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THE ATTACK OF THE RUS’ ON CONSTANTINOPLE
IN THE LIGHT OF THE CHRONICON BRUXELLENSE"

Abstract. The Chronicon Bruxellense does not simply provide useful information on the date of the
date (year, month, and day) of the Rus’ attack on the Constantinople (18 June 860), but is crucial
for a deeper understanding of nature of this chronicle and his sources. The article reveals impor-
tant details about the date and structure of the Chronicon Bruxellense. It also offers his sources
of description of Rus’ raid and identifies George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle as the prin-
cipal model. By seeking to construction the victory over the Rus, his anonymous author presents
as a skilled compiler. This paper engages with recent discussion on the first attack of Rus’ on the
Constantinople, while also contributing to the renewed interest in the reception of the Chronicon
Bruxellense in the late Byzantine literature.
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I 1894, the prominent Belgian scholar Franz Cumont published the so-called
n Chronicon Bruxellense, which survived in manuscript 11376 of the Royal
Library of Brussels'. This brief anonymous chronicle is a list of Roman emperors,
beginning with Julius Caesar and ending with the death of Roman III Argyros
in 1034, with very short entries or notes dedicated to each emperor. The Chronicon
Bruxellense has unique information that is not found anywhere in the Byzantine
literature®. One such piece of information is the exact date (year, month, and day)
of the first Rus’ attack on Constantinople. According to the Chronicon Bruxellense
this major date was June 18, 860°. The text contains this full date in three forms
which are in complete accordance with each other (by indiction, by the year of
Emperor Michael’s reign, and by the Byzantine era from the creation of the world).

* I wish to thank the Fondation Maison des sciences de 'homme in Paris for supporting my re-
search during much of the time. I thank the anonymous reviewers for their careful reading of my
article and their many insightful comments and suggestions.

' Anecdota Bruxellensia, vol. 1, Chroniques byzantines du manuscrit 11376, ed. E CumonT, Gand
1894 (cetera: Anecdota Bruxellensia).

? L. NEVILLE, Guide to Byzantine Historical Writing, Cambridge 2018, p. 135-136.

* Anecdota Bruxellensia, I, p. 33, 15-21.
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The emergence of the Chronicon Bruxellense caused a real furore among Rus-
sian scholars’. Much later Alexander Vasiliev wrote the following: I remember
very well our excitement and surprise when we became familiar with the publica-
tion of the noted Belgian scholar, Franz Cumont®. Although many scholars (such as
V.G. Vasilevski, E.E. Golubinskii and other) believed that 860 was the year of the
Rus’ attack on Constantinople, the shock caused by the Chronicon Bruxellense was
justified®. A longtime discussion about the date of the first Rus” attack on Con-
stantinople was in full swing when Franz Cumont edited his work. These debates
ended in the light of the impact the Chronicon Bruxellense had’. Now no one
doubted that this text was reliable. After Carl de Boor’s paper Der Angriff der Rhos
auf Byzanz, the date June 18, 860 was accepted by all scholars®. Skeptics remained
of course, but mostly in Ukrainian and Russian academia’. In fact, this date of the
Rus’ attack has no alternative'’. It agrees very well with all other sources and today
we have not reflection on the Chronicon Bruxellense.

This text, preserved in a single manuscript dating back to the thirteenth cen-
tury (codex 11376 of the Royal Library of Brussels, fols. 155-165), is interesting
in many respects''. First and foremost as a source for Byzantine historiography,
since it provides substantial information about the Chronicon Bruxellense which is
otherwise unknown. However, this brief Byzantine chronicle is not without its pro-
blems. Traditionally, its text is conditionally divided into three parts. The first
part contains the reign of emperors from Julius Caesar to Constantinius. The second
one adds the lists of emperors from Constantine to Michael III. The third one de-
scribes the lists of emperors from Basil I to Romanos III Argyros'>. Therefore,
the structure of these parts is also heterogeneous: the first and the third parts in-

B. BacuiibEBCKMI, [00 nepsozo Hawecmeus pycckux Ha Koncmanmurononv, BB 1, 1894, p. 258-259.
A. VASILIEV, The Russian Attack on Constantinople in 860, Cambridge 1946, p. 102.

E. TonysuHckuit, Mcmopus pycckoti yepkeu, vol. I, Mocksa 1997, p. 40.

I1. Ky3EHKOB, ITox00 860 2. Ha Koncmanmunonono u nepeoe kpeujerue Pycu 6 cpedresexosvix
nucbMeHHvIX UCMouHUKax, [in:] pesHeiiuiue cocydapcmea Bocmounoii Eeponvt. Mamepuanvt u uc-
cnedosanust. [Ipobnemvr ucmounuxosederust, ed. E. MENTbHMKOBA, MockBa 2003, p. 10-11.

8 C. DE BOOR, Der Angriff der Rhos auf Byzanz, BZ 4, 1895, p. 445-446.

° M. HRUSHEVSKY, History of Ukraine-Rus, vol. 1, From Prehistory to the Eleventh Century, Edmon-
ton-Toronto 1997, p. 437-439. These arguments are elaborated in A. KAZHDAN, Joseph the Hym-
nographer and the First Russian Attack on Constantinople, [in:] From Byzantium to Iran. In Honour
of Nina Garsoian, ed. J.-P. MAHE, R. THOMSsON, Atlanta 1996, p. 187-196.

' For more information on this topic, see S. FRANKLIN, J. SHEPARD, The Emergence of Rus 750-1200,
London-New York 1996, p. 50-52; A. Tonouko, Ouepxu HauanvHoil Pycu, Kuis 2015, p. 139-140;
J. SHEPARD, Photios’ Sermons on the Rus Attack of 860: the Questions of his Origins, and of the Route
of the Rus, [in:] Prosopon Rhomaikon. Erginzende Studien zur Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen
Zeit, ed. A. BETHAMMER, B. KRONUNG, C. Lupwig, Berlin-Boston 2017 [= MiLS, 68], p. 111-128.
1 For a description of this manuscript, see A. KULZER, Studien zum Chronicon Bruxellense, B 61,
1991, p. 415-422.

12 Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 16-18, 10; 18, 12 — 33, 21; 34, 1-23.
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clude limited details, but part two is the most extensive. It contains both detailed
entries and some events from each emperor’s reign.

The passage about the Rus’ attack is crucial for understanding the origins, dat-
ing and structure of this chronicle. Thus, in his seminary work, Andreas Kiilzer
suggests that the date and the passage about the Rus’ invasion during the reign of
Michael III was taken from a “local chronicle”®®. On the one hand, Kiilzer admits
that this hypothetical “local chronicle” was lost. In other words, he claims that it
was only available for the author of the Chronicon Bruxellense. On the other hand,
Kiilzer believes that the second part of the chronicle, including the passage about
the Rus’ invasion, could be written in the 860s. According to his short observation,
it was a work of a contemporary of the Rus’ attack, who noted the exact date of the
event'. In his two works, Peter Schreiner developed similar ideas. In his opinion,
the author of the Chronicon Bruxellense used this “local chronicle” only until the
reign of Basil I. Schreiner also believes that parts two and three of the Chronicon
Bruxellense were compiled at different times, however, he provides little evidence
for this scenario'. Thus, Schreiner states that the entry dedicated to the emperors
Michael III and Basil I has a so-called structural “failure”. He remarks: The fact that
their reigns were named twice — in the final words of part two and the first words
of part three — and also that the stylistic design of the third part was completely dif-
ferent clearly speaks about the “failure” at this place. This observation is important
for the note about the Rus’ at the end of the second part. It does not belong to the edi-
tor of the third part, who worked in the 11" century, but refers directly to the period
of the reign of Michael I11I'°.

As I will show below, these observations are thus not reliable evidence. If this
“local chronicle” was surprisingly accessible to the author of the Chronicon Bruxel-
lense, then it bypassed all the Byzantine authors who wrote about the first attack
of the Rus’ on Constantinople. Moreover, there is no certainly that parts two
and three of the chronicle could be written at different times. It is difficult to assert
that the “second part” of the chronicle or the “local chronicle” were available
to the same author who prepared the third part of the chronicle up to the 1030s.
In light of the above, certain issues of the Chronicon Bruxellense need to be raised.
The core of my argument resides in a new analysis of the origins of the narrative
about the Rus’ in this source. Therefore, my first chapter focuses on the third part
of the chronicle and the emergence of the Chronicon Bruxellense, the second chap-
ter explores the evidence of the late origins of the story about the attack of the Rus’
on Constantinople, while the third we shall see how the compiler of the Chronicon

B A. KULZER, Studien zum Chronicon Bruxellense..., p. 447.

" Ibidem.

!> P. SCHREINER, Miscellanea Byzantino-Russica, BB 52, 1991, p. 152; EADEM, Orbis Byzantinus. By-
zanz und seine Nachbarn. Gesammelte Aufsitze 1970-2011, Bucuresti 2013 [= FMHA, 12], p. 196-199.
' P. SCHREINER, Miscellanea Byzantino-Russica..., p. 152.
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Bruxellense appropriated historical citations from other works, when constructing
the entries about the Rus’ attack.

The Lists of emperors from Basil I to Romanos III Argyros

The author gives no clue as to his identity. One might speculate, however, (as Franz
Cumont noted) that the compiler of the texts lived during the reign of Romanos III
Argyros and may have been a clergyman in the Stoudios monastery in Constanti-
nople, but the text provides no information about the author’s position'’. It must
be significant that the chronicle on fols. 155-165 is not comprised of independent
texts written by many authors at different times (as imagined by many scholars).
According to my observations, only one scribe was working on fols. 155-165.
In this regard, the Chronicon Bruxellense is not a “collection” of early historical
notes or texts, but it is a later short chronicle that appears to have been written
after 1030s. This was evidently the time when many authors, both anonymous
and Michael Psellos, wrote short chronicles on the period from Julius Caesar to
Michael VII or Alexios Comnenos*®.

In this context, little attention was paid to the third part of the Chronicon Bruxel-
lense. Unlike other parts, it does not contain different entries regarding prominent
events or passages dedicated to the churches, but it retains the identical structure
and main rubrics describing certain chronology of the emperor’s life and death:

ug'. Baotlelog éx Makeddvwv peta Mixan €tog €v uijvag 8 kai povog €tn 19" mopd fiuépag ks .
ug'. Aédwv 6 vidg avTtod &N K¢’ Tapd Huépagy'.

un". ‘AXéEavdpog 6 avtadeh@og avtod £tog Ev uépag kS’

19", Kwvotavtivog viog Aéovtog 6 Ilopgupoyévvitog obv Tf untpl adtod &1 &'~ odtog 8¢
g0ty O yevvnBeig €k Th¢ yuvaikog Aéovtog Tod Zo@oD.

v'. Popavog ovv Kovotavtivw 1@ éavtod yauPpd €tn k¢’

va'. Kovotavtivog obv 1@ vig avtod Popav €t e’ mapd quépag k(.

VvB'. ‘Popavog 6 viog Kwvatavtivov €t y' pijvagy'.

The author of the Chronicon Bruxellense adds very little to his list of the emper-
ors. In this case he cites Constantine’s epithet mopgvpoyévvnrog (“born in the pur-
ple”), which served to emphasize the legitimacy of the seven-year-old boy on the
throne. In addition, he writes correctly that Constantine VII began to reign under
his mother’s supervision.

vy'. Nikngopog 6 Qwkdg &Tn ¢ pijvag y' fuépag k(' 8¢ kai €o@dyn €v 1@ nalatio Eowdev
TOD KOITOVOC adTOD.

17 Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 15-16.
'8 Michaelis Pselli Historia Syntomos, ed. J. AERTs, Berlin 1990 [= CFHB, 30] (cetera: MICHAEL
PSELLOS).
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Vo' Twdvyng 6 TQuoxis 6 Tov Niknedpov avekav £t ¢ fiuépag A"

Next, the anonymous author has his primary focus on Nicephorus II Phocas.
He remarks that Nicephorus II Phocas was brutally assassinated in his palace
(¢v t® maatiw). The stories about the assassination of the emperor in his own
bedroom are thought to have been composed after December 11, 969. These popu-
lar stories are very problematic for this time period. During the reign of John
Tzimiskes, his name was removed from this narration®. Some writers preferred
not to mention it, but wrote about Theophano’s involvement of in this killing?'.
In contrast to this period, which is pro-Tzimiskes in tone, later authors such as
Leon Diaconus, John Geometres and others revealed the whole picture of the
murder®. In this context, the Chronicon Bruxellense directly calls John Tzimiskes
a murderer. It indicates that the anonymous author wrote from a great distance
in time. Like Psellos’ Historia Syntomos, he could find a detailed account of the
assassination of Nicephorus II Phocas in many detailed writings that were pub-
lished both by contemporaries and by authors shortly after”. It is possible that the
anonymous author could use oral tradition, but this assumption depends very
much on the time when the chronicler was written*.

In this context, two late short Byzantine chronicles on the period from Con-
stantine the Great to Alexios I Comnenos (Chronik 15 and 16, edited by Peter
Schreiner), surprisingly contain information very similar to the Chronicon Bruxel-
lense®. They are also shown to have somewhat more links between these texts. The
content of these accounts is John Tzimiskes’ coup against Nicephorus II Phocas.
Both the Chronicon Bruxellense and Chronik 16 (Vind. gr. 133, fols. 124-125, dat-
ing back to the 13" century) present us with a very similar example:

1 Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 34, 12-15.

% L. PeTIT, Office inédit en Phonneur de Nicéphore Phocas, BZ 13,1904, p. 328-42; D. SULLIVAN, The
Rise and Fall of Nikephoros II Phokas. Five Contemporary Texts in Annotated Translations, Leiden 2018
[= BAus, 23], p. 192-196.

21 M. LAUXTERMANN, Byzantine Poetry from Pisides to Geometres. Texts and Contexts, vol. I, Vienna
2003 [= WBS, 24.1], p. 313.

2 Leonis Diaconi Caloensis Historiae libri decem, ed. C.B. HASE, Bonn 1829 [= CSHB, 30], p. 85-91;
JEAN GEOMETRE, Poémes en hexamétres et en distiques élégiaques, ed., trans., com. E. VAN OPSTALL,
Leiden-Boston 2008 [= MMe, 75], Ne61, 80, p. 209-216, 281-288; Vita of Athanasios of Athos, Ver-
sion B, ed. . NORET, [in:] Vitae duae antiquae Sancti Athanasii Athonitae, Turnhout 1982 [= CC.SG,
9], p- 178-179.

2 MICHAEL PsELLOS, 105, p. 99.

# R. Morris, The Two Faces of Nikephoros Phokas, BMGS 12, 1988, p. 83-115; S. MARJANO-
vic-Du$aNic, L’écho du culte de Nicéphore Phocas chez les Slaves des Balkans, [in:] Le saint, le moine
et le paysan. Mélanges d histoire byzantine offerts a Michel Kaplan, ed. O. DELoOUIS, S. METIVIER,
P. PAGEsS, Paris 2016, p. 375-394.

» Chronica Byzantina breviora = Die byzantinischen Kleinchroniken, vol. I, ed. P. SCHREINER, Wien
1975 [= CFHB, 12.1], p. 156-162 (the Chronicle 15), p. 163-168 (the Chronicle 16).
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Chronicon Bruxellense Chronik 15, p. 158 Chronik 16, p. 165
Nikn@o6pog 6 Pwkdg. .. kal Niwkngdpog 6 Pwkdg... E0@d- | £0@dyn 8¢ 6 avtds Nikn-
£0@dayn év 1@ naatiw ¢ow- yn 8¢ v tod Toxi @OpOG &V T® KOLT@VL adToD
Bev 10D KOITOVOC AVTOD

Consequently, Chronik 16 was obviously a model for the anonymous author
or vice versa. If Chronik 16 was probably written in the 1120s, then the Chronicon
Bruxellense could be composed after this time. However, the relationship between
this passage of the Chronicon Bruxellense and Chronik 16 was never clarified. Thus,
it seems likely that the anonymous author of Chronik 16 could read about the reign
of Nicephorus II Phocas and John I Tzimiskes from the Chronicon Bruxellense.

After a brief statement about the death of Nicephorus II Phocas, the final pas-
sages of the text are as follows:

ve'. Baoihelog 0 véog 6 BovAyapkotévog mop@upoyEvvnTog Kai Tpomalodxos, tAomoleog
AV Kl PLAOXPLOOG, TOANG KaTeEpYaodpuevos katd Tod BovAydpwv €8voug €1t 8¢ kal kot
ETépwv TOAA®V TpoTaia kal vikag Pacthevel oV Kwvotavtivw avtod €t v'.

v¢'. Kwvotavtivog pévog étn tpia.

v{'. ‘Popavdg 6 tovtov yapuPpog O Aeyopevog mapwvipws "Apyvpdnovlog xpnotog Toig
fj0eot kai coQOG T A\oyw £tn &' ufvag e'%.

What is most interesting, however, is the author’s assumption about “Basil the
younger, the Bulgar-slayer born in the purple chamber”. It is certainly plausible to
consider that the epithet BovAyapkotdvog was not used by any contemporaries
of Basil II. The anonymous author refers to Basil II as “the Bulgar-slayer”, but
unlike other epithets, such as véog and mopgupoyévvnrog, this appelation is not
found in any historical texts before the Bulgarian confrontation in 1185-1186%.
In this regard Paul Stephenson suggests that “the Bulgar-slayer” of the Chroni-
con Bruxellense was almost certainly an interpolation by a late-thirteenth-centu-
ry scribe?®. However, Angel Nikolov has recently made it clear that the epithet is
found in some texts dating back to the late 11" century®. This last statement seems
convincing to me, but we have another possibility for its dating, suggesting that
the mention of the “the Bulgar-slayer” was a reference about Basil II in the middle

* Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 34, 16-23.

¥ P. STEPHENSON, The Legend of Basil the Bulgar-Slayer, Cambridge 2003, p. 66-80, see p. 71.

3 Ibidem, p. 69.

¥ A.NikoLroV, On Basil IT's cognomen ‘The Bulgar-Slayer’, [in:] Eéponetickusim 1020u3moxk npes 6mo-
pama nonosuna na X — nauanomo na XI eex. Vicmopus u kynmypa. MexoyHapoona koHgepeHyus.
Cogﬁuﬂ, 6-8 oxmomepu 2014 2., ed. B. I'iosenes, [LH. Hukomos, CO(’pmi 2015, p. 578-584.
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of the 11" century. Paul Stephenson claims that the third part of the Chronicon
Bruxellense may not have been transcribed in full, and later entries may have been
omitted®. There is no certainty, because the final praise in the Chronicon Bruxellen-
se of the morals and wisdom of Romanus III indicates that the author wrote soon
after the death of the emperor.

The Anomaly of the Chronicon Bruxellense

The author gives us a brief section on the reign of Michael III:

émi Thg avTod Pactheiag unvi Tovviw ', n’, ETovg ¢tén’, 1@ €’ Etet TAG Emikpateiag avTod
MABov Pig obv vavai Stakoaoialg, oi St mpeoPel®@v TG TavLUVATOV OE0TOKOV KATEKLPL-
evBnoav HTO T@OV XPLOTIAVDV Kal Katd KpAatog NTTOnady te kai neavicdnoav?.

During his reign, on the 18" of June of the 8" indiction in the year 6368, the fifth year of his
reign, the Rus’ came in 200 ships and were, through the intercession of the all-hymned
Mother of God, overpowered by the Christians, utterly defeated and destroyed.

In the light of the Chronicon Bruxellense, the raid of the Rus’ was very unfor-
tunate. According to our source, the Rus’ were “utterly defeated and destroyed”.
How are we to understand these words about the catastrophe in Constantinople?
It is noticeable that this narrative of the Rus’ total defeat contradicts other sources
which describe the event in more detail than the Chronicon Bruxellense. Among
them is the testimony of patriarch Photios, who wrote two homilies on the attack
of the Rus’ in the summer of 860*2. Photios made some observations about these
warriors from the North, but he did not write anywhere that they were defeated®.
Thus, in the second homily, Photios wrote that truly is this most-holy garment the
raiment of God’s Mother! It embraced the walls, and the foes inexplicably showed
their backs; the city put it around itself, and the camp of the enemy was broken up
as at a signal; the city bedecked itself with it, and the enemy were deprived of the
hopes which bore them on. For immediately as the Virgin’s garment went round
the walls, the barbarians gave up the siege and broke camp, while we were deliv-
ered from impending capture and were granted unexpected salvation*. Next, he

% P. STEPHENSON, The Legend of Basil the Bulgar-Slayer..., p. 69.

31 Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 33, 15-21.

32 PHOTIOS, Homiliai, ed. B. LAOURDAS, Thessaloniki 1959 (cetera: PHOTIOS), p. 29-52; The Homi-
lies of Photius, trans. C. MANGO Washington DC 1958 [= DOT, 3], p. 82-110.

33 C. ZUCKERMAN, Deux étapes de la formation de Pancien Etat russe, [in:] Les centres proto-urbains
russes entre Scandinavie Byzance et Orient, ed. M. KAZANSKI, A. NERCESSIAN, C. ZUCKERMAN, Paris
2000 [= RByz, 7], p. 95-121, see p. 103.

* PHOTIOS, p. 45; The Homilies of Photius, trans. C. MANGO, p. 102.
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declared with all clarity that unexpected was the enemy’s invasion, unhoped-for
appeared their departure®. This is not the place to provide a full commentary
on these important passages, but we can see that Photios knew nothing about
the “destruction” of the Rus’ bands.

It is important for us that the other contemporaries are also silent regarding the
issue of the terrible defeat of the Rus. Thus, in his Life of Patriarch Ignatius, Nicetas
David the Paphlagonian writes that for at that time the bloodthirsty Scythian race
called Rus” advanced across the Black Sea to the Bosphorus plundering every region
and all the monasteries®. Moreover, he remarks that and recently when the Rus’
ravaged the island, they cast the altar of this chapel to the ground and it was Ignatius
who reconsecrated it”’. Furthermore, in his letter to Emperor Michael III, Pope
Nicholas I said that after having massacred many men, have burnt churches of the
Saints and the suburbs of Constantinople (postremo non ecclesias sanctorum, inter-
fectis numerosis hominibus, ac suburban Constantinopoleos, quae et muris ejus pene
contigua sunt, incendimus) |...] there is no punishment whatsoever inflicted on those
who are pagans (et vere de istis nulla fit ultio, qui pagani sunt)*®. In other words,
Pope Nicholas I claimed that the bands of the Rus’ escaped without interference.
If the brief statement in the Chronicon Bruxellense comes from the same original
source (as many scholars believe), then how can we explain that all texts about
the defeat of the Rus” written by contemporaries are silent?

It poses two major problems for the student of the Chronicon Bruxellense. There
is probably no information on the defeat of the Rus’ in Byzantine literature before
the middle of the tenth century. This story is preserved in different variants with
minor changes in some chronicles which were clearly composed in Constantinople
between 946 and 980s. We do not know the source and date of this invention of the
victory over the Rus’ in 860. It is possible that this story was not completed under
the supervision of Constantine VII, because one of his authors, known commonly
as Theophanes Continuatus, wrote very vaguely about the first campaign of the
Rus’: the attack of the Rhos - these being a savage and wild Scythian nation — devas-
tated the lands of the Romans, burning the Pontus and the very Euxine to ashes, and
surrounding the city itself. But after Photios, who held direction of the Church, had
entreated the Divinity, the Rhos had their fill of divine wrath and returned home®.

* PHOTIOS, p. 45; The Homilies of Photius, trans. C. MANGO, p. 103.

3 NICETAS DAvID, The Life of Patriarch Ignatius, $28, ed., trans. A. SMITHIES, ]. DUFFY, Washington
2013 [= DOT, 13] (cetera: NICETAS DAVID), p. 44-45.

7 NICETAS DAVID, p. 69.

% Nicolai I Papae epistolae, ed. E. PERELS, Berlin 1925 [= MGH.E, 6], p. 479-480.

¥ Chronographiae quae Theophanis Continuati nomine fertur Libri I-1V, IV, 33, ed. ].M. FEATHER-
STONE, J. SIGNES-CODONER, Boston-Berlin 2015 [= CFHB, 53] (cetera: Theophanes Continuatus),
p. 279.
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The story is found in different versions of the chronicle of Symeon the Logo-
thete. These versions provide limited history on the defeat of the northern barbar-
ians at Constantinople®. Though they are different in approach, however, none
of them dared to turn a successful campaign of the Rus’ into a full catastrophe.
If scholars imagine some “local chronicle” as a source of the Chronicon Bruxellense,
then how are we to understand the omission of this mysterious text from different
versions of the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete or rather all chronicles of the
mid-10" century? Is it possible to do without making up this “lost city chronicle
of Constantinople”?

Constructing the victory over the Rus’

Let us try to indentify the sources of the Chronicon Bruxellense or rather of the
section on the reign of Michael III. Warren Treadgold has recently summarized
that the chronicler’s main source was the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete*'. How-
ever, Treadgold’s correct observation requires some clarification here. Which
version of the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete was available to our author?
Why didn’t he take the information about the first attack of the Rus’ from this
source? It is therefore reasonable to suppose that the phraseology and content
of the Chronicon Bruxellense frequently coincide with different versions of the
chronicle of Symeon the Logothete*’. Unfortunately, the anonymous author
does not provide many details. As a matter of fact, all instances of the use of the
number of ships (200) of the Rus’ described by the Chronicon Bruxellense are
found only in Redaction A (Theodosius of Melitene, Leo Grammaticus) and
Redaction B (“Continuation of George the Monk”) of the chronicle of Symeon
the Logothete®.

¥ Leonis Grammatici Chronographia, ed. I. BEKKER, Bonn 1842 [= CSHB, 31], p. 240-241; Theodosii
Meliteni qui fertur Chronographia. Ex codice graeco Regiae bibliothecae monacensis, ed. Th. TAFEL,
Munich 1859, p. 168; Georgius Monachus, ed. I. BEKKER, Bonn 1838 [= CSHB, 31], p. 826-827.

1 'W. TREADGOLD, The Middle Byzantine Historians, Basingstoke 2013, p. 268.

2 Symeonis Magistri et Logothetae, ed. S. WAHLGREN, Berlin 2006 (cetera: SYMEON), p. 246, 259
—-247,273.

8 Knuev epementvia u oopasre Teopeus muuxa. Xponuxa Ieopeuss Amapmona 6 opestem OpesHe-
pycckom nepesode, vol. II, ITpodonnerue xponuxu leopeus Amapmona no Bamukanckomy cnucky,
ed. B.M. VcrpuH, Ilerporpan 1920, p. 10, 34 - 11, 13; PSEupo-SyMEON, Chronicle, ed. (partial)
I. BEKKER, Bonn 1838 [= CSHB, 35], p. 674, 18 - 675, 3.
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It is noteworthy that Theophanes Continuatus does not provide any informa-
tion on the number of ships*. In this context, later Byzantine historians such as
John Scylitzes, who apparently based their works on Theophanes Continuatus’s
narrative of the attack of 860, missed these details of the campaign®. One can
discern a common thread running through these episodes of the attack of the
Rus. In addition to the number of ships, these similarities include a final story
with “the intercession of the all-hymned Mother of God”. Thus, different ver-
sions of the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete provide a short narrative on how
a violent storm arose and scattered the Rus’ ships. There are, however, additional
themes in Symeon the Logothete’s account of the attack of the Rus’ that are far
less pronounced in episodes from the Chronicon Bruxellense. Attention is paid not
only to the defeat of the Rus’ but also to their departure. If the anonymous author
said that the Rus” were “overpowered by the Christians” and “utterly defeated and
destroyed”, the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete contained a similar story where
only a small part of the Rus’ returned home. It is no exaggeration to say that the
Chronicon Bruxellense offers not so much an account of the Rus’ attack as a nar-
rative of the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete. There seems to be no need to
postulate any significant sources for the Chronicon Bruxellense’s account of the
reign of Michael IIT other than one of the versions of the chronicle of Symeon
the Logothete. How can we indentify this chronicle? In order to support the iden-
tification of Symeon the Logothete’s narrative as a source for the Chronicon Bru-
xellense, we can cite internal and external evidence.

Following the unprecedented interest of our author to chronology, some ver-
sions of the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete provide special chronological
rubrics on the reign of Michael III:

“ Theophanes Continuatus, IV, 33, p. 279.
* JOANNIS SCYLITZAE, Synopsis Historiarum, ed. I. THURN, Berlin-New York 1973 [= CFHB, 5]
(cetera: JIOANNIS SCYLITZAE), p. 107, 44-49.
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It is extremely important that the anonymous author repeated George Mona-
chus Continuatus’s mistake in the chronological section of the reign of Michael III.
Similarly to George Monachus Continuatus, he erroneously claims that Micha-
el III reigned together with Theodora for 4 years (instead of the 14-year term).
As we can see, coincidences between the Chronicon Bruxellense and George
Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle do not end there. Thus, the anonymous author
replaced the entries about the reign of Michael IIT from George Monachus Con-
tinuatus’s chronicle, where the emperor was named twice. Paradoxically, it was
a major evidence of the so-called structural “failure”. However, the anonymous
author simply copied this specific chronological form from his source. In other
words, in its description of the chronology of the reign of Michael IIT and the
attack of the Rus, the Chronicon Bruxellense modified the text of George Monachus
Continuatus’s chronicle.

The anonymous author did not modify many items to contribute to his nar-
rative of the attack of the Rus. The element of his narrative was to create a full
chronology for the raids of the Rus’ that consisted largely of existing information
brought over from George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle. More important,
however, and revealing of his working methods, is the fact that after George Mona-
chus Continuatus’s chronicle he added a complete sequence for the date of the
defeat of the Rus. It seems likely that the anonymous author borrowed chronology
from his main source. As mentioned above, the anonymous author of the Chro-
nicon Bruxellense took George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle as his foremost
model.

There are many parallels between two part of the Chronicon Bruxellense and
George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle*. In fact, the anonymous author often
repeated information (dates, events, names and lexical forms) from this source.

16 Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 18-25.
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As Cumont already noted, the anonymous author of the Chronicon Bruxellense
added very little to these versions of the chronicle of Symeon the Logothete®.
Unlike George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle or some versions of the chronicle
of Symeon the Logothete, the Chronicon Bruxellense has unique data such as the
tull date (year, month, and day) of the first Rus’ attack on Constantinople. Accord-
ing to the chronological network of George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle,
the anonymous author mistakenly repeated the structure of the chronological sec-
tion of the reign of Michael III. On this basis, he was able to calculate that the
Rus’ arrived during the 10™ year of the reign of Michael III. Nonetheless, it does
not apply to the month and day of the attack. If the anonymous author calculated
the indiction, then how and where could he find other chronological details (the
month and day)?

As we have seen earlier several times, the main purpose of the Chronicon Bru-
xellense was to create a short narrative. On the one hand, the anonymous author
seemingly extensively uses George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle, construct-
ing his narrative of the reign of Michael III. In fact, the Chronicon Bruxellense’s
description of the first Rus’ attack on Constantinople is very similar to the passages
from George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle. On the other hand, the anony-
mous author adapted his main source, but neither the month nor the day of the
attack was mentioned there. How did the anonymous author know that? In addi-
tion, a number of scholars, including de Boor, Schreiner, and Kiilzer, have sug-
gested a possible connection between the date of the Rus’ attack in the Chronicon
Bruxellense and the lost “local chronicle”®. The absence of traces of this mysteri-
ous text anywhere, while there are over 60 MS copies of various versions of the
chronicle of Symeon the Logothete*, diminishes asymptotically the veracity of
this hypothesis. Scholars who believe in an early composition date of part two
of the Chronicon Bruxellense tend to argue that the anonymous author did not cal-
culate the date of the attack, but obtained it from outside. But where exactly would
that be? According to the information concerning the collection of relics given
in the Chronicon Bruxellense®, we can postulate that another source of informa-
tion was liturgical memory.

47 Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 26, n. 1,27, n. 1.

* Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 33, n. 2; P. SCHREINER, Miscellanea Byzantino-Russica..., p. 152;
A. KULZER, Studien zum Chronicon Bruxellense..., p. 447. Or is it possible to assume that this lost
“local chronicle” was a “common source” also used by George Monachus Continuatus? This idea,
however, is undermined by a wider analysis of the reigns from Michael III to Constantine VII, which
suggest to me a much simpler solution of the puzzle: the anonymous author of the Chronicon Bruxel-
lense read George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle.

* SYMEON, p. 27-28.

% Anecdota Bruxellensia, 1, p. 19, 21-22, 26-27.
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After the Rus’ siege and their sudden return to their home, the Robe of the
Virgin Mary was regarded as the Palladium of Constantinople®'. This is empha-
sized by the Synaxarium - that these relicts were awarded as divine gifts and a sure
defence to this illustrious great city which is devoted to the Theotokos. Thus celebrates
their arrival with magnificent and celebratory feast-days>*. The commemoration
of the deposition of the Robe took place in Constantinople on July 2. Specifically,
the anonymous author could know that those final stage of the siege was asso-
ciated with the feast day of the Virgin. In this context, he mentioned the date of the
attack, which was not so far removed from these feast days. Finally, he could learn
(from the same George Monachus Continuatus’s chronicle on the attack of 941)
that an attack of the Rus’ on Constantinople was in June®. It is very likely that the
author of the Chronicon Bruxellense was a contemporary of the last Rus” attack
of 1043, which lasted for two months, from June to August®. The Chronicon Bru-
xellense was probably written around this time.

The next source of the Chronicon Bruxellense was the Chronicle of Theