the place-name is unusual,** Senagar and its
mountain must refer to the ancient city of Singara and the nearby Gebel
Singar, about a hundred kilometers northwest of modern Mosul and
southeast of ancient Nisibis. In the second century A.D. the city became
an important military base as part of the Roman /ismes, and it remained
part of the Roman Empire until it was captured and razed to the ground
by the Persian king Sapor Il in 360. It then disappeared for about two
centuries from the political and military annals. At the beginning of the
sixth century the territory of Singara was inhabited by a tribe called
Qadisaié, Kadiomrot, who were of Kurdish or Arab descent. Later in
the same century the emperor Maurice (582—602) recaptured it from
the Persians, but it undoubtedly fell once again into Persian hands under

38. The Thesaurus Syriacus (I, pp. 4137, 4242) lists the city as Sigar and Sengar.
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Phocas (602—-610), and it was finally conquered by the Arabs under the
command of <lyad ibn Ganan.*

Mount Singara, the Gebel Singar—“deserted and horrible,” as an an-
cient hagiographer called it*—was an ideal location (comparable to
Mount Sinai) for a supernatural vision like the one attributed to Metho-
dius in the preamble to the Syriac text. Early hermits and, later, several
monasteries had bestowed upon it an aura of sanctity. Yet Mount Sin-
gara never became a common sanctuary of all Christendom or even of
Syriac Christianity. The only reason the author chose it as the site for
the eschatological vision of Methodius can have been that he wrote not
far from it and for a public that lived in its vicinity.

Another clue to the personality of the author is provided by the pas-
sage about the “many brethren of the clergy,” which, as we have seen,
reveals the politico-polemical purpose of the author. In the first place, a
Pseudo-Methodius who referred to his opponents as “brethren of the
clergy” must himself have been a cleric, a priest or a monk or both. But
of which church?

Missionaries first came to the area in $36—537. They were not mem-
bers of the Nestorian Church, to which most Christians in the Sassanid
state belonged, but followers of the great Monophysite propagandist
John, bishop of Tella. In the following decades the Monophysites made
great progress in Persia. Under King Chosroes Il (590—628), the court
physician Gabriel, a native of Singara and a convert from Nestorianism
to Monophysitism, played a highly important role in affairs of state.*
The first bishop ministering in the territory of Singara had only an itin-
erant clergy preaching to the tribes residing there. As early as the fourth
century there is evidence for hermits on Mount Singara, and by the mid
sixth century there are reliable data for a Monophysite monastery and,
later in the same century, for several Nestorian monasteries on the
mountain,*? The area remained, however, a Monophysite center.* Not
long after Heraclius’ victories over Persia, four eastern bishops, with the
permission of the Monophysite patriarch Athanasius of Antioch, or-

39. Friedrich Sarre and Ernst Herzfeld, Archdologische Reise im Eupbrat- und Tigris-
Gebiet, 4 vols. (Berlin, 1911-1920), esp. I, pp. 199ff. Much historical material on Singara
was collected by P. Peeters in his article “La Passion arabe de S. Abd al Masih,” Analecta
Bollandiana 44 (1926), pp. 270—-341, esp. 278—-81. See also M. Plessner, “Sindjar,” En-
cyclopedia of Islam, vol. IV (Leiden, 1934), pp. 454f.

40. Vita Johannis episcopi Tellae auctore Elia, trans. E. W. Brooks, Corpus Scriptorum
Christianorum Orientalium, Ser. 3, vol. 25 (Paris, 1907), pp. 42—44.

41. J. Labourt, Le Christianisme dans 'empire perse sous la dynastie sassanide (Paris,
1904), pp. 219f.

42. Peeters, “Abd al Masih,” pp. 283-86.

43. Labourt, Christianisme, p. 220.
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dained at the seat of the patriarch a Great Metropolitan of Tagrit on the
Tigris, Marata, and four further bishops for Mesopotamia, including
George of Sigara. From that time onward Singara remained one of the
suffragan sees of the head of the Monophysite Church in Mesopotamia,
the maphrianos (“Fructifier”) at Tagrit.®

It is significant that Pseudo-Methodius’ “many brethren of the clergy”
in seventh-century Mesopotamia had so high an opinion of Ethiopia
that they thought and taught that it would be the ruler of Ethiopia who,
in fulfillment of Psalm 68:31, would at the end of time “hand over the
hand [dominion] to God.” In the distant past there had been strong reli-
gious ties between Syriac-speaking Christianity and Ethiopia; in partic-
ular, Syrian missionaries had played an important role in the Chris-
tianization of Ethiopia.* Furthermore, for a short period in the first
half of the sixth century, Ethiopia had intervened militarily in the affairs
of southern Arabia and had even held a place in Mediterranean di-
plomacy.** But in 570 the Persian conquest of Yemen put an end to
Ethiopia’s role as a military power.” Consequently, the reason that in
the mid seventh century Pseudo-Methodius’ unnamed opponents, his
“many brethren of the clergy,” were so concerned to find a biblical guar-
antee for the permanence of the Ethiopian kingdom must only have been
that Ethiopia was then the one country in the world where Monyphysi-
tism was the official religion and where the ruler was a Monophysite.*
This devotion to the only existing Monophysite ruler presupposes that
Psendo-Methodius’ opponents and, therefore, Pseudo-Methodius him-
self, who called them his “brethren,” were Monophysites.*”

44, Ernst Honigmann, Le Convent de Barsauma et le patriarcat Jacobite d’Antioche et
de Syrie, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, Subsidia 7 (Louvain, 1954),
pp- 95-97 {with map Il of the Monophysite sees).

45. On Syriac influences on the beginnings of Ethiopian Christianity see C. Conti
Rossini, “La Leggenda di Abba Afsé in Etiopia,” Mélanges Syriens Offerts @ M. René Du-
ssaud, vol. 1 (Paris, 1939}, pp. 151—56, esp. 151. On the general history of Ethiopia see the
informative article by G. Lanczkowski, “Aethiopia,” Jahrbuch fiir Antike und Christen-
tum 1 (1958}, pp. 134~ 52. '

46. A. Vasiliev, “Justin | (518—527) and Abyssinia,” BZ 33 (1933), pp. 67—77; Justin
the First: An Introduction to the Epoch of Justinian the Great, Dumbarton Qaks Studies 1
(Washington, D.C., 1950), pp. 284—83, 295, 300-302.

47. C. Conti Rossini, Storia d’Etiopia, vol. | (Milan, 1928), pp. 196-201.

48. Lanczkowski, “Aethiopia,” p. 145.

49, [Alexander later changed his mind abour the Monaphysite sympathies of Pseudo-
Methodius. In a note in his collected articles, he wrote: “l expressed the opinion that
Pseudo-Methadius was a Monophysite, The basis for my view was a sentence from the
Syriac original which 1 translated as follows . . . ‘However, many brethren of the clergy
suppose that the blessed David spoke this word [Psalm €8 : 31] concerning the kingdom of
the Ethiopians.” My reasoning was that in the seventh century when Pseudo-Methodius
composed his apocalypse, Ethiopia no longer played a role in the international politics of
the Near East, and that the author’s political reliance on the Ethiopian ruler was therefore
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The erroneous belief that there existed no full Syriac manuscript of
Pseudo-Methodius’ tract had prevented Sackur from drawing the ob-
vious conclusion from his study of the content of the work and had
forced him to adopt the implausible theory that Pseudo-Methodius was
a Syrian writing in Greek.*® Kmosko’s rediscovery of Codex Vaticanus
Syrus 58 showed that Sackur’s conclusion had been unnecessarily com-
plicated.’! In addition, Kmosko adduced a number of arguments in
favor of the view that the original language of the work was Syriac, but
reserved a full treatment of the question for a larger study which, unfor-
tunately, never appeared. In what follows I shall summarize those argu-
ments of Kmosko’s that seem to me cogent and add others that he
would undoubtedly have mentioned in his projected fuller study. A

explicable on the ground that Ethiopia was then the only country where Monophysitism
was the official religion. However, my translation was inaccurate: the verb rendered above
by the present tense (‘suppose’) appears in the Syriac original in the ‘perfect’ (asberu),
the form of the historical narrative. The author, therefore, means not that contemporary
members of the Mesopotamian clergy placed their hope on the Ethiopian ruler but that
members of the Mesopotamian clergy had done so in the past. This statement is not sur-
prising as ecclesiastical relations between the Syrian churches and Ethiopia had long been
close and as in the sixth century Ethiopia had collaborated militarily with Byzantium in
the Red Sea region. The sentence mentioned above, in its revised translation (‘supposed’),
therefore neither requires nor allows any inference as to Pseudo-Methodius® Christologi-
cal orientation or ecclesiastical affiliation” (Religious and Political History XII, pp.
68—68a). This line of argument thus suggests that Pseudo-Methodius saw the Roman
Empire not as an alternative to Ethiopia as a source of hope, but as an historically proven
successor to such ideas.]

50. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, p. 55.

51. Kmosko, “Ritsel,” pp. 291f., was of the opinion that Pseudo-Methodius, because he
was so fanatical an adherent of Byzantine imperial ideology, must also have shared Byzan-
tium’s Chalcedonian Christology. Since, however, Kmosko was well aware that the Chal-
cedonian, i.e., Melkite, Church was not represented in Mesopotamia, he connected
Pseudo-Methodius with a pro-Chalcedonian movement initiated in the Nestorian Theo-
logical School of Nisibis at the end of the sixth century by its rector, Henana of Hedajab.
This entire construction is without foundation, for the text does not afford any interpreta-
tion of Pseudo-Methodius’ religious sympathies. Kmosko, pp. 293ff., builds on this first
hypothesis a further theory according to which Pseudo-Methodius, because of his pro-
Byzantine and allegedly pro-Chalcedonian views, was forced to leave his native Meso-
potamia and find refuge at the monastery on Mount Sinai. The reason for the last assump-
tion was an observation made by Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, p. 79 nn. 2, 4, S, that there
are literal agreements between the text of Pseudo-Methodius and Anastasius of Sinai’s
Disputatio adversus Judaeos—agreements which, according to Kmosko, were most easily
explained by personal acquaintance between the two authors. However, quite apart from
the fact that agreements between writers normally mean no more than that there were
literary relationships, the verbal agreements observed by Sackur in the Latin text are com-
pletely absent from the Syriac version. They were undoubtedly added by the Greek trans-
lator, who derived them from Anastasius’ work or from Anastasius’ source. (In fact, the
agreement of Pseudo-Methodius’ Greek text, pp. 24—26 Istrin [= pp. 93—94 Lolos], with
Anastasius, PG 89.1212, is even more striking in the Greek text than in Sackur’s Latin
version.) Kmosko’s inferences with regard to Pseudo-Methodius’ religious affiliation and
flight from Mesopotamia to Egypt, therefore, are unfounded.
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complete demonstration will have to wait for a future editor of the Syr-
iac, Greek, Latin, and Slavic texts.

First, a stylistic observation: in the Greek text of Pseudo-Methodius
it occurs frequently that the subject or other noun of a clause is placed
at its beginning and later referred to by means of a demonstrative pro-
noun.*? This type of construction, unusual in Greek, is normal in Syr-
iac.” In addition, there are other Semitisms in the Greek text.**

Then there is the fact that Pseudo-Methodius consistently cited the
Syriac text of the Bible, the Pegitta, rather than the Greek Septuagint.
This is clear in several instances where the biblical quotations were
more or less incidental,”” but also, more importantly, in biblical cita-
tions that are pivotal to his argument. Throughout the tract Pseudo-
Methodius cited and used Psalm 68:31, a passage notoriously obscure
in the Hebrew original. The Syriac Pseudo-Methodius quotes it in the
following form: “Cush {Ethiopia) will hand over the hand [dominion]
to God.”* Here the Septuagint reads: “Ethiopia will stretch out her
hand to God.” Pseudo-Methodius invariably interpreted this verse to re-

52. I note the following examples: p. 10.15 Istrin (= p. 60.8—-9 Lolos) 9 Bacwreia Tob
"Taped ary pélet kTA.; p. 22,18 [= p. 88.61 Lolos) 1) yap éx ob ormépparos The Aé-
dwomias ovvioTapérn Baciisia oty kéxryTow kTh. p. 26.7 {= p. 96.1-2 Lolos) év
yap T doxary xehddi . . . v radry Expuloiran ) rar Nepoav Bagireio; p. 46.3 (= p.
132.14 Lolos) ¢ oravpss . . . avros uéAher parioeado KT,

53. Th. Noldeke, Kurzgefasste Syrische Grammatik (2nd ed. Leipzig, 1898), pp. 240f.

54. P. 16.13 Istrin, for example: fvixe esiohrde Zevepi ot mohepdow (Lolos, p.
72.13, has ovriide on the basis of Ms. B [Coll. Bodl. Laud. 27, Saec. XV]; Mss. DGR
have eigfjhde.) The verb eiocépxopen followed by the genitive of the infinitive makes no
sense in Greek. The Syriac text has wakad ‘al senaherib denebed gerabd (and then Sen-
nacherib began to engage baule] (fol. 123 recro), where the verb “al does not have its most
basic meaning ‘“'to enter” but signifies “to begin.” On fol. 130 verso Pseudo-Methodius
describes in detail the destruction wrought by the Arabs: “for these cruel barbarians are
not human beings but sons of the sword {barba) and upen the sword their faces are set.”
Here the Greek text has (p. 32.8 Istrin = p. 108.99 Lolos) Téxve épripov éoovran gis
EpMpwaw fEovow. If the Syriac text was original, it is easy to see that the Greek trans-
lator misread (or confused) barba {sword) for brrba (desert), but the reverse process is
difficult to imagine.

55. Kmosko, “Ritsel,” p. 285, mentioned the following case. Among the twenty-two
“Unclean Peoples™ imprisoned by Alexander the Great, the Syriac text mentions the
daifar ar difar {fol, 124 verso}. This name derives from the Syriac Bible, which mentions
difar among the sons of Gomer, but the Septuagint reads, in Gen. 10: 3, "Pupdd. Some-
what later, Pseudo-Methodius mentions that the Romans under Vespasian and Titus de-
stroyed the Hebrew state and cites in this connection Dan, 9:26 in the following form
(fol. 127 recto): “And after the Anointed is killed, it wilt destroy the city of holiness.” This
does not resemble the Greek text—égohodpevdnoerar xplopa . . . kel ™ ToAew Ko
T6 dytopr Suwpttepei—very closely, for here there is no mention of the Anvinted, only of an
anointment, and the xai separates city from holiness. The text of the Peitta is much closer
to the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius: “The Anointed will be killed . . . and the town of holi-
ness destroyed.”

56. Cited in this form on fol. 126 recto and 135 verso, and alluded to several times
more: Aidomin Tpogddost xelpr avris TiH Fed.
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fer to a handing-over of power, a meaning usual for the Syriac word ida
but impossible, or at least extremely far-fetched, for the Greek yeip.””

Another case in point is the passage in which the Syriac Pseudo-
Methodius describes the defeat of the Roman (Byzantine) army by the
invading Arabs. He locates this defeat at a place he calls Gaba‘ot Ramta
(*the High,” fol. 127 verso). No such place is mentioned in the Sep-
tuagint, but the Syriac Old Testament knew of a locality of that name
where Gideon defeated the Midianites {Judg. 7:1): “and so he en-
camped north of Gaba‘6t Ramta in the valley.” The Septuagint, on the
other hand, locates Gideon’s camp at Gabaathamora. Now Kmosko
pointed out that according to the Old Testament (Gen. 37:25 and Judg.
8:24) Gideon’s enemies, the Midianites, were Arabs and that Pseudo-
Methodius specifically identifies the Ismacelites at the time of their leg-
endary first conquest (n. 16 above) with the Midianites {fol. 122 recto).
In view of this identification it is fitting to locate the second battle with
the Ismaelites-Midianites in the same place as the first, all the more so
as the famous historic battle between Byzantines and Arabs, normally
named after the river Yarmuk (636), was fought near a town with a
name similar to that of the biblical battlefield: I'afBifés or Gabiia.*®
All this typology would have been impossible on the basis of the Sep-
tuagint, where, as observed above, the site of Gideon’s victory is called
Gabaathaméra.

Kmosko’s most powerful, indeed, decisive argument for the priority
of the Syriac over the Greek text concerns II Thess. 2: 3, a Pauline text
basic to most Christian apocalypses and cited and alluded to frequently
in Pseudo-Methodius’ work. In the Greek text of the New Testament
this passage reads u»n 1is duds ééamarioy kara undéva Tpémor. 6

57. In one passage (fol. 135 recto) Pseudo-Methodius seems at first sight to combine the
Pegitta and Septuagint texts of Psalm 68 : 31: “he stretches out [pesat; cf. wpopfacree] his
two hands to heaven and hands over [mesalem or maslem; cf. tasleri in Peditta] the king-
dom to God the Father.” Yet the mention of “kingdom" and ‘‘the Father” shows that
Pseudo-Methodius was here combining Psalm 68: 31 with I Cor. 15:24; “and then comes
the end when he hands over the kingdom to God the Father.” The stretching-out of the
hands was probably Pscudo-Methodius® own addition, although Kmasko may be right in
suggesting that because of the identity of the verb in I Cor. 15:24 and Psalm 68 : 31 he felt
justified, according to the rules of Talmudic exegesis, to use the latter passage (““the hand”)}
for the interpretation of the farmer.

58. Theophanes, p. 332.10 de Boor (A.M. 6121) uses similar Old Testament typology
for this battle: . . . dwéorn 6 épnpikdTaros "Auahnx . . . kel yiveTaw mpam pofepa
wréois rol ‘Popaicel orparod, 9 kera tév Tafedir Aéyw xai lepuovydy [Yarmuk]
Kol Ty Adleopov aipoyvoic. [The desolate Amalek arose . . . and the first fearful fall of
the Roman army came about; 1 mean the blood-letting at Gabitha and Yarmuk and
Dathesmos.]
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Eav um ENDY N amooTacic mpotov kol dmokalvedi o drdpwmos
THS @voplas, 6 vios Tis areieins. {Let no one deceive you in any way;
for unless first the rebellion comes and the man of lawlessness, the son
of perdition, is revealed. . . .) In the Syriac text the word amoaracia,
“rebellion,” is translated by mardiita. This Syriac word derives from the
verbal root merad, “to rebel,” and is therefore an adequate rendering of
the Greek dmooraoia. The Syriac noun is, however, ambiguous: it can
also be related to the verbal root reda, “to chastise,” and then means
“chastisement” or “punishment.” The Syriac Pseudo-Methodius under-
stood mardiita in the sense of punishent and throughout his tract re-
ferred to the Arab invasion as a divine punishment for Christian sins.®
The Greek translator was puzzled, for his text of Il Thess. 2:3 did not
contain the notion of punishment, yet he realized that the author of the
Syriac apocalypse understood St. Paul to predict a punishment. He
therefore cited the biblical text correctly in the Greek form, but sur-
rounded it at its first occurrence with a commentary of his own that
interpolated the notion of punishment.®® This procedure shows clearly
that the Syriac and not the Greek text of Pseudo-Methodius was origi-
nal: the notion of the Arab invasion being a divine punishment for
Christian sinfulness could never have been based upon the Greek text of
II Thess, 2:3.¢

59.11 Thess. 2:3 is first cited on fol. 130 recto; from then on the notion of God punish-
ing the Christians for their sins recurs throughout the tract.

60. P. 31.12 Istrin (= p. 108.1-5 Lolos) 7 yap v76 oD émoorolov Aeydeice modeia
fitoL amooTadia airn ori (namely, the Arab invasion]. enori yap “éri dav un Exdy %
dnorragic wpaTer kel amoxalvgdi 6 dvdpwros TS dvopias, 0 vics TS drwiews.”
7 yap amooTacie Tawdeia £oti kal TabevddoorTar TAPTES 0l KaTOLKOTYTES THY YTV,
[For the chastisement or rebellion spoken by the apostle is this. For he says, “for unless
first the rebellion comes and the man of lawlessness is revealed, the son of perdition.” The
rebellion is the chastisement, and all the inhabitants of the earth will be punished.] See
also the corresponding Latin passage ac p. 835.1ff. Sackur.

61. For a long time I thought that an etymological pun was another powerful argument
in favor of the priority of the Syriac over the Greek text. On fol. 120 recto of the Syriac
text it was said that after leaving the Ark, the sons of Noah built a vown and named it
“Temnanon because of the names of those eight [femane] souls that remained in the
world.” The Greek text has here {p. 8.13 Istrin [= p. 56.4 Lolos]) dduvor ém’ dvopar:
700 aprdpot Tav éferdovoar dkTw Yuxav éx THs xuBwrod. The Greek translator seems
to have understood that the Syriac author was attempting an etymological explanation (cf.
én’ dréparn) but he did not imitace it. The etymology was, however, taken from the Cave
of Treasures 20.8, p. 965 Riessler “Temanon wegen der acht Menschen, die aus der Arche
gegangen waren.” It is just anather of the many passages and features that Pseudo-
Methodius borrowed from this sixth-century work of Mesopotamian origin. As it is con-
ceivable {though unlikely) that a Greek author could have derived it directly from the
Cave of Treasures, | have abstained from mentioning it in the text among the arguments in
favor of the priority of Pseudo-Methodius’ Syriac text.
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APPENDIX 1: THREE LISTS OF REGIONS
(PEOPLES) OVERRUN BY THE ARABS IN THE
SYRIAC TEXT OF PSEUDO-METHODIUS

These lists have been mentioned briefly in the analysis of the text given
above (pp. 20—22). The first of them occurs when Pseudo-Methodius
prophesies that the four leaders of the Ismaelites—Desolation, Des-
poiler, Ruin, and Destroyer—will cast lots for the conquered lands.
Pseudo-Methodius names for each region the leader to whom it will be
allotted and then describes its fate in some detail {fol. 129 recto}. The
second list is inserted, as it were, retrospectively, where the author de-
scribes the height of Moslem power and overconfidence and reviews the
nations conquered (fol. 133 recto). A third passage lists the peoples the
Christian remnants of which will return to their native lands after the
defeat of the Arabs by the Last Emperor {fol. 133 verso). These three
lists are presented in tabular form. Names that are beyond doubt are
given in the normal English spelling. In doubtful cases the Syriac letters
are transcribed. Unfortunately, the lists cannot be controlled by the ex-
cerpts of Solomon of Basra (n. 5), because he did not choose to incorpo-
rate them.

First List, Second List, Third List,
fol. 129 recto® fol. 133 recto fol. 133 verso
1. Syria 1. Persians 1. Cappadocians
2, sigilia 2. Armenians 2. Armenians
3. elada 3. Cilicians 3, Cilicians
4. Land of the Romans 4. lsaurians 4. Isaurians
5. Islands of the Sea 5. Cappadocians 5. perigié or ferigie
6. mezrein (Egypt) 6. siligelie 6. eladie
7. Syria 7. eladante 7. silisgie (Seleucians)
8. Places of the East 8. Dwellers in Land
of Romans
9. Promised Land 9. Islands of the
Seas

62. [Note in Alexander’s hand] In the first list, the Greek translation (p. 102.10 Lolos)
has Cappadocia in lieu of item 1, Syria. Cappadocia must be correct because Syria reap-
pears as item 7.
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This tabulation shows that the first list stands by itself, in form (each
item followed by a longish description of its fate; regions rather than
peoples), order, and choice of items.

The second and third lists, however, are closely related. Both are bare
lists, without commentary. Both enumerate peoples rather than regions.
The order of items is partially identical (nos. 2—4). It is probable that in
the third list item 5 (perigie, obviously a mistake for ifrigie, Africans) is
a replacement for {corruption of?) the first item in the second list (Per-
sians). In fact, the two lists are so similar that one feels justified in
emending the doubtful names of one with the help of indications in the
other. This is certainly appropriate for the impossible item 6 in the sec-
ond list: s7ligelie. Here it is easy to see what happened. Every name in
the second list is preceded by the preposition /, which in the Syriac lan-
guage marks the determinate object. The only exception is this item,
where the scribe erroneously added the [ at the end rather than at the
beginning and changed the -#- into -i-. Thus the entry can be corrected,
with the help of the seventh item in the third list, to read: seligie, “Se-
leucians.”¢* The seventh item in the second list, eladanie, however, is
“more correct” than the corresponding entry no. 6 in the third list,
eladse. It is true that eladie is unobjectionable in form, and one is at first
inclined to emend item 7 in the second list to conform with it. But quite
apart from the fact that eladia is attested for “Hellas” but not eladio for
“Hellene,” it is not easy to see why an author so obviously focusing on
the Near East as Pseudo-Methodius is should be interested in Hellas
and, particularly, why he should mention Hellenes in addition to
“Dwellers in the Land of the Romans” (item 8 in the second list). The
problem is resolved by the assumption that here, as in item 6, a copyist
inserted the preposition I. If these emendations are correct, items 6 and
7 of the second list refer to the Moslem conquest of Seleucia and Adana
(adanie) and the third list has these same items in reverse order.**

The great advantage of these proposed emendations is that they re-
move the people of Sicily and Hellas from the second and third lists, in
which they disturb the Near Eastern focus. No such controls exist for
the first list, but here too one suspects that the second and third items
originally referred to Seleucia and Adana rather than to Sicily and

63. Note that in the third list this last item is misspelt silizgié (in lieu of the normal
selugié). The normal spelling for the city occurs on fol. 123 recto: selig.

64. [Note in Alexander’s hand] Were the Seleucians and Adanians originally a gloss on
the Cilicians? They were located in Cilicia. Does this explain their corruption, especially
the uncertainty as to the proper position of the preposition?
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Hellas, though this cannot be proved. If it should be confirmed in the
future by new evidence, this would mean that the prophecies of a
Moslem conquest of Greece and Sicily, which, as we shall see, gave rise
in medieval times to the entire branch of Sicilian apocalyptic literature
called the Visions of Daniel and in modern times formed a serious diffi-
culty for a correct dating of Pseudo-Methodius’ work, were paradox-
ically due to nothing more serious than early copyists’ mistakes in the
Syriac tradition.

APPENDIX 2: TRANSLATION OF THE SYRIAC
TEXT OF PSEUDO-METHODIUS
FROM COD. VAT. SYR. 58

[118 verso] By the help of God the Lotd of the Universe we wrote the
discourse composed by my blessed Lord Methodius, bishop [in margin:
bishop of Olympus] and martyr, concerning the succession of kings and
the end of times.

This blessed man [Methodius] asked of God to know how genera-
tions and kingdoms were transmitted from Adam until today. And the
Lord sent him one from among his hosts to the mountain of Senagar
[Singara?]. And he showed him all the generations. [119 recto] He will
then also set forth at the beginning of our discourse the kingdoms one
by one to distinguished men of learning.

When Adam and Eve departed from Paradise, both of them were vir-
gins. And thirty years after their expulsion from Paradise, Adam knew
his wife Eve. She conceived and gave birth to Cain, the first-born of
Adam, together with Kelima his sister. And after thirty years she con-
ceived and gave birth «o Abel> and Abel’s sister Lebuda. And in the
hundredth year of Adam’s life Cain slew his brother Abel. And Adam
made lament over his murder one hundred years. And in the year 230 of
the first millennium there was born Seth, a handsome man in the image
of Adam. And in the year 500 of that first millennium the women re-
belled against their husbands in the camp of the house of Cain and were
whores. And without shame the men came in to them and practiced for-
nication with them publicly. And in the year 800 of the life of Adam
wantonness and fornication grew among the daughters of Cain. And
Adam died in the year 930 of the first millennium. Immediately the
progeny of the house of Seth and his kindred separated from the sons
{119 verso] of the slayer. And Seth led away and took with him all his
kind, his sons and his grandsons, to the summits of the mountains of
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Paradise; and Cain and his kin remained below in the plain where he
killed his brother Abel. And in the year 40 of Jared there ended the first
millennium, there lived those artificers of sin who were sons of iniquity
in the camp of the sons of Cain, Jubal and Tubal-cain, sons of the blind
Lamech who killed Cain. And Satan entered and resided in them and
they composed and produced all kinds of music, harps and flutes. And
in the year 500 of the second millennium men and women ran riot in-
side the camps of the sons of Cain, and publicly women ran after men
and behaved in the pride of mares in a wild herd. Thus the women ran
riot in the wantonness of fornication, men as well as women. Satan did
battle with the sons of Seth. And at the end of the second millennium
there occurred a deluge of waters and the handiwork of 2,000 years was
destroyed in one hour. And in the year 312 of Noah’s life, in the twelfth
generation [120 recto] «and> the third millennium, when Noah left the
ark, Noah’s sons built buildings in this outer region and named the town
Temanon, because of the name of those eight [ternane] souls that sur-
vived in the world. And in the year 700 of Noah’s life and <after> 100
years of the third millennium, there was born to Noah a son, a man in
stature like his image, and he called his name lonton. And in the year
300 of the third millennium Noah gave gifts to his son lonton and sent
him to the East. And after Noah’s death in the year 790 of the third
millennium, Noah’s sons went up from the East and built for themselves
a tower in the plain of Babylonian Sin’dor. And there their tongues were
confused and they were scattered over the entire earth. And lonton the
son of Noah returned to the East and came to the sea called Fire of the
Sun, from which the sun rose from the East and where he (lonton] re-
sided. lonton received revelations of wisdom from God and he began
first to be familiar with those * * * of the course of the stars. And
Nimrod went down to him and he instructed him in all the wisdom.
And from him he [Nimrod] received precepts [120 verso] that he would
be king, for Nimrod was a man from the sons of Shem. He was the first
king over the entire earth. And in the year 799 of the third millennium,
in the year 30 of the kingship of Nimrod, he sent men of great power
from among the sons of Japheth, wise men and craftsmen skilled in
knowledge. And they went down to the East to lonton son of Noah and
built for him a beautiful city. And he lived in it and it was called lonton.
And there was peace between the kingdom of lonton and the kingdom
of Nimrod until the present day. But between the kingdom of Nimrod
son of Shem and the kingdom of Pupiénus son of Ham there was not
peace, because in the days of Nimrod the sons of Japheth and the sons of
Shem waged war against each other. And lonton son of Noah wrote to
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them saying: The kingdom of the sons of Japheth will conquer the
kingdom of the sons «of Ham». Those two kingships [ Japheth and Ham]
were in the world from the first, and then occurred the beginning of all
the kingships of the nations, and afterward the kingship of Nimrod.
When the third millennium was completed, in the year 70 of Aru, that
is, the year 39 [121 recto] of the fourth millennium, the two kingdoms
waged war against each other. And the kingdom of the house of Nimrod
conquered the kingdom of Egypt. And the Babylonian kingship was
handed down in succession from the seed of mighty Nimrod until the
reign of mighty Hormizd. He took himself a wife from the kin of Ham.
When Hormizd died, his son ‘Azri married his mother and from her
there was born to him Hormizd. He assembled many armies, went up to
the kingdom of the son of Ham, and captured, destroyed, and burned by
fire all the lands of the West. And in the year 2 of the reign of Kodros son
of Hormizd there assembled the kingdoms of the Babylonians. In num-
ber they were 320,000 foot-soldiers, all of whom were carrying sticks
only. And when Kodros heard about them, he laughed and allowed them
to come and proceed as far as the Tigris. And against them the powerful
king of the Persians sent «soldiers> [or: the king sent powerful Persians]
as well as mighty warriors riding on elephants. And he went up against
them and killed them, and not even one of them survived. And when the
fourth millennium was completed, which was the twenty-fifth year of
Hormizd, in the first year [121 verso) in which the fifth millennium be-
gan, Sam‘i‘sar, king of the East from the kin of Ionton son of Noah, de-
scended and ravaged, from the Euphrates and into Adroigan [Azerbai-
jan], ninety-seven cities and all their surroundings. And he invaded the
three kingdoms of the Ethiopians [Indians] and ravaged and captured
and burned with fire, and departed for the desert. And he ravaged and
captured the camps of the sons of Ismael son of Hagar the Egyptian
handmaid of Sarah wife of Abraham. And he [Ismael] fled from the des-
ert of Jethrib. And they [Ismaelites] invaded the land of peace. And he
[Ismael] fought with the kings of the nations and destroyed them. And
they [the Ismaelites] laid waste and captured and conquered all the
kingdoms of the nations, and the entire land of promise was subject
to them, and the earth was full of them and of their camps. And like
locusts they walked naked, and they ate meat in vessels of meat and
drank the blood of animals. And when the sons of Ismael conquered and
subjected the entire earth, they ravaged cities and towns and occupied
all the kingdoms of the nations. And in vessels of wood they floated
above the waves of the sea and they went to the lands of the West and
came as far as the great Rome and as far as [122 recto] Illyricum[?} and
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Egypt and Afnasolios[?] and Liza the great beyond Rome. And when
they had occupied the land for sixty years and had done to it what they
wished, after eight weeks and a half [= 60 years], they prevailed over all
the kingdoms of the nations and raged and raved in the pride of their
haughtiness. And the kings of the Hittites and the kings of the Hivites
and the kings of the Amorites and the kings of the Jebusites and the
kings of the Girgashites and the kings of the Canaanites and the kings of
the Ammonites and the kings of the Philistines were their slaves. And at
that time there were four tyrannical leaders, sons of Demunitehta, Oreb
and Zeeb and Sbah and Zalmunna. And when he [God] delivered the
Israelites by the hands of Moses and Aaron from the oppression of the
Egyptians and when they invaded the land of repose[?] and were har-
nessed under yet another [literally: a double] yoke of slavery for the
chastisement of the sons of Ismael, these Midianites boasted. And when
God saw the harsh distress distressing them, he delivered them and de-
stroyed them [the Midianites] and their leaders and expelled and drove
them out of the cultivated land into the desert of Jethrib. And the sur-
vivors made [122 verso] a compact of peace with the sons of Israel. And
seven tribes departed for this further desert, but they will come out and
ravage the world and bear rule over it. And they will capture places and
passes and entrances to the cultivated land from Egypt to Cush and
from the Euphrates to India [Ethiopia] and from the Tigris to the sea
called Fire of the Sun and the kingdom of Ionton son of Noah and from
the North to the great Rome and the great sea of Pontus, because their
yoke weighs double over the servitude of all nations. And there is no
people or kingdom under heaven with whom they [Ismaelites} will fight
and not overpower. And after ten weeks of those years they [the Ismael-
ites] also will be overpowered and subjected by the kingdom of Rome,
because it overpowers all the kingdoms and will not be overpowered by
any one of them because it possesses truly that unconquerable weapon
that conquers all. Henceforward consider closely the successions of the
kingships and immediately the truth will be known to you and will
show itself to you without disguise and without deception. And until
Hadarzaraq, king of the heroes, the <house> of the sons of Nimrod [123
recto] held the kingdom of Babylon. And from Hadarzaraq and until
Sasan the Old the Persians ruled, and from Sasan and until Piroz, king
of kings, <and from Seleucia and until Ctesiphon> and from Piroz and
until Sennacherib. There was born to him [Sennacherib] from Ainqat,
the Corduenian woman, Adramelech [in the margin: these are the royal
families] and Serasad <and Sarchadom>. And these two sons slew their
father. And they fled to the land of the Corduenians. And his son
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Sarchadom came to rule in Babylonia in place of his father Sennacherib,
and after him Nebuchadnezzar. He [Nebuchadnezzar] was <born> from
a Lydian father and from the queen of Sheba. And when Sennacherib
began to make war on the king of the Indians [Ethiopians], he advanced
until Iba [Sheba?] and destroyed many places in it. And his son [Sarcha-
dom] went out with him and he was Rab Mehbaimane.** And because of
his wisdom and manliness there was given to him the kingdom of Baby-
lonia. And he took for wife a woman from Media, Hormazdu the Me-
dian, and Darius took for wife Rud the Persian, from whom was born
Cyrus the Persian. Listen now how one by one the kingdoms of the East
were overpowered. The «kingdom of> the Babylonians was overpowered
[123 verso] by that of the Medes, and that of the Medes by that of the
Persians, and that of the Babylonians overpowered that of the Cushites
and of Sheba and of Saba and the kingdoms of the nations from the sea
unto the Euphrates besides the kingdom of the house of David. And the
kingdom of Babylonia overpowered the kingdom of> the house of David
through Nebuchadnezzar. He overpowered the Hebrews and the Egyp-
tians, and Darius the Mede overpowered the Indians and the Luziée [Lyd-
ians?], and Cyrus the Persian overpowered the Thracians and restored
the sons of Israel. Listen now how these four kingdoms were overpowered
one by the other, that of the Cushites by that of the Macedonians and
that of the Macedonians by that of the Greeks, and that of the Greeks
by that of the Romans. And these are the four winds of heaven which
Daniel saw pouring forth the great sea. Philip, father of the king of kings
Alexander, was a Macedonian, and whom did Philip take for wife?
Cusheth, daughter of King Pil of the Cushites. And from her there was
born King Alexander of the Macedonians. He built the great Alexandria
and ruled in it twelve years. He went down to the East and killed Darius
the Mede [124 recto] and conquered many places. And he marched
round the earth and descended to the East and went as far as the sea
called Fire of the Sun. And he saw there nations filthy and ugly to look
at, who were sons of Japheth. And when he saw the abominable deeds
which they were doing—they ate the vermin of the earth, mice and dogs
and kittens, and they did not enshroud and bury their dead, and the
embryos which the women aborted they ate as if it were some deli-
cacy—and when Alexander saw their abominable deeds, he called God
to his aid. And he assembled and expelled them and their wives and
their sons, and all of their camps he expelled from the East. And he

