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Notes and Documents.

The First Campargn of Hervaclius against Persia,

Tre study of the Armenian historians has of late years done much
to increase our knowledge of the campaigns of Heraclius against
Persia, but there still remain many difficulties awaiting solution.
Among these the operations of the year 622 have hardly received
the attention they merit. The reason for the summary treatment
which they have experienced from modern students is that
virtually our only authority for this campaign is George of Pisidia,
and it has been easy for readers of his involved verse to absolve
themselves from any detailed study by pronouncing that he was
but a poet and no historian. It may, however, be answered that
he was something more—an eye-witness—and that this fact is of
the greatest moment. In this paper we shall attempt to under-
stand the account given us in the Expeditio Persica, assuming that
even the words of a poet are usually intended to be susceptible of
some meaning.

The object of the first campaign of Heraclius against Persia is
in fact, despite oft-repeated misconceptions, quite clear: it was to
force the Persian to withdraw from Asia Minor. The plan of
campaign was not to engage the enemy, but, passing him on his
flank, to threaten his communications and to appear to be striking
at the very heart of his native country. The operations were in
the result completely successful.

On 4 April 622 Heraclius celebrated a public communion.!
On the following day he summoned Sergius, the patriarch, Bonus
(or Bonosus), the magister, together with the senate, the principal
officials, and the entire populace of the capital.? Turning to
Sergius he said, ¢ Into the hands of God and of his mother and
into thine I commend this city and my son.” After solemn prayer
in the cathedral the emperor took the sacred image of the Saviour
and bore it from the church in his arms. The troops then
embarked, and in the evening of the same day (5 April) the fleet
set sail. They passed Chalcedon, now in all likelihood occupied by

! Exp. Pers. i. 132 fi. 2 Theoph. p. 466 (Bonn ed.); Niceph. p. 17 (Bonn).
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the Persians, and coasted round the promontory of the Heraeum.?
Here the pagan name was changed, and Heraclius gave the
headland a Christian title, probably dedicating it, as Drapeyron
suggests, to the Virgin Mary: the chief goddess of the old
pantheon would be displaced by the flower of womanhood in the
new faith. A strong wind, however, sprang up from the south
and blew in the teeth of the fleet, while a heavy cloud-rack hid all
the stars. The emperor’s ship ran on a reef, and it was only
through his own enthusiasm that she was eventually saved from
being dashed to pieces. The sailors, fastening cables to the boat,
dragged her free once more,* and the Romans continued their
voyage without further mishap. Heraclius, ¢ the swift courser of a
day,’”® arrived at the small town of Pylae, in the Bay of Nicomedia,
and there cast anchor without delay or opposition.®

Dr. A. J. Butler, in his recent work on The Arab Conquest of
Egypt, has returned to the identification of Quercius, which was
adopted by Gibbon and all subsequent historians down to Tafel’s
time.” He writes : ¢ The Roman force landed and camped at Issus
and seized the pass of Pylae, on the frontier between Cilicia and
Syria. . . . The expedition to Cilicia drove a wedge into the very
centre of the vast territory between the Nile and the Bosporus, now
controlled by the Persians.’® But the contention of Tafel® that
this account is impossible must, I think, be admitted without
hesitation. His arguments may be summarised as follows :—

(i.) George of Pisidia gives no geographical position to the
place; it must therefore be not only known to the citizens but
near the capital.

(ii.) No place is mentioned after the turning of the promontory
of the Heraeum.!?

(iii.) Terms like Aeyduevar are not used of famous places, but
applied to towns, &c., which are more or less obscure.

(iv.) The words of George of Pisidia, which are in themselves
conclusive :

&ws dieNGov v 68ov TV pevpdrov
adrals éréomys Tals kalovpévars TTvAass
ENOov darpooddknros fuepodpdpos.

(v.) While no one could sail to the Cilician Gates ' the sea

8 Exp. Pers. i. 156-1. 4+ Ibid. i. passim.

3 ’EAQdy &mpooddknTos huepodpdpos (ibid. ii. 11).

8 ’Awdpas 8¢ Tiis Bagihevodans mohews éEfAfev katd Tas Aeyouévas IdAas mAot T
mopelay womaduevos (Theoph. p. 466 ; cf. Exp. Pers. ii. 10.)

? See Professor Bury’s edition of Gibbon, v. 79, n. 97.—Ebp. E. H. R.

8 P. 124.

® Theophanis Chronographia ; Probe einer nmeuen kritisch-exegetischen Ausgabe
(1852), p. 146 sqq.

1 Drapeyron clearly felt this difficulty (L’ Empereur Héraclius, p. 154).

' ¢ Pylas autem Cilisias intus situs navibus nemo mortalium adit ut hinc in
Armeniam superiorem . . . perveniat’ (Tafel, p. 149).
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passage through the Nicomedian Bay avoided a circuitous coast
road.

Gerland 1? has seen an additional argument for Tafel’s view in
the fact that a south wind blew in the teeth of the fleet: Notov
mvévoavros &is Tovvavtiov.'® This would clearly, however, apply
equally well if the troops were on their voyage either to the
Bithynian or Cilician Pylae. It could be quoted as rendering an
identification with the Caspian Pylae impossible, but I am not
aware that the latter have ever been seriously suggested in this
connexion. There is, however, one other point of importance to be
noticed. Pylae was precisely the spot at which the emperors were
accustomed to land when going to the east.!* In the De Cerimoniis
of Constantine Porphyrogenitus the proper formalities to be
observed on such a disembarkation are detailed.!* Dr. Butler
supports the old view by a passage of Sepeos, according to whom
‘there was a drawn battle close to Antioch city, with great
slaughter on both sides. But the Romans retreated to Pylae,
where they defeated the Persians, who, however, recovered and took
Tarsus and all Cilicia.’'® But Sepeos has no chronological frame-
work,'” and in his account the whole Persian war is apparently
fought out in a single campaign. I would suggest that he is here
describing events which should be referred to the spring of 626,
when Heraclius had undoubtedly marched into Cilicia.

From Pylae the emperor proceeded, Theophanes tells us,'®
‘into the region of the themes,’ by which he must mean the
heart of Asia Minor, probably Galatia and perhaps Cappadocia.
Remembering the march of Philippicus and the route pursued in
Heraclius’s own second campaign,'® we might conclude that he now
halted at Caesarea, in Cappadocia. To this spot the army was to
be collected, and veterans and recruits welded into one force.
Speed was necessary and the greatest vigilance, or else the enemy
might cut off small sections of the scattered troops and sever them
from the main body. But the concentration was carried out
successfully,’ and the several mountain streams helped to form

12 ¢ Die persische Feldziige des Kaisers Herakleios,’” in the Byz. Zeitschr. iii. 341,
13 Exp. Pers. i. 170.
" Cf. Ramsay, Historical Geography of Asia Minor, p. 187.
3 De Cerim. i. 474, 493 ; Ramsay, op. cit. p. 201.
' Butler, op. cit. p. 124. V7 Gerland, ubi supra, p. 335.
18 'Ewl Tas 1@y Beudtwy xdpas dpiucduevos (Theoph. p. 466).
'* Sepéos, cap. 26.
2 “Ouws avvijAoy, Geo. Pisid. Exp. Pers. ii. 66 ; cf. Héraclias, ii. 153 :
WBovAduny 8¢ kalwep by Bpadiypagos
THY CUAAOYAY dov T@v oTpaTevpdTwy ypddew,
T eis dmay vyijs éoxedaouévoy uépos
BduAais 3¢ Tals oais év Bpaxel auvnyuévmy
oi ool yap abrods Hyov éxtivol Adyou
@s €l Tis BAAos éx ulas Hdpapylpov
olpet T8, Xpuod cuANéywy arapdyuara,
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that river which was to overflow the Persian land.® As
Theophanes says, ‘ he collected the garrisons, and added to their
number his young army.’ #? George does not cease to wonder at
the way in which the emperor kept all his plans clear and distinct
from each other, despite their multiplicity,” or at the resource
and adaptability he showed in devising others when one failed,
or in strengthening a scheme insufficiently developed.?* After
the troops had been thoroughly drilled and exercised in mimic
combats,” Heraclius continued his march. The first aggressive
operation was to send out skirmishing parties of picked horsemen.
These captured many small bands of the enemy who were ravaging
the country-side. The leaders were set at liberty, and the emperor’s
motto, ¢ Pardon rather than the sword,” brought, we are told, many
even of ¢ the faithless barbarians’ to his side.”

Heraclius had, apparently, down to this time been pursuing a
line of march running due east from Caesarea—that is to say,
through the north of Cappadocia. Thus the capture of a Saracen
leader is said by Theophanes to have taken place when the
emperor was drawing near to the districts on the frontier of
Armenia.?” He does not say—as some have translated him—that
the emperor was in Armenia, where he certainly was not.?®
Heraclius now struck in a north-easterly direction into the
province of Pontus. The summer was over; before the Romans
lay the mountains and the forces of the enemy. The passes had
been seized by the Persians; the road to the east was blocked.
Sarbar intended to keep Heraclius where he now was during the
winter, and to besiege his quarters in Pontus.?

2 Exp. Pers. ii. 66-9. 22 Theoph. loc. cit.

23 Ezp. Pers. ii. 70 ff. 24 Jbid. ii. 60 f.

25 The poet assures us that he was anxious to see the pleasant prelude of the war,
but that this mock battle was a most terrible sight.

% Geo. Pisid. Exp. Pers. ii. 235-238.

7 Tevbuevos 8¢ éml Ta uépn "Appevias (Theoph. p. 468). Gerland appears (p. 347) to
think this barely possible.

* Theophanes, p. 469, makes this quite clear when he says of Sarbar, ®oSn6els
uh B Tiis 'Appevias eis Thy Tiepoida 6 Bagirels eigBardy TabTny Tapdin. From the
narrative itself we see that the words eis 7hv Mepoida eicBdAAe: must be regarded as an
expression of direction ; as such they are correct. To the Persians who had been out-
manceuvred he seemed to be striking at their country (contra Tafel, p. 55, note
on 1. 13).

2 Cedrenus, i. 720 : &woxAlvas & BaoiAeds mpds b 100 Movriov xAlua. Geo. Pisid.
Exp. Pers. ii. 256 :

émel yap els xepdva mpbs TO wéyTiov

xAlua Satplyas ovvrduws & BdpBapos

Tas eloBoAds karéoxe Tis 6800 pbdaas.
Read with Tafel Iévriov and diérpufas. Manuseripts of Theophanes, p. 468, have
awoxAeioas, ¢ absque sensu,’ says Tafel. We should read éroxAivas, .. he strikes north-
east. I adopt (following De Boor) the interpretation of the Hist: Misc.: ‘ visum est
barbaris obsidere illum in hoc hiemantem.” A manuseript of Theophanes has &oge rois
BapBdpots év Tolry abTdy mapaxemd e, for which Tafel reads, édote Tois BapBdpois moAtopkeiy
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Heraclius was thus forced to adopt a stratagem in order to
turn the enemy’s position. For this manceuvre our only authority
is George of Pisidia.® The obscurity of his description has, how-
ever, deterred historians from any detailed consideration of the
passage.?! The fighting was evidently very slight. In fact the
poet is most anxious that we should understand that the operation
was a successful feint: érawery mhacTovpyla, codn mhacTovpyia,
codn Umokpiois, TodTo TO Toukihov, eVunydvws (not avdpelws, or
the like), &c. The enemy were entrenched in a strong position,
and were determined not to abandon it. At the same time they
would be keeping a keen watch over the movements of the Roman
army. To divert their attention Heraclius in person made a sudden
frontal attack,’ as though about to storm the passes to the east.
Meanwhile the army, under cover of this diversion, probably
marched to the north, and soon struck east, where they got
possession of the hills, either meeting no force of the enemy or
preventing any from escaping. The Persians, thinking that the
body led by the emperor was the main force, came out from their
entrenchments.®® Immediately Heraclius, as though finding a
more serious opposition than he had expected, gave the signal for
retreat. The Persians, knowing the love for feints which was
proverbial in Byzantine military tactics, were afraid to pursue to
any distance, fearing that they might lose their position by a
secret flanking attack, and accordingly retired to their fortified
encampment (éx ocov oxehabels SuaTuyds UmooTpéder). As, how-
ever, the Roman army did not return to the attack, the Persians,
concluding that it was as demoralised as its predecessors, relaxed
all vigilance, and Heraclius was able to follow in the track of his
main force.3*

év TobTe alTdy mapaxepudlovra. If we accept the reading of the manuseript we must
take it as an excuse for the ease with which Heraclius turned the Persian position.

% T am not aware that any writer has attempted to explain this passage of George.
Le Beau does not mention it; Drapeyron’s account (p. 170) is even more mysterious
than the Greek original; Gerland (p. 347) simply gives the result of the manceuvre
and does not hazard a suggestion as to method ; Tafel has no note on the subject, and
the general historians are silent. Professor Bury’s remarks (Later Roman Empire,
ii. 228, note 3) are useful, but he was at that time (1889) apparently unaware of Tafel’s
work. It is noticeable that the movement cannot be explained even by such a forma-
tion as an oblique échelon, for the flanking movement was not only unsuspected by the
enemy but absolutely unknown to them, which implies a wider détour than a mere
formation in échelon.

3 Geo. Pisid. Exp. Pers. ii. 256 sqq.

32 This is apparently the meaning of ék8pousn inl. 264.

33 Cf. éwpunkdros, mpoexTpéxew.

3¢ T retain the manuscript text in 1. 276, 277, kal ToUTo wdaAAov Tov oxomod Td
wouc(Aov Tods BapBdpous évijkev eis pabunlav. Tafel says it reads ‘inepte,’ and emends
&6vulav. But the poet clearly implies that the Persians considered themselves
victorious ; why &6uula? Theophanes has preserved the true word (Aabov 3¢ rods
Tlépaas xal émiorpadels els THy Mepotda eloBdANel. TobTo uabddvres oi BdpBapor eis pabuuiay
oy 7 ampoodorfiTy Tiis TobTov eioodot), but in his abbreviated form has missed the
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Thus at the time of the feint his army was marching
Surpocdme aynpate (i.e. east and north), and on his retreat the
emperor, from being leader of the van, at once took the second
place in the line of march (kal mpdTos e0fvs nipébns o SevTepos).
Formerly he had been going almost at right angles to the direction
taken by the army (tas <vias Nofas mpodeikvus), but turning 3° he
went straight after his force (0&éws mapépyerar); and, taking up a
position exactly opposite to that previously held (¢£ dvrioTpogov,
els avrioTadn),® had thus passed the enemy on their right flank *
(rapépyeTas, mapihfe). George sums up the operation thus:—

kat Tov wapafdrny Balov mhaoug Eéve
wpo s pdxns deijkas eis dvrioTddny.

These lines have been hopelessly misunderstood. The note in the
Bonn edition opens thus :—

MapaBdryy duplici sensu vocat Persam tum quia locum aptiorem ad
pugnam praeoccupaverat, tum etiam quia & religione Christiana defecerat.
IapaBdrys enim est tam is qui currum moderans alios praevertit quam
qui legem violavit.

In the first place it is, I think, clear that the word mapaBdrys
means ‘ transgressor,” and that alone. Elsewhere George applies
the same term to Chosroes: s rafeires (Tov) mapaBdTyy
Xooponr.® Indeed, the mapaBarns is he who stands beside the
warrior in the battle chariot, and has no connexion with skill in
chariot-racing. In the second place we are not to read mhaoctg
&évep (with Kusterus), and certainly neither to translate et trans-
gressorem coniectum in planitiem ignotam ante pugnam in adversam
partem compulisti nor Parabaten cum ficto hospite committens ante
pugnam in adversarium (avriotdTny, Suidas) immisisti. We must
deny that wAacuos idem est ac mharvowos, planities. whacguos
(m\alw) is, in fact, only another word for mhacTovpyla.?® mracuos
£évos is the newly invented stratagem of the emperor. As for
the reading * to be adopted, the manuscript of George of
Pisidia has «al Tov mapaBdrny Bardv mhaoud Edve kT
Those of Suidas have 7ov wapdBaryy mapaBaiow, or cup-
Balwv, or Tyv wapdBagw cupBaiov. 1 believe that we have
here one of those verbal conceits which are of such frequent

precise meaning of the poet. The Historia Miscells reads ‘in rancorem . . .
devenerunt.” Tafel proposes ‘angorem ;’ I would suggest ‘ languorem ’ ( = fabuuiar)

3 In 1. 283 I read imoaTpépwy with all the editions.

*¢ This latter phrase must here mean ¢ opposite ’ and not ¢ in hand-to-hand fight,’
as Liddell and Scott.

7 1f, as is probable, he marched to the north of the enemy’s position.

3 Heracl. i. 206.

* Cf. émawerh mAaorovpyla, dopy wAacrovpyla, above, p. 698.

* See Hilberg, Wiener Studien, ix. 211. )
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occurrence in the poems of George. I suggest that we should
read—

19 wapafary yop ovpBaliv, Thaouy féve

mpo Ths paxns deijkas els avriorddyy,

i.e. ‘for though you had engaged with the transgressor, yet
before the fight, by a novel stratagem, you reversed the relative
position of the two armies.’

The enemy, having retired to their entrenchments, made no
further movement, but waited quietly for six days. It was only
then ' that the unexpected report was brought them that the
emperor had outflanked them and was now in their rear. As
George says,”” it was a matter of the greatest import to the
Persians that the Roman army should have gained this advantage.
The country lying between the hostile forces was mountainous and
difficult ; the Persians themselves were invaders, who could only
look for opposition from the native population ; they were threatened
by famine, as the Romans could carry off all provisions in the line
of march ; they would be forced to be continually on their guard
against ambushes in the rough districts of Pontus towards the
east, while all the most favourable positions would be seized in
advance by the imperial army. While Heraclius apparently
marched east at a leisurely pace, Sarbar was at a loss to know
what policy to adopt. At first he determined to follow hard on
the tracks of the emperor, to overtake him and fight a battle
forthwith. But should he suffer a reverse in such country his
retreat would be beset with dangers and difficulties. Rather would
he turn southwards; by so doing he would draw off the emperor
from Pontus; by rendering him anxious for his southern provinces
he would turn the Roman into .the pursuer and would frustrate
his well-planned strategy. Sarbar set out accordingly for Cilicia.
The Persian tactics, however, met with signal failure. Heraclius
refused to abandon the position he had won, while the Roman
fleets were undisputed masters of the Euxine and the Archipelago.
Once more Sarbar hesitated. He suddenly realised that since his
southern march the passes into Armenia were left unguarded.
What if the enemy should thus strike at the very heart of Persia ?
¢ And 80 he leapt from one plan to another like a rolling stone,
which, falling down a precipice, crashes on to a projecting point
and rebounds, only to be tossed back from the opposing crag.’ *3

But the prospect of the emperor entering Armenia unopposed
was insupportable, and so at last the Persian general determined

* Geo. Pisid. Exp. Pers. ii. 286.

2 Jbid. 1. 293 ff. Drapeyron (p. 170) is clearly in error in his explanation of these
lines, which show a keen perception of the real strategic importance of the emperor’s
manceuvre.

43 Ibid. 11. 338-56.
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to march north-east, through Cappadocia, into the region of the
upper streams of the Halys. He was thus dragged after the
emperor against his will, like a dog on a chain, as George vividly
puts it.** But while Heraclius had improved his position, and had
inspired the new Roman army with his own enthusiasm, the
Persian troops were disheartened by their arduous and fruitless
manceuvres. Clinging to the hills, they feared to venture on an
open assault upon the imperial camp, pitched in the plain below.
Sarbar had planned a secret attack under cover of darkness, but
the moon was nearly at the full, and the clear wintry nights were
cloudless. An eclipse of the moon when the attempt was on the
point of being made further discouraged the enemy (23 Jan.
628). Thus passed fifteen days. The Persians were rapidly
becoming demoralised ; constant skirmishes invariably resulted in
a victory for the Romans, the emperor himself ¢doing all things
instead of all before the whole host,” while deserters brought
news of the desperate state of affairs in the Persian camp. Sarbar
was forced to take the decisive step. dJust before dawn he drew
up his forces in three divisions facing the imperial position. A
picked body of men, however, he had set in ambush on the wing
between the two armies. They were fully concealed by the hollows
of the broken country in which the battle was fought; during the
engagement they were to charge upon the Roman flank and throw
it into confusion. Sarbar’s hope was that as it had been in the
past so would it be now. But ‘the times of cowardice were
past;’ before the night was half over Heraclius was aware of the
danger and took his measures to guard against it. He also drew
up his army in three divisions to meet the disposition of the
enemy, and himself took the initiative by sending out a body of
men ‘ armed rather with good counsels than with weapons.’ As
soon as they were on a line with the ambuscade they made a
feigned retreat, as though terror-stricken by the strength of their
opponents. The Persians in hiding, thinking this to be the
very moment to strike, poured out upon the supposed fugitives.
Relying rather on the surprise and suddenness of their onset
than on order or combination, they found drawn up against them
the three divisions of the Roman force. Heraclius immediately
led out a body of his most trusted soldiers, and the Persians,
themselves ensnared, broke and fled. When Sarbar ordered a
general advance it was too late: the army was seized with
sudden panic. In the utter rout which ensued but few escaped.*
The Romans fearlessly entered the Persian camp, and did not even
strike the enemy’s tents, but wherever a man found a shelter
still standing he left the canvas as it was and appropriated

4 Geo. Pisid. Exp. Pers. 1. 357-8.
1 Zpdfovot 8¢ dmay 70 Mepaurdy ATos SAlywy Twiv Siadpdyrwy (Cedr.)
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the spoil.#® Thus ended the first campaign of Heraclius against
Persia. The army went into winter quarters; the emperor set
out for Byzantium, and with him went the poet to whom we owe
the Expeditio Persica. Norman H. Baynes.

London and the Commune.

Tae word ¢ commune,’ as is well known, was used in the middle ages,
like many words in the feudal vocabulary, both in a vague, popular
gense and in one strictly defined and technical. In the former
sense it might be applied to any union of citizens for the purpose
of securing freer conditions of local government; in the latter it
was applied only to a town that was formally constituted in its
corporate capacity a feudal person, a vassal of its lord, a lord
perhaps of other vassals, with the rights, obligations, and freedom
of that station in the feudal society, a seigneurie collective populaire,
as it has been termed by Luchaire.! That London was called a
commune in the former sense has long been known.?2 The most
interesting of the early instances of the fact is the passage in
William of Malmesbury where, in recording the events of 1141,
he mentions omnes barones qui in eorum communionem iamdudum
recepti fuerant.® The question whether London was ever a com-
mune in the stricter sense has been raised by Mr. J. H. Round in
connexion with the events that occurred there in 1191 and the
light thrown on them by two documents of a little later date which
he has printed for the first time.* The language of the chroniclers
in describing the occurrences of 1191 clearly indicate that with
reference to a commune of London something unusual was done,

16 The lines of George are as follows (Exp. Pers. iii. 281, 899) :—
wdvres yap oi wplv phde Mepoikhy Kéviv
i3ty oréyovres, obdE Tas oknvas TéTe
kabetAov &AN’ EkaoTos v elxe akémny
olitws apijkey domep Jv memnyuév.
I believe that the poet is here speaking of the occupation by the Romans of the
Persian camp ; and he was thus understood by Theophanes. Quercius refers oxnvds
to the Romans’ own tents, which, usually struck before a battle, were, he thinks, on
this occasion left standing. The interpretation is improbable; it is the sense of
security after the victory of which George is speaking, not of that before the battle.
Further we must not translate oxéwn with Quercius by ¢ scutum ’ or ‘armatura.’ It
means simply ¢ shade.” The Romans after an arduous pursuit come back spent and
weary ; nearer than their own camp, on the flank of the hill is that of the Persians.
So great was the assurance of their complete safety that the soldiers, not troubling to
dismantle the enemy’s camp, occupied it, and any shelter from the midday sun which
each man discovered he left standing as it was and turned to his own use.
! Communes Frangaises, p. 97.
2 Stubbs, Const. Hist. i. 407, first ed. 3 Hist. Nov. c. 495.
* The Commune of London, and other Studies (1899), pp. 219 ff.