65. [N.B. “leader of the faithful” and “head eunuch” are crossed out as possible trans-
lations for the term Rab Mehaimane in Alexander’s text.)
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placed them and enclosed them from the ends of the North inside the
entrance which is the gate of the world from the North, and there is no
other entrance nor outlet from the uttermost part of the world from
East to West. And King Alexander prayed before God and God heark-
ened unto him. And God commanded the mountains called Sons of the
North, and they drew near each other to a distance of no more than
twelve cubits. And he [Alexander] made a gate of brass and anointed it
on the inner side with Taseqtis. [124 verso] If one applies iron in order
to open it, one does not affect it. And if one wants to melt it by fire, it
quenches the fire brought near to it because the nature of Taseqtis is not
affected by iron, nor by the operation of demons. Also not even fire can
destroy <t at all if it is applied to it, for these Unclean Nations who were
imprisoned inside used all the wickedness of witchcraft. And through
these two mighty things he brought to nought their entire activity so
that neither through iron nor through the operation of evil spirits
«woulds it be opened before themn and they depart and corrupt men and
defile the earth. But at the end of the ages, as was the saying of the
prophet Ezekiel which was prophesied concerning them, saying: In the
end of times, at the end of the world, the followers of Agog and of
Magog will come out upon the land of Israel {Ezek. 38:16]. These are
the people whom Alexander imprisoned inside the gates of the North:
Ogug and Magog and Joel and Agag and Ashkenazu and Dipar and
Putoio and Lydians and Huns and Persians and Daqlaie and Tebelie and
Darmetaie and Kaukebaie and Emrataie and Garmidmaie and Men-
Eaters who are called Cynocephali [125 recto?! and Thracians and Alani
and Pisilie and Deshie and Saltraie. These twenty-two kingdoms were
imprisoned inside the gates of the North. And when Alexander, the first
king of the Greeks, died, because he did not take a wife and had no
sons, there ruled after him those generals of his, And Cusheth, mother
of Alexander, returned to Cush to the house of her father. And King
Byzas, who built Byzantium, the capital surrounded by the sea, sent the
general Germanicus to Pil, king of the Cushites. And he made peace
with him and wrote to him concerning his daughter, the mother of Alex-
ander, so that he might take her to wife and might make her queen. And
when the king of the Cushites received the letter that was in the hands of
Germanicus, commander of Byzas king of the Greeks, «and> when he saw
the gifts and honors which he sent to him, he rejoiced greatly. And at
once Pil also took with him from the choice produce of the kingdom of
the Cushites and also his daughter Cusheth and went up to Byzantium
10 King Byzas together with thirty thousand Cushites. And he was re-
ceived hospitably by King Byzas beyond the sea of Chalcedon [125
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verso]. And he gave gifts to the hosts that entered inside Byzantium with
him, and great honors and gifts according to the bounty of the king he
gave to him. And the king of Greece took Cusheth, daughter of King Pil
of the Cushites. And there was born to him from her a daughter, and he
named her Byzantia, because of the name of the city that he built. And
Armalaos [Romulus), king of the Romans, took to wife Byzantia. And
because she was exceedingly beautiful he took her. And because he was
an upright [or: simple] man and there was no cunning in him, not even a
little, he wrote to Rome and gave her as a gift to Byzantia in Byzantia’s
marriage settlement. And when this thing was consummated, there arose
among the chiefs who were at Rome a great clamor against this thing.
And Armalaos begot three times from Byzantia, daughter of Byzas king
of Byzantium, and she was the daughter of Cusheth mother of King Al-
exander: Armalaos and Urbanos and Claudius. And Armalaos [the
Younger] reigned in Rome in place of Armalaos [the Elder] and Urbanos
reigned in Byzantium the city of his mother, and Claudius reigned in
Alexandria, a city in the kingdom of his father. And the offspring of
Queen Cusheth, daughter of Pil king of the Cushites possessed [126
recto] the kingdom of the Macedonians and Romans and Greeks
* * * from the offspring of Cusheth daughter of Pil until eternity
because the kingship of Greece which descends from the offspring of the
Cushites will hand over the hand to God at the end of times. When the
blessed David beheld with far-seeing eye the spirit of God, he saw
that from Cusheth daughter of King Pil of the Cushites it would happen
that the kingdom of Greece would be handed down. However, many
brethren of the clergy supposed that the blessed David spoke his word
concerning the kingdom of the Cushites. And those who thought so
erred. For concerning this kingdom of Greece which descends from the
offspring of Cusheth and will possess that thing which is placed in the
center, which is the Holy Cross, concerning this «kingdom>, yea, con-
cerning it, the blessed David said: Cush will hand over the hand [do-
minion] to God [Ps. 68:31]. For there is no people or kingdom under
heaven that can overpower the kingdom of the Christians as long as it
possesses a place of refuge in the life-giving Cross, which is set up in the
center of the earth and possesses its power over height and depth. Also
the bars of Hell which are the tyrants of impiety [or: heathendom] can-
not prevail over this kingdom [126 verso] of the Christians. Thus «runs
the true saying of Our Savior who spoke to Simon [Matt. 16:187): Which
is the power or kingdom of people below heaven that is mighty and
strong in its power and will be able to prevail over the great power of the
Holy Cross in which the kingdom of the Greeks, that is of the Romans,
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possesses a place of refuge? The blessed Paul wrote to the Thessalonians
in the second letter when he warned them: Do not be frightened by quick
and vain rumors saying: Behold, the day of the Lord Jesus has come [II
Thess. 2:2]. As long as this kingdom which possesses an abiding place
of refuge is the center, the Son of Perdition will not be revealed, for that
something which is in the center is the priesthood and the kingship and
the Holy Cross. And this kingship of the Christians overpowers all king-
doms of the earth, and by it all leaders and all authority will be para-
lyzed and come to nought and all its people will be left destitute, and by
it they will be conquered and through it they will come to nought. And
in the whole earth there will not be left one leader nor one authority
when the Son of Perdition will be revealed, except the kingdom of the
Greeks which will hand over the hand to God, as <was> the saying of the
apostle who said [127 recto]: And he will bring to nought every leader
and all authority over all powers, thereupon the son will hand over the
kingdom of the Christians to God the Father [I Cor. 15:24). For the kings
of many nations went to battle with the kingdom of the heroes and
could not conquer it. Not even the kingdom that overpowered Egypt
and slew thirty-one kings of the nations and two lords of the kingdoms
of the Amorites, Siphon and Og, and all the tyrants of the Philistines
could overpower the kingdom of Babylonia and the kingdom of Rome,
which is that of the Greeks. It [the kingdom of Rome] overpowered the
kingdom of the Hebrews and destroyed and overthrew it from its foun-
dations and in it has remained not a survivor, not even one trace. And it
will sprout again and bring forth fruit—because already it was surren-
dered into the hands of Vespasian and of his son Titus through whom
the kingdom of the Hebrews was destroyed. And immediately their king-
dom ravaged the one about which Daniel prophesied: After the Messiah
will be killed, it will ravage the holy city {[Dan. 9:26]. When the Babylo-
nians overpowered the kingdom of the Hebrews in which were these ex-
alted and most excellent things, priesthood and prophecy and kingship,
and when Vespasian plundered and destroyed the holy city [127 verso]
there was not found one of these gifts in one of their tribes. Nor «coulds
the kingdom of the Egyptians [resist?], which is that of the Macedo-
nians, which [was overpowered?] by that of the Romans. The kingdom
of Media and of Persia and of Armenia was brought to nought. This king-
dom [Rome] overthrew all the kingdoms of the earth. After thousands
of years the kingdom of the Hebrews was destroyed and <that> of the
Egyptians after three thousand years. And when the kingdom of the
Macedonians which is <that of * * * was destroyed, the kingdom
of the barbarians was left destitute by [or: contended with?] the king-
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dom of Rome, namely, that of the Turks and of the Avars. And when the
kingdom of the Hebrews was brought to nought, the sons of Ismael, son
of Hagar, contended with Rome in its stead, whom Daniel called seed of
the South [in margin: beginning of the sons of Hagar the Egyptian]. And
he [Ismael] contended with it [Rome] ten weeks of years because he un-
derstands the end and there is no duration in the middle, for «t is> in this
last millennium, which is the seventh, that is brought to nought the
kingdom of the Persians and that the sons of Ismael will depart from the
desert of Jethrib and come and assemble, all of them, there at Gaba‘ot
the Great. And there will be fulfilled the word of [128 recto] Our Lord
who said: <We> are like the animals of the field and the birds of heaven,
and call them «aying>: Assemble and come because today I shall make a
great sacrifice for you [Ezek. 39:17]. Eat the flesh of the fattened animals>
and drink the blood of the mighty men. For at Gaba‘ot the fattened
<animals> of the kingdom of the Greeks, who destroyed the kingdom of
the Hebrews and of Persia, will be exterminated. And thus they too will
be exterminated in Gaba“‘ot by Ismael, the wild ass of the desert, who
was sent in the wrath of ire against men and against animals and against
cattle and against trees and against plants. And it is a punishment in
which there is no love. And these four leaders will be sent before them
against the entire earth, Ruin and Destroyer and Desolation and Des-
poiler for every existing city and desolation that destroys everything, for
he [God] said through Moses: Not because he loved you did the Lord
your God bring you to the land of the nations that you may inherit it,
but because of the sins of its inhabitants. Also it was not because God
loves these sons of Ismael that he granted to them [128 verso] that they
enter the kingdom of the Christians, but because of the iniquity and sin
perpetrated by the Christians. The like of it was not perpetrated in any
of the preceding generations that men arrayed themselves in licentious
clothes of harlots who adorned themselves like virgins and stood pub-
licly in the streets of cities and ran riot in drunkenness and wantonness
without hesitation and had intercourse with one another. Also female
harlots were standing publicly in the streets, and a man entered and
went a-whoring, and he went out and his son came, and with the same
woman he polluted himself. And brothers and fathers and sons all pol-
luted themselves with the same woman. And concerning this thing the
apostle Paul said: Their males abandoned the use of the nature of
women and indulged in lust with one another and males behaved un-
seemly with males. Again also women abandoned the use of the nature of
men and partly held intercourse contrary to nature [Rom. 1:26—27]. Be-
cause of this God will deliver them to the defilement of the barbarians.
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And heroic men will [first time future tense] be buffeted by the punish-
ment of distress [129 recto] and their women will defile themselves with
the sons of uncleanness. But I when I looked and saw these four princes
of punishment, Desolation and Despoiler and Ruin and Destroyer, they
were casting lots for the land. The land of Persia was given to desolation
that it might bring destruction upon it and its inhabitants to captivity
and to murder and to desolation. And Syria was given to destruction of
desolation and her inhabitants to captivity and to murder. Sicily «was
given> to ruin and destruction and her inhabited places to captivity and
to murder. Hellas <was given> to destruction and to desolation and her
inhabitants to captivity and to murder. The land of the Romans «was
given> to desolation and destruction and her inhabited places to flight
and to spoiling and to captivity. And the islands of the sea «were given>
to flight and their inhabitants to captivity of ruin. Egypt and Syria and
the places of the East will be harnessed under the yoke of tribute and
tax, that is, tribute, in suffering seven times <that of> prisoners. And the
land of promise will be filled with men from the four winds of heaven
like locusts which are assembled by a storm. And there will be in it fam-
ine and distress and mortality, and the Despoiler will grow strong. And
his horn will be raised and he will adopt [literally: mount, ascend] pride
and he will assume ostentation until the time of wrath, and he will seize
the entrances of the North and the roads {129 verso] of the East and the
straits of the sea. And men and sheep and animals and birds will be har-
nessed under the yoke of their slavery. And the waters of the seas will be
subjected to them, and the waste places, which are deprived of their
cultivations, will belong to him, and the tyrants will record them as his.
And the fish in the sea and the trees in the forests and the plantings of
their fruit and the dust of the earth with its stones and its harvest and
the merchandise of the merchants and the cultivation of the husband-
men and the inheritance of the rich and the gifts and holy objects of gold
and of silver and of bronze and of iron and clothing and all their utensils
of ostentation and the adornments and the foodstuffs and the dainties
and all their pleasures and delicacies will be his. And he will be arrogant
in his person and in his pride until he will demand one hundred [tribute]
from the dead that lie in the dust. And he will take a poll tax from or-
phans and from widows and from holy men. And they will have no
mercy upon the poor and they will not give justice to the oppressed.
And they will treat with insolence people of old age and they will sad-
den the spirit of those that are troubled. And they will take no pity on
the sick and will not have mercy on those weak in might, but they will
laugh at wise men [130 recto] and will mock at lawgivers and will deride
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men of learning. And the veil of silence will spread over all men, and all
inhabitants of the earth will sit in surprise and in consternation. And the
route of their [the Arabs’] advance will be from them [inhabitants] and
by them, and what is small will be reckoned like big and mean like no-
ble. And their commands will cut to pieces like that which is in swords
[i.e., steel] and nobody will change the assurance of their commands.
And their advance will be completed from sea to sea and from the
North to the desert of Jethrib and it will be a way to distress. And on it
[the way] will journey old men and old women and rich and poor while
they are hungry and thirsty and suffer in harsh bondage until they pro-
nounce blessed the dead because this is the visitation of which the apos-
tle said: Unless this punishment cometh beforehand, and thereupon will
be revealed that man of sin, the Son of Perdition [II Thess. 2:3]. And this
chastisement will not be sent upon men alone but also on everything
that is upon the face of the entire earth, upon men and upon women and
upon unmarried youths and upon animals and upon cattle and upon
birds. And men will suffer [130 verso] in that chastisement, they and
their wives and their sons and their daughters and their possessions,
and old men weak in power and the weak, together with the powerful
and the poor with the [?] rich because God called their father Ismael the
wild ass of the desert. And the deer and all the wild and the tame ani-
mals inside the cultivated land will be afflicted by them. And men will be
pursued and animals and cattle will die and trees of the forest will be cut
down and the beauty of the plants in the mountains will be spoiled. And
they will destroy prosperous cities and they will capture places without
a traveller in them. And the earth will be polluted with blood and the
harvests will be taken from it. For these cruel barbarians are not human
beings but are sons of desolation and upon desolation their faces are set
upon the sword. They are despoilers and for destruction they will be
sent. And perdition they are and for the perdition of everything they set
out. And polluted they are and pollution they live. And in the time of
their eruption from the desert they will tear the infants from the sides of
their mothers and like unclean animals they will dash them against the
rocks. And they will slaughter those who minister in the sanctuary. And
also they will sleep with their wives and with [131 recto] their captured
mistresses [literally: daughters of capture] inside the sanctuaries. And
they will make liturgical vestments their clothing and that of their sons,
and they will bind their beasts of burden inside the coffins of the martyrs
and graves of the saints. And they will be cruel and murderers and
bloodthirsty and destroyers and a testing furnace for all Christians. For
the blessed apostle said: Not all of Israel are Israel [Rom. 9:6]. Also all
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who are called Christians are not Christians, for seven thousand only
were left over from the Israelites in the days of the prophet Elijah. They
worshipped the Lord God and all Israel was saved through them. Thus
also in the time of the punishment of these tyrants, few from many will
be left over who are Christians, as Our Savior showed us in the Holy
Gospel and said: When the Son of Man cometh, will he find faith on
earth? [Luke 18:8]. Behold also, the spirit of those perfected in portents
will grieve in those days of punishment and the multitude of the clergy
will deny the true faith [131 verso] of the Christians and the Holy Cross
and the mysteries of power. And without compulsion and blows and
wounds they will deny Christ and will associate with the unbelievers.
And because of this the apostle also proclaimed concerning them: In the
last times men will abandon the faith and will go after unclean spirits
and after the teachings of demons [I Tim. 4:1] and will be tyrants and
slanderers and boastful and haters of virtue and traitors and wild. And
all those who are false and weak in the faith will be tried and known in
that punishment. They will separate themselves from the congregations
of the Christians of their own accord, because that time challenges them
to go after its uncleanness. For the humble and the modest[?] and the
friendly and the tranquil and the truthful and the freeborn and the wise
and the select will not be sought at that time because they will be looked
down upon and despised, but instead of them there will be sought the
proud and the overbearing and the boastful and the vain and the slan-
derers and the detractors and the seditious and the unchaste and those
who are destitute of love and the robbers and the spoilers and the wild
and unskilled and those void of understanding and of the religion of
God and those who revile [132 recto] their parents and those who blas-
pheme concerning the sacred mysteries and deny the Messiah and igno-
rant men in whom is not the wisdom of God. They will be servants of
that one [Mohammed?] and their false words will find credence. And
concerning anything that is said to them they will comply. And true men
and clerics and wise men and good men will be held in contempt in their
eyes and they will be like dung, for they will be <subjected> to the pun-
ishment of the Ismaelites. And they will be distressed until they aban-
don hope for their lives. And honor will be lifted from the priests, and
the divine liturgy and living sacrifice will cease from the Church. And at
that time priests will be like the people, and their corpses will be thrown
like mud upon the roads without burial. And throughout those days
blows of wrath will be sent upon men, two and three in one day. And a
man will go to sleep in the evening and will wake up in the morning and
will find outside [132 verso] his door two and three oppressors and they
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will ask tribute and money. And all thought of things given and of gain
will disappear from earth. And at that time men will sell their brasses
and their weapons of war. And in that tenth week, when everything
ends, they will give their sons and their daughters to the heathens for
money. For what reason does God avert his countenance from the aid of
the faithful who will endure this distress? So that they be tried and the
believers be separated from the unbelievers and the tares and those re-
jected from the select grains of wheat, because that time is indeed a test-
ing furnace. For God will be patient [grant a respite?] when the worship-
pers are persecuted who by the punishment will be known as sons, as
the apostle proclaimed to us before: Yea, we are without punishment,
we are strangers and not sons [Hebr. 12:7]. Also Our Savior ordered
and said to us: Blessed are you when they insult you and persecute you
and say about you every wicked word because of me lyingly. Thereupon
rejoice and jubilate that your reward is great in heaven, for thus they
persecuted the prophets who were before you [Matt. 5:12] [133 recto]
and: He who hopes until the end will rest [Matt. 10:22]. And after
these calamities and punishments of the sons of Israel, at the completion
of that week when men lie prostrate in danger of punishment, are com-
pleted and there is no hope that they may be saved from that harsh ser-
vitude, when they are persecuted and oppressed and beaten and hungry
and thirsty and tortured by the harsh punishment, those fierce tyrants
too will delight themselves with food and drink and repose and will
glory in their victories, they who slew and destroyed the Persians and
Armenians and Cilicians and Isaurians and Cappadocians and Seleu-
cians[?] and Hellenes [inhabitants of Adana?] and the settlers of the land
of the Romans and all their islands of the seas. And they will be dressed
like bridegrooms and will be adorned like brides. And they will blas-
pheme and say: There is no deliverer for the Christians. Then suddenly
there will be awakened perdition and calamity as «those> of a woman in
travail, and a king of the Greeks will go forth against them in great
wrath, and he will be aroused against them like a man who shakes off
his wine, and who plots[?] against them as if they were dead men.
He will go forth against them from the sea of the Cushites and will lay
desolation and ruin [133 verso] in the desert of Jethrib and in the habi-
tation of their fathers. And the sons [allies?] of the king of Greece will
seize the places of the desert and will destroy with the sword the rem-
nant that is left of them in the land of promise. And fear of all those
around them will fall upon them. They and their wives and their sons
and their leaders and all their camps and the entire land of the desert of
their fathers will be given into the hands of the kings of the Greeks, and
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will be surrendered to desolation and destruction and to captivity and
murder. And their servitude will be one hundred times more severe than
their yoke <had been>. And they will be in harsh distress from hunger
and from torture. And they will be slaves, they and their wives and their
sons, and will minister as slaves to those that had been ministering to
them, and their servitude will be a hundred times more bitter than that
of theirs [their former slaves]. And the earth will be at peace, which was
desolated of its inhabitants, and the remnant that is left will return,
everyone to his land and to the inheritance of his fathers, Cappadocians
and Armenians and Cilicians and Isaurians and Africans and Hellenes
and Seleucians[?]. And the entire remnant [134 recto] of the captives
that remained and which was in servitude because of the captivity will
return, every man to his country and to the house of his father. And men
will multiply like locusts on the earth which has been devastated. And
Egypt will be laid waste and Arabia will be burned and the land of
Hebron [Hauran?] will be laid waste and the tongue of the sea will be at
peace. And all the wrath of the ire of the king of the Greeks will be com-
pleted upon those who denied. And there will be peace on earth the like
of which had never existed, because it is the last peace of the perfection
of the world. And there will be joy upon the entire earth, and men will
sit down in great peace and the churches will arise nearby, and cities will
be built and priests will be freed from the tax, and priests and men will
rest at that time from labor and tiredness and torture, because that is
the peace of which He said in His gospel: There will be great peace the
like of which never existed, and men will sit down in repose and will eat
and drink and rejoice in the joy of their heart, and men will take wives
and wives will be given to men [Matt. 24:38]. And they will build edi-
fices and will plant vineyards. And when they eat and drink and rejoice
and are merry, there is no wickedness and no thought of wickedness and
no fear and trembling [134 verso] in their hearts. During that «period of>
peace the Gates of the North will be opened and those hosts of nations
will come forth who were imprisoned there, and the earth will shake
before them. And men will be frightened, and they will flee and will
hide in mountains and in caves and in tombs, and they will die from fear
and from hunger, and there is none to bury them. And they will be de-
voured before their fathers when they see them because these nations
that will come forth from the North eat the flesh of men and drink the
blood of animals and eat the creeping things of the earth and mice and
snakes and scorpions and all the unclean reptiles that creep on earth
and the bodies of unclean animals and the abortions of sheep. And they
slaughter children and will give <their flesh> to their mothers and force
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them to eat the bodies of their sons. And they eat dead dogs and kittens
and every <kind of> uncleanness and they ravage the earth and there is
none who can stand before them. And after one week of calamities all of
them will assemble in the plain of Joppe because in that place all these
nations will assemble, both they and their wives [135 recto] and their
sons. And to that place God will send against them one of the captains
of the hosts of the angels, and he destroys them in one hour. And then
the king of the Greeks descends and settles in Jerusalem for one week
and a half week, in numbers ten years and a half. And then the Son of
Perdition will be revealed, the false Christ: He will be conceived in Cho-
razin and will be born in Saidan and will rule in Capernaum. And Cho-
razin will glory in him that he was born there, and Beth-saida that he
was raised there and Capernaum that he ruled there. And because of this
Our Lord pronounced the Woes over the three of them in his gospel
when he said: Woe to thee, Chorazin, and woe to thee, Beth-saida, and
thou, Capernaum, that hast exalted thyself unto heaven, thou wilt de-
scend to Hell (Matt. 11:20—24]. And immediately when the Son of Per-
dition is revealed, then the king of the Greeks will go up and will stand
on Golgotha and the Holy Cross will be set [laid] in that place in which
it [the Cross] was set up when it carried the Christ. And the king of the
Greeks will place his diadem on top of the Holy Cross, and will stretch
out his two hands to heaven and will hand over [135 verso] the kingship
to God the Father. And the Holy Cross on which Christ was crucified
will be raised to heaven and the crown of kingship with it, because the
Holy Cross on which Christ who was crucified for the salvation of all
men who believe in him crucified(?] is a sign which will be seen prior to
the coming of Our Lord so that it will put to shame the Jews and there
will be fulfilled the saying of the blessed David which he prophesied con-
cerning the end of times and said: Cush will hand over the hand to God
(Ps. 68:31], because it is the son of Cusheth, daughter of King Pil of the
Cushites, who will hand over the hand to God. And immediately the
Holy Cross will be raised to heaven, and the king of the Greeks will give
up his soul to his creator. And immediately every leader and every au-
thority and all powers will cease. And immediately the Son of Perdition
will be revealed, who is from the tribe of Dan, as is prophesied and said
in the prophecy of Jacob: “Dan will be a basilisk that lies on the path
[Gen. 49:17—-18]” that leads to the kingdom of heaven. Then “that
which biteth the horse” are the words in the form of justice. Then “that
which throws the rider [136 recto] backward of himself” are the saints
who turn aside to his error. “The heel” is the completion of the ages and
the end of years declared to us and those holy men who live at that time,
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and those who ride on the word of holiness who are humble and cast
down by labors of justice. “He biteth” them through signs of fantasy of
his acts of deception which he performed, and they run after the im-
postor when they see the lepers cleansed and the blind made to see and
the paralytics made to walk and the demons go forth and the sun
darken [and it darkens] and the moon being changed to blood on his
orders and the trees producing fruit from their branches and the earth
bringing forth roots and the springs of water failing[?}. And through
these signs of fantasy he will lead astray the saints. Because of this he
said: “It biteth the horse in its heel.” Indeed for every wound inflicted
upon a live body by an iron <weapomn> or the bites <of an animal>, some
scar will appear on it. So also for every sin inflicted upon a soul, eternal
fire and torment are reserved for it, for “backward” signifies the sinners
[literally: side of the left]. And when the blessed Jacob gazed with the
eye of the spirit and saw the calamity which was at that time, he spoke
thus: Your salvation I wait for, O Lord. And again Our Lord said: If pos-
sible Satan will also lead astray the Elect, for this Son of Perdition will
enter Jerusalem and will sit in the Temple of God and will pretend to be
like God, for he is a man of sin clothed in a body from the seed of a man,
and he will be born from a married woman from the tribe of Dan. This
child of perdition, through the bitterness of his disposition, will lead
astray everyone if possible, because he was made a habitation of all the
demons and all their activity will be completed in him. And at the com-
ing of Our Lord from heaven he will be delivered to Hell-fire and to
outer darkness. And there he will be in weeping and gnashing of teeth
together with all those who believed in him. Us, however, Our Lord
Jesus Christ will consider worthy of his heavenly kingdom together with
all those servants of his will, and we shall offer up praise and honor and
veneration and exaltation now and at all times for ever and ever. Amen.
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The First Greek Redaction
of Pseudo-Methodius

Not long after it was composed, the Syriac text of Pseudo-Methodius
was translated into Greek. The Greek text thus is part of thac liter-
ary current that brought works of Oriental literature to the attention
of readers speaking and reading Greek. This important Oriental-
Byzantine, East-West direction of literary borrowings is often neglected
as compared with the better-known translation of Byzantine works into
Syriac, Arabic, Armenian, Georgian, and Coptic, yet it has been stud-
ied, particularly for the field of hagiography.'

Here the Syriac text of Pseudo-Methodius will be compared with the
First Greek Redaction. Emphasis will be placed on the differences, be-
cause they may be expected to throw light on the circumstances and
mentality of the translator. 1t should be noted, however, that not all the
differences between the two texts were due to the translator. In the first
place, there exists as yet no critical edition of the Greek text; it is there-
fore not always easy to ascertain the reading of the Greek archetype,
and even where the reading of the archetype is beyond doubt, changes
may have occurred between the time of the translation and the arche-
type. Furthermore, there are several instances of mistakes in the Codex
Vaticanus Syrus 58 where it is the Greek text that preserves the correct
reading.? Finally, in at least one case, the prophecy of the duration of

1. P. Peeters, Orient et Byzance: Le Tréfonds oriental de bagiographie byzantine, Sub-
sidia Hagiographica 26 (Brussels, 1950). Another seventh-century writer whose ascetical
treatises were translated from Syriac into Greek was [saac of Nineveh: see A. Baumstark,
Geschichte der Syrischen Literatur (Bonn, 1922}, pp. 223-25 and A. J. Wensinck, “Mys-
tic Treatises by [saac of Nineveh,” Verbandelingen der Koniklijke Akademie van Wet-
enschappen (Amsterdam, 1923).

2. On fol. 131 recto of the Syriac text one finds, for example, “And at that time priests
will be like the people and their corpses will be thrown like mud upon the roads without
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Arab rule, there is evidence of a deliberate textual change in the Syriac
tradition while the Greek version preserves what must have been the
original Syriac text.’ In the following discussion the attempt will be
made to single out those variants in the Greek text that seem to be due
to the author of the First Greek Redaction, but it goes without saying
that this procedure entails a series of subjective judgments.

The manuscript tradition of the First Greek Redaction of Pseudo-
Methodius has been studied and the text edited by V. Istrin.* Here the
supposed author, Methodius, is called bishop “of Patara,” rather than
“of Olympus,” as in the Syriac text. In the title the translator also char-
acterizes the content as “the kingship of the nations and the last times,”
rather than “che succession of kings and the last times,” as in the Syriac
original.’ By specifying that the tract deals with the Baoreia r@v édvav
the translator undoubtedly wishes to warn his Byzantine audience to ex-
pect a discussion of Median, Persian, Babylonian, Ethiopian, Greek,
and pagan Roman rulers, not {or only indirectly) a treatise on the Chris-
tian rulers of Byzantium.*

The translator rendered into Greek the entire Syriac tract, but some

burial.” In the corresponding passage of the Greek text it ts said (p. 35.8 Istrin = p. 116.6
Lolos): kai Exorrai oi icpeis we 6 hads kai Ev 1 xap® Exeivy TiToe @ EBSopaTikg
£BBOuy xpove, Hvika TARpoDTaL 6 apulpos Tob xpovor THS SuvagTelns avTAY s Ka-
Texkparnoar s yis, mAndvvdneeral 1 FAidis £mi rovs drdputrovs kal L Ta KTAVY
Kl EOTO AGLUOS KL ALuos. Kail dapnoorrar of ardpumor Kal fpupToortal 8wt T1S
yis omep xous kth. [And the priests will be like the people. And in that time—the sev-
enth age of the world, when the time of their rule over the entire earth shall be fulfilled—
oppression ovet people and beasts will be multiplied and there will be plague and famine.
And people will be destroyed and thrown on the ground like mud, etc.] Here the words
ral Ev 7@ Kanp® . . . Aypds are clearly necessary to the context, as they explain the pres-
ence of corpses: they must cherefore have been part of the Syriac text.

3. See Chapter 1, n. 25 above. The Syriac original, fol. 122 verso, has Arab domination
lasting ten year-weeks; the Greek versions, edited by Lolos, have, alternately, seven and
seventeen year-weeks {p. 66.22 Lolos). [For this as a piece of chronological adjustment to
account for the apparent non-fulfillment of the prophecy, see remarks in “Medieval
Apocalypses as Historical Sources,” p. 1001.]

4. BHG 2036, ed. Istrin, pp. 1—49, discussion in [zsledovanie, pp. 25—69. It should be
noted that the Greek text printed by Istrin is not a critical edition, but represents the text
of Codex Vaticanus Reg. Pii II 11, saec. X V1. In the critical apparatus Istrin notes the vari-
ants of seven further manuscripts, none of them earlier than the fifteenth century. Of the
Latin translation of the Greck text much earlier manuscripts are extant, one from the sev-
enth to eighth century and three from the eighth: see Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, p. 57.
[See now pp. 24—36 Lolos for a discussion of earlier editions. This text offers the first
critical edition of the Greek text.]

S. Title in Cod. Vat. Reg. Pii 11 11 Tob év dvyiows marpos nuar Medodiov émeoximov
latdpor mepl tis Booiheios oy Edvav xat cls Tovs SoxdaTovs kawpovs drpefas
amodekes.

6. CL. pp. 16.21—-17.5 Istrin {= pp. 74.1--10, 76.1-5 Lolos) "Axove Toivwy mis ovimje-
Imoar aAAnhois obroe of Tiis Bafuiwrias uév tois Mnbois kol wepikpareis yeyovaaw
ot éx Bapuvdovos ths te Albomias kol Tafa wol Tar Bamihier Tov E0vey, and p. 17,11
"Axove TOrLY . . . TS ol Téooapes Baduheion diRAas crrngdnoar Aibiores Ma-
xedoae kail of "Popatot EAAnow kTA.
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major omissions are noteworthy. He neglected to translate the brief pre-
amble in which the Syriac author represents Methodius as asking God
“concerning the generations and concerning the kingdoms” and receiv-
ing an answer from one of the angels on “the mountain of Senagar.”’
One cannot be certain why the translator omitted this passage, but it is
probable that he was not familiar with Gebel Singar, or thought that his
readers did not know it, or both. He also replaced the revealing refer-
ence to “many brethren of the clergy” by the neutral “some” (rwes)
where the Syriac text discusses conflicting interpretations of Psalm
68 :31.* Again, it is probable that the Greek translator had little interest,
and could presuppose little interest on the part of his Byzantine readers,
in the internal disagreements of eastern Syrian churchmen. Moreover,
there are in the Greek translation other instances (to be discussed pres-
ently) of the translator suppressing or toning down remarks unfavorable
to the clergy, and he may have felt that this reference to priestly dis-
agreements belonged in that category.’

While there are thus a number of significant omissions in the First
Greek Redaction of Pseudo-Methodius, the additions of the Greek
translator are few, short, and unimportant, except for certain expan-
sions of the scriptural evidence which will be discussed later. On the
whole the translation is faithful —at points literal, in other passages re-
flecting fairly accurately the intent of the Syriac text. There is, however,
one passage where the Greek text differs radically from the Syriac origi-
nal. It occurs where the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius discusses the past vic-
tories of Rome over Hebrews, Macedonians, Medes, Persians, and Ar-
menians. This entire section is replaced in the First Greek Redaction by
a very different development that also stresses the invincibility of the
Roman Empire but is limited to the history of the Jewish people and its

7. Chapter I, n. 10 above.

8. Chapter I, n. 20 above.

9. Other omissions of the Greek translator are more difficult to explain. On fol. 122
recto the Syriac text mentions a series of kings of pre-Israelite tribes of Canaan enslaved by
the Midianites, comparable to that in Josh. 3:10, but in the Greek text (p. 14.2 Istrin
[= p. 66.68 Lolos]) this list is suppressed. On fol. 129 recto the Syriac text describes in
visionary language how the countries conquered by the Arabs were each allotted to one of
“these four princes of punishment, Desolation and Despoiler and Ruin and Destroyer,”
but this lively and plastic vision of an allotment to personified principles of destruction is
so obscured in the Greek text (pp. 28.16ff. Istrin [= pp. 100.9ff. Lolos)) that it is almost
impossible to recognize. On fol. 134 recto the Syriac writer describes in rather crass colors
the prosperity of Christians after the defeat of the Arabs by the Last Emperor (“they eat
and drink and rejoice and are merry”), but these words are omitted by the Greek transla-
tor (p. 44.1 Istrin [= p. 128.95-100 Lolos]) perhaps precisely because of their crassness.
Possibly for the same reason the Greek translator left out some of the more lurid elements
in the description of cannibalistic practices of the Unclean Peoples (cf. fol. 134 verso of the
Syriac with pp. 43.13ff. Istrin [= pp. 128.90-95 Lolos]).
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relations to Rome." Ernst Sackur pointed out as eatly as 1898 that the
Greek passage, which he considered in Latin translation, agreed, partly
verbatim, with the text of Anastasius of Sinai’s Disputatio adversus Ju-
daeos." However, in view of the serious doubts over the authenticity of
this work it would be imprudent to rely on this agreement in defining
the time of the translation."

The omission of the preamble with its reference to Gebel Singar
makes one wonder whether the Greek translator may have obliterated

10. Compare Syriac Pseudo-Methodius, fol. 127 recto: “For the kings of many nations
went to battle with the kingdom of the heroes and could not conquer it. Not even that
kingdom which overpowered Egypt and killed thirty-one kings of the nations, and two lords
of the kingdom of the Amorites, Sehon and Og, and all the tyrants of the Philistines could
overpower the kingdom of Babylonia and the kingdom of Rome, which is that of the Greeks.
It overpowered the kingdom of the Hebrews and destroyed and overthrew it from its foun-
dations, and in it has remained no survivor, not even a trace. And it will change and put
forth fruir because already it has been handed over into the hands of Vespasian and his son
Titus, through whom the kingdom of the Hebrews was destroyed. And their kingdom rav-
aged immediately the one about which Daniel prophesied: After the Messiah will be killed,
it will ravage the city of sanctity. When the Babylonians overpowered the kingdom of the
Hebrews in which are these exalted and most excellent things, priesthood and prophecy
and kingship, and when Vespasian plundered and destroyed the city of sanctity, there was
not found one of these gifts in one of their tribes. Nor [could] the kingdom of the Egyptians
[resist?], which is that of the Macedonians, which existed because of that of the Romans.
The kingdom of Media and of Persia and of Armenia was brought to nought. This kingdom
[Rome] overthrew all the kingdoms of the earth” with pp. 24.15-25.10 Istrin (= p.92.7-
14 Lolos) wob yap forw 7 Eoton Bacihein 1) éTépa SvvaoTeio Talys dTepnpareoTépn.
Ei 8¢ Bovhet okomfioat 16 axpiBés. haBe puor To¥ Mwoéa Aadr Tov TogovTols anuciots
kot Tépaat kel Bvda dakdaans rous Alyvrriovs éxTeikavra. i8e pot 'Inaoin Tob Navd,
O’ ol kot ¢ HAos kera Dafadr iorato kot 1) cehnen kata papvyya EAou, xod GAa
Tiva $faicia davpara yeyovéra kal drhds drav 1o tov 'Efpaiwy évvénaoor kparos,
7§ o Ths Tev Pouaiowr Baciisias dénhermrat. ov Titos xai Odeomaciavss ka-
TExOpoY GTarTas; 0vK APOTRE TOV vaor Sxmopticas "ASpuards RpwTpiaasy; Tis ovv
é&pa yéyover ) yevioeran kot avrir iTépa Bacdieiog dAN obbeula(v) evprigopsr
elmep The akndeias gpovricouer. ov xikia én EBacikevoar of ‘Efpaiow kot EEexomn n)
Bagtheia adrov; [Where is there or will there be a kingdom or any other power surpassing
this? If you wish to examine the accuracy of the statement, take the people of Moses, whao
put the Egyptians to flight with so many signs and wonders, even in the depths of the sea.
Consider Joshua son of Nun, for whom the sun stood still on Gabaon and the moon at the
mouth of Elom and various other extraordinary miracles took place, and, to put it clearly,
the whole power of the Hebrews understood that it would be eclipsed by the empire of the
Romans. Did not Titus and Vespasian destroy all? Did not Hadrian, having pillaged the
church, plough it under? What other kingdom came or will come against it? We will find no
other if we care for the truth. Did not the Hebrews rule a thousand years, and yet their
kingdom was destroyed?] The next two sentences, while not identical in the Syriac and
Greek versions, are so closely related that it is difficult to say whether the translator here
returned to the Syriac text of Pseudo-Methodius or continued to rely on the source he had
used in the section immediately preceding,

11. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, pp. 40, 79, and cf. PG 89.1212 and Kmosko, “Ritsel,”
pp. 293-95.

12, The authenticity of Disputatio adversus Judaeos and its date are a matter of doubt,
bue it is noteworthy that independently of each other Charles H. Haskins, “Pascalis Ro-
manus, Petrus Chrysolorus,” Byzantion 2 (1925), pp. 231-36, esp. 231f., and Kmosko,
“Riitsel,” p. 294, have given reasons for assuming that the original version of the work was
composed in the sevench century.
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or obscured other allusions to the Mesopotamian background of the
Syriac work and perhaps replaced them by features more familiar to a
Greek-reading public. The treatment of Alexander the Great is interest-
ing in this respect. On fol. 123 verso the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius calls
Alexander “king of kings” and a few words later “king of the Macedo-
nians,” but in the Greek text the first title is omitted altogether and the
second replaced by the surprising term "EXAvrov (or: "EAAqy) 79-
povvos yeyovas.” How are these changes to be explamed? Presumably
the translator considered the Babylonian title “king of kings” too un-
usual for his audience, so he applied instead to Alexander the designa-
tion “tyrant of the Greeks,” introduced into Greek literature by the
author of 1V Maccabees for a successor of Alexander, Antiochus IV
Epiphanes."

Frequently, the Syriac Pscudo-Methodius refers to the Byzantine
Empire and its emperor as “the kingdom of the Greeks” (malkiito
detaunoié) and “king of the Greeks” (malkd deiaunoié).” In these pas-
sages the Greek translator has replaced the words “of the Greeks” by
“of the Romans” or has added the latter expression.'* Here the transla-
tor wishes to make it absolutely clear that Pseudo-Methodius’ proph-
ecies referred to the Roman (Byzantine) Empire. Twice the Syriac au-
thor refers to three talismans: to priesthood, prophecy, and kingship in
the case of the Jewish state, and to priesthood, kingship, and the Holy
Cross for the “kingdom of the Christians.” " Both passages have disap-
peared in the Greek translation—although the Byzantine Empire could
certainly claim the last three items—perhaps because the Syriac au-
thor’s belief in royal talismans did not appeal to the taste of the transla-
tor or his readers.

The translator was also concerned lest anything unfavorable be said
about the clergy. It has already been mentioned that where the Syriac

13.P. 17.15-17 Istrin (= p. 76.6—8 Lolos).

14. IV Macc. 18:20: 6 mekpds ‘ExArar topaveos. [ owe this solution to a suggestion
of Professor Frank Gilliam of the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton.

15. Fols. 123 recto and 128 recto: kingdom of the Greeks. Fols. 133 recto, 134 recto,
135 recto (three times): king of the Greeks.

16. Replacement: pp. 22.15, 42.12, 45.1, 45.11, 45.14 Istrin {= pp. 88.35, 126.80,
130.112, 132.7-8, 132.10 Lolos). Addition: p. 27.1 (= p. 96.9 Lolos) oi dvvdoraw téow
‘EAAjror, Tovréor Tav 'Popaior.

17. Fol. 127 recto: *“When the Babylonians overpowered the kingdom of the Hebrews
in which were those exalted and most excellent things, priesthood and prophecy and
kingship, and when Vespasian plundered and destroyed the city of sanctity [Jerusalem],
there was not found one of those gifts in any of their tribes.” Fol. 126 verso: “As long as [?]
this kingdom which possesses an abiding place of refuge in the center [exists?], the Son of
Perdition will not be revealed, for that which is in the center (I Thess. 2:7] is the
priesthood and the kingship and the Holy Cross.”
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author alludes to disagreements among the clergy concerning the inter-
pretation of Psalm 68 :31, the translator eliminates the reference to the
clergy. And in his “prophecy of the Arab Invasion” Pseudo-Methodius
predicts that “the multitude of the clergy will deny the true faith of the
Christians and the Holy Cross and the sacraments,” but the translator
simply attributes this apostasy to mokhei, without specifying the clergy."

Underlying the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius’ thesis of the duration of
the Roman (Byzantine) Empire to the end of time, as the heir of Ethio-
pian royalty, is the conviction that the prerogatives of a kingdom were
inherited by its conqueror. That is why the notion of the “overpower-
ing” of one kingdom by another is a key concept throughout the Syriac
tract. The Greek translator normally renders this notion satisfactorily
by verbs such as karakpareiv (prevail over) and karakvpievew (gain
dominion over).” A few lines before and after these accurate transla-
tions, however, he replaced, at least partially, the Syriac author’s remark
that the Medes overpowered Babylonia, the Macedonians overpowered
Ethiopia, the Greeks the Macedonians, and the Romans the Greeks by
the very different concept that the aforementioned realms were joined
together (ovimednaar).? This tendency is so marked that Sackur, who
knew the Latin and {to a lesser extent} Greek texts only, thought that
the principle underlying Psendo-Methodius’ narrative and thesis was
that of dynastic marriages.”! This principle is indeed implied by the Syr-
iac original, as is evidenced in the many stories of princesses of one
house marrying princes of another and thereby passing on to their hus-
bands some of their families’ possessions and prerogatives (e.g., Hor-
mazdu the Median marrying Sennacherib, king of Babylonia; Cusheth
of Cush marrying Philip of Macedon and, later, Byzas of Byzantium; By-
zantia of Byzantium marrying Armalios of Rome), but it is the Greek
translator who by his use of the word ovwémrew makes this implication
explicit. It is probably for the same reason that he transforms the gener-
als who, according to the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius, succeeded Alexan-

18. Compare fol. 131 recto of the Syriac text with p. 33.12 Istrin (= p. 112.10 Lolos).

19.E.g., p. 17.6 and 7 Istrin (= p. 74.12 Lolos).

20. For the Syriac text see fol. 123 recto: “Listen now how one by one the kingdorms of
the East were overpowered” [ethesen] and fol. 123 verso: “Listen now concerning these
four kingdoms how they were overpowered [ethesen] one by the other, that of the Cushites
by that of the Macedonians and that of the Macedonians by chat of the Greeks and that of
the Greeks by thar of the Romans.” Compare p. 16,21 and 17.11 Istrin (= pp. 74.5—6,
76.1-2 Lolos) (n. 6 above).

21. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, p. 20: “Da bemerkt man denn sehr bald, dass der
Geschichtserzahlung ein bestimmtes Prinzip zu Grunde liegt. Der Autor, der die Abfolge
und Vereinigung der verschiedenen Reiche darlegen will, lisst dies durch Heiraten
geschehen.” See also ibid., p. 33.
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der into Alexander’s sons, in spite of the statement of the Syriac author
(omitted by the translator) that Alexander had no sons.?

Very strange also is the translator’s attitude toward Byzantium and
Rome. The Syriac text tells how King Armalaos of Rome gave the city to
his bride, the princess Byzantia of Byzantinm. He characterizes the
bridegroom as pesit, which can mean either “upright” or “simple,” and
states that he was a man without a trace of cunning (fol. 125 verso). The
translator, on the other hand, renders this by calling Armalios dyav
amhovs kai peyaloduyos (very simple and generous [romantic?]) (vari-
ant: peyaliédwpos, munificent). He thus chose to translate the Syriac
adjective pesit in its pejorative sense and even strengthened this mean-
ing by the addition of the word &yay. The second Greek adjective,
ueyahofuyos, if this is the correct reading, supposedly is meant by
the translator as an equivalent for the absence of cunning noted by the
Syriac author, but it is difficult to know whether he is using it in the
positive sense of “generous” or the negative meaning of “romantic” or
“quixotic.”

The net effect of the translator’s characterization of King Armalaos
and of his gift of the city of Rome to his Byzantine bride seems to be
thoroughly critical, but nothing indicates that he had any Roman affil-
iations or anti-Byzantine prejudices—rather the contrary. The transla-
tor’s objection to the gift must therefore have been aimed not against
the particular gift, the city of Rome, but against the act of donation as
such. Roman law had from early times known the institution of the
dowry (dos) given by the father of the bride to the bridegroom. On the
other hand, early Roman law had been extremely hesitant toward gifts
made by the bridegroom or husband to his bride or wife. Until the time
of Justinian 1, such gifts had to be agreed upon prior to the marriage.
The institution of donatio propter nuptias permitted by Justinian found
its way into later Roman law from various Eastern legal systems such as
that of Syria and perhaps of Greece.?* It has been pointed out above that
the translator makes explicit the principle, implied in the Syriac origi-
nal, that by marriage a husband acquires the possessions and claims of
his wife. It is therefore not surprising that the translator should have

22. Compare fol. 125 recto of the Syriac text, “And when Alexander, the first king of
the Greeks, died, because he did not take a wife and had no sons, there ruled after him
those generals of his,” with p. 20.17 Istrin (= p. 84.1-2 Lolos) reAevmioarros tovya-
poir Tov "Arefarpov Efacilevoar drT avrob oi Técoapes maibes avroir ov ydp
Eynue mamore. [And then when Alexander died there ruled after him his four sons. For
he never married at all.]

23. On the donatio propter nuptias in post-classical Roman law and its Eastern origins
see Max Kaser, Das rémische Privatrecht, Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft, zehnte
Abteilung, dritter Band, zweiter Abschnitt {Munich, 1959}, pp. 134-36.
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disapproved of a husband like Armalaos divesting himself—by dona-
tion to his bride—of his claim to the city of Rome. Such a procedure
presented no difficulty for the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius, because the
donatio propter nuptias was an ancient feature of Syrian law; but from
the translator’s point of view, Armalaos in his excessive simplicity had
allowed himself to be taken advantage of by his beautiful Byzantine
wife. The translator’s attitude toward Armalios is, therefore, another in-
stance of abandoning a feature of the Syriac background and substitut-
ing for it an attitude based on Roman (Byzantine) tradition.

The Greek translator’s treatment of biblical quotations deserves a few
words. It has been shown above that he normally translates the Pegitta
text found in the Syriac original of Pseudo-Methodius. But it has also
been mentioned that where differences between the Pesitta and Sep-
tuagint texts were relevant to the Syriac writer’s thesis or argument, he
adopts a compromise. Furthermore, in one major passage the wording
of the Greek translation differs radically from the Syriac original, yet
the meaning is fairly similar. On fols. 135 verso to 136 recto the Syriac
text cites word by word Gen. 49:17, each word being followed by an
interpretation. In the Peditta the biblical passage reads as follows: “Dan
will be the snake on the path and the serpent on the ways that bites the
horse in its heel and throws its rider behind it. I wait for thy salvation,
O Lord.” The Syriac and the Greek texts agree that the words are a
prophecy of the Antichrist because he will be descended from Dan. The
Syriac text of Pseudo-Methodius interprets the “path” to be the way to
heaven, and “that which biteth the horse™ to be the “words in the form
of justice,” i.e., the Christian faith; the “rider” stands for “holy men,”
and the “biting” is the apparent miracles performed by the Antichrist.
All these interpretations occur in different terms in the First Greek Re-
daction, where the entire biblical passage is cited consecutively, It is
noteworthy that in this case the translator cites the biblical verse from
the Septuagint (“Dan will be the snake in the way sitting on the path
that bites the heels of the horse, and the rider will fall to the rear await-
ing the salvation of the Lord”); he has dykaduevos (sitting), for which
there is no counterpart in the Syriac Bible, meacirat 6 irmeis (the rider
will fall) where the Pefitta has “he throws its rider” and wepipérer
(awaiting) in lieu of “I wait for.” He proceeds in similar fashion with
II Thess. 2:1—8. Again, the translator supplies a longer excerpt from
Rom. 1:26f. than the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius; moreover, he corrects

24, II Thess. 2:1-8 is cited with one omission from the Greek New Testament on
p- 23.14-24.8 Istrin (= p. 90.3-13 Lolos), while the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius cited
from this long passage only verse 2 of the Syriac Bible and that in a very free and abbrevi-
ated way.
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the order in which the passage was cited in his Syriac original.** Finally,
he provides two longish excerpts from the Greek text of I Tim. 4:1-2
and II Tim. 3:1-35, while the Syriac Pseudo-Methodius contains only a
brief fragment of the first quotation and nothing of the second.? It
seems, then, that wherever the translator felt impelled to supply a bibli-
cal quotation on his own authority, he derived it from the Greek rather
than the Syriac Bible.

This internal analysis of the First Greek Redaction has thrown some
light on the attitudes and mentality of the translator but has determined
nothing definite as to his time and place. He lived in the Byzantine Em-
pire, as is shown by his sharp distinction between it and the “kingdoms
of the nations” and by his use of the Greek Bible whenever he cited on
his own authority. Perhaps he was a refugee from areas occupied by the
Arabs, which would explain his knowledge of the Syriac language. Be-
cause he lived in the Byzantine Empire and wrote for a Byzantine public
he deemphasized, adapted, or omitted several features of the Syriac
background. In addition to quoting from the Greek Bible, he borrowed
a lengthy passage from Anastasius of Sinai’s Disputatio adversus Juda-
eos and wrote of Alexander the Great in unflattering terms borrowed
from the author of IV Maccabees’ designation of Antiochus IV, The
fact that he omitted several unfavorable references to the Christian
clergy makes it probable that he himself was a priest or a monk. The
translation must have been made after the middle of the seventh cen-
tury, when the Syriac original was composed, and before A.D. 800, the
latest possible date for the earliest manuscript of the Latin translation,”
which was derived from the Greek text.

25. The Syriac text of Rom. 1:26f. runs: “Because of this did God hand them over to
the pains of dishonor, for their women changed the use of their nature and had intercourse
in some way contrary to nature, And again also their men in the same way abandoned the
use of nature of women and had intercourse in lust one with the other.” The Syriac
Pseudo-Methodius quotes this texc fairly literally {fol. 128 verso) but cites the phrase
about men before that on women. The Greek translator took the quotation from the
Greek New Testament, beginning with the statement on women and mentioning the men
second. He also expanded the citation by adding to the part quored by the Syriac Pseudo-
Methodius the beginning of verse 26 and the end of verse 27 (p. 28.8—13 Istrin {= p.
100.3 Lolos)).

26. Compare fol. 131 verso of the Syriac text with p. 34.5—-10 and 16-21 Istrin
(p. 114.1-5 and 11-16 Lolos).

27. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte,p. 57.
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The Visions of Danzel:
Extant Texts

The translation of the Syriac apocalypse of Pseudo-Methodius into
Greek marked the beginning of a new era in the history of Byzantine
eschatology. Most, if not all, of the apocalypses composed after the ap-
pearance of this translation show its impact to a greater or lesser extent.
In later centuries, the first Greek translation underwent repeated edi-
torial revisions to which are due the later Greek redactions and the
Latin and Slavic translations.

In addition to the later Greek redactions placed by the editors un-
der the name of Methodius, there are other reworkings of Pseudo-
Methodius’ apocalypse where the name of Methodius has disappeared
and which are attributed to a prophet and apocalyptist of the Old Testa-
ment: the Visions of Daniel. Istrin has shown that the pieces that go
under this title are truncated and interpolated redactions of the Greek
Pseudo-Methodius.! Normally they abbreviated, or even omitted alto-
gether, those parts of Pseudo-Methodius’ work that dealt with ancient
history—thereby obliterating the author’s principal thesis of the perma-
nence of the Byzantine Empire, or at least depriving it of its pseudo-
historical underpinning. Presumably, the authors of the Visions of
Dantel were interested less in Pseudo-Methodius’ speculations about
early history, which to a public even vaguely familiar with the Classical
tradition must have appeared as preposterous as they do to us moderns,
than in his descriptions, couched in prophetic language, of the Arab in-
vasions and his predictions about victories over the Arabs. In turn, cer-
tain sections of Pseudo-Methodius’ apocalypse dealing with the Arabs

1 Istrih, Izsltedovanie, passim, esp. pp. 253f., 325f.
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offered the authors of the Visions of Daniel opportunities for inter-
polating new materials based on historical experiences that had accu-
mulated after the time of Pseudo-Methodius or that they themselves
were witnessing.

Four texts entitled Visions of Daniel are preserved in full.? The origi-
nal text of the first of them is lost, but a Slavonic translation survives. To
facilitate reference, I shall call it the Slavonic Daniel.* A second text was
attributed erroneously to St. John Chrysostom, and [ shall cite it as
Pseudo-Chrysostom.* To a further Greek Vision of Daniel | shall refer,
for lack of a better designation, by its first words: Daniel Kai éoran.’
Finally, there is a piece called The Last Vision of Daniel, here cited as
the Last Daniel ¢

1. THE SLAVONIC DANIEL

An annotated English translation of this text will be found in the
Appendix.
The title of this piece, in the only manuscript that preserves it, is Vi-

2. [Alexander was not able to include two recently published texts related to the Visions
of Daniel: L’Apocalisse Apocrifa di Leone di Constantinopoli, ed. Riccardo Maisano
(Naples, 1975) (composed, according to the editor, in the early decades of the ninth cen-
tury), and a Syriac apocalypse of uncertain date, Hans Schmoldt, “Die Schrift ‘von Jungen
Daniel’ und ‘Daniels Letzte Vision,” Herausgabe u. Interpretation zweier apokalyptischer
Texte,” Diss. Hamburg, 1972.]

3. Edited three times: by P. S. Srechkovic, “Zbornik Popa Dragolia,” Stpska Kralievska
Akademija, Spomenik 5 (1890}, pp. 10£., from a manuscript, now lost, once no. 466 [632)
of the Belgrade National Library, thirteenth century; then by Istrin, pp. 156-58, from
Codex Athos Chilandar 24, twelfth or thirteenth century; finally, by P. A. Lavrov, Ap-
okrificheskie Teksty, Sbornik Otdeleniia Russkago lazyka i Slovesnosti Imperatorstago
Akademia Nauk 67, no. 13 (St. Petersburg, 1899), pp. 1-35, from the Chilandar manu-
script, with the variants from the Belgrade codex. Unfortunately, Lavrov failed to reprint
from the Belgrade codex the incipit missing in the Chilandar manuscript. Normally, 1
mean by the term Slavonic Daniel both the lost original and the Slavonic translation.
Whenever I want to distinguish between the two, I have noted this. The Slavonic Daniel is
discussed by Istrin, Izsledovanie, pp. 260—68, and by Wilhelm Bousset, “Beitrige zur
Geschichte der Eschatologie,” Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte 20 (1900), pp. 10331,
261-90, esp. pp. 262-81.

4. BHG 1871, ed. A. Vasiliev, Anecdota Graeco-Byzantina (Moscow, 1893), pp.
33-38. On this text, see the philological analysis by Istrin, Izsledovanie, pp. 256—59;
Bousset, “Beitrige,” pp. 103-131, 261—90. Bousset called the piece M II and paid much
greater attention to its historical interpretation than did Istrin.

5. BHG 1872, ed. Vasiliev, Anecdota, pp. 38—43. See Istrin, Izsledovanie, pp. 260-68
(discussed in conjunction with the Slavonic Daniel); Bousset, “Beitrige,” called it D 1. |
regret the inelegant designation proposed in the text but was unable to find another that
would not anticipate my conclusions as to times and places of composition.

6. BHG 1874, ed. Vasiliev, Anecdota, pp. 43—47; see Istrin, Izsledovanie, pp. 268—
87; Bousset, “Beitrige,” referred to this text as B V. [Alexander had not completed an
analysis of this text, and since he did not refer to it in any articles or later sections of the
work, it is not clear whether he intended a separate treatment of this version.]
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ston of the Prophet Daniel on the Emperors and the Last Days and on
the End of the World.

The text begins with a short preamble (1) in which the angel Gabriel
places the prophet Daniel on a high mountain and predicts the future of
the human race. The prophecy itself then starts with a lengthy series of
rulers (2) in which it is easy to recognize, one by one, the Byzantine em-
perors, referred to as animals, horns, or scepters, beginning with Leo 111
“the Isaurian” (717—-741) and ending with Michael II (820—-829) and
his son and co-emperor Theophilus (co-emperor since 821, alone 829—
842). There follows a brief traditional piece (3) concerning a cruel ruler,
then a tetrarchy and an emperor from Heliopolis. Without any kind of
transition it is then prophesied (4) that he (the emperor from Heli-
opolis?) will send messengers to the Western regions and that various
internal disorders will culminate in an Ismaelite (Arab) invasion of an
island. Several place-names (Akrodunion, Mariana, Enna) are mentioned
in this section. There follows a short excerpt from the First Greek Re-
daction of Pseudo-Methodius which includes that author’s list of coun-
tries ravaged by the Arabs, ending with Sicily (5). To this the Slavonic
Dantel appended a section on the anointment of a divinely revealed em-
peror at Akrodunion and on his victory at Perton over the Arabs (6).

It is then predicted that the victorious emperor will tame the Blond
Beards (Peoples?), will expel the Arabs, and will thus fulfill a prophecy:
“Dog and whelp together will pursue the field.” The emperor will pro-
ceed to Rome via “Longobardia” (7). From there he will march to the
City of the Seven Hills (Constantinople), destroy several rivals, and en-
ter the city. He will rule peacefully for thirty-two years; his reign is de-
scribed in language borrowed from Pseudo-Methodius (9). Under the
following ruler an eruption of the Unclean Peoples is described, again in
the terms of Pseudo-Methodius. They will finally be exterminated by an
archangel (10). The Last Emperor then takes up residence at Jerusalem
and deposits his crown on Mount Golgotha on the Cross. The text ends
with the Son of Perdition (the Antichrist) slaying Enoch and Elijah (11).

The original text of this work was certainly written in Greek, as is
shown, for example, by several words that make no sense in Slavonic
and reveal themselves as erroneous translations from Greek.” It is also
clear that the author borrowed heavily from the First Greek Redaction
of Pseudo-Methodius—namely, most of (5) describing the effects of the
Moslem invasions on the Christian churches and the geographic extent

7. See Appendix below, nn. 16, 25, 27, 31, 35.
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of these invasions; the picture of the Christian churches after their fu-
ture liberation by a Messianic king (9); the prophecy of the invasion of
Unclean Peoples (10); and that of the Antichrist and of a Last Roman
Emperor surrendering his empire unto God (11).*

With regard to the date of the Slavonic Daniel it is of interest that the
list of emperors (2) ends with Michael II and his son and co-emperor
Theophilus and that it is there predicted that Michael II will be led to
the Kvriyiov, i.e., executed.® In fact, Michael Il died from a disease of
the kidneys; ' the list must therefore have been completed after the des-
ignation of Theophilus as co-emperor (12 May 821) but prior to his fa-
ther’s death (October 829)." This interval can be narrowed down fur-
ther by a consideration of (4). As I have shown elsewhere, the author
was here describing the rebellion of Euphemius and the beginnings of
the Arab occupation of Sicily in the summer of 827." It is surely note-
worthy that both the list of emperors (2) and the Sicilian paragraph (6)
can be dated to the reign of Michael II. Since these are the only histori-
cal parts of Pseudo-Chrysostom’s apocalypse, it is clear that the work
must have been written in Sicily between 827 and 829."

8. Cf. Istrin, Izsledovanie, pp. 257, 263f., and the Appendix below, nn. 41, 43, 45,
56-58.

9. See Appendix below, n. 25.

10. ]. B. Bury, A History of the Eastern Roman Empire (London, 1912), pp. 118f.

11. Bury, Eastern Roman Empire, pp. 80, 119.

12. See below, Appendix, p. 68 and n. 34, and my paper referred to there. It is difficult
to know whether the author knew of the Arab siege of Syracuse (827—828). Section (4)
ended without referring to it and (5) was derived from Pseudo-Methodius. It seems, how-
ever, that the mention of Sicily by Pseudo-Methodius prompted the author to return in (6)
to events in Sicily, for both the Rebel City and Akrodunion, mentioned in (4), recur here.
At one time (4) and (6) may have formed a whole.

13. 1 imagine the process of composition as follows. A Sicilian living at the time of the
Arab invasion of the island in 827—828 was struck by the mention of Sicily in the First
Greek Redaction of Pseudo-Methodius and by his description of the difficulties experi-
enced by the Christian clergy in the occupied areas, which he considered applicable to the
historical situation of Sicily under the Arabs. This Sicilian therefore retained of Pseudo-
Methodius’ work (5) and (9)—(11). He then grouped around (5), where the Greek Pseudo-
Methodius had prophesied the Arab conquest of Sicily, an historical section explaining
how that conquest of Sicily had come about (4) and a formulation of his hopes for mirac-
ulous Greek victories over the Arabs, (6) through (8). To round off his composition he
added a preamble (1) on the circumstances of the Vision, a list of historical emperors (2) to
establish his prophetic credentials, and some traditional material (3). In remarks that I
found difficult to follow in detail but are nevertheless valuable, Istrin, Izsledovanie, pp.
25659, shows that three specific borrowings from Pseudo-Methodius in the Slavonic
Daniel were due neither to the Slavonic translator nor to the author of the (lost) Greek
original, but were already part of a (lost) source of this Greek original, for the same bor-
rowings are found in Pseudo-Chrysostom. If Istrin is right in his philological analysis, my
remarks at the beginning of this footnote apply to the source of the Slavonic Daniel’s
Greek original as postulated by Istrin, rather than to the Greek model of the Slavonic
Daniel.
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APPENDIX: ENGLISH TRANSLATION
OF SLAVONIC DANIEL"Y

Vision of the Prophet Daniel on the Emperors
and the Last Days and on the End of the World

[1] The angel Gabriel came to the prophet Daniel and spoke as fol-
lows: Daniel, beloved man, I have been sent to you to announce and
show you the last days. Do place them in your heart and listen to what
is going to happen to the human race because of the sins of those who
will live in them [i.e., the last days]. The angel took me and placed me
on a high mountain where there was no trace of a human being. And the
angel said to me: Place this in your heart and listen! Behold four large
beasts coming out of the sea. They are the four winds."” And I said to
the angel: My lord, what are these beasts that have come out of the sea?

[2] And the angel said to me: These are the great empires in the last
days. The first beast, whose shape is like a lion, is the Isaurian Empire. It
will rise up against the altar and destroy it. It will hold its empire
strongly and forcefully for twenty-two years. And at the end of it, it will
blaspheme with shameless face and attention against the Highest God.
It will drive a priest from his throne. And because of his blasphemy
there will rise up <against him one> from his race and from his empire.
He will drive him from his throne for three years. And this emperor will
return and slay him, and all his princes will be afraid.'® And another
scepter will arise from the root of his throne and his name will be bes-
tial, which is called by the name of a wild animal. And it will take a wife
from a Helladic place.” And there will arise another scepter'® from his

14. This translation is based on Lavrov’s edition of the text, which gives the text from
the Chilandar codex. Since the beginning is missing in this manuscript, | have translated
this part from Srechkovic’s edition of the (lost) Zbornik Popa Dragolia. In cases of vari-
ants, 1 translated what | considered the correct reading, Only significant variants are
noted in the notes to the translation.

15. Dan. 7:2-3.

16. The Byzantine emperors Leo lII, the “Isaurian” (717—741), and Constantine V
(741-7735). Both were Iconoclasts. In 730 Leo deposed the patriarch Germanos. At the
beginning of his sole reign Constantine was faced with the rebellion of his brother-in-law
Artavasdos (742—743) and temporarily lost the capital to him; eventually the rebel was
blinded. Cf. Ostragorsky, History of the Byzantine State, pp. 165f. The use of the Slavonic
noun desarstvo in the sense of “dynasty,” here and later, is interesting. Normally, it means
“kingdom” or “empire” rather than “dynasty.” The author was translating Greek Baoi-
reia—which can mean either “empire” and “dynasty”—and erroneously chose to render
the first meaning. This is the first of many passages showing that the Slavonic text is trans-
lated from a Greek original.

17. The emperor Leo IV (775-780), son of Constantine V and husband of Irene of
Athens.

18. With this word the Chilandar manuscript begins.
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loins. Its name is written in Hellenic script with the first letter of the
alphabet, but in the Roman script it begins with the eighth letter. And it
will rule with its mother the empress and with her it brings about re-
vivals [from the dead?]). And while he will rule together with her, his
mother will fraudulently lay hands upon him." So I, Daniel, said to the
angel: My lord and prince of the angels, and the horns which I saw?
<The angel replied:> They are the Roman empires. They will rise up in
the last days. The first <horn> will lay hands upon its son. Afterward it
rules five years. Woe to thee, Babylon of the Seven Hills, because in thee
the woman with the one breast rules.?® Another horn will arise, an em-
peror from the race of Gopsin, which has the number * * * and
his rule is firm and strong. In his days a powerful nation will set out and
wage war against him. And this nation will flee before him. And after-
ward this people will return and fight, then it weakens. Later this em-
peror will give up his weak soul miserably.?’ Then another horn will

19. For most of 780—797, Constantine VI, son of Leo IV and Irene, ruled jointly with
his mother. The apocalyptist’s remark about the initial letter of the emperor’s name is
mysterious. It seems to indicate that it began with an alpha in Greek and the letter “H” in
Latin. Is Hadrian or a similar name meant? This kind of semi-learned camouflage of a
name is old apocalyptic practice: see the Oracle of Baalbek, line 157 (pp. 18f., ed. Alexan-
der) concerning the name Zeno: o 8¢ 70 dvopa avroi év ypaupaoct ‘Popairois eis 10
TéAos ToD dApafnTov, ypagpiuevor 8¢ I'patkds dmo Tob £B8ouov ypapuparos; [His name
stands in Roman letters at the end of the alphabet but is written in Greek letters beginning
with the seventh letter]; also line 164 about Anastasius Silentiarius (with my note ad
locum, p. 37). Constantine VI, however, never had another name, so there must be some
confusion. His mother had him blinded in 797. The Slavonic word translated above by
“empress” is vasilija, where the Chilandar manuscript reads mr’ty”, ““dead.” This variant
is probably connected with the enigmatic item on “revivals.” Istrin, Izsledovanie, p. 262,
suggests plausibly that there is here a confusion of dvasracis and awooracia.

20. Reference to the sole rule of Irene, 797—802, after the blinding of her son. % &ur-
TéAogos is a standard designation of Constantinople. Irene is here thought of as an
Amazon.

21. The emperor Nicephorus I (802—811). The Zbornik Popa Dragolia reads Gotin for
Gopsin. The numeral is hopelessly corrupt in both manuscripts; did it express the sum of
the numerical values of the letters making up the name of Nicephorus or of Gopsin? The
nation against which Nicephorus went to war were the Bulgars. He was defeated and slain
by them in 811 (Ostrogorsky, History, p. 196). Very interesting is the remark about the
descent of the efnperor Nicephorus from the house of Gopsin. The Arab historian Tabari
reported that according to Roman sources the emperor Nicephorus “was a descendant of
Gafna of Ghassan” (E. W. Brooks, “Byzantines and Arabs in the Time of the Early Ab-
bassids,” English Historical Review 15 [1900], pp. 728—747, esp. 743.) The above pas-
sage in the text shows that Tabari was right and that the tradition of Nicephorus’ Arab
descent was indeed Byzantine. Here it appears for the first time, in a Byzantine source
composed less than two decades after the emperor’s death. The Syriac chronicler Michael
the Syrian (11199) offered a fuller version of this tradition according to which an ancestor
of Nicephorus, Djabala, settled in Cappodocia (French translation of this chronicle by
J. B. Chabot, III {Paris, 1905], p. 15, and, derived from it, the Chronography of Bar
Hebraeus, vol. I [London, 1932], pp. 120f.). On the dynasty of Gafna see Th. Noéldeke,
“Die Ghassanischen Fiirsten aus dem Hause Gafna’s,” Abhandlungen der Kgl. Akademie
der Wissenschaften zu Berlin (1887), and on Djabala ben al-Ayham in particular, ibid.,
p- 45 (Noldeke dated him ca. A.p. 635); also Irfan Shahid, “Ghassan,” Encyclopedia of
Islam 17 (Leiden, 1965), pp. 1020f., and “Djabala b. al-Ayham,” ibid., pp. 354f.
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arise from his seed, briefer than all «the others:.?* Another horn will
arise, with an angelic name, and take its throne.?* A fifth horn will arise
and seven years will go by.? And afterward there will arise another horn
beginning with the first imperial letter. And while it occupies the
throne, <there is> another horn and they will begin to utter blasphemy
against the Highest. And because of its blasphemy it will perish misera-

bly and they will lead him to the Hunter.?
[3] And afterward another horn will arise, which has a name adding

up to 5,631[?].% And it holds its throne as a cruel beginning of the entire
world in the land of his empire.?”” In his days there will arise four em-
perors, two from the East, two from the West, as you saw the four winds
coming out and stirring up the sea.” They are those and they will wage
fierce war and destroy each other like the grass of the field. And there
will be much disorder on earth. And there will arise an emperor from
the City of the Sun and he will destroy them. And he will win a great
victory and enter the City of the Seven Hills and bring peace to the
people. After that <here will be> a massacre[?]. And blessed is he who
rests in the faith.”

22. Stauracius, son of Nicephorus, in a battle against the Bulgarians (26 July 811) re-
ceived a wound that was to prove fatal; he was proclaimed emperor, but abdicated on his
deathbed in October 811 (Ostrogorsky, History, pp. 196f.).

23. The emperor Michael I Rangabé (811-813), proclaimed to replace the dying
Stauracius.

24. The emperor Leo V (813-820). It is surprising that the author, who condemns
Leo III and Constantine V so strongly for their Iconoclasm, fails to praise Irene for her
restoration of image worship or to censure Leo V for his renewal of the fight against reli-
gious images.

25. The emperor Michael II (820—-829), founder of the new Amorian dynasty, and his
son and co-emperor (since 821) Theophilus are meant. Both were Iconoclasts. The word
lovic signifies “hunter,” which makes no sense. It is clearly a literal translation either of
Greek Kvwnyyds, which was the name of one of the quarters of Constantinople situated on
the Golden Horn, or, better, of Kvinyywov on the Seraglio Point near the Palace of Man-
gana (R. Janin, Constantinople byzantine, 2nd ed. [Paris, 1964], pp. 376f.). In the latter
quarter executions frequently took place. The apocalyptist, therefore, predicts that Mi-
chael 11 will be executed like a common criminal. This prediction proved wrong, for Mi-
chael 1 died from a kidney disease (Bury, Eastern Roman Empire, pp. 118£.). The passage
was therefore written while Michael Il was still alive. It is also important because the
word lovic, meaningless in this context, proves that the Slavonic text was translated in an
excessively literal fashion from a (lost) Greek original.

26. The words “which . . . 5,631 have dropped out in the Chilandar manuscript be-
cause of a repetition of the participle inzy. The meaning of the numeral is obscure.

27. The words naéelo liuto (“cruel beginning”) are meaningless. All is well, however, if
one assumes (cf. n. 25 above) that nacelo is a mistranslation of dpx7, which can mean
both “beginning” and “rule.”

28. Dan. 7:2.

29. The preceding paragraph (3) contains traditional material. In particular, the
tetrarchs and the emperor from Heliopolis (City of the Sun) are ancient apocalyptic
motifs. For the emperor from Heliopolis see, for example, my edition of the Oracle of
Baalbek, line 205. A tetrarchy of two kings from the East and two from Syria is men-
tioned ibid., line 180. The notion of a king from the City of the Sun is much older, for it
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[4] And he will send trustworthy envoys also to the Western regions.
And?*® when they reach the Western regions, the inhabitants of the city
called Tyrannis will rebel, sally forth, and begin to commit acts of in-
justice.’® And afterward those who are in that place will rise up and de-
stroy «ach other> by the sword. And they will arise against each other
and fight battles with each other. And two rebels* will arise, the first
from the East of that city and the other from the West.”* And they will
meet each other in a place called Akrodunion.** And they will destroy
each other so that the sea will be mingled with their blood. And a preg-
nant woman will arrive from the territory of that city where there stood
in those days a sign.”* And when she sees her brother lying dead, she will
beat her breast and give birth to her child.”* And grief?” will overcome
her for a long time. And the Ismaelites will enter the extremity of that
island? and take much booty. And so they will come to a place called
Mariana.*® And the rebel ** will establish them in that place. And he will

occurs already in the Apocalypse of Elijab 30.2 (transl. Paul Riessler, Altjidischer Schrift-
tum ausserbalb der Bibel [reprint Darmstadt, 1966), p. 118), and in Ovracula Sibyllina
13.151 Ahcomépmros éx Zupins [sun-sent from Syrial. Bousset, “Beitrige,” pp. 106t.,
thought that Odaenathus of Palmyra was meant.

30. The words “also. . . . And” are omirtted in the Zbornik Popa Dragolia, clearly be-
cause of the twofold mention of the “Western regions.”

31. In the Chilandar manuscript the city is called Tyinaris, and in the Zbornik Popa
Dragolia it is Turinis. The latter manuscript adds after this word: “of the city of Serdica™
(= Sofia), the first of a series of interpolations to be discussed separately. The verbal form
translated in the text by the verb “to rebel” is mucese(i), from mqéiti, “to torcure.” Now
the noun mucitel’ {n. 32 below) is used in Slavonic to render the Greek Tiparvos; see the
First Church Slavonic Redaction of Pseudo-Methodius, p. 87. 16 Istrin. The verb moéiti is
a fairly adequate translation of Greek Tvpapveiv in the sense of “10 behave like a tyrant.”
Here, however, it must be used to render Tvpavwvetr with the meaning of “to rebel,” an-
other example of a faulty, because excessively literal, translation from the Greek. [The
historical interpolations were discussed by Alexander, “Historical Interpolations in the
Zbornik Popa Dragolia.”]

32. Muditele, lit, “torturers.”

33. After “West” Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds (cf, n. 31 above}: “from Glavinica.”

34. Zbornik Popa Dragolia: “Krodunium.” I have investigated the historical events re-
ferred to in {4} in “Les Débuts des conquétes arabes en Sicile et la teadition apocalyptique
byzantino-slave” {see “Inttoduction,” n. 16, above}, and shown that they refer to the Arab
campaign in Sicily A.D. 827. “Akrodunion” is Achradina, suburb of Syracuse.

35. Znameniiem, “sign.” This must be another miscranslation from Greek ofjua or
oypeiov, which can mean “sign” and also “tomb.” This clause about the “sign” or
“tomb” is, incidentally, the only one with the verb in the aorist tense; everywhere else the
writer uses the present. The Zbornik Popa Dragolia interpolates after the word zinamseni-
iem: “at Pernik.”

36. The Chitandar manuscript: “And she sees her brother lying dead and beats her
breasts and her child.” The Zbornik Popa Dragolia: “She sees her brother, being a
mother, beats her breast and gives birth to her child.” Neither of the manuscripts seems to
be altogether correct.

37. Zbornik Popa Dragolia: “sleep.”

38. Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds: “of the Danube.”

39. Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds: “and 10 Mraka.”

40. Muéitel’; cf. n. 31 above.
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come as far as a place called Enna.** And people will come to its aid and
they [the Ismaelites] will not occupy it.

[5] And Dantel said to the angel: Tell me, my lord, why do these afflic-
tions befall the entire world? And the angel said to me: Because the
Lord God does not* love Ismael will he give him strength to encompass
the land of Rome, but because of the sins of those residing in it. The
honor of the priests will be cancelled and the sacrifice disappear from
the churches. And the priests will be like people.** At that time in the
seventh age* when the number of the Ismaelites will be full and when
they already hold their power, they will plunder Persia and Romania
{the Roman Empire] and the other islands of those[?] who reside near
Jerusalem, and Calabria* and Sicily. And they will blaspheme and say:
The Romans will escape from our hands.*

[6] And without announcing it they will set forth secretly from this
city called Rebel «City>*” and find there someone by divine revelation in
the midst of it carrying two coins in order to receive crumbs. And they
will seize him, whose name is in the thirtieth chapter, and lead him to
Akrodunion. And there they will anoint him forthwith emperor, whom
people considered like a dead man. He will set out against the Ismaelites
with great ire and a multitude of men. He will meet the Ismaelites in a
place called Perton** and will fight[?] a fierce battle. And there is in that

41. Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds: “Vel'blud {modern Kiistendil].”

42. Omitted in Zbornik Popa Dragolia. The angel’s reply in this paragraph is derived,
with many mistakes, from Pseundec-Methodius, e.g., pp. 27, 35 Istrin (= pp. 96, 116
Lolos). In this reply, the text is altogether different from the corresponding passage in the
First Slavonic Redaction of Pseudo-Methadius, p, 97 Istrin—another proof that the
Slavonic Dasiel is an independent translation from a lost Greek original. The entire pas-
sage from the bepinning of (5) to the end of (8} reappears verbatim in Pseudo-Chrysostom,
p. 36.3—-37.13 Vasiliev. These parallel Greek texts can be used to correct mistakes in the
Slavonic Daniel. Here Pseudo-Methodius, p. 27.12 Istrin (= p. 98.4 Lolos) and Pseudo-
Chrysostom, p. 36.15 Vasiliev, show that in the Chilandar manuscript the negative stands
in the wrong place and that the passage should run “Not because the Lord God loves
Ismael,” etc.

43. Pseudo-Methodius, p. 35.7 Istrin {= p. 116.4 Lolos) of {cpeis @s & Aads [the priests
like the people]; Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 36.10 Vasiliev {epzis @5 6 xowos Aads [priests
like the common peaple].

44, Mistranslation of 7& £B88oparikd xpive [in the seventh year-week]; cf. Pseudo-
Chrysostom, p. 36.11 Vasiliev.

45. Chilandar: “Ilavtia™; Zbornik Popa Dragolia: “Lavria,” Cf. Pseudo-Chrysostom,
p. 36.14 Vasiliev Pwpaviay 7e xal Huobiar kai 7ds hotmds ymoovs ebplokouevous
minaiov ‘Papns, KehafBpiar e kai Texeriov.

46. Cf. Pseudo-Methodius, p. 39.4 Istrin (= p. 120.4 Lolos) o0« Exovow drappva ol
Xpearavoi éx rov yeypawv Huov [the Christians will have no escape from our hands];
Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 36.16 Vasiliev ovk Exovow drdppvow éx 1o&w xeiptv Nudr of
‘Papator [The Romans will have no escape from our hands]. These parallels show that a
negative has been amitted in the Slavic text.

47. Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds: “of Serdica [Sofia).”

48. After this name Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds: “There are two hills on one side of
Serdica [Sofia).”
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place a well with two mouths so that the blood of Romans and Isma-
elites will be mingled. And the Lord God will surrender the Ismaelites
into the hands of the emperor.

(71 And afterward he will send envoys: to all his dands> and build
naval armaments. And he will send his forces into the inner Roman
lands and they will tame the Blond(?] Beards.”” Both will drive away**
Ismael. And then there will be fulfilled the saying that dog and whelp
together will pursue the field.”' And when the emperor journeys to
Rome, he will come to a place called Longobardia®® and those who are
in that place offer resistance. And he will accept [them?]** and enter
Rome. And he will come to a place where a vessel is hidden. And he will
knock with his whip against the bronze idol in which the vessel is hid-
den. By divine command it will open and he will make gifts to the
people from this gold.

[8) And he will leave Rome with a multitude of people and journey on
land to the City of the Seven Hills by this dry road. And none will
oppose him because the Lord God is with him. And the fear of the em-
peror, whose name is in three hundred, meaning <t begins with the
letter» £au, will be heard everywhere. And when the two hundredth
aqwumber», meaning <t begins with the letter» sigrma, hears of his cruelty,
it will flee from the City of the Seven Hills into the inner regions of the
Eastern land and will perish miserably. And there will arise the tenth
horn which lasts less than one year. And it will fight with the Ethiopian
emperor and many of his princes will flee to him. And the tenth horn
will be destroyed by the Ethiopian emperor.** And he will enter the City

49. Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 36.32 Vasiliev, reads fovda 8. Clearly either the Greek
original had corrupted yérn into yévewr or the translator had confused the twa words.
Eavda Edvn “the Blond Peoples,” is the standard Byzantine designation of the Western
peoples: see Mauricius Strategicon, ed. Mihaescu, pp. 106.25, 140.1, 274.18.

50. Chilandar: oba ko profenet; Zbornik Popa Dragolia: i tako proZenet; Pseudo-
Chrysostom, p. 36.32 Vasiliev e duod Sidfovow [and they will pursue together].

51. Cf. Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 36.34 Vasiliev . . . xdwv kat oxtuvos Subfovow &ypév
[the dog and the whelp will pursue the field]; Daniel Kei Earar, p. 39.33 Vasiliev Aéwr
Ko oxvuvos opod Sudfovory [the lion and the whelp will pursue together]; Pseudo-
Hippolytus, as cited by Liudprand of Cremona Legatio 40, p. 196 Becker (see p. 101 be-
low) Aéwr xai oxipvos Spoduifovaw dvaypov [the lion and the whelp will pursue the
ass together]. Undoubtedly, Liudprand comes clasest to the original wording of the proph-
ecy, but the Pseudo-Chrysostom proves that the Slavonic translator was rendering it in a
highly corrupt form (Aéwr changed to «bwr, drarypor to dypow).

52. Chilandar: “Vardiia”; Zbornik Popa Dragolia: “Ibardiia.” Both manuscripts add
Longi- after the next word. See Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 37.1 Vasiliev eis tomov Agsyd-
pevoy AwyyiBapdias [to the place called Longobardia).

53. Chilandar: préjeet; Zbornik Popa Dragolia: préjem; Pseudo-Chrysostom mopaxe-
Aéoas. Was the correct reading priz”vlj, from priz”vati?

54. Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds: “The first day of the coming month of August passes
after Michael has taken the empire. And the mountains begin to divide [and] the fish to
die in the streams and the Lord will be with him forever.”
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of the: Seven Hills** from the West and hold his empire with all <his»
might. And he will humble his enemies under his foot.

{91 And <his» scepter* rules thirty-two years. And all his wrath will be
«lirected> against both his ire and* against those who have turned
away from the Lord. And the entire earth will be at peace and there will
be great rejoicing on earth such as neither existed nor will exist. And
princes will be like emperors and paupers like rich men. And he will
send «envoys to the four corners of the entire world. And they will as-
semble pious men who fear God and seek retaliation for innocent blood
and for the scoffing of the Church. And there will be talking among the
many <people: assembled. And the emperor will sit with them and they
will discuss together. And the churches of the saints will be restored
even in their images. And they will build the destroyed altars. And there
will be none in those times to do or suffer injustice. And the scepter will
end in peace and the Lord God will grant it rest.

[10] Afterward another scepter will arise. In his times twelve em-
perors will arise from the Gates of the Snakes.”® And the earth will
shake before their face and people will be afraid and flee to the moun-
tains and to the caves. And many will perish, and there will be none to
bury the bodies. Indeed, those Unclean Peoples will depart from the
mountains and begin to eat human flesh and to drink the blood of wild
beasts. And these Unclean Peoples: will eat the bodies of the dead. And
the earth will be defiled by them. And none will be able to stand against
them until the time that is ordered for them. And after their time is
completed, the Lord will send one of his archangels and destroy them.

[11] And afterward there will arise a Roman Emperor. And he will
take up residence at Jersusalem for twelve years. And afterward there
will appear the Son of Perdition. Thus he will be born in the village of
Chuza® and be raised in Vit’saida and rule in Kaper'nauma [Caper-
naum]}. Woe to thee, Chuzina [Chorazin], for he will be born in thee,
and to thee, Vit’saida [Beth-saida], because he will be raised in thee and

55. Zbornik Popa Dragolia substitutes *“Thessalonica.”

356. Zbornik Popa Dragolia adds “at Thessalonica™ and has “thirty-three” instead of
“thirty-two.”

57. The words “against both his ire and” seem superfluous. The passage from “all his
wrath” to “will exist” is derived from Pseudo-Methodius, p. 42.12—43.3 Istrin (= p.
126.10—12 Lolos), where “*both his ire” is missing, Istrin, Izsledovanie, p. 264, points out
that the form in which paragraph (9) appears in the Slavonic Daniel is closely related to
the Daniel Kad aran, p. 41,10—24 Istrin, and explains this relationship by the fact that
both passages are based on the same source derived from Pseudo-Methodius.

58. Aspidov’ vrat’. Are the Caspian Gates meant? The rest of paragraph (10) is derived
from Pseudo-Methodius, p. 44.3~16 Istrin (= p. 128.11-130.11 Lolos).

59. Zbarnik Popa Dragolia adds *at Strumica.”
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to thee, Kaper’nauma, because he will rule in thee.** And when the Son
of Perdition will appear the Roman Emperor will ascend the Place of
Skulls. And the Emperor will place his crown on the Cross and pray to
the Lord God. And he will lift his hands to heaven and hand over the
Christian Empire to the God and Father. And after that the Son of Perdi-
tion will begin to do signs and wonders. And the springs will dry up and
the Egyptian sun be turned into blood. And two men will appear who
have not tasted death, Enoch and Elijah. And the Son of Perdition will
fight with them and slay them on the Cross on whichs was crucified
Our God Jesus; and he will receive their soul from their mouth. Glory
to Our God forever and ever.

2.PSEUDO-CHRYSOSTOM

In the manuscripts this short piece is attributed to 5t. John Chryso-
stom, but in fact it was composed in a much later age. It is made up
largely of fragments from carlier apocalypses, notably from Pseudo-
Methedius’ Revelation, so much so that it could be called an abbre-
viated version of that work. It consists of four parts. It begins with
Pseudo-Methodius® narrative concerning the Ethiopian princess Cu-
sheth, her daughter from King Byzas, Byzantia, the latter’s marriage to
Romulus, and the interpretation of Psalm 68 : 31 according to which the
Christian Empire is to last to the end of time.” There follows, as a sec-
ond part, a piece not found elsewhere, in which it is said that God, be-
cause of the sinfulness of Christians, will call in the Ismaelites, who
then will enter the City of the Seven Hills (Constantinople) with arms
and horses, shed much blood, carry off large amounts of booty, and ad-
vance fws "Arrai®r.? The third part reproduces, again almost literally,
certain parts of the (lost) Greek original of the Slavonic Daniel. In sec-
tion (5) of that work, where the angel speaks of the devastation by the
Arabs of certain countries, Pseudo-Chrysostom inserts after the men-
tion of Sicily the words: “the so-called Rebel City” and then continues
with the Slavonic Daniel’s prediction of a divinely revealed emperor

60. Matr. 11:20. Much of (11) is derived from Pseudo-Methodius, pp. 45f. Istrin
(= pp- 130f. Lolos).

1. Compare pp. 33—35.28 Vasiliev with Psendo-Methodius, p. 17.11-24.16 Istrin
{= p. B4.4-90.3 Lolos). The borrowing is almost literal, with some omissions and
abbreviations.

2. Pp. 35.28-36.3 Vasiliev: [The Ismaelites] eloshetoorras év 7§} moher T EmTohdpw
v dppoct kot ITmows kal Evexay TovTwy TOAARS aiparexyvaios [Vasiliev suggests a
lacuna], edx dAiyov woraavrres 8¢ kel oxbha. Ti XM Aéyeew; kai elayider Topanh
[v@ dyyéhe] Ews "Arraldv. | have bracketed the words 16 dyyéhw because they recur in,
and belong to, the next line.
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anointed at Achradina and destined to defeat the Arabs at Petrinon.’
The fourth and final part is again literally taken from Pseudo-
Methodius and is strictly eschatological: the coming of the Antichrist,
the episode of Enoch and Elijah, and the Second Coming.*

This analysis of Pseudo-Chrysostom’s Vision of Daniel shows that the
only part with a claim to originality is the second.’ It must, then, be here,
if anywhere, that the author reveals his concerns and gives a clue as to
the place and date of composition. This brief section presents two strik-
ing features, which may facilitate the interpretation of the entire work.

In the first place, the author must have written it after 827828, for
that is, as has been shown above, the date of the Slavonic Daniel and it
has just been mentioned that in his third part Pseudo-Chrysostom ex-
cerpted it. Now, the ninth century was a period when Byzantine warfare
against the Arabs took place in Asia Minor, far from the walls of Con-
stantinople; when, except for occasional Arab forays such as the khalif

3. Compare pp. 36.3—37.13 Vasiliev with the Slavonic Daniel, sections {5) through
(8}, ending with the words: “and will perish miserably” {Ch. II, sec. 1, above). Pseudo-
Chrysostom was obliged to insert, very clumsily, the words mw kahovpévny Tvparrida
wéher [“the so-called Rebel City”] because he had omitred the discussion of Syracusan
affairs in the Slavonic Danidel in section (4} and therefore had to find a way to connect his
list of countries devastated with the prophecy that follows. The name of the place of the
anointment is corrupt in the printed text of Pseudo-Chrysostom (péxps Sivns [“ar a
whirtlpool™] but it can be emended with certainty from the Slavonic Daniel (6) into pexpt
*Axpadivns [“at Achradina™]. It is uncertain, however, whether the Slavonic Daniel or
Pseudo-Chrysostom is closer to the truth in rendering the name of the place where the
battle of Syracusans and Arabs is fought: Perton, or Petrinon.

4. Compare p. 37.13—38 Vasiliev with Pseudo-Methodius, p. 46.5 to end, Istrin {= p.
134.21 Lolos).

5. Neither Istrin nor Bousset (“Beitrige,” p. 263) was able to adduce any parallel, but of
course the possibility cannot be excluded altogether that this section, too, was derived
from an apocalypse as yet unknown or overlooked. Unfortunately, it is not possible to
find any chronological signposts in the many differences between the text of Pseudo-
Chrysostom and those of his scurces—see the study of these differences by Istrin, Izsledo-
varnie, pp. 2571., 261—63—though these differences frequently permit textual emendations
of the texts (see, for example, the preceding note). One might be tempted to derive a ter-
minus post quem from the facr thar in the list of countries devastared by the Arabs, which
the author borrowed from the Slavonic Daniel, Pseudo-Chrysostom added Calabria be-
fore Sicily {p. 36.15 Vasiliev). The Moslem conquest of Calabria did not begin before the
late thirties or early forties of the ninth century (Julius Gay, L'ltalie méridionale et I'em-
pire byzantin [867—1071] [Paris, 1904], p. 51), so if the mention of Calabria were a clear
addition to the Greek original of the Slavonic Daniel this would mean that the text was
written after 840. The Slavonic text makes it probable, however, that the mention of Cal-
abria originated as a mere palaecographic variant in the Greek tradition of the Slavonic
Daniel, for as mentioned above (Chapter IIL1, n. 45), in the Slavonic text there appeared
an “Ilavria” or “Lavria,” corresponding to the ‘loavpia of Pseudo-Methodius, p. 39.2
Istrin (= p. 120.2 Lolos). The probability, then, is that in the Greek tradition underlying
the Slavonic Daniel "laavpio was corrupted into 'Ihavpia and it was then a natural
“emendation” to write KahoBpia, especially since the region was mentioned in close tex-
tual proximity to Sicily. It would therefore be dangerous to draw any chronological in-
ferences from the mention of Calabria in Pseudo-Chrysostom.
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al-Mu‘tasim’s capture of Ancyra and Amorium in 838, the Byzantine-
Arab frontier was stabilized at Mount Taurus; and when, in the latter
half of the century, the Byzantines began to take the offensive against the
Arabs. It is surprising to find a ninth-century apocalyptist predicting a
new Arab siege of Constantinople, compared to the ones undertaken by
the Umayyad khalifs in 674—678 and again in 717—718, and even an
Arab entry (eioceleboovral) into the Byzantine capital. Such an entry
never took place, an observation that makes it clear that this is a case of
a genuine, though unfulfilled, prophecy.

A second puzzling feature of the second part is Pseudo-Chrysostom’s
statement that the Arabs would advance ws *ArraA@v. Most probably,
the author means the port of Attalia in Pamphylia, in the Cibyrrhaeot
theme. At first sight it seems an anticlimax that the author should fol-
low up his prediction of a Moslem entry into Constantinople with a
second prophecy that the Arabs would reach the harbor town of Attalia
so close to the frontier and separated from the capital by the entire
width of Asia Minor. The suspicion arises that the Arab advance to At-
talia was an historical event which the apocalyptist interpreted to imply
a threat to the capital.

In fact, in the ninth century several Abbasid khalifs revived the de-
signs of their Umayyad predecessors upon the Byzantine Empire and its
capital. In the last quarter of the ninth century the Arab historian
Yacqubi quoted the khalif al-Ma>miin (813—833) as saying in 833834,
at the beginning of an abortive campaign against Amorium: “I shall
fetch the Arabs [Bedouins], I shall bring them from their deserts and
install them in all the towns that I shall conquer, until I attack Con-
stantinople.” ¢ Al-Ma’miin captured some Byzantine fortresses but died
before he was able to make much progress on his grand design. Under
his successor, al-Mu‘tasim (833 —-842), there was no fighting between
Arabs and Byzantines until 837, for until that year the Byzantine em-
peror Theophilus (829—-842) concentrated all his military efforts on the
defense of Sicily, and the khalif was busy suppressing the dangerous re-
volt of Babek. In 837, however, Theophilus, under the prodding of
Babek, reopened hostilities and captured the important cities of Za-
petra, Arsamosata, and Melitene near the Upper Euphrates. Later in the
same year Babek fell into the khalif’s hands and suffered death by tor-
ture. Al-Muctasim, feeling that his hands had been freed, decided to
carry out al-Ma’mun’s plans against Amorium. In 838 his armies cap-

6. Translated in A. A. Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, vol. 1: La Dynastie d’Amorium
(Brussels, 1935), p. 274.
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tured Ancyra and Amorium, the latter being the place of origin of the
reigning Byzantine dynasty and the second most important fortress of
the empire.’

Like his predecessor, al-Mu‘tasim considered Amorium a stepping-
stone on the way to an advance upon Constantinople.? It was clear to
him, from the record of the Umayyad expeditions against the Byzantine
capital, that Constantinople could not be taken without considerable
naval power. The khalif therefore gave orders for the construction of an
armada and, after several years of preparation, a squadron of 400 war-
ships set sail in 842 from Syrian ports against Constantinople, under
the command of an admiral whom the Byzantine sources call Apodinar;
Arab sources fail to mention the expedition, presumably because it
ended in failure. It was a formidable undertaking. It is true that for the
siege of Constantinople by Maslama {717—-718} the Syriac chronicler
Michael mentions 5,000 ships and the Greek chroniclers 1,800—even
the lower figure is probabiy an exaggeration®—but in 825 Crete was
captured by 40 vessels, and two years later the qadi Asad invaded Sicily
with either 70 or 100 ships.” But Apodinar’s squadron was destroyed at
the Cibyrrhaeot Promontory, near the Chelidonian Isles south of At-
talia, a dangerous spot for navigation since ancient times. Only seven
ships returned to Syria."! Nothing is said as to whether an Arab land

7. On these events see ibid., pp. 124-27, 13743, 144-74; Bury, Eastern Roman Em-
pire, pp. 25256, 25372,

8. Bury, Eastern Roman Empire, p. 262.

9. Michael the Syriap, transl. J. B. Chabot, I, p. 484; Theophanes, p. 393.25 de Boor;
Nicephorus, p. 53 de Boor.

10. Bury, Eastern Roman Empire, p. 298. 7

11. Vita Theodorae Imperatricis (BHG 1731), ed. W. Regel, Anecdota Byzantino-
Russica (St. Petersburg, 1891), p. 11: v 1§ odw avrokparopia Muxanh, *Amobivdp, 6 téav
.o Ayapmrer eUhapxos, éx TOANGY XpOveY TapaTKEvalomeros £ SUpapEL uEyaly
xai Bapeiq opodpa wetd wholwy @oBepdv TETpaKOTIWY KETATAGKTWY TPXETO KOTA
s deogpovprirov Kwvoravrwovnohews, dAha tobrow %) .. . 7pds .. . &l TéAOS
THOAVLTE TOV GAGOTOPR KAL SIONETEY, TAPTWY TAY COBEPLY Kai KATATAGKTWY EKEIVRY
mThoiwy avravbpar ourtpBévTey dv drpwmpia Tev Kifawpvarar eis T Asydpeva
Xehboria, énrd kol poror Swxcedirtov ér Zupie kal dTayyeharter Ty TéGv "Po-
uerlap vikmp Te Kol ocwmplar kel THY fevr@v fTTar TE kel mavoisdpiar. [In the reign
of Michael, Apodinar, the Arab general, who for many years had been preparing a large
and very strong force of 400 fearful ships, came against the divinely fortified Constanti-
naple, but the third day destroyed the wretch completely; all those dreaded and astonish-
ing ships were shattered with all their men at the Cibyrrhaeot promontory at Chelidonia,
and only seven returned safely to Syria to announce the victory and safety of the Romans
and their own loss and destruction.] Except for the last phrase (xaé dmayysddrrar kri.)
the passage was copied almost verbatim by George the Monk Chromicon, 2.801 de Boor.
Cf. Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, 1, p. 192, and Bury, Eastern Roman Empire, p. 274.
Vasiliev, I, pp. 406£., considered the possibility that the leader of the Arab squadton, Ap-
odinar, may be identical with an Ahmad ibn Dinar ibn ‘Abd-Allah celebrated in a poem by
Buhturi (820—-897) as the admiral commanding an expedition in which his sailors won a
naval victory over “the sons of Caesar” by means of the Greek Fire. If this identification is
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army was cooperating with Apodinar’s naval force, but it is difficult to
imagine that al-Muc‘tasim should have repeated Mucawiya’s disastrous
mistake of 674—680 and have relied primarily on a naval force to cap-
ture Constantinople.

It must have been the expedition of al-Mu‘tasim against Constanti-
nople that prompted Pseudo-Chrysostom to write his apocalypse.
Nothing is known, it is true, about the route followed by Apodinar’s
naval squadron or by the (hypothetical) land army cooperating with it,
but the Byzantine sources state that the armada sailed from Syria and
was destroyed at the Chelidonian Isles. It is plausible that it should have
entered (elonAder) Attalia, for in the ninth century Attalia was the
naval base of the elite units of the thematic fleets, the Mardaites, and it
would have been foolhardy for the Arab navy to have bypassed this for-
midable stronghold. Eighteen years later, in 860, the port was captured
by a much smaller Arab squadron of twenty ships.”? The Arab historian
Mascadi (1956/7) told that already after his conquest of Amorium (838)
al-Muc‘tasim had wanted to march upon Constantinople and attempt to
capture the city by land and by sea.”’ He had been delayed in carrying
out his plans by internal problems and by the building of the fleet. Small
wonder that when in 842 Apodinar’s squadron captured Attalia, an
anonymous Byzantine apocalyptist, Pseudo-Chrysostom, should have
seen in this event a threat to the capital itself.

Like many other apocalypses, Pseudo-Chrysostom’s thus illuminates
a brief moment in history. The author knew of the capture of Attalia in
842 by Apodinar’s Arab fleet or by the cooperating land army or by
both, but nothing yet of the fleet’s destruction off the Chelidonian Isles
a short time later. It is inconceivable that he should have written after he
learned of the disaster that had overtaken the enemy, for there was no
reason to fear a Moslem siege of and entry into the capital soon after so
egregious a setback for the Arabs. As to the place of composition, it is
impossible to arrive at certainties, yet it is probable that an author so

correct, it would mean that a naval engagement took place between the Byzantine and
Arab fleets. It should be noted that neither the author of the saint’s life nor the chronicler
states explicitly that Apodinar’s fleet was destroyed by a storm, although this seems to be
implied by the references to the Trinity and to divine justice. Yet it is striking that the
hagiographer wrote of a Roman victory and an Arab defeat! Perhaps a battle was indeed
fought, and Buhturi’s hero is identical with the Apodinar of the Byzantine sources.

12. Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, 1, p. 246. On the naval importance of Attalia in the
ninth century see H. Ahrweiler, Byzance et la Mer (Paris, 1966), p. 108.

13. As translated in Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, I, p. 332: “Muctasim livra la ville
[Amorium] au pillage et a l'incendie. . . . Il voulut ensuite marcher sur Constantinople,
en occuper le canal (Bosphore) et aviser aux moyens de prendre cette capitale par terre et
par mer.”
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concerned with the fate of the capital wrote in or near Constantinople.
While he still thought that an Arab armada of 400 warships was sailing
from Attalia around Asia Minor to Constantinople, he wrote his apoca-
lypse to warn his readers that their sinfulness was bringing divine retri-
bution upon the Christian Empire as well as a repetition of the terrible
dangers that Constantinople had faced in the days of Mutawiya and
Maslama.

3. DANIEL Koi éoron

This text, preserved anonymously in one manuscript only, is entitled
Vision of Daniel Concerning the Last Time and Concerning the Fnd of
the World. Unfortunately, it is corrupt in many places. It is divided into
two parts of unequal length: a very brief historical part, and a lengthy
eschatological section.! Both components are made up of a large variety
of very short fragments so that, to a much greater extent than the
apocalypse of Pseudo-Chrysostom, this piece gives the impression of a
mosaic built from often minute pebbles.

The first, historical part of the piece is composed of five fragments.

1. In the first fragment it is predicted that an Arab youth will on
“wooden arks” set forth against all the lands and islands of the Roman
Empire, work great slaughter, and humble princes and destroy men of
power. He will set his countenance against the pateways (mpomvhata)
of Peter and Paul, will obtain St. Peter’s keys, and will humble Rome.
The reason for these disasters will be the fact that kings and potentates
summoned him (the Arab youth) in the temples and altars of idols (v
Tols varois eidwhwv kai Bupois), defiled the smoke of the sacrifices, and
harmed the saints.?

While not all the details of this passage are clear, it must refer to the
Arab naval attack on Rome in 846. By that time, the Arabs in Sicily,
later reinforced from Africa and Crete and called into southern Italy by
Neapolitans and warring Lombard factions, had seized Tarentum and
Bari, established a colony at Beneventum, and were threatening the
Papal State. On 23 August 846 a fleet of seventy-three ships assembled
by the emir of Palermo, Aba al-Aghlab Ibrahim (835-851), appeared at
the mouth of the Tiber. It is unlikely that it was commanded by the emir
in person, as he could hardly have been called a youth in 846 and as he

1. The historical part extends from the beginning to p. 39.15 Vasiliev. The rest of the
piece is eschatological prophecy.
2. Pp. 38.22~39.1 Vasiliev. | emend éxvuriraro on p. 38.31 to éhvusvavre.
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conducted all his warfare through his lieutenants.’ The Arab armada
sacked the Church of St. Peter, built by the emperor Constantine the
Great, and the Church of St. Paul, both situated on the right bank of the
river outside the Aurelian Walls of the city. The armada was unable to
capture the city itself. It is interesting, however, to find here a reference
to the keys of St. Peter captured by the Arabs. In the early Middle Ages
these keys to the confessio of Old St. Peter were considered to possess
miraculous healing powers because of their physical contact with the
tomb of the apostle, and were frequently sent by popes to high digni-
taries whom they wished to honor. Their capture by the Moslems in
846 must therefore have been felt to be a humiliation for the Christian
faith.* In other ways, too, the indications given by the apocalyptist
agree with what is known about Old St. Peter and the Moslem sack of
846. The Church indeed had a gateway.® It is also true that “kings and
potentates” had summoned the Arabs, for they first appeared in south-
ern Italy as allies of Neapolitan and Lombard rulers. These “kings and
potentates” did in fact “harm the saints,” for in order to pay their
Saracen allies they plundered churches and monasteries.® It is, however,
surprising that they should have summoned the Arabs “in the temples
and altars of idols.””

2. There follows a second fragment mentioning the devastation of

3. Michele Amari, Storia dei Musulmani di Sicilia, 3 vols. (2nd ed. Catania, 1933—
1939), p. 455.

4. Amari, Storia, 1, pp. 492—506; Gay, ltalie Méridionale, pp. 49—56; Ludo M.
Hartmann, Geschichte Italiens im Mittelalter, 111, part 1 (Gotha, 1908), pp. 194-214. On
the keys of St. Peter in particular see Schiiller-Piroli, 2000 Jahre Sankt Peter (Olten, 1960),
p. 230: “Noch heute befindet sich an der Innenseite der Fenestella ein grosser Haken. An
diesem wurden in Alt-St. Peter verschiedene Gegenstinde, insbesondere Tiichlein, an
Schniiren befestigt, um so mehrere Stunden in grésstmoglicher Nahe der Grabreliquie
hingen zu kénnen. . .. Man schrieb den ‘brandae’ genanreten Tiichlein wundertitige
Krifte zu. Noch mehr galt dies von den ‘claves,” den goldenen Schliisseln zu den Gitter-
toren der Konfessio, die aber nur die héchsten Wiirdentriger von den Pipsten zum
Geschenk erhielten. Sie waren oft als Reliquiare gearbeitet, innen hohl und enthielten
Eisenfeilen von den Ketten Petri.” On these keys see also Heinrich Fichtenau, “Zum Reli-
quienwesen im fritheren Mittelalter,” Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir Osterreichische
Geschichtsforschung 60 (1952), pp. 60—89, esp. 85f., and Percy E. Schramm, “Die
Anerkennung Karls des Grossen als Kaiser,” Kaiser Konige und Pipste 1 (Stuttgart, 1968),
p. 240.

5. Reconstruction of Constantinian basilica in Schiiller-Piroli, 2000 Jabre, pp. 82, 163;
Richard Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture (Baltimore, 1965),
p- 34. On the entrance gate see Schiiller-Piroli, pp. 84, 178; Krautheimer, p. 36.

6. Gay, Italie Méridionale, pp. 52f.

7. In the ninth century there were of course no idol-worshippers left in Italy, and it is
unlikely that in 846 there should have been Iconoclasts in Italy. Could the remark be a
reference to mosques built by the Arab conquerors in southern Italy? If so, it would be a
serious misunderstanding of Islam to talk of the mosques as vaol eid@rwv. Or is this
remark a trace of an ancient source used by the apocalyptist for this part?
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Imavia and "ApBevia.® Sawavic is obviously the Iberian Peninsula; by
*ApBevia the author must mean the land of the *ApBeproi or "Apovep-
voi, who had resided in Aquitaine and given their name to all of south-
western Gaul, including the Auvergne of the present day.” The apoca-
lyptist was here referring to the Mosiem conquest of Spain (711-715)
and to their advance through Aquitaine to the Loire, where they were
stopped in the battle of Tours (732) by Charles Martel. Since the pre-
ceding and following sections deal with events of the ninth century, one
wonders why the apocalyptist inserted this item on the eighth century.

3. He next “predicts” wars everywhere, and especially disturbances
in AoyyiBapdic. In Byzantine terminology, this could mean either the
Lombard duchy of Beneventum, southern Italy in general, or ltaly as a
whole." Inasmuch as the passage occurs in a context concerning the
Arab invasion of Western Europe, it must refer to the internecine quar-
rels among the south ltalian principalities during the fourth and fifth
decades of the ninth century, in the course of which the Moslems from
Sicily and elsewhere began to colonize southern Italy."

4. The following section is particularly important. The text is corrupt
in several places, but the drift of the argument seems sufficiently clear.
Here it is said that a pfH¢ will be set up in an iron city and will read
Latin letters in the place of Rhegion. The next phrase is seriously dis-
figured by corruptions; the section ends with the people of the pHE (or
of Rhegion} saying: Behold the sojourner in our midst.” It is not difficult
to see what is wrong in the corrupt sentence. The meaningless ovv-
opaarry may be gently emended to oewpopdorns or oipopdarys in the
sense of “barbed lance.” Furthermore, a lacuna must be postulated—
probably after the word adrod and caused by a homoioteleuton—con-
taining at least the verb and possibly in addition a direct object. The
sentence thus would say that the spear held in the hand of the p#é will
do something to Rhegion (or its inhabitants).

In interpreting the passage one is inclined at first sight to think of

8. P. 39.1 Vasiliev.

9. See Pape-Benscler, Warterbuch der griechischen Eigennamen, 2 vols. (3rd ed. Betlin,
1884y, s.v. "ApBeproi. (I owe this identification to a suggestion of Dr. John P. C. Kent of
the British Museum.) *ApBevia should be emended to read *ApBepvia although even this
form is not attested.

10. Gay, Italie Méridionale, pp. 1691

11. Gay, Italie Méridionale, pp. 49—53. “Langobardia™ was used in the sense of south-
crn Italy also in the Slevonic Daniel (7) and in Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 37.1 Vasiliev,

12, P. 39.2-35 Vasiliev . . . kai oradinostal phé v woler olbnpd kol avoryvéd ypo-
pocra Nariva v 76me ‘Prryiov kal 6 cvvopdarn [sic] 6 év mh xetpt avrod Tob romov. kal
Aéyer 6 haos odroir (Sov 1) Tapoukio Hpdy.
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Rhegium (Reggio) in Calabria, on the mainland side of the Straits of
Messina, particularly as it is preceded by a reference to AoyyiBapdia in
the sense of southern Italy. The difficulty is; however, that a city called
Iron City (8v wohet atdnpd), the other topographical clue of the pas-
sage, did not exist, to the best of my knowledge, anywhere in the Byzan-
tine Empire, certainly not in Sicily or Italy. It is of course conceivable
that the author is not attempting here to reproduce the city’s name but
to allude in metaphorical language to its location or to its natural re-
sources or to the moral character of its inhabitants, but if so, an allusion
of this type must have appeared as obscure to his contemporaries as it is
to the modern reader. A slight emendation will permit us to construe the
entire passage as referring to Constantinople. If the reading wép7y or,
better, wUA is substituted for woAer, one finds here a topographical fea-
ture frequently mentioned in Byzantine texts. In fact, students of Con-
stantinopolitan topography know no fewer than three Iron Gates in the
capital: one led to the Brazen House and thence to the Imperial Palace
of Daphne; a second stood near the Port of Julian or of Sophia on the
Propontis; and a third was near the Golden Horn.” It is not imme-
diately clear which of these three Iron Gates was meant in this context,
but a consideration of the identity of the 7€ “set up” at one of them
may now prove helpful.

The Byzantines normally used the word p7¢, a transliteration of
Latin rex, to designate a barbarian king, particularly a Western ruler."
In this case, however, a barbarian prince can hardly be meant, as it is
said that he will be “set up”—that is, presumably, proclaimed or lodged
—at one of the Iron Gates of Constantinople. A Byzantine ruler must
therefore be meant. Now there was, in the long history of the Byzantine
Empire, only one Byzantine emperor who for a very short time had the
title pn&. When, on 26 May 866, Michael 1l appointed the Macedo-
nian Basil his co-ruler, he bestowed on him this title. This is proved by
two well-known bronze coins struck by the mint of Constantinople: on
the obverse there is a portrait of Michael Il with the legend MIHAEL
IMPERATOR, and on the reverse the effigy of Basil inscribed BASILIUS
REX, with the legends implying the superiority of Michael both over the
Western emperor Louis Il recognized by Byzantium in 867 and over his
Byzantine colleague Basil.”* These coins must have been struck prior to

13. Janin, Constantinople byzantine, pp. 423f.

14. See, for example, the list of addresses in Constantine Porphyrogenitus Book of Cer-
emonies 2.48, pp. 686—92 CSHB, and Werner Ohnsorge’s remarks on the concept of p7é
at Byzantium in Abendland und Byzanz (Weimar, 1958), pp. 241-54.

15. W. Wroth, Catalogue of Imperial Byzantine Coins in the British Museum Il (Lon-
don, 1908), p. 432 and pl. 1.2. On the interpretation see Ernst Stein, “Post-consulat et
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23 September 867, when a group of conspirators led by Basil murdered
Michael and when Basil became sole ruler. The pH¢ “set up™ at the Iron
Gate must, therefore, be Basil 1 in his capacity as co-emperor of Mi-
chael IIL

From the narrative sources we know that there did exist a connection
between Basil and one of the Iron Gates at Constantinople. According
to the chroniclers, on one occasion Michael Il became annoyed that no-
body in his entourage was able to tame a fiery horse brought to him by
the strategos of the Bucellarian theme. At that point, Theophilitzes, a
relative of the emperor, remarked that he had in his service a young man
experienced and courageous with horses—Basil. An imperial cham-
berlain was therefore dispatched to fetch him, and he found Basil at the
Iron Gate.' Janin was of the opinion that the Iron Gate at the entrance
to the Brazen House was meant; in that case, Theophilitzes would have
brought Basil to the entrance to the palace.” But it is also possible that
the chroniclers are here referring to one of the two other Iron Gates, the
one on the Propontis or that near the Golden Hoen, and that either
Basil himself or his master Theophilitzes resided in the vicinity of one of
them. However that may be, the episode establishes a connection be-
tween Basil and one of the Iron Gates at Constantinople. The interpreta-
tion proposed here seems therefore to be pointing in the right direction
and in particular the emendation of év odnpd moAet to read dv Zudnpd
ITHAy seems justified.

This conclusion further suggests that the rémos “Pxyyiov can hardly be
Reggio di Calabria but must itself be in or near Constantinople. Mod-
ern students of the topography of Constantinople frequently mention a
gate in the Theodosian Land Walls of the capital alternatively known as
the Gate of Rhesion or Rhegion or Polyandros. It stood near the middle
of the wall, the Mesoteichion, and is identified with the Gate now called
Yenimevlevihanekapi. What makes this Gate particularly tempting for

AYTOKPATOPIA,” Annuaire de I'Institute de Philologie et d’Histoire Ovientales 2
(1933-1934), pp. 867-912, esp. 902f, (= Opera Minora Selecta [Amsterdam, 1968),
pp- 348E.). ]

16. Leo Grammaticus, p. 230 CSHBE; Georgius Continuatus, p. 817 CSHB; cf. G. Mo-
ravesik, “Sagen und Legenden iiber Kaiser Basileios,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 15 (1961),
pp. 61-126, esp. 99f., 115 {= Studic Byzantina [Amsterdam, 1967], pp. 188, 204).
Pseudo-Symeon, p. 654 CSHB {after Theophanes Continuatus) dates the event in the
tenth year of Michael II; Moravcsik mentions the tenth vear of Theodora or 853, But
Pseudo-Symeon wrote specifically of the tenth year of Michael and may therefore have
meant the tenth year of Michael’s sole rule, 866/7.

17. Janin, Constantinople byzantine, p. 423. Cf. also Cyril Mango, The Brazern House,
K. Danske Videnskabernes Selskab, Arkaeologisk-kunsthistoriske Meddelelser 4, no. 4
(Copenhagen, 1959), pp. 85-87.
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our purposes is the fact that on the left console on the west side of the
entrance gate there can be read even today a Latin inscription commem-
orating the building of the walls by the praetorian prefect of the East
Constantine in 447.'" There are, however, difficulties. In the first place,
medieval sources never refer to Yenimevlevihanekapi as the Gate of
Rhegion, as modern scholars often do, but speak instead of the wépra
Tob ‘Pnaiov or 7émos ‘Pijaros.” Second, if the apocalyptist “predicts”
that Basil “will read Latin letters” in a certain place, he must mean that
they conveyed to him a prophecy of his career, but it is difficult to see how
Basil could have discovered in the Latin inscription at Yenimevleviha-
nekapi, however understood or misunderstood, a reference to himself.

It will, therefore, be necessary to search elsewhere for the 76mos
“Prmyiov where Basil supposedly read Latin letters—i.e., presumably, a
Latin inscription. Now at Bilyiik Cekmece, about eighteen kilometers
west of the Theodosian Walls and inside the Long Walls attributed to
the emperor Anastasius, at the site of the ancient and medieval town of
Rhegium, there came to light a few decades ago the impressive ruins of
a large imperial palace of the fifth or sixth century.? The excavators
found no epigraphical texts, but Latin inscriptions must have existed in
this early Byzantine palace. It is known that at some time in his career
Basil rebuilt at Rhegium a church of St. Peter,* and it is therefore plausi-
ble that he should have discovered there, in 866 or 867, a Latin inscrip-
tion that seemed to convey a prophecy relevant to his own fate—or at
least that the apocalyptist could claim that he had done so or would
do it.

What about the corrupt passage concerning a oipopudorns? The
word is rare and the lexica quote as the principal source the Septuagint.
In Numbers 25 it is reported that during a plague the Israelites whored
with foreign women and in particular that Zimri, son of Salu, had an
affair with a Midianite woman. Thereupon Phinehas, son of Eleazar,
son of Aaron, arose in the congregation, took a barbed lance in his

18. Janin, Constantinople byzantine, pp. 277—80. Text of the inscription in B. Meyer-
Plath and A. M. Schneider, Die Landmauer von Konstantinopel, Denkmiler Antiker Ar-
chitektur 8 (Berlin, 1943), p. 133: Theodosii iussis gemino nec mense peracto | Constan-
tinus ovans haec moenia firma locavit / tam cito tam stabilem Pallas vix conderet arcem.
See also Hans Lietzmann, “Die Landmauer von Konstantinopel,” Abbandlungen der
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften no. 2 (1929), esp. pl. IX and figs. 11 and 12.

19. Meyer-Plath and Schneider, Landmauer, p. 66.

20. A. M. Mansel, “Les Fouilles de Rhégion prés d’Istanbul,” Actes du VI° Congres
International d’Etudes Byzantines Il (Paris, 1951), pp. 256—60. The name of this palace is
unknown and I do not find it registered in Janin’s Constantinople byzantine. On the Long
Walls see now R. M. Harrison, “The Long Wall in Thrace,” Archaeologia Aeliana 4th ser.,
47 (1969), pp. 33—38.

21. Theophanes Continuatus, p. 340.10 CSHB.
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hand, and slew both Zimri and his Midianite concubine.” Clearly Phi-
nehas acted here as a representative of a priestly family concerned lest
the sacred congregation of Israel be contaminated by foreign alliances.
If the apocalyptist represented Basil with a barbed lance, a otpopdo-
715, in his hand, he must have done so in order to draw a parallel with
Phinehas. Just as Zimri threatened to defile the sacred house of Istael by
his foreign alliance, so Michael 1Il threatened to bring down God’s
wrath on the Byzantine Empire by his buffooneries, drunkenness, and
other failings so copiously described by later propaganda favorable to
the founder of the Macedonian dynasty. And just as Phinehas had de-
served well of the congregation of Israel by piercing Zimri and his Mid-
ianite with his barbed lance, so Basil and his co-conspirators had done a
good deed in dispatching the wicked Michael III. Thus the mention of a
apoudeTns in Basil’s hand makes it virtually certain that in this pas-
sage the apocalyptist attempted to justify the darkest moment in Basil’s
career, the murder of his benefactor Michael: Basil of Macedon acted as
the zealous Phinehas had acted, for the honor of God and of the true
religion and in the best interests of his people. “Basil the New Phinehas™
must, then, be the sense of the passage.?* It must have been written after
23 September 867, the date of Michael’s death at the hands of che
conspirators,

5. This passage is followed by another patterned after Pseudo-
Methodius’ description of the sufferings of the Christian churches.
However, the apocalyptist introduces a number of changes, of which
the most important is the mention of an earthquake caused by God in
his anger over the sins of the Ismaelites. It will be most convenient to
translate the fragment together with the next sentences, as the two parts
are connected by the double mention of an earthquake:

22. Numbers 25:7: xai iaov ®ewess vies "Edsalap vids "Aapur Tob (epéos éfa-
VEOTR EK pETOU TS Ovraywyis, Kol Aafwy oetpopdoy Ev TH xELpl eloAder dTiocw
rob ardparov Tob ‘lopankeirov (ie., Zimr) eis THy kapwor xal &Tekévriosy au-
porépovs (i.e., Zimri and the Midianite woman). [Note in Alexander’s hand: A reference
to Phinehas and the Midianite is included in Leo Tactica XX 148 (PG 107.1052D ff.).]

23. The rest of the passage is too corrupt to permit interpretation. In particular, it is not
clear whar verb and object went with the oetpopdorys, except that Tod rémov makes it
likely that the oewpoudorns was somehow related to the rémos ‘Pryyiov mentioned be-
fore. Nor can [ explain the next sentence (xoi Aéyer 6 Aaos adrod oy 7) maporkic
Hpav). Dt. John P. C. Kent, who kindly discussed the passage with me, suggested emend-
ing rapowia to mapoia, which then mighe refer back to the ypappare rariva that
encouraged Basil in his enterprise. The suggestion is attractive, but diffcult to prove.
[Note in Alexander’s hand: A lance (Aoyx}) plays a role in the estrangement of Michael III
and Basil, according to Theophanes Continuarus IV (Michael III}, p. 209 CSHB. He re-
ports that Michael wants Basil killed and tells one of his shield-bearers in Kynegion to
throw 2 lance, purportedly to kill an animal but in reality to kill Basil.]
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In those days the sacrifice will cease in the churches and the divine [being] will
be despised. And priests will be like the laity and the laity like demons, until the
sins of the Ismaelites will be full. And the earth will quake from God’s anger
and the earth will raise its loud groan toward the Lord. And when half of the
week is full, the Lord will look upon the earth and will make it quake. And
afterward the sons of Ismael will be afraid and will cry out loud while fleeing 1o
Mariana. And afterward the sons of Ismael will once again attack the land of
Helinia being appealed to [summoned by the inhabitants|; others will attack the
City of the Rebel without appeal.®*

If this passage is compared with its ultimate source, Pseudo-Meth-
odius, it becomes clear that there are three major differences. In the first
place, the two sentences about the “sons of Ismael” are an addition and
refer to a specific historical situation. Second, the later apocalyptist
transforms Pseudo-Methodius® eschatological prophecy concerning the
seventh and last year-week of Moslem triumphs into a vaticinium
ex eventu of a specific historical defeat of the Moslems.” Finally, the
apocalyptist twice mentions an earthquake; this, too, is an addition to
the text of Pseudo-Methodius.

What was the historical situation envisaged in these changes? The ad-
ditional passage refers to Arab warfare in Sicily. This is clear from the
mention of Mariana, a place that occurred already in the Slavonic
Daniel (4) (p. 68 above) within an unquestionably Sicilian context.
The City of the Rebel is familiar from the same Slavonic text; it is there-
fore probable that here, too, Syracuse is meant. There remains the puz-
zling reference to an Arab attack on “the land of Helinia” (gis ™ yijy
s ‘Elwios). Now it will be remembered that in the Slavonic Daniel
{(4) Mariana appeared in conjunction with Enna and thus it is possible
to emend 'Exwias to read "Evvas. The historical situation is thus
clear: Enna and Syracuse are still in Greek hands; Mariana is a Moslem
stronghold. That means that the author envisaged Sicily between 827,
the date of the rebellion of Euphemius, and 859, when Enna fell. The

24. P. 39.5-135 Vasiliev. Cf. Pseudo-Methodius, p. 35.6—10 Istrin (= p. 16.3—7 Lolos),
also Slavonic Daniel #5, Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 36.8—11 Vasiliev,

25. Pseudo-Methodius, p. 35.9 Istrin {= p. 16.5—-6 Lolos) ... 1§ £B880ue xpdvw,
Arike TAnpoirar & dpududs Tob xpovor ths Svwaoreias avrav [in the seventh year-
week, when the number of year-weeks of their rule is filled], a passage that should be
understood in the light of his carlier prophecy (p. 15.6 Istrin = p. 70.8 Lolos) that the
Moslems will rule seven year-weeks (according to other manuscripts: seventeen year-
weeks). Daniel Kai Eoran replaced this date by év 7@ whnpwdhrae 76 Yjuwav vhs éB-
Souddos [“in fulfilling the half of the week™] (p. 39.10 Vasiliev).

26. The editor, Vasiliev, suggested the reading "ExAnpias, but one expects a specific
site, to parallel Mapiovar and the moies Tupdwvov. A corruption of "Evvas into 'Ewias
is very easy to explain in uncial script: N corrupted into Al (I first proposed this emenda-
tion in “Medieval Apocalypses as Historical Sources,” p. 1003.}
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Moslems evidently had been ravaging the territory of Enna and perhaps
also attacking Syracuse, had been driven back to their base in Mariana
by an earthquake, and were now once again {wdAwv) attacking these
two cities.

The earthquake mentioned in the passage, just prior to the Arab
flight to Mariana, can be identified. The Greek version of the anony-
mous Siculo-Arab Chronicle of Cambridge contained in Codex Vat-
icanus Graecus 1912 of the eleventh century, mentioned under the year
6061 (,sfa'), indiction one, “a great earthquake.” The item is inserted
between an entry on the Arab capture of Rametta (of "Poyoi) in 6356
and that of Butera (§Bodnp) in 6362. It is therefore obvious that the
date of the earthquake must be emended to read ,sréa’” = 6361. This
is, indeed, the tacit assumption of the editor of the text.” The “great
earthquake” in Sicily therefore occurred between 1 September 852 and
31 August 853. ‘

By that time the Arabs had established a quasi-autonomous emirate
at Palermo (831), had conquered many cities in the western part of the
island (839—-840), and had taken Messina (843), Modica (845), Leon-
tini (§46—847), and Ragusa (848). The two greatest fortresses, Enna
and Syracuse, had been attacked a number of times. In 852 and 853 the
Arab armies commanded by Abbas ibn al-Fadl, emir of Palermo, oper-
ated in the eastern part of Sicily around Enna, Catana, Syracuse, Noto,
and Ragusa.”® It was during these operations that there occurred the
“great earthquake” mentioned in the Cambridge Chronicle and in
Daniel Keei $orae. It seems, from this second document, that under the
impact of this terrifying event the Moslems interrupted their activities
in the vicinity of Enna and Syracuse and retired to their base at Mari-
ana, to return (émeievoovrat wakw) shortly thereafter, in the case of
Enna upon the invitation (kAnred) of a local faction.

There are clear indications in the Sicilian passage that it was not com-

27. G. Cozza-Luzi, “La Cronaca Siculo-Saracena di Cambridge con doppio testo greco
scoperto in codici contemporanei delle Bibliotheca Vaticana e Parigina™ Docimenti per
Servire alla Storia di Sicilia, Pubblicati e Cura della Societa Siciliana per la Storia Patria
Quarta Serie Il (Palermo, 1890} (with photograph of the Vatican manuscript): érovs séa’
éysvero oelrpis uéyas wd. A. Reprinted by Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, 1, p. 345.
The passage on the great earthquake occurs neither in the other Greek manuscript of the
Cambridge Chronicle, Cadex Parisinus Graecus 920 of the tenth century, nor in the paral-
lel Arab text. The annus mundi, as emended, and the number of the indiction agree.

28. Ibn al-Arir, p. 231, transl. Amari, I, p. 378: “Uscito (al-Abbas} di nuovo I’anno du-
gento trentotto (23 giugno 85211 giugno 853), egli corse infino a Castrogiovanni con
grandi forze, depredando e guastando. Si avanzd poscia fino a Catania, Siracusa, Nota,
Ragusa; nei (contadi delle) quali citta fece prede, guastd ed arse.” Al-Bayan records the
same events under A.H. 239 = 12 June 853—1 June 854 (II 10). Cf. Amari, Storia, 1,
p. 458; Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, |, p. 208.
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posed for the present text of Daniel Kai &orac. In the first place, it is
noteworthy that an carthquake is mentioned twice.”” In addition, the
author speaks of a second attack {émeledoovrar mdlw) upon Enna,
but no attack has been mentioned before. It is therefore certain that the
Sicilian passage was excerpted by the author of Daniel Kat £o1ae from
a lost text, probably also a Vision of Daniel, in which an earlier on-
slaught on Enna had been “predicted.” This “prediction” must also
have included the second mention of an earthquake {6 deds . . . Tonosee
avrip Tpopdéai), for without it the fear and flight of the Ismaelites
would be unmotivated. It must also have specified what was meant by
“the week” in the midst of which (76 fjpwov Tiis £88ouados) the earth-
quake occurred.’® So far as the earlier reference to an earthquake is con-
cerned (Tpopaterat 7 yh amo Tijs dpyfs Tov Yeod), two interpretations
are possible. The apocalyptist may have inserted it into the Pseudo-
Methodian context merely to connect it with the following fragment
from a different source referring to events in Sicily, in which the Sicilian
earthquake of 852/3 is mentioned. In this case this first reference would
be no more than an extremely clumsy stylistic device and only the sec-
ond reference would correspond to an actual earthquake. A more satis-
factory explanation would be that the two references refer to different
carthquakes, the second to the Sicilian earthquake of 852/3 and the first
to the terrible earthquake that struck Constantinople in January/Febru-
ary 869." However that may be, it is clear that the “prophecy” concern-
ing Basil must have been composed in 867 or 869, for it knows nothing
concerning Basil’s reign except its beginning. The “prediction” on the
Sicilian events, on the other hand, was excerpted from a lost source

29. P. 39.9 Vasiliev xat Tpouaferad ) ¥f amo s dpyhs toir deobr . . . kai év 7@
mAnpwdiral 10 MNpwov e iBBopddos émPBréfiee Kipws 6 deds émi iy vip xai
wouoee avriv Tpopafar. [and the earth will quake from the anger of God . . . and as
half the week is completed God will look down on the earth and make it quake].

30. A year-week (seven years) may have been meant, as happens often in apocalyptic
literature, Bur it scems more likely that the author thoughr here of a week of seven days
and merely wished to “predict” the earthquake for a specific day of the week (Wednesday
or Thursday). At any rate the lost source must have given some indication as to the initial
date from which the week was supposed to be reckoned. As the dare stands in the pre-
served text, i.e., without indication of an initial date, it is meaningless.

31. Cf. G. Downey, “Earthquakes at Constantinople and Vicinity,” Speculum 30
(1955), pp. 526—600, esp. §99; Venance Grumel, La Chronologie, Traité d’études byzan-
tines, 1 {Paris, 1958}, p. 479. The second explanation is more satisfactory, because it re-
lates che first reference to an earthquake to what precedes, namely, the “prophecy” con-
cerning Basil 1 (p. 39.3-5), and at the same time makes it understandable why the
apocalyptist should have continued with the Sicilian fragment: he seems to have been
under the mistaken impression that the earthquake mentioned in the Sicilian text was
identical with the Constantinopolitan earthquake of 869.
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composed in or shortly after 852/3, for all in Daniel Kai oo that
follows the second attack on Enna and Syracuse is eschatological.

The historical part of this piece thus consists of five smaller and larger
fragments of different times and provenance: a section on the Moslem
sack of Rome in 846 composed very probably, because of the many
accurate details on Italian events, in Rome or its vicinity; a very brief
reference to the Moslem conquest of the Iberian Peninsula and south-
western France in the early eighth century; a fleeting reference to con-
flicts among the Lombard princes of southern Italy in the 830s and
840s; a somewhat longer “prediction” concerning the murder of the
Byzantine emperor Michael Il by Basil the Macedonian, the “New Phi-
nehas,” in §67, and possibly the earthquake at Constantinople in 869;
and, finally, the vaticinisum concerning Sicilian events in 852/3 probably
written, because of the many details on Arab-Sicilian warfare, on the
island. Of all the fragments, the one referring to Basil 1 is the latest, and
if any part of the text can claim originality it must be this section. Since
it is well informed as to Constantinopolitan topography—the Iron
Gate, the 7omos ‘Pyyyiov with its *“Latin letters”—it was probably com-
posed in Constantinople or its suburbs. The references to earlier events
in various parts of the Mediterranean world were joined with it to au-
thenticate the author’s prophetic qualifications. It must have received its
final shape in 867 or 869, for if the author had known the events of
Basil’s reign, notably his warfare against the Arabs, he would undoubt-
edly have added appropriate vaticinia.*

The second (eschatological) part of the apocalypse, like the first (his-
torical) part, is made up of separate fragments of different periods and
provenance; it will therefore be convenient to number its components
consecutively after those of the first part.

6. The first section predicts that the inhabitants of the Rebel City will
discover, by divine revelation, a man whose name begins with the letter
lambda, and they will anoint him emperor. He will then defeat the
Arabs at Parténé and again at the Well of Jacob and finally pursue them
to Akra.” The passage is closely related to a fragment in Pseudo-
Chrysostom and for long stretches agrees with it literally,** but there are
also significant differences. Most interesting are a number of additions.

32, I, as suggested in the preceding note, the author refers to the Constantinopolitan
earthquake of 869, this would mean that the piece was written in that year or a little later.

33. Pp. 39.15-40.16 Vasiliev,

34. Compate pp. 39.15-40.16 with p. 36.17—34 Vasiliev,
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Unlike Pseudo-Chrysostom, Daniel Kai éorae provides a description of
the victorious emperor, resembling in a general way the descriptions of
the Antichrist found in many sources: a tattoo on the finger, a pleasant
manner of speaking, a crooked nose, a short stature.” This text also rec-
ords not one but two battles of the victorious emperor against the
Arabs, the first at Parténé (unidentified), the second at the Well of Jacob,
as well as a pursuit to Akra. In addition, it contains passages allegedly
quoted from Scripture and short monolegues imitating the language of
the Septuagint but not actually found in the Bible.*

7. Then follows a second section describing the actions of three em-
perors. The first of them, perhaps to be identified with the conqueror of
the Arabs of the preceding paragraph, will destroy a bronze idol at
Rome and will then subdue barbarian peoples. A second emperor will
shed the blood of the saints, perform other acts of wickedness, and fi-
nally be liquidated by an angel. A third emperor of the Romans will en-
ter Byzantium, adorn the city like a bride, and predict that it will be
drowned in the sea.’” Here, too, there obtains a very close relationship
with Pseudo-Chrysostom and the correspondence is frequently literal,
but again there are many features in Daniel Kai Eorae without parallels
in Pseudo-Chrysostom.”® The former text knew of a spirit, released by
the emperor’s shattering of the bronze idol at Rome, which fled to the
“wing of the Capitoline Hill, beheld the city of Romanos(!] and said to
her: your daughter Byza was an adulteress.” The distribution of gifts by
the emperot was made not from a treasure found in the bronze idol but
from gold offered by ten thousand &pyovres. Furthermore, the second
and third emperors have no counterpart in Pseudo-Chrysostom.

8. A third section describes the prosperous and beneficial rule of a

35. For descriptions of the Antichrist, see Bousscr, Antichrist, pp. 101f, { Antichrist will
always be cited in the German original rather than the English translation [ The Antichrist
Legend: A Chapter in Christian and Jewish Folklore, trans. A, H. Keene (London, 1896)],
which is often incomprehensible and deficient in the annotation.) Useful synthesis: Jean-
Marc Rosenstiehl, “Le Portrait de I’ Antichrist,” in Marc Philonenko and others, Pseudé-
pigraphes de I'Ancien Testament et manuscrits de la Mer morte, Cahiers de la Revue d’his-
toire et de philosophie religieuses no. 41 {Paris, 1967), pp. 45—60. In detail, there is no
agreement between the descriptions of the Antichrist and the portraic of the victorious
cmperot in Daniel Kad Eorau.

36. P. 39.29 Vasiliev . . . 16 pndév Umé 1o mpogtiTov mapaduoet Tor dudprwior eis
xEipas aoefav kai oTpupeis wahw Ex{nmhoe 16 aipe odTedv p. 39.33 .. . TAypw-
Phoeral e Aéwr kal orvuvos 6uod Sudtovorr [. . . the saying of the prophet: He will
give the sinner over into the hands of the ungodly and turning again he will demand an
account of their blood; p. 33.33 . .. it will be fulfilled, that the lion and the whelp to-
gether will pursue]; p. 40.11 . . . Adyos mpos 7r Bacihéa 'Pupaiwr vie ardpamov, Ka-
Aega T& weTEWE TOD odpavod kA [. . . saying to the Roman emperor: Son of Man, call
the birds of heaven, etc.]

37. Pp. 40.16—-41.10 Vasiliev.

38. Cf. pp. 36.34—37.13 Vasiliev.
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good emperor who ruled for thirty-two years. This description agrees
almost verbatim with a passage in the Slavonic Daniel.** The only sig-
nificant difference is that where the Slavonic text stresses the emperor’s
willingness to discuss matters, obviously ecclesiastical, with “pious
men,” the Greek text menttons that the emperor will bring prosperity to
the (common?) people but will sell &pxovres for two pieces of silver.®

9. Another paragraph then prophesies that human vice will provoke
God’s anger. He will charge an angel with the task of inflicting “the
baldness of shame” upon the sons of men and of slaying six hundred
thousand of them by the sword. The angel will then open the Apyo-
pylai—undoubtedly a corruption for the Caspian Gates, behind which
Alexander the Great had imprisoned the Unclean Peoples. The angel
then will strike with his sword at Byzantium and the Unclean Peoples
begin their work of destruction, but in the end God will relent and the
angel will destroy their encampment like chaff.*’ There existed, to the
best of my knowledge, no literary model or close parallel for this sec-
tion, but the content does not differ significantly from other descrip-
tions, based on Pseudo-Methodius, of the last eruption of the Unclean
Peoples and their ultimate destruction.®

10. Finally, there is a prophecy concerning a Last Roman Emperor
surrendering his empire to God the Father, and concerning the destruc-
tion of the Antichrist.¥ The ultimate source of this passage is again
Pseudo-Methodius, but in its last sentences it agrees almost literally
with Pseudo-Chrysostom.*

The eschatological part of Danief Kai §orau thus presents itself, as
did the historical section, as a conglomerate of five components, which
often have literal parallels in the Revelation of Pseudo-Methodius, the
Slavonic Daniel, and Pseudo-Chrysostom. It is not possible to identify
the immediate sources used by the author for all the sections of this sec-
ond part, but in the case of the first section (item 6 above) internal
analysis makes it possible to trace the tradition that lies behind it.

39. Compare p. 41.10—-24 Vasiliev with Slavoric Darniel #9.

40. CL. p. 41.13-20 Vasiliev ko mpoodnose 1) y% ToUs kapmovs adThs Kat pdyovrar
ot Gripwmor @Y ueAody (Unhay) THhe yhs kol Epobauy (Sov, éweibey Tov Aaody avrol

. . mmpdoes 88 d&pxovra fv Svoiv dpyvpiots [“and the earth will add its fruits and
mankind will eat the limbs {apples) of the earth and say: behold, he waiched over his
people . . . but he will sell a magistrate for two pieces of silver.””] with Slavonic Daniel
#9 “And they will assemble pious men. . . . And there will be talking among the many
[people] assembled. And the emperor will sit with them and they will discuss together.”

41, Pp. 41.24—42.,22 Vasiliev,

42. CL. Pseudo-Methodius, p. 44.1-1¢ Istrin (= pp. 128.96—-130.112 Lolos).

43. P. 42.22 to end, Vasiliev.

44. Cf. Pseudo-Methodius, pp. 45-50 lstrin (pp. 130—140 Lolos) and Pseudo-
Chrysostom, p. 38.3 to end Vasiliev.
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It is clear, first of all, that the events described here are not historical
but, rather, express the author’s hopes and expectations. This is clear
from the topographic indications. Three places are mentioned: Partene
called “pool of blood” (Aaxkos aiparos); the Well of Jacob (0 ppsap
7ot 'laxwB); and Akra (sis "Axpar). The second of these is easiest to
identify. The Well of Jacob was not mentioned in Genesis or, indeed,
elsewhere in the Old Testament, but the Gospel of John (4: 5) mentions a
discussion between Jesus and a Samaritan woman at the Spring of Jacob
{myy7) 700 "laxkB), later (4:12) referred to as a well (gpéap). The well
was located south of Shechem in Palestine and its existence is fairly con-
tinuously attested since New Testament times; indeed, it is still there
today. The site was marked on the sixth-century mosaic map of Madaba
and in the late seventh, eighth, and ninth centuries various pilgrims vis-
ited the cruciform baptistery or church that had been erected over the
well by Theodosius the Great and reconstructed by Justinian.*

The third place-name mentioned by the apocalyptist, Akra, was a
quarter of the city of Jerusalem. Its exact site is a matter of controversy,
but it probably lay to the south of the citadel.** The quarter had been
fortified and garrisoned by King Antiochus IV Epiphanes in 167 B.C.
and from then until its destruction in 142 B.C. it remained the principal
stronghold of Seleucid power against the Maccabees and the Jewish ar-
mies.”” It had once lain on high ground—hence its name—but was lev-
elled by the victorious Jews. In spite of this it retained its name, known,
for example, to Gregory of Nyssa in the fourth century.*

The first place-name mentioned by the apocalyptist, Parténg, cannot
be identified and is almost certainly corrupt.”” One wonders, naturally,
whether some toponymic related to Parthia (ITepdunern?) is meant.
However that may be, it seems highly probable that a geographic name

45, E. M. Abel, “Le Puits de Jacob et I'église Saint Sauveur,” Revue Biblique 42 (1933),
pp- 384—402 (with map of Shechem area and reproduction of map of Madaba); also his
Géographie de la Palestine, 2 vols. (Paris, 1933), esp. I, pp. 4471.

46, Kathleen M. Kenyon, Jerusalem— Excavating 3000 Years of History {New York,
1967), p. 113 and fig. 14, p. 145 (site L). The Atlas of Israel published by the Israel Surveys
Department of Jerusalem and Amsterdam (1970), map IX.7B {*Jerusalem in the Period of
the Second Temple”), places Akra southwest of the Temple Mount, with the Tyropoeon
Valley between them. For some time I had been considering whether the Palestinian cicy of
Accho (Akka, Prolemais), north of modern Haifa, in Phoenicia, could be meant, for since
the First Crusade it appeared under the name of Acre. But the spelling Acre is unattested
before che time of the First Crusade.

47. Josephus Bellum fudaicum 1.39, 5.138, etc., and the excursus in the edition of
O. Michel and Otto Bauernfeind (Hamburg, 1960}, I, p. 404.

48. Gregory of Nyssa, In Ecclesiaster 7, ed. Werner Jaeger, vol. V (Leiden, 1962}, p.
398.11 and my note in the Testimonia.

49. The following word, oiw, is also corrupt in the only manuscript and has been
emended by the editor into olos, probably correctly. {See Chapter I11.2, n. 3).
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referring to a region on or east of the Upper Euphrates is intended, for
the ending -éné was characteristic for the lands of that part of the world
(e.g., Commagene, Osroene, Gordyene).

The apocalyptist thus predicts that a ruler will defeat the Arabs a first
titne on or east of the Upper Euphrates, will then drive them southward
into Palestine and conquer them in a second battle at Jacob’s Well in_
Samaria, and finally force them to take refuge still farther to the south
in the quarter of Jerusalem, Akra, where once Antiochus IV’s fortress
had stood. This section of the apocalypse must have been written after
the Arab conquest of Palestine (636 —640), for the author is envisaging
a war of liberation from Arab rule, and before 869, when, as has been
shown (p. 87 above}, the historical part was composed. No Byzantine
ruler in that interval ever conducted a campaign of this kind; the pas-
sage represents, therefore, not an historical fact but the author’s hopes
for the future.

The apocalyptist prophesies that the Liberator’s name will begin with
the letter lambda.*® From this Bousset had inferred long ago that Leo 111
{717—741) is meant and he was probably correct, although Leo IV
{774—780) and Leo V (813820} cannot be excluded aliogether.” It
follows that the author of Daniel Kei &orau incorporated into his
apocalypse a passage describing a campaign of liberation against the
Arabs, most probably written under Leo 111 in the early eighth century,
and certainly no later than the eatly ninth century.

The prophecy contains a number of surprising features. Bousset ob-
served long ago that Leo Il had been strategos of the Anatolikon theme
before his accession to the throne and therefore was hardly an unknown
figure who had to be “discovered” by divine revelation.” It is also not
clear how the prophecy of Pseudo-Methodius to the effect that men
considered him as if dead and worthless could be applied to Leo IIL%*
And it is strange that the apocalyptist should have imagined Leo Il as
fighting a batde against the Arabs on or even east of the Euphrates, for
during Leo’s lifetime the principal problem was still to eject the Mos-

50. P. 39.20 Vasiliev 76 8¢ dvapa adrod Exrac o Tpraxoaror oroxeior [his name will
be the thirticth letter]; cf. Slavonic Daniel #6: “in the thirtieth chapter” (= kepdiawop};
Pseudo-Chrysostom, p. 36.23 Vasiliev sis 16 tpuakooTor kepahawor [in the thirtieth
chapter].

51. Bousset, “Beitrage,” pp. 2661, See also his remarks on pp. 2691. concerning the no-
tion of an alliance between Byzantium and the West {r¢ £avdéa yévn), which had been in
the air since the Moslems entered Spain.

52. Bousset, “Beitrige,” p. 267.

53. Cf. p. 39.21 Vasiliev 8v é8okovy oi &vdpwmor ds vekpor sivar xai @3 olbév
xpnoyevew with Pseudo-Methodius, p. 40.3 Istrin (= p. 122.14 Lolos) ér éhoyilovro oi
GrdpwmoL @S YEKPOV Kal Eis OUEEY XpnoiiEvorTa,
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lems from Asia Minor and the principal battle was fought, in the very
last year of his reign {741), at Akroinon in Phrygia, far to the northwest
of the Euphrates River. It is of course conceivable that the apocalyptist
hoped that Leo would succeed in carrying the war deep into the enemy’s
own territory, but in that case one would have expected him to make
that point more explicit, as he did in fact for the period after the battle
of Parténé.’ Strangest of all is the author’s prophecy that the inhabi-
tants of the city where the victorious emperor will be discovered will
make him mount a chariot.** Chariots are known in the Byzantine cere-
monial of triumphs, but not of coronations.

These three features, so surprising in the case of Leo IIl, are easily
explained if one thinks of a much earlier emperor who had long played
a key role in apocalyptic tradition—Nero. The legend that this Roman
emperor had not died in A.D. 68 but had migrated to the East and
would return at the end of ume is amply documented, for example, in
the Oracula Sibyllina. The fourth book, composed prior to a.D. 80,
represents Nero after the murder of his mother as fleeing “beyond the
ford of the Euphrates” and “beyond the Parthian land” and thence re-
turning to “Syria,” where he burns down the Temple at Jerusalem.* The
cighth book, which received its final form early in the third century,
speaks of a return of the matricide Nero “from the ends of the earth.” ¥
The Neronian legend thus explains the military operations of the vic-
torious emperor on the Upper Euphrates or farther east, the need for a
divinely inspired discovery of the emperor {because Nero had lived
unrecognized after his supposed death) and the reference to Pseudo-
Methodius’ prophecy about an emperor “considered as if dead.” Above
all, the Nero legend illuminates the indication that the inhabitants of
the city where the emperor will be discovered will “make him mount
upon a chariot” (dvaBiBdoavres 8¢ atrov év dpuart): the eighth
book of the Oracula Sibyllina speaks of a Nero redivivus, returning
with fiery passion from Asia, mounting a Trojan chariot, because the
historical Nero had been a fanatical participant in the lfusus Troiae.™®
This is not to say, of course, that the eschatological part of Daniel Kai

54. P. 39.32 Vasiliev Sudfovow tov Touoamh eis tas xwpas avtav.

55. P. 39.20 Vasiliev drvafifacavres 8¢ alrov &puare.

56. Oracula Sibyllina, 4.115-127 Geffcken. See J. Geffcken, “Studien fiir dlteren Nero-
sage,” Nachrichten von der Kgl Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen (Got-
ungen, 1899), pp. 441—62, esp. 446£., and Adolf Kurfess, ed., Sibyilinische Weissagungen
(Heimeran, 1951), pp. 3021

57. Oracula Sibyllina, 8.72 Geffcken. On the date, see Geffcken, “Studien,” pp. 443f.

58. Oracula Sibyllina, 8.153-55 Geffcken xopat’, sl Bovkes ov, Tov ép kpvpicuo
hoxeiais "Aoidos Ex yains émi Tpanxov dpp’ émfavta / Svudy Sxovr’ aidares. See
Geffcken, “Studien,” p. 445.
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goro had as its direct or ultimate source the Oracula Sibyllina, but
merely that its author presented a prophecy concerning the emperor
Leo IIl in colors borrgwed from the legend about a Nero redivivus.

But this is not all, for neither the personality of Leo IIl nor the Nero-
nian legend is adequate to explain all the features of the later apoca-
lypse. Neither emperor had ever waged war in Palestine, at Jacob’s Well
or at the Akra, nor could he reasonably be expected to do that. More-
over, the apocalyptist evidently envisaged the Akra at Jerusalem as a
place of refuge for the Arabs, for the relevant section of the apocalypse
ends with the Arabs driven by the victorious ruler sis "Axpaw.* But the
“Axpa had lost its character as a fortress at the end of the Maccabean
wars in 143 B.C., when the victorious Jews had razed the hated Seleucid
stronghold to the ground. Even stranger is the apocalyptist’s notion that
the ruler discovered by divine inspiration would be “ancinted.”® The
anointment of rulers was unknown in the Byzantine Empire before the
Crusades, and while it was normal in Western Europe, there is no basis
in the text for assuming that Western customs are being referred to.
There had been, however, one people in the Near East, well known to
the Byzantines, who had been in the habit of anointing their kings—the
Jews. This clue may serve as a reminder that behind the legend of Netro
there stood the fipure of the Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes and
his conflict with the Jews.*' If the apocalyptist knew of the Neronian
legend in a form that still preserved features of Nero’s prototype, Antio-
chus, it becomes entirely intelligible that this form could have circulated
among Jews during the Maccabean wars. They would have imagined a
restoration of the monarchy with its ritual of anointment and the emer-
gence of a Jewish king who would defeat the troops of Antiochus in a
battle at Jacob’s Well and drive them back to their principal stronghold,
the Akra at Jerusalem. This hypothesis would also explain the curious
fact that while elsewhere in the eschatological section the author writes
of a conflict between Arabs and Romans, the battle at Jacob’s Well is
presented as one between Hellenes and Ismaelites.*

59. P. 40.16 Vasiliev: Kai éxdiaéerar 6 Bamhevs rav "Pupaior rov lopanh eic
"Axpav.

60. P. 39.21 Vasiliev kot xpioorrat adrov Baothéo.

61. Gefcken, “Studien,” pp. 4421,

62. Contrast p. 39.25 Vasiliev (battle of Parténé) dote éx Ty aiudrov rav "lowom-
Mréov kel vav ‘Popaivr trmov émBarovusrvor drodaveiv, and p. 40.15 Vasiliev wai
éxduarferan 6 Bachevs Tov Popedwv Tov lopan eis "Axpar on the one hand with p.
40.4 Vasiliev {battle at Jacob’s Well) on the other: éxei meoobrraw of Svracral Tav
‘ExMjvar kel kpafovrae viod "lopan) kv, The prophecy about a battle at Jacob’s Well
had originally referred to the Seleucid war against the Jews, and later apocalyptists had
not succeeded in abliterating all traces of its origins.
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1 conclude, therefore, that the part of the apocalypse here under con-
sideration (pp. 39.18—40.16 Vasiliev) was composed probably under
the Byzantine emperor Leo Il (717—741), certainly at the latest in the
early ninth century, by an apocalyptist envisaging a series of miraculous
victories over the Arabs patterned after earlier expectations of Nero re-
turning from the East, which themselves were influenced by Jewish
dreams of the Maccabean period concerning a restoration of the He-
brew kingship and a great victory over the forces of the occupying
Hellenistic power.** Since the study of the historical part of the apoca-
lypse has shown that the apocalyptist lived in the second half of the
ninth century, it follows that in his eschatological speculations he relied
on an ancient tradition that had been applied to the Byzantine emperor
Leo III more than a century before his time. It is likely that the proph-
ecy concerning Leo III had itself been a Vision of Daniel and that the
surprising reference to the eighth-century Moslem invasion of Spain
and Auvergne (p. 79 above), interrupting as it does the vaticinia of
ninth-century events in the historical past, is a fragment of the same
document. While its sources concerning Antiochus and Nero were
undoubtedly of Jewish provenance, it is likely that the eighth-century
document itself was written by a Christian, for given the general separa-
tion of Jews and Christians after the Arab invasions, it is unlikely that a
Jewish document could have reached a Christian apocalyptist in the
eighth century.®

As a result of this analysis it should be clear how Daniel Kat §orac
came into being. The author wrote at Constantinople, under the impact
of Basil’s recent murder of his benefactor and colleague Michael III
(867) and probably of the terrible earthquake of 869, which in some
quarters may have been considered a divine punishment for the crime
committed in the imperial palace. Against this view the apocalyptist at-

63. It is not difficult to see why and how old prophecies of Nero’s victories over the
Parthians and of Jewish victories over the Seleucid armies could be reinterpreted to refer
to Byzantine victories over the Arabs; in all three cases it was a question of defeating the
great national enemy. It is puzzling, however, that in the eighth century the portrait of the
liberating emperor should have been influenced by the activities of such an essentially
wicked and anti-Christian figure as Nero. One must assume that the later apocalyptist
saw in Nero redivivus more the conqueror over the Parthian enemies than the Antichrist,
either because the form in which he knew the Neronian legend emphasized the former
feature or because he was no longer able to understand the anti-Christian aspects of the
legend.

64. Note, however, that a Hebrew poem from the period of the Arab conquests pre-
dicted a battle of Edlom (Rome) and Ismael “in the plain of Acre / Till the horses sink in the
blood.” These two lines are very similar to Daniel Kai orac p. 39.27 Vasiliev. I owe my
acquaintance with this text to Bernard Lewis, “An Apocalyptic View of Islamic History,”
(University of London) Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 13 (1949),
pp. 308-338, esp. 336.
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tempted to represent Basil as the *New Phinehas,” and he performed his
apologetic task in the form of an apocalypse. He derived his vaticinia ex
eventu, quite indiscriminately, from a Vision of Daniel composed more
than a century before his time under Leo III {item 2) and from other
documents composed during the forties or fifties of his own century—
i.e., the ninth—in Italy and Sicily (items 1, 3, 5). For the eschatological
part he used (item 6) more heavily the same eighth-century Vision of
Daniel on which he had already relied for a vaticinium ex eventu, and
he added other traditional materials from Pseudo-Methodius (items 9
and 10) and from a Vision of Daniel now lost (item 8).



IV.
Visions of Danzel

Summarized
by Liudprand of Cremona

In addition to those Visions of Daniel that survive in the Greek original
or in a Slavonic translation, there are two lost documents of this type of
which fairly detailed paraphrases are given by Liudprand, bishop of Cre-
mona, in his account of his embassy to Constantinople in 968.' When
recording the Byzantine emperor Nicephorus Phacas’ (963—969) de-
parture for his campaign against the Arabs, which was to lead to the
capture of Antioch in the following year, Liudprand announces that he
will discuss the reasons for the emperor’s campaign.? One of these rea-
sons, he writes, was certain books that permitted the Byzantines to
take an optimistic view of their military prospects. According to Liud-
prand, these books were in the hands of both Arabs and Byzantines
and were called épdaoeis (Lindprand here reproduces the Greek word)
of Daniel. These books, so Liudprand tells, contained indications as to
the length of each emperor’s life, whether during his reign there would
be peace or war with the Saracens, and whether the Saracens would
prosper or fail.® It was also said in these books, still according to Liud-
prand, that “at the time of this Nicephorus the Assyrians would be un-
able to resist the Greeks and that he would live no longer than seven
years.” After his death an “emperor much worse and much less war-

1. Joseph Becker, ed., Die Werke Liudprands von Cremona (Hannover and Leipzig,
1915), Legatio chs. 3943, pp. 195-98. English translation by F. A, Wright, The Works
of Liutprand of Cremona (London, 1930), pp. 257-61.

2. Lindprand Legatio ch. 39, p. 195 Becker: Sed cur exercitum nunc in Assyrios duxe-
rit, guaeso advertite.

3. 1bid.: Habent Greci et Saraceni libros, quos dpdoets sive visiones Danielis vocant,
ego autem Sibyllanos, in quibus scriptum reperitur, quot annis imperalor quisque vivat,
guae sint futura eo imperitante tempora, pax an simultas, secundae Saracenorum res an
adversae.
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like than he” would take over. During his reign the Assyrians would
gain the upper hand and would occupy all the lands as far as the ter-
ritory of Chalcedon.*

Liudprand’s paraphrase is sufficiently detailed and precise to make it
possible, on the basis of it and of the surviving specimens of Visions of
Daniel considered previously, to form a fairly satisfactory idea of the
document that the Italian bishop saw at Constantinople during the
summer of 968. It was entitled "Opadais 7ot Aarmn, as, for example,
the Greek text BHG* 1871. lts author called the enemy Assyrii, a desig-
nation that can hardly be due to Liudprand, especially as it is a term for
the enemy traditional among apocalyptists at least since the days of the
Oracula Sibyllina.® The context in Liudprand leaves no doubt that he
and his Byzantine informants understood it to refer to the contempo-
rary Arabs. It is clear, furthermore, that the last item of Liudprand’s
paraphrase, the prophecy that under a wicked and unwarlike (Roman
or Byzantine) emperor the Assyrians would occupy all the land as far as
the territory of Chalcedon, is also part of traditional eschatology and
long antedated the emergence of Islam, for it occurs verbatim around
A.D. 500 in the Oracle of Baalbek.*

Liudprand also tells that this prophecy was preceded by a reference
to his contemporary, Emperor Nicephorus (Il Phocas, 963—969, buius
Nicephori), One wonders whether this identification may not be an in--
ference drawn by Liudprand or by his Byzantine informants. In the
first place, as is clear from the discussion of other apocalypses, apoca-
lyptists normally do not name rulers but, rather, paraphrase their names
in more or less transparent fashion; moreover, the lifespan of the em-
peror—seven years—Ilooks traditional (one year-week) rather than his-
torical; and finally, in Byzantine apocalypses the most wicked and least
warlike figure is normally the Antichrist, and he is usnally preceded by
an eschatological ruler whose principal function it is to vanquish the
enemy.” Now Liudprand informs us that the text (or texts} that he is
summarizing contained a list of emperors, with an indication of the
number of their years. It must therefore have looked very much like the

4. Ibid., pp. 195{.: Legitur itaque huius Nicephori temporibus Assyrios Grecis non
Posse resislere nuncque seplennio tamtum vivere; post cuins obitum imperatorem isto de-
teriovens . . . et magis imbellem debere surgere, cuius temporibus praevalere debent adeo
Assyrii, ut in Chalcedoniam usque . . . potestative cuncta debeant obtinere.

5. See my Oracle of Baalbek, pp. 107n. 16 and 111f.n. 48.

6. See my edition, line 181: oorrau ol "Acavptor s % dupos Ths doharans dvapid-
pnToL ki mapaiafuat moilas xwpas s "Avarokd)s fus Xakkndovias,

7. The Anrichrist is, of course, wicked by definition. He wins his converts by guile
rather than by force, especially by performing apparent miracles (Bousser, Antichrist, pp.
115%.).
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“prophecy of the emperors” in the (lost) Greek original of the Slavonic
text discussed above (Ch. 111, Sec. 1, Slavonic Daniel [2]—(3]). It is pos-
sible to guess who the last historical emperor mentioned in that list re-
ferred to by Liudprand must have been. Liudprand tells that it culmi-
nated in the ruler whom he, or perhaps his Byzantine informants,
identified with their contemporary, Nicephorus Phocas. If this identifi-
cation had the slightest plausibility, the last historical ruler recognizable
must have been Romanos Il (959-963), just as the “prophecy of the
emperors” in the Slavonic text ended with Michael II (Ch. 111, Sec. 1,
n. 25). For if this list seen by Liudprand had ended with any earlier em-
peror, say with Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (1959), an identifica-
tion of the victorious emperor with Nicephorus Phocas would have met
with the natural and fatal objection that the victorious emperor had, in
the nature of things, to be the successor of Constantine VII, i.e., Ro-
manos II. I am thus led to the conclusion that, although in the text
shown to Liudprand, the victorious emperor is unlikely to have been
named, Liudprand’s informants were indeed correct in thinking that the
author had meant Nicephorus Phocas. Probably he had spoken, more
apocalyptico, of a victorious emperor (Bagihevs vikneopos).

This conclusion, in turn, implies that the Vision of Daniel seen by
Liudprand had been composed no earlier than the reign of Nicephorus
Phocas—in other words, between 963 and 968. It seems to have dif-
fered from all other Visions of Daniel considered so far by the fact that
it did not contain any reference to Sicily; at least nothing in Liudprand’s
summary would lead one to believe that the text was concerned with
that island. In fact, the survival of the item on the Moslem advance in
Chalcedoniam usque makes it highly probable that it was composed in
the East, as had been, more than four hundred years earlier, the Oracle
of Baalbek, which contains the same phrase. Thus we find that in the
time that had elapsed between the earlier Visions of Daniel and the one
seen by Liudprand in 968 at Constantinople, the practice of composing
apocalypses of this sort had travelled eastward across the Mediterra-
nean Sea and there, naturally, centered around warfare against the east-
ern rather than western Arabs.

Liudprand introduces us to a second document of a similar character.
Its author, according to the bishop of Cremona, was “a certain Hippo-
lytus, a [or: the] Sicilian bishop.”® It must have contained prophecies
about the Ottonian Empire and a Western people whom Liudprand

8. Liudprand Legatio ch. 40, p. 196.11 Becker: Sed Hippolytus quidam Siciliensis epi-
scopus eadem scripsit et de imperio vestro et gente nostra—nostram nunc dico omnem,
quae sub vestro [i.e., the Ottos’] imperio est, gentem——; atque utinam verum sit, quod de
praesentibus scripsit iste temporibus.
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calls, with somewhat labored reservations, gens #nostra. These proph-
ecies must have predicted something highly favorable to the Saxon
rulers, for Lindprand expresses the fervent wish that they may come
true. Inasmuch as, according to Liudprand, Hippolytus “wrote the
same things” (eadem scripsit) about the Ottonian Empire—mean-
ing, presumably, the same things as the Vision of Daniel discussed by
Liudprand in his preceding chapter—it follows that Hippolytus must
have predicted that the Ottos would defeat the Arabs. All the rest of the
prophecies (cetera ut scripsit), so Liudprand informs us on the au-
thority of his Byzantine informants, have already been fulfilled—that is,
presumably it contained a series of vaticinia post eventum, as do all
apocalypses. One prophecy, however, that apparently is still awaiting its
fulfillment, Liudprand cites in Greek: “Lion and whelp together will
pursue a wild ass.”® Much of what follows in the Legatio deals with
conflicting interpretations given to this prophecy by Liudprand’s Byzan-
tine associates on the one hand and by Liudprand himself on the other,
rather than with the content of Hippolytus’ work. Liudprand does,
however, revert once more to it and quotes a highly ambiguous phrase:
Grecos non debere Saracenos, sed Francos conterere.®

This prediction is so ambiguous because it is not clear at first glance
what is the subject and what the object of this prophecy. Grammati-
cally, either Grecos or Saracenos or Francos could be the subject. How-
ever, it seems clear from the discussion of the eatlier parts of Hippo-
lytus® prophecy that he predicted a Western victory over the Arabs. To
bring this last citation into harmony with the general intent of Hippo-
lytus® work, one must assume that Saracenos is object and Grecos and
Francos alternative subjects. Hippolytus’ prophecy should therefore be
translated: “Not the Greeks but the Franks will crush the Saracens.”"
This interpretation is in complete agreement with whar follows in Liud-
prand, for he tells us that, inspired by this prophecy, the Saracens had
three years earlier defeated an expeditionary force under the magister
Manuel Phocas and the eunuch Nicetas in the Straits of Messina and,

not much later, the forces of “Exakonta.” "

9. Ibid., p. 196.15: Cetera ut scripsit, sunt usque huc completa, quemadmodum per
ipsas, qui borum librorum scientiam habent, audivi. Et ex multis eius [i.e., Hippolytus']
dictis unum id proferamus in medium. Ait enim nunc completum iri scripturam, quae
dicit: héwy kai oxipvos [sic] dpoduatovaw [sic] raypor. This scriptura does not occur
in the Bible,

10. Ibid. ch. 43, p. 198.15: Scribit etiam praefatus Hippolytus Grecos non debere
Saracenos, sed Francos conterere.

11. Wright, Liutprand, p. 261.

12. On the expedition of 964 (rather than 965} commanded by the patrician Manuel
Phocas and the eunuch Nicetas, see Amari, Storia, I, pp. 299-313; Gay, ltalie Méri-
dionale, pp. 290f.; M. Canard, Cambridge Medieval History, vol. IV, part I, (Cambridge,
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Liudprand’s precise yet lean summary of Hippolytus’ work raises
many questions. In the first place, who was “Hippolytus”?** His desig-
nation as “Sicilian bishop” is strange, for bishops are normally desig-
nated by the name of their see rather than by that of the region (Sicily)
in which that see was situated." It is therefore unlikely that Liudprand’s
phrase (Hippolytus quidam Siciliensis episcopus) derives from the head-
ing of the work as it occurred in the manuscript shown to Liudprand in
Constantinople. The simplest explanation of the ascription is that the
text was a pseudepigraphon, as are most apocalypses, from the canoni-
cal book of Daniel down to and beyond the Revelation of Pseudo-
Methodius and the Vision of Daniel attributed to John Chrysostom
(BHG* 1871)." Hippolytus of Rome was an ideal candidate for the au-
thorship of an apocalypse, because he published a celebrated commen-
tary on Daniel and a treatise on the Antichrist. The designation of
Pseudo-Hippolytus—so it will be proper to refer henceforth to the au-
thor of the work paraphrased by Liudprand in chs. 40ff. of the Legatio
—as episcopus Siciliensis, in turn, must be an inference drawn by a copy-
ist of the work or by a reader, perhaps even by Liudprand or his infor-
mants, from the Sicilian content of the piece. An inference of this kind
was undoubtedly prompted by the occurrence of Sicilian place-names in
Pseudo-Hippolytus’ tract, as, for example, in Pseudo-Chrysostom’s Vi-
sion of Daniel (BHG? 1871) and the Slavonic text. Indeed, as we have
seen, many Visions of Daniel were composed in Sicily. The text at-

1966), p. 731. I have been unable to identify the expedition under the magister “Exa-
konta” (cf. Amari, Storia, Il, p. 311 and n. 4). A Nicephorus Hexakionites was an early
supporter of Nicephorus Phocas and played a role in his coup d’état: cf. Leo Diaconus,
p. 431 Bonn.

13. Joseph Becker, in his edition of Liudprand (p. 196n.2) suggests that Liudprand is
referring to the famous Church Father Hippolytus of Rome (1235) and his De Anti-
christo, chs. 6—18, but there is nothing in that patristic text that resembles Liudprand’s
summary.

14. In the Arabic text of the Siculo-Arab Chronicle of Cambridge (cf. Chapter III, Sec. 3,
n. 27 above), there is a mention of “Leo bishop of Sicily” among the hostages taken by the
Arabs at Oria, Apulia, in 925: cf. Amari, Biblioteca arabo-sicula, Versione Italiana
(Rome, Turin, 188081, 1889) I, p. 283; Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, 11, part 2, p. 104.
Already Amari (Storia, 1I, pp. 249f.) compared this passage in the Chronicle with
Liudprand’s Legatio and spoke of “cotesta strana appellazione di vescovo di Sicilia.” He
explained it by the assumption that by the tenth century only one bishopric continued to
exist in Sicily. 1 shall propose a somewhat different explanation, at least for the passage in
Liudprand. Even today, ecclesiastical sees are not abolished even though their bishops are
prevented from discharging their functions.

15. Hippolytus does not elsewhere appear as a given name in the mid-Byzantine period.
I have consulted various indexes of personal names, such as those in Amari’s Storia, in de
Boor’s edition of Theophanes, and in Rodolphe Guilland’s Recherches sur les institutions
byzantines, Berliner Byzantinistischen Arbeiten, v. 35, (Amsterdam, 1967). The only ex-
ception is Hippolytus of Thebes, probably of the eighth century; cf. F. Diekamp, Hippo-
lytus von Theben (Miinster, 1898).
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tributed by Liudprand to Hippolytus must have been another Vision of
Daniel composed in Sicily.

This conclusion also explains other features of Liudprand’s sum-
mary—first, why he wrote in ch. 39 of Visiones Dasielis, in the plural.
The treason was that the piece attributed to Hippolytus in chs. 40f. was
a second specimen of the genre, just as was the piece paraphrased in
ch. 39. It further explains why Pseudo-Hippolytus” work contained the
Lion-Whelp prophecy, a feature that occurs only in Visions of Daniel '
Above all, the conclusion that the work attributed to Hippolytus was a
Vision of Daniel composed in Sicily explains the most noteworthy fea-
ture of the lost text: it prophesied a Frankish rather than a Byzantine
victory over the Arabs {Grecos non debere Saracenos, sed Francos con-
terere}. In this respect the work of Pseudo-Hippolytus differed from
all the other Visions of Daniel, including the one paraphrased by Liud-
prand in ch. 39, in which it was prophesied that a Byzantine ruler
would defeat the Arabs. This dramatic break with the entire previous
tradition of the Visions of Daniel was conceivable only in Sicily, or pos-
sibly in southern ltaly, for nowhere else were the alternatives envisaged
by Pseudo-Hippolytus, of a Byzantine or a Western conflict with Islam,
plausible.

The mention of the Franks in Liudprand’s summary should prove
helpful in solving, at least partially, another question raised by it: what
had been the terms of Pseudo-Hippolytus’ prophecy that Liudprand ren-
dered as émperium vestrum et gens nostra? We have seen that Liud-
prand’s words eadem scripsit included the prophecy of a Western vic-
tory over Islam. Certainly Pseudo-Hippolytus had not named Otto;
such a procedure would have been out of keeping with apocalyptic
practice. The application of the prophecy to Otto was clearly an in-
ference by Liudprand {or his informants), which may or may not have
coincided with Pseudo-Hippolytus® intent. Yet Liudprand records not
the slightest hesitation on anybody’s part, his own or his Byzantine in-
formants’, as to the identification of the ruler, a fact especially notewor-
thy as he later mentions a bitter controversy as to the interpretation of

16. In fact, Liudprand’s summary helps to establish the correct text of that prophecy,
although here, too, it appears in an inaccurate form: Aéwe xai oriuvos duodubtovaw
draypov. In the Slavonic text (above, Chapter I, Sec. 1, n. 51) it runs “dog and whelp
together pursue the field,” or, translated back into the Greek, xvwr xai axiuvos dpod
Stidfovoiy Tov dypov. Here xiwy and rov dypdvw are palaeographical corruptions of Aéwy
and draypov respectively. In BHG? 1871 the prophecy appears in the form (p. 30.34, Vas-
iliev} s xoi oxdpvos Sustovaw dypdy; here duob is omicted and dvarypor again cor-
rupted inta dypov. In BHG? 1872 it runs Méwr xai oxduvos ouol duséovar—in other
words, the object is left out altogether. The correct text of the oracle may be reconstructed
as Afwr xai oxvpvos 6pob Stofovay Graypor.
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the Lion-Whelp oracle. 1 conclude, therefore, that Pseudo-Hippolytus’
text must have made it very clear that a Western rather than an Eastern
ruler was meant. (I shall return to this feature later.) On the other hand,
Liudprand’s somewhat labored comment on gente nostra: nostram
nunc dico omnem, quae sub vestro imperio est, gentem indicates that,
taken literally, the prophecy did not fit either the Saxon Otto or the
Lombard Liudprand. Pseudo-Hippolytus must, therefore, have named a
people other than Saxons or Lombards. If it is now remembered that
elsewhere in his tract Pseudo-Hippolytus, according to Liudprand’s tes-
timony, mentioned the Franks (Grecos non debere Saracenos, sed Fran-
cos conterere), it becomes highly probable that with the words gente
nostra Liudprand was paraphrasing another reference to the Frankish
people (76 &6vos T@v Ppdyywr) by Pseudo-Hippolytus.”

It is not easy to understand, at first glance, what role the Lion-Whelp
oracle can have played in Pseudo-Hippolytus® Vision of Daniel. How
exactly that oracle fit into the context is difficult to say; in fact, this con-
text must have been fairly ambiguous, to allow for the divergent in-
terpretations discussed by Liudprand in chs. 40 and 41. In the preserved
Visions of Daniel it invariably occurs immediately following the great
battle in which a Byzantine emperor defeats the Arabs. After this battle,
the emperor forces the Western (“Blond”) peoples to become his allies,
and then Byzantines and Westerners together pursue the Arabs into
their own country, thus fulfilling the Lion-Whelp prophecy. Inasmuch,
however, as we know from Liudprand that Pseudo-Hippolytus assigned
to a Western ruler rather than to the Byzantine Baothevs the task of
defeating the Arabs, it was inevitable that he also reversed the function
of the Byzantine emperor, assigning to him the secondary role of com-
pulsory ally to the Western emperor: the Arabs would be pursued into
their own country by a Western ruler assisted by a Byzantine emperor. It
is difficult to see what other meaning the Lion-Whelp prophecy can have
had within the new political context created by Pseudo-Hippolytus, yet
this meaning must have been sufficiently ambiguous to permit not only
Liudprand’s interpretation of the oracle (Otto I and Otto 1I) but also
the Greek interpretation (Nicephorus Phocas and Otto 1).

What else did Pseudo-Hippolytus’ prophecy contain, in addition to a
Frankish victory over the Arabs and the Lion-Whelp oracle? There must
have been, as we have seen, some historical material, especially place-

17. Elsewhere in the Legatio, too, Liudprand refers to himself as a Frank—e.g., ch. 19,
p. 186.6 Becker, where a Byzantine official refers to him as episcopus. . . Francorum; ch.
53, p. 203.25 Becker, where he imagines the two Ottos praising him, Liudprand, in the
terms solus es ex Francis, quem nunc diligemus.
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names, referring to Sicily, to account for the designation of the author
as an episcopus Siciliensis, but it is lost beyond hope. In all probability
Pseudo-Hippolytus also prophesied, as did all other Visions of Daniel,
that the victorious ruler, after his Sicilian victory and after forcing the
Byzantine emperor into an alliance, would enter the city of Rome. Did
he also predict, as do the other texts, that the Western conqueror would
capture Constantinople? That seems unlikely, for, as we stated above, he
is represented as the ally of the Byzantine emperor. But what of another
feature that forms a regular part of the tradition, the journey of the ruler
victorious over the Arabs (so the Revelation of Pseudo-Methodius) or of
one of his successors (so BHG? 1872 and the Slavonic Daniel) to Jeru-
salem, and the surrender of his power to God? This element of the tradi-
tion was the culmination of the emperor’s victories over Christianity’s
principal enemy, Islam. If Pseudo-Hippolytus transfesred these victories
from the Byzantine emperor to a Western ruler, then the logic of the
tradition required that the journey to Jerusalem and the abdication be
shifted in a similar way. It is highly probable, if not certain, therefore,
that Pseudo-Hippolytus represented the Western ruler who, with the
help of his Byzantine ally, defeated and pursued the Arabs, or one of his
successors, as journeying to Jerusalem and there surrendering his power
to God.

This was indeed a drastic change the political and literary importance
of which can hardly be exaggerated. As will be seen repeatedly in this
book, the apocalyptic genre is extremely conservative and the preserva-
tion of traditional features is its lifeblood. Changes in the tradition are
made exclusively for the purpose of safeguarding the prophetic virtues
of an earlier representation of the tradition or, to put it differently, only
under the compelling force of events prompting a later writer to adjust
an earlier prophecy to the actual course of history. Thus numerals are
occasionally tampered with to allow more time for a prophecy to be
fulfilled, references to geographical features adapted, or, more generally,
a vague prediction reformulated in more precise terms so that the reader
will understand it to have been fulfilled by a particular historical event.
On occasion, such adjustments of the tradition were made in polemical
form. Thus we have seen that in the Revelation of Pseudo-Methodius
the author argued against an interpretation of Psalm 68: 31 that consid-
ered Ethiopia rather than Byzantium the best hope for liberation from
Arab domination. Something similar seems to have happened in the
case of Pseudo-Hippolytus. He, too, undertook to combat an older tra-
dition and substituted for the Byzantine emperor, as the liberator from
Moslem oppression, a Western ruler. Undoubtedly, even the polemical
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form in which this substitution appears in Liudprand’s paraphrase
Grecos non debere Saracenos, sed Francos conterere is the rendering of
a Greek phrase couched in similarly polemical language.

Given the conservative nature of the apocalyptic tradition, then,
Pseudo-Hippolytus must have been prompted by two weighty consid-
erations for breaking with previous Visions of Daniel and shifting the
principal task of defeating the Moslems from a Byzantine to a Western
ruler. In the first place, while to us moderns this appears as a momen-
tous political break, Pseudo-Hippolytus himself must have felt that
he was doing no more than proposing a reinterpretation of old proph-
ecies better adapted to the international situation than the old wording
had been. To put it differently, he must have considered that he was sug-
gesting not a break with tradition but merely an improved understand-
ing. Second, the international situation at the time of his writing must
have facilitated, or even necessitated, this reinterpretation of earlier
prophecy. Clearly it must have been based on two convictions on the
part of Pseudo-Hippolytus: first, that the Byzantine emperor could no
longer be expected to bear the principal responsibility for expelling the
Arabs from Sicily-—which, as we have seen, was the center of Pseudo-
Hippolytus’ interest; and second, that a Western ruler could be relied
upon to discharge this task. At what point in history could the interna-
tional situation be presumed to have fostered these two convictions in
the mind of a Greek writer about Sicily? A convincing answer to this
question will provide a date for Pseudo-Hippolytus.

One’s first suspicion is that, as in the Vision of Daniel summarized in
ch. 39 of the Legatio, here too Liudprand may be paraphrasing a tract
of very recent origin composed under the impact of Otto I’s meteoric
rise on the European scene, his defeat of his German rivals, his victory
over the Magyars (9535), his imperial coronation at Rome {962), and his
several powerful interventions in the affairs of the Italian Peninsula. The
Byzantine emperors were then absorbed in their warfare against the
eastern Arabs and could hardly have been expected to take more than a
half-hearted interest in Western affairs. As we have seen, the expedition-
ary force sent by Nicephorus Phocas to Sicily in 964 to relieve Rametta,
commanded by Manuel Phocas and Nicetas, had failed ignominiously,
and in 965 the Arabs had entered Rametta. Even the Byzantine naval
forces had been annihilated in an engagement in the Straits of Mes-
sina.’® Late in 966 or in 967 Nicephorus Phocas had even made peace
with the Fatimid khalif of North Africa, al-Mutizz. There were two rea-

18. Amari, Storia, Il, pp. 310-313; Gay, Italie Méridionale, pp. 290f., 295.
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sons for this rapprochement of the Christian emperor and the Moslem
khalif. First, the Fatimid and Byzantine rulers were united in their en-
mity to the Ikhshidid masters of Syria and Egypt: Nicephorus Phocas
coveted their Syrian possessions, while al-Murizz was making plans for
the conquest of Egypt. Second, both rulers were alarmed by Otto I's
claims upon southern Italy; they directly threatened Byzantine posses-
sions in southern Italy, and potentially even the Fatimid control of 5i-
cily.” Here, then—with the Saxon emperor Otto [ emerging as the
greatest power in Europe and the arbiter of Italy, and the Byzantine em-
peror Nicephorus Phocas absorbed in the campaigns against his Eastern
enemies and now even the ally of the Moslem ruler of North Africa
against Otto’s design upon the Byzantine themes of Longobardia and
Calabria—seems to be just the political constellation that was postu-
lated above as prompting Pseudo-Hippolytus’ momentous decision to
prophesy a liberation of Sicily from Moslem rule by a Western ruler.
Yet while the years between Nicephorus Phocas’ failure in Sicily (965)
and Liudprand’s stay in Constantinople {968) would be a plausible pe-
riod to which to date Pseudo-Hippolytus’ tract, there exists incontro-
vertible evidence that the key fearure of this work—the shift of the de-
feat of the Arabs from a Byzantine to a Western ruler—antedated
Otto I's imperial coronation (962) and perhaps even his first campaign
to Italy (951). This evidence consists of a passage, often cited and dis-
cussed, in a letter by the monk Adso (ca. 920—992), who in 967 became
abbot of Montier-en-Der in the diocese of Chalons-sur-Marne: De ortu
et tempore Antichristi, supposedly composed in compliance with a re-
quest from, and addressed to, Queen Gerberga, sister of Otto I and wife
of the Carolingian king Louis IV d’Outremer of France (936—-954).2
The letter was composed no later than 954, for Adso declares that he
includes in his prayers not only the queen but also her husband, King
Louis IV (1954), and probably no earlier than 948, for in that year the
couple’s second son was born, and the text speaks of their “sons,” in the

19. Amari, Staria, 11, pp. 314-19.

20. Ed. Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, pp. 97-113. On the author see Max Manitius,
Geschichte der lateinischen Literatur des Mittelalters (Munich, 1923), 11, pp. 432-44;
Gaston Zeller, “Les Rois de France candidats 4 'Empire,” Revue Historique 59 (1934),
pp- 273-311, 497-534, esp. 277£,; Carl Erdmann, “Dras ottonische Reich als Imperium
Romanum,” Deutsches Archiv fiir Geschichte des Mittelalters 6 (1943), pp. 412—-441, esp.
4261f.; Kassius Hallinger, Gorze-Kluny: Studien zu dest monastischen Lebensformen und
Gegensdtzen im Hochmittelalter (Rome, 1950), pp. 61f. On the commissioning of Adsa’s
letter by Queen Gerberga, cf. p. 105 Sackur: sicut mibi servo vestro dignata estis praeci-
pere. {See also now Roberc Konrad, De ortu et tempore Antichristi. Antichristvorstellung
und Geschichtsbild der Abtes Adso von Montieren, Miinchener historische Studien, Abt,
Mittelalterliche Geschichte, vol. 1 (Munich, 1964)].
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plural.* King Louis’s authority was challenged, throughout his reign, by
the great dukes of the Western Frankish realm, and Adso seems to reflect
the insecurity of Louis’s throne in various passages of his letter. He prays
that God may preserve for the royal family the culmen imperii and as-
sures them that he would like nothing better than to obtain from God
for them their entire kingdom, but confesses sadly that he is unable to
do s0.22 The same tendency to comfort Queen Gerberga and her royal
husband concerning the political turbulence of the times underlies a
later passage of the letter. Here Adso discusses the Pauline passage II
Thess. 2:3, which figures prominently in all discussions of the Anti-
christ, and interprets it in the traditional way—that the Antichrist will
not come until all the kingdoms have fallen away from the Roman Em-
pire.?? This time, so Adso assures the queen, has not yet arrived even
though the kingdom of the Romans is largely destroyed, because, since
kings of the Franks are destined to govern the Roman Empire, the dig-
nity of Roman kingship will not perish wholly: it will remain with its
kings.?* In these lines Adso visualizes clearly the precariousness of royal
power in the Western Frankish kingdom of Louis IV, but he holds out
the hope that the reges Francorum are destined to continue to govern
the Roman Empire. The great dukes of France, so he seems to say, may
rebel against the royal power, but in the end the Roman Empire will be
restored by a Frankish king.

Adso conveys this idea more clearly immediately following the pas-
sage just cited. It is surely remarkable that Adso, who throughout his
letter relied on a commentary on II Thessalonians ascribed to Haimo of
Halberstadt (1853) as his source, cites in the following words of com-
fort to his queen a source to which he refers as “certain of our learned

21. P. 104 Sackur: pro vobis et pro seniore vestro domino rege et pro filiorum vestrorum
incolumitate Dei nostri misericordiam exoro. The oldest son of the royal couple, Lothar,
was born in 941; the second, Louis, in 948 (he died in 954, the same year as his father; see
P. Lauer, Le Régne de Louis IV d’Outremer [Paris, 1900], p. 230). A son from Gerberga’s
first husband, Gilbert of Lorraine, Henry, died in 944 (Lauer, p. 49n.8). Twins, Charles
and Henry, were born in 953; the latter died immediately after baptism (Lauer, p. 225).

22. P. 104 Sackur: ut vobis et culmen imperii in hac vita dignatur conservare. P. 105: si
potuissem vobis totum regnum acquirere, libentissime fecissem, sed quia illud facere non
valeo, pro salute vestra filiorumque vestrorum Dominum exorabo.

23. P. 110 Sackur: Inde ergo dicit Paulus apostolus, Antichristum non antea in mundum
venturum, nisi venerit discessio primum, id est, nisi prius discesserint omnia regna a Ro-
mano imperio, que pridem subdita erant. On this tradition, see Bousset, Antichrist,
pp. 77—-83.

24. P. 110 Sackur: Hoc autem tempus nondum evenit, quia, licet videamus Romanorum
regnum ex maxima parte destructum, tamen, quamdiu reges Francorum duraverint, qui
Romanum imperium tenere debent, Romani regni dignitas ex toto non peribit, quia in
regibus suis stabit.
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men.” This source, according to Adso, predicted that “one among the
kings of the Franks would possess the Roman Empire in its entirety.”
Adso’s wish in the prologue-—that he could obtain for King Louis “the
entire kingdom” (totum regnum)—thus echoed the prophecy of a
Frankish king governing Romanum imperium ex integro. The prophecy
then went on to say that the Frankish king would be the greatest and
last of all kings. At the end of his reign he would journey to Jerusalem
and lay down scepter and crown on the Mount of Olives.”

It was pointed out long ago by Zezschwitz that this prophecy as cited
by Adso was derived ultimately from a Byzantine source, the Revelation
of Pseudo-Methodius.?® This conclusion was undoubtedly correct, for
the designation of the ruler in question as “the last of all kings” and the
deposition of the symbols of power at Jerusalem point clearly to the
Pseudo-Methodian tradition of the Last Roman Emperor. It proved dif-
ficult, however, in the years after Zezschwitz’s discovery, to define more
precisely the process of borrowing and particularly to name Adso’s im-
mediate source. It is not too much to say that the occurrence of the pas-
sage in Adso’s letter became in the late nineteenth century the starting
point for a vigorous investigation of the Byzantine traditions underlying
the German imperial legends of the Middle Ages.”” Sackur suggested
that it must have been a scholar at the court of Charlemagne or of Louis
the Pious who transformed the prophecy about a Roman (Byzantine)
ruler into one about a Frankish king; for only as long as the Frankish
empire was intact in its integrity could it be considered as the continua-
tion of the Roman Empire.?® This last conclusion, however, did not fol-
low. It is true that the prophecy of Adso’s source was inconceivable be-
fore Charlemagne had been crowned emperor and had ruled a large

25. P. 110 Sackur Quidam vero doctores nostri dicunt, guod unus ex regibus Francorum
Romanum imperium ex integro tenebit, qui in novissimo tempore erit. Et ipse erit maxi-
mus et omnium regum ultimus. Qui postquam regnum feliciter gubernaverit, ad ultimum
lerosolimam veniet et in monte Oliveti sceptrum et coronam suam deponet. Hic erit finis
et consunumatio Romanorum christianorumque imperii,

26. This impottant discovery was made by G. von Zezschwitz, Vom rdmischen Kaiser-
tum deutscher Nation: Ein mittelalterliches Drama (Leipzig, 1877), pp. 43—84. More re-
cently, Percy E. Schrarnm, Herrschafiszeichen und Stattssymbolik, Schriften der Monu-
menta Germaniae Historica 13, parts 1-3 {Stuttgart, 1954—1956), esp. part 3, p. 917,
mentioned that the morif of a Last Roman Emperor taking off his crown derives from a
pagan Roman tradition. R. W. Southern, Western Views of Islam in the Middle Ages
(Cambridge, Mass., 1962}, p. 26n.23, connects Adso’s general escharology, rather than
the specific passage in question, with Spanish apocalyptic thought of the ninth century.

27. See my “Byzantium and the Migration of Literary Works and Motifs: The Legend
of the Last Roman Emperor” (“Introduction,” n. 16, above),

28, Sackur, Sibyllinische Texte, pp. 1681,
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realm. It could, however, have been composed as long as the memory of
Charlemagne’s empire survived and a hope for its restoration existed.
The period of Charlemagne and Louis the Pious, therefore, can serve
only as a terminus post quem for Adso’s source.

This source does, however, prove that at some time prior to the death
of King Louis IV d’Outremer of France in 954 its author had proph-
esied that power over the Roman Empire would be surrendered to God
at Jerusalem by a Frankish ruler. It now becomes clear that this notion
of Adso’s source resembles closely the prophecy of Pseudo-Hippolytus
as analyzed above on the strength of Liudprand’s summary. There it is
shown that in Pseudo-Hippolytus’ tract a Western ruler was fated to
defeat the Arabs, and we inferred that after his victory that ruler or one
of his successors would journey to Jerusalem and surrender his diadem.
It is difficult to believe that the two authors, Adso’s source and Pseudo-
Hippolytus, could have arrived at these highly similar prophecies inde-
pendently.?” Both Pseudo-Hippolytus and Adso’s source stood in the
Pseudo-Methodian tradition.*® Both prophesied that the principal task
assigned in this tradition to a Byzantine emperor would be performed
by a Western ruler. It is true that Liudprand mentions in his summary of
Pseudo-Hippolytus only a victory over the Arabs, while Adso cited his
source for the prediction of the ruler’s journey to Jerusalem. As pointed
out above, the two features belong so closely together that both must
have appeared in the two works.*' I therefore feel justified in concluding
that the text of Pseudo-Hippolytus shown to Liudprand at Constantino-
ple in the summer of 968 was at some time translated from Greek into

29. There are two differences between Adso’s source and the Pseudo-Methodian tradi-
tion. First, according to that source, the last ruler will surrender sceptrum et coronam. In
the Pseudo-Methodian tradition, on the other hand, beginning with the Syriac original
and throughout the Greek and Latin translations and the parts excerpted in the Visions of
Daniel, the ruler surrenders his diadem (tdga, oréupa, diadema; the Latin translation of
Pseudo-Methodius, p. 186 Sackur, adds omnis habitus regalis). Second, throughout this
Pseudo-Methodian tradition, the place of surrender is Golgotha, the place of the Crucifix-
ion, and the Holy Cross plays a key role in the act of surrender. In Adso’s source, however,
the Frankish king surrenders his power in monte Oliveti, on the Mount of Olives. The
question, then, to which I shall return (see n. 67 below), is whether these deviations from
the Byzantine apocalyptic tradition appeared in the Greek text of Pseudo-Hippolytus or
whether they were added by the Latin translator or a later redactor.

30. For Pseudo-Hippolytus that follows from the fact that his tract was a Visio Danielis
(see p. 96 above). So far as Adso’s source was concerned the point was proved by Zezsch-
witz, Roémischen Kaisertum.

31. So far as Adso’s source is concerned, it is obvious that after the Arab conquest of
Palestine, a Western ruler could hardly journey to Jerusalem unless he had first defeated
their armed forces.
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Latin and thus came to the attention of the monk Adso in Gaul.”” The
phrase gquidam . . . doctores nostri of Adso referred, therefore, to a
Latin translation of Pscudo-Hippolytus® Vision of Daniel.

Adso’s citation makes it certain that Pseudo-Hippolytus® tract cannot
have been composed after 954. This conclusion in turn guarantees that
Pseudo-Hippolytus must have written his prophecies prior to Otto’s
reign, for by 954 not even the most farsighted observer could have fore-
seen that this German king would exert a powerful influence on Italy. If,
then, Pseudo-Hippolytus wrote prior to Otto’s reign, what earlier pe-
riod in history satisfies the two requirements stated above: unlikelihood
of the Byzantine emperor fighting the Arabs in Sicily, and a probability
that a Western ruler might do so?

During the late ninth and early tenth centuries, there were indeed
many occasions when a Sicilian Christian must have lost whatever hope
of help from Byzantium he had retained, especially after the fall of Syr-
acuse (878) and Taormina {902) to the Moslems. It is difficult, also, to
imagine that he could have felt more positively concerning the ephem-
eral masters of ltaly, even those who bore the imperial title, rulers like
Charles the Bald, Charles the Fat, Arnulf of Carinthia, or Berengar L.
Their energies were altogether consumed in attempts to maintain them-
selves in northern or, at best, central Italy. The south of the peninsula
and Sicily lay altogether beyond their ken.

To answer the question concerning Pseudo-Hippolytus’ date one
must, therefore, go back further in time, to the reign of the Carolingian
king and emperor of Italy Louis II (1875).*" It is true that this great-
grandson of Charlemagne has struck many historians as a dwarfish fig-

32. There is no reason for believing that Adso knew Greek. Indeed, the fact that he
speaks of his source as guidarn: . . . doctores nostri indicates that he had before him a
Latin text. There survives a catalogue of Adso’s personal library as he left it when depart-
ing for the Holy Land in 922; see H. Omont, “Catalogue de la bibliothéque de I'abbé
Adson de Montier-en-Der (992),” Bibliothéque de I'Ecole des Chartes 42 {1881), pp.
157-60. It contained twenty-three volumes; the only one of intecest in the present context
is an Expositio Haimonis super epistolam Pauli ad Romanos—interesting because in his
letter Adso relied so heavily on the commentary on Il Thessalonians attributed to Haimo
of Halberstadr.

33. On Louis I1 I have found the following publications particularly helpful: Amari,
Storia, 1, pp. 510-530; Gay, [talie Méridionale, pp. 61-108; Hartmann, Geschichte 11,
part 1, pp. 194—309; Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, 11, pp. 14—19; Werner Ohnsorge,
Das Zweikaiserproblem im Mittelalter (Hildesheim, 1947), pp. 39-43 (and other pub-
lications by the same author; see nn. 34—36 below); Louis Halphen, Charlemagne et
Vempire carolingien, Evolution de 'Humanité 33 (Paris, 1949}, pp. 397—417; Heinz
Léwe, “Die Karolinger vom Vertrag von Verdun bis zum Herrschaftsantritt,” in W. War-
tenbach and W. Levison, eds., Deutschlands Geschichtsguellen im Mittelalter. Vorzeit
und Karolinger (Weimar, 1963), pp. 387-96.
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ure whom it is difficult to take seriously, but this impression may be ex-
aggerated or even unjustified. From the vantage point of the later histo-
rian it seems pathetically clear that Louis II’s power in Italy was built on
shaky foundations and that his far-reaching ideological and political
claims had little basis in fact.** The historian also knows that southern
Italy was eventually to be freed from the Moslems not by a Western
ruler but by the revived Byzantine Empire under the founder of the
Macedonian dynasty, Basil I, whose troops occupied Bari in 876 and
then, especially under the command of the Byzantine general Nic-
ephorus Phocas the Elder, were to reconquer Calabria. On a contempo-
rary observer, however, especially on one stationed in Sicily or southern
Italy, the figure of this late Carolingian prince must have made a very
different and much more powerful impression.

In Italy the reign of Louis Il was reckoned to have begun in 840, when
the prince was at most eighteen years old.** In peace-time his normal
residence was Pavia, and he left Italy only on three occasions during the
more than three decades of his reign. Much of his time was spent away
from his court, in warfare against rebellious Lombard princes and
against the Saracens. It has been suggested that even Louis’s first march
on Rome in 844, ostensibly undertaken in reaction to Pope Sergius II’s
illegal elevation, was meant to be the prelude to a campaign against the
Saracens in southern Italy.* However that may be, there can be no
doubt that at the latest the Moslem sack of Rome in 846 committed the
emperor Lothar I (1+855) and his son Louis II to an active policy against
the Arabs in southern Italy.” In October 846 the emperor and the king
evolved an elaborate plan for a campaign to be undertaken under the
leadership of Louis. This plan and this campaign mark a change in the

34. Amari, for example, that good Italian patriot and spokesman for the risorgimento,
saw in Louis II the foreign ruler determined to enslave the Lombards and considered the
emperor’s struggles against the Arabs to have been a pretext (Storia, 1, pp. 517, 522).
Later he expressed the opinion that at no time between the reigns of Charlemagne and of
Frederick of Swabia were the prospects of uniting Italy from the Alps to the Straits of
Messina as favorable as during the period of Louis I, but that in spite of his personal
bravery Louis was “a man without great vices or conspicuous virtues and of average talent
in all respects” (ibid., p. $30). Halphen, Charlemagne, p. 410, considers that the capture
of Bari in 871 went to Louis’s head. Werner Ohnsorge, “Byzanz und das Abendland im 9.
und 10. Jahrhundert,” Abendland und Byzanz, p. 29, speaks of “das politisch macht—
und bedeutungslos gewordene Zwergkaisertum” of Louis II.

35. Werner Ohnsorge, “Das Kaiserbiindnis von 842-844 gegen die Sarazenen,”
Abendland und Byzanz, pp. 131—83, esp. 145. The date of Louis II’s birth is uncertain:
see Halphen, Charlemagne, p. 397.

36. Ohnsorge, “Kaiserbiindnis,” p. 178; also “Die Entwicklung der Kaiseridee im 9.
Jahrhundert und Siiditalien,” Abendland und Byzanz, pp. 206—218; “Sachsen und By-
zanz,” ibid., pp. 518-21.

37. See p. 77 above.
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Carolingian attitude toward southern Italy: for the first time, a Frankish
ruler was attempting to exercise the sovereign rights claimed over the
Lombard duchy of Beneventum.*® The most tangible result of this cam-
paign was the expuision of the Saracens from the city of Beneven-
tum (847). Partly because of this military success, Louis Il was made
co-emperor in 850 and emerged as sole emperor after Lothar I's
death (855).

The victory over the Arabs at Beneventum was, however, only a be-
ginning; the task remained of forcing them out of Apulia and its princi-
pal city, Bari. Until 866, Apulia and much of southern Italy remained in
Arab hands or were at least exposed to periodic incursions and depreda-
tions. In 852, Louis II conducted an unsuccessful siege of Bari, and in
858 his army was once again defeated by the Saracens. Finally, in 866,
the emperor decided to make an all-out effort against Bari. At the head
of a large army he first secured the allegiance of the Lombard princes
and then turned against his Moslem enemies. Toward the end of 867 he
captured the Apulian fortresses of Matera, Venosa, Canosa, and Oria.
The siege of Bari itself, for a while conducted in desultory fashion, took
a long time. In 870, while the siege was in progress, envoys from Cal-
abria arrived in the emperor’s camp to ask for aid against Moslem raid-
ers and promised in turn to take an oath of allegiance and to pay tribute
to Louis. These emissaries came from cities in the valley of the river
Crati—Cosenza, Bisignano, Cassano—that belonged to the prince of
Salerno but had submitted to the emir of a city which the Moslems had
taken from the Byzantines, Amantea.*® A small Frankish army com-
manded by Count Otto of Bergamo defeated the emir of Amantea and
returned to the siege of Bari. This was a military success; more impor-
tant, it demonstrated that Louis was not averse to intervening in territo-
ries formally claimed by the Byzantine emperor. Finally, in 871, Louis II
succeeded in capturing Bari from the Moslems.

Louis’s capture of Bari was both the high point of his reign and the
beginning of the end. Much of Apulia and Calabria still remained to
be cleared of the Moslem occupants. After some warfare against the
Moslems of Tarentum, Louis and his Frankish army withdrew to Bene-
ventum. There the Frankish warriors lorded it over the Lombard popu-
lation and thus provoked a combined Lombard revolt against the em-
peror. He was captured and held prisoner for several months, then
released. The shocking reversal of his circumstances after his capture of

38. Gay, Italie Méridionale, p. 61.
39. Ibid., pp. 96f.
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Bari profited the Arabs, who immediately sent a large new force to Italy
and laid siege to Salerno. Louis II was called upon once again to wage
war against the Arabs, especially against the besiegers of Salerno, as
well as against the Lombards. Finally, he withdrew to the north and
died near Brescia on 12 August 875.

Louis’s capture of Bari had been a great triumph and it is not surpris-
ing that, in Louis Halphen’s words, it went to his head.* His reign had
been dedicated to an attempt to place the entire Apennine Peninsula un-
der his direct authority and for him the implications of his imperial title
had had precedence over all other considerations.” These ambitions
of Louis’s were later to be recorded in the Libellus de imperatoria po-
testate in urbe Roma, a piece of political propaganda perhaps composed
during the first decade of the tenth century and well informed on
Louis IP’s reign.*? Here it was claimed specifically that Louis 1I had en-
tered “the territory of all of Calabria”—that is, including its Byzantine
parts—because, first, he considered it a part (provincia) of Italy and be-
cause, second, the emirate of Bari had expanded to the boundaries of
Calabria.® It is not difficult to imagine what the Byzantine reaction to
these justifications must have been if they ever reached the eyes or ears
of Byzantine officials. The second reason advanced by Louis, in particu-
lar, could easily have been used as the pretext for a Frankish invasion of
Byzantine Sicily.

Louis’s claims found partial political and military implementation in
his interventions in Calabria in the year prior to the fall of Bari and
again in Salerno after his release from Lombard captivity. The emper-
or’s ambitions and projects were even more pointedly formulated in a
letter that he addressed to the Byzantine emperor Basil in 871, shortly
after his capture of Bari. Here, as happens not infrequently, the ideology
of a historical movement—in this case, of Louis II’s concept of the im-
perial office—found its most eloquent and most ambitious expression
at the moment when the institution itself, which it was to define and

40. Halphen, Charlemagne, p. 410.

41. Gay, Italie Méridionale, p. 64.

42. Ed. G. Zucchetti, in Fonti per la Storia d’Italia 55 (Rome, 1920), pp. 191-210.
There has been a great deal of controversy about the date of this pamphlet and related
problems. It has been dated variously from the end of the ninth to the mid tenth century.
See Heinz Lowe in Wattenbach and Levison, Geschichtsquellen, pp. 425f.

43. Ed. Zucchetti, p. 200.7: hic etiam princeps (Louis 1) Beneventi fines ingressus est et
totius Calabriae duobus modis: uno, quod provincia esset Italiae, volens totius regni fines
suae vendicare ditioni; altero eo quod immanissima gens Aggarenorum illa iam tangebat
confinia, capientes quandam urbem quae vocatur Bari, quam munientes, et multis vic-
tualibus implentes, pro refugio habebant. et ideo a comprovincialibus terrae illius benigne
susceptus est.
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justify, was on the point of disappearance. The document was, in all
probability, drafted by the famous papal secretary Anastasius Bibli-
othecarius, who was also a fervent supporter of Louis II.%

In the heading of the letter, Louis II calls himself imperator augustus
Romanorum and addresses Basil as imperator Novae Romae. As the
title of Roman Emperor was guarded at Byzantium with special jeal-
ousy, Louis’s assumption of that title constituted an affront of the first
order, an affront Charlemagne had carefully avoided perpetrating. Much
of the letter is then taken up with Louis’s attempt to justify his use of
the title. Essentially, this is that Louis had received at Rome the anoint-
ment from the hands of the pope, a view of the imperial office that re-
flects the views of the papal curia and of Anastasius Bibliothecarius, but
there is no reason to assume that it was not also fully approved by the
emperor.¥

Otherwise Louis in his letter rejects Basil’s claim that an expedition-
ary force sent from Byzantium had brought about the surrender of Bari
and empbhasizes instead that Bari had fallen to the Franks. He reminds
Basil that even prior to the capture of the city his forces had defeated
three Arab emirs and a great multitude of Saracens who were then sack-
ing Calabria. This is undoubtedly a reference to the Frankish victory
over the emir of Amantea (870) already mentioned (p. 111 above). Fi-
nally, at the end of his letter, Louis gives a clear hint of his plans: to
subdue the Moslems of Tarentum and of Calabria and finally to free
Sicily. He even urges Basil to send a fleet promptly so that these objec-
tives may be achieved.*

It is not difficult to imagine the effect the activities, claims, and plans

44. The most recent edition is found in Ulla Westerbergh’s text of the Chronicon Saler-
nitanum: A Critical Edition with Studies on Literary and Historical Sources and on Lan-
guage, Acta Univ. Stockholmiensis, Studia Latina Stockholmiensia, 3 (Stockholm, 1956). 1
shall cite it after the older edition by W. Henze, MGH, Epistolae Karolini Aevi V (Berlin,
1928), pp. 385—94, primarily because I found Henze’s historical annotation helpful. Re-
cent bibliography on the letter is given by Heinz Léwe, “Die Karolinger,” p. 394n.31.

45. Ed. Henze, p. 387.25: unctionem et sacrationem, qua per summi pontificis manus
impositione et oratione divinitus ad hoc sumus culmen provecti; p. 389.8: Nam Franco-
rum principes primo reges, deinde vero imperatores dicti sunt, hii dumtaxat qui a Romano
pontifice ad hoc oleo sancto perfusi sunt. On this curial concept of the imperial title see,
for example, Halphen, Charlemagne, p. 413; Ohnsorge, Zweikaiserproblem, p. 42; “By-
zanz und das Abendland,” pp. 28f.

46. Ed. Henze, p. 393.34: De cetero, frater carissime, noveris cum virtute summi
opificis exercitum nostrum ordine praenotato Bari triumphis nostris summissa Saracenos
Tarenti pariter et Calabriae mox mirabiliter humiliasse simul et comminuisse hos celerius
duce Deo penitus contriturum. . . . Nos enim Calabria Deo auctore purgata Siciliam pris-
tinae disponimus secundum commune placitum restituere libertati. Here is the claim, later
incorporated into the Libellus de imperatoria potestate (n. 42 above), that Louis arro-
gated to himself the right of entering any part of Italy threatened by the Arabs, except that
here the claim is specifically extended to Sicily.
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of Louis II must have had on the Greek-speaking Christian population
of southern Italy and Sicily. His military exploits were undoubtedly ac-
claimed in these circles with mounting enthusiasm. Such acclaim may
have greeted him as early as 852 during his first siege of Bari, but the
admiration for the Frankish emperor must have intensified significantly
when in 866 it became clear that he was determined to wage all-out
warfare against the Moslem occupants. Undoubtedly, this admiration
reached its zenith during the period when the letter to Basil was written,
in the months between the capture of Bari (February 871) and Louis’s
surrender to the Lombard rebels (August 871). It may even have sur-
vived the Lombard rebellion, for, as was mentioned, the new Arab inva-
sion and the siege of Salerno made it impossible for the Christian prin-
ces of Lombard Italy to dispense with the emperor’s military leadership.
On the other hand, during the entire reign of Louis II the Byzantine
rulers had achieved very little in their attempts to defend Sicily and
southern Italy against the Arabs. The Byzantine chronicles complain
that prior to the reign of Basil the Byzantine government had been un-
able to prevent the devastation of Sicily, Calabria, and Longobardia by
the Arabs.”” In 859 the Arabs had even captured the great rock-fortress
of Enna in the center of the island. Clearly, to a contemporary observer
the energy, good fortune, and military successes of Louis II must have
appeared impressive as compared to the paltry Byzantine record in the
West. Undoubtedly, it was also known to many people in the West that, as
we know from Louis’s letter to Basil and from the Libellus de imperatoria
potestate, Louis would not permit his warfare against the Moslems to
be hampered by considerations of diplomatic or legal niceties. He had
treated Naples and Amalfi, which prior to the Arab invasion had owed
allegiance to Byzantium, as if they were his own vassals. He had not
hesitated, in 870, even before the capture of Bari, to come to the aid of
the population of Calabria. He had continued to fight for the liberation
of Calabria after the capture of Bari.

It is against this international constellation that the extraordinary
step taken by Pseudo-Hippolytus must now be reconsidered. As has
been shown, this anonymous Sicilian author broke with tradition by
proclaiming in a Vision of Daniel that Sicily would be liberated from
her Moslem conquerors not by a Byzantine BagtAevs but by a Western
ruler and his Frankish people. The reign of Louis satisfies the two condi-
tions mentioned before: the inefficacy of the Byzantine Empire during

47. Theophanes Continuatus, CSHB, 2.83, 5.52; Cedrenus Il, CSHB, p. 218. See Gay,
Italie Méridionale, p. 75.
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the reign of Michael III (842—867) and the early years of Basil 1 in pro-
tecting Sicily and southern Italy from the Arabs, and the astonishing
energy and success with which Louis II pursued this fight. In the forties
of the ninth century the Byzantines had lost the Sicilian towns of Mes-
sina, Modica, Leontini, and Ragusa to the Arabs. In the fifties the
Moslems had captured Gagliano, Cefaly, and the mighty fortress of
Enna. In the sixties it was the turn of Noto, Scicli, and Traina. It is true
that the Byzantine government had on several occasions sent armies to
the island to help the threatened cities—for example, between 843 and
845 and again in 859 or 860—but they had given a very poor account
of themselves.

The seventies of the ninth century promised to produce the great cri-
sis in Byzantine-Arab relations so far as Sicily was concerned. Already
when in 859 or 860 a Byzantine army had been sent to Sicily, the Chris-
tian inhabitants of certain fortresses—Platani, Caltabellotta, Caltavu-
turo, and others, which had already been paying tribute to the Moslems
—had risen to cooperate with the forces from overseas, but both over-
seas troops and local militias had been beaten near Cefalu. This rising
by the local populations had alarmed the emir of Palermo so much that
he had given orders for the repair of Enna’s fortifications and had sent a
strong garrison there.*® In 869 the Christian population of Sicily suc-
cessfully defended Taormina, Randazzo, and Syracuse against Arab at-
tacks.*” There existed in those years, among the Moslems of Sicily and
between them and the Aghlabid rulers of North Africa, a great deal of
disunity. Between 871 and 873 six or seven emirs succeeded each other
in rapid succession in Sicily and achieved very little, one among many
signs that with the invasion of Sicily and southern Italy the Moslems in
North Africa found it difficult to maintain both internal unity and their
military impetus.*°

Again, the later historian knows that in the end the Arabs overcame
these difficulties and in 878 succeeded at long last in capturing the most
important Byzantine city on the island, Syracuse, which for half a cen-
tury had been the goal of their military activities. But for a Sicilian ob-
server in the sixties or early seventies of the ninth century, it must in-
deed have looked as if the time were ripe for a general uprising of the
Sicilian Christians against their Arab masters, yet it was highly unlikely
that the Byzantine government, occupied as it was with its warfare

48. Amari, Storia, 1, pp. 471f.
49, Ibid., pp. 4871.
50. Ibid., pp. 531-34.
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against its Eastern enemies, would make a major effort for the defense
or reconquest of its westernmost possessions. The Carolingian emperor
Louis I, whose efforts at least since 847 had been concentrated on war-
fare against the Arabs of southern Italy, Sicily, and North Africa, must
have looked like a much better candidate for the leadership of a cam-
paign to liberate Sicily. Louis’s campaign in Calabria in 870 and his pur-
pose, clearly expressed after the capture of Bari in 871, of freeing Cala-
bria and Sicily from the Moslems made it clear that he would not allow
himself to be stopped in his campaigns against the Arabs by Byzantine
claims to these Western provinces.

True, the letter to Basil provided that Sicily would be freed secundum
commune placitum, in accordance with a project agreed upon by Basil
and himself. After all, in 871, Byzantium was still in effective control of
much of the east coast of the island, especially of Syracuse, Catania, and
Taormina. But Louis II left no doubt that he would be in charge of the
campaigns in Calabria and Sicily and that the Byzantine forces would
play second fiddle. In the same vein, Pseudo-Hippolytus seems to have
interpreted the old Lion-Whelp oracle of the Byzantine tradition to
mean that in the warfare against the Arabs the lion’s share would be
Louis’s and that Basil would have to be satisfied with the role of a junior
partner. Undoubtedly, Louis’s arrogation of the title imperator augustus
Romanorum, which appears in the heading of his letter to Basil, facili-
tated the shift of the role of principal from the Byzantine to the Western
emperor. Just as Louis II in his letter claimed to be the true imperator
augustus Romanorum and allowed for his Byzantine contemporary
merely the rank of imperator Novae Romae, so Pseudo-Hippolytus as-
serted that the task of “crushing” the Saracens behooved the Franks and
not the Greeks.* The same polemical tendency to assert the Roman
basis of Louis’s power over the traditional claims of Byzantium appears
in Louis I’s letter to Basil and in Pseudo-Hippolytus’ tract.”

In fact, the relationship between the two documents is so close that
one cannot help wondering whether the Sicilian Pseudo-Hippolytus
composed his tract in the entourage of Louis II or of Anastasius Bibli-
othecarius. And indeed, in the ninth century both the Byzantine Empire

51. Compare Liudprand’s (p. 198.16 Becker) summary of Pseudo-Hippolytus, Sara-
cenos . . . conterere, with Louis’s expectation that after his army’s exploits at Bari and
against the Saracens of Tarentum and Calabria it would soon hos celerius . . . penitus
contriturums, etc. (p. 393.37 Henze).

52. [For Pseudo-Hippolytus’ insistence on the relationship between Frankish kingship
and Roman Empire see Adso as cited in n. 25 above.]
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and Italy were full of Sicilian refugees who had left the island because of
the Arab invasion.*

It is difficult to suggest an exact date for the composition of Pseudo-
Hippolytus’ tract. The few months from the capture of Bari in February
871 to the Lombard rebellion in August of the same year are the most
plausible period for the high-flowing ambitions expressed in the tract,
but later or earlier dates during Louis II’s reign cannot be excluded.
At the latest, from 866 onward it must have become very clear that
Louis Il was preparing a major and promising campaign against the
Arabs in Sicily and even after the emperor’s release from Lombard cap-
tivity he was still a power to be reckoned with in the warfare against the
Arabs, as is proved by his role in the fight against the Arab besiegers of
Salerno.

It now becomes possible to solve a problem that was postponed ear-
lier in this chapter: the question of exactly how Pseudo-Hippolytus
designated the ruler who would defeat the Arabs. Pseudo-Hippolytus’
reference (imperium vestrum) seems to have allowed no doubr what-
soever that he meant a Western rather than a Byzantine ruler, for both
Liudprand and his Byzantine informants interpreted it to refer to the
two Ottos. It has also become clear that Pseudo-Hippolytus wrote at
the time of the Frankish emperor Louis II and specifically referred to
the Franks as conquerors of the Arabs. Notmally, Louis II's chancery
and that of the other Frankish rulers referred to Louis II as imperator
augustus or simply angustus.*® In the letter to Basil, Louis referred to
himself as imperator augustus Romanorum, but this titulature was ex-
ceptional and was due to the controversy with Basil I over the imperial
title. It is impossible that Pseudo-Hippolytus should have used this ex-
ceptional title, since any formula such as Bavidets Pounior would
have been interpreted by any Greek-speaking reader as a reference to
the Byzantine emperor rather than to Louis Il On the other hand,
Pseudo-Hippolytus, who, as we have seen (p. 113 above), demonstrated
a keen awareness of the ideology of Louis II’s court, cannot have possi-
bly referred to the Western emperor by an unattested formula such as
Baoihevs Ppayyor.

53, In B70 the bishops in partibus of Cefald, Alesa, Messina, and Catania signed the
acts of the Council of Constantinople (Amari, Storiz, 11, p. 462). Noteworthy also is the
career of 5t. Elijah of Enna in Sicily, who fled his native island at the time of the Arab
invasion and became a great founder of monasteries in Calabria at the end of the ninth
century { BHG® 580; Amari, Storia, 1, pp. 654—61; Gay, Italie Méridionale, pp. 255—-60).

54, Percy E. Schramm, “Die Titel der Karolinger,” in Kaiser, Konige und Papste (Stutt-
gart, 1968), II, pp. 80-82.
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In this impasse the previous conclusion proves useful—that Pseudo-
Hippolytus® prophecy was cited not only by Liudprand but also by
Adso: Unus ex regibus Francorum Romanum imperium ex integro tene-
bit.> If unus ex regibus Francorum or, rather, its Greek equivalent, eis
(k) Téwv Bacihéwr Taw Ppdyywy, was Psendo-Hippolytus’ formula for
designating Louis II, it is easy to see why in 968 it was interpreted at
Constantinople to refer to Otto I: he ruled over the Franks as their king,
as he ruled over many other German tribes; he had been crowned em-
peror by the pope; and his imperial authority was generally recognized
in Western Europe. Otto did indeed fulfill Pseudo-Hippolytus® prophecy
that the Roman Empire would be united as it had been under the Frank
Charlemagne. But, as we have seen, the prophecy had actually been de-
vised not for Otto I, but half a century earlier for Louis II. The words
els (8x) Tav Bac\éwy Tév Ppdyywv made it clear that the author was
not so much using a formal title as describing in apocalyptic language
the position of the ruler. The term Baothevs was suitably ambiguous—
it could designate both (Frankish) emperors, and kings; and the word
eis gave the impression that as a prophet the author did not wish to
commit himself too closely. However, any reader contemporary with
Louis II would know that of the three Frankish Bactheis then reign-
ing—Charles the Bald, Louis the German, and Louis II—only the last
was interested in warfare against the Arabs.

The formula &is (éx) T@v Bagiréwr T@v Ppdyywr followed by the
prophecy that he would rule over the entire Roman Empire suited
Louis Il admirably, because in his entourage there was indeed a good
deal of daydreaming about the unity of the Carolingian Empire. This is
shown once again by Louis’s letter to Basil. In a (lost} letter Basil had
insisted that the four patriarchal sees— Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem,

55 Itis true chat Adso is citing here a part of the prophecy in which it is predicted that
the emperor will journey to Jerusalem, while Liudprand is paraphrasing a part dealing
with the emperor’s victory over the Arabs. Still, it is certain that Pseudo-Hippolytus on
the two occasions referred to the emperor in identical or similar terms, for in the Byzan-
tine tradition, from which he is borrowing, it is always the same emperor, or at least one
of his successors, who goes to Jerusalem. Pseudo-Methodius assigned both the victory
over the Arabs and the journey to Jerusalem to the same emperor (chs. X1 £., pp. 40f.
Istrin). In BHG® 1872 (pp. 40ff. Vasiliev) they are both performed by a Baoihevs
‘Pwpaiwr, but the emperor who goes to Jerusalem is a later ruler. The same is true of the
Slavonic Daniel. Pseudo-Hippolytus changed this tradition by substituting a Western
ruler for the Byzantine emperor, but it is highly probable that, like his Byzantine models,
he either made the same emperor defeat the Arabs and visit Jerusalem or assigned the
latter event to a successor of the first emperor. If, therefore, Adso is our authority that
the emperor who journeyed to Jerusalem was referred to by his source, i.e., Pseudo-
Hippolytus, as utus ex regibus Francorum, it stands to reason that earlier in the prophecy
he must have spoken of the emperor who will defeat the Arabs in identical or at least
similar terms.
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and Constantinople—following apostolic tradition, were commemorat-
ing in the liturgy only one empire and had asked Louis to discourage the
use of imperator.*® Louis proudly replied that even his two royal uncles,
Louis the German of the Eastern Frankish realm and Charles the Bald
of the Western Franks, were calling him imperator.”” There is indeed, he
continued, only one empire, that of the Holy Trinity, of which the
Church as constituted on earth was a part. This Church might be gov-
erned by more than one ruler, and the patriarchs were therefore right in
commemorating one sole empire in the liturgy.*® At the same time Louis
reacted sharply against a claim of Basil that he, Louis, did not effec-
tively govern the entire Frankish realm. Louis replied that he was indeed
the ruler of the entire realm because he and his two uncles were related
by blood.*® Louis’s doctrine thus was clear: one empire and one Church,
though governed by more than one imperator; and one Frankish realm
with one imperator at its head who exercised his imperial authority
with the help of the other Carolingian princes. It is true that the reality
looked very different from this ideal: since the days of the Treaty of Ver-
dun (843) the several Frankish realms had increasingly gone their sepa-
rate ways and had quite often resorted to warfare against one another.
Yet Louis II never surrendered the notion that hegemony over all the
Frankish realms belonged to him as the bearer of the nomen imperatoris.

His successor in the imperial dignity, Charles the Bald (875-877),
not only united his Western Frankish realm with Italy but in 876 even
attempted to conquer the Eastern Frankish realm by the force of arms.
If he had succeeded, Pseudo-Hippolytus’ prophecy would have been
largely fulfilled by the first successor of Louis 11.° As it was, Charles the

56. Ed. Henze, p. 387: Dicis autem, quod quatuor patriarchales sedes unum imperium
inter sacra misteria a deiferis apostolis usque nunc traditum habeant. . . . The number
four is interesting. Basil must have omitted Rome, either because he was uncertain of Ro-
man practice in this matter or because he knew or suspected that the popes commemo-
rated the Western emperors in the liturgy.

57. Ibid.: Invenimus praesertim, cum et ipsi patrui nostri, gloriosi reges, absque invidia
imperatorem nos vocitant et imperatorem esse procul dubio fatentur.

58. Ibid.: Porro si unum imperium patriarchae inter sancta sacrificia memorant, lau-
dandi sunt utique inconvenienter agentes; unum est enim imperium Patris et Filii et Spiri-
tus Sancti, cuius pars 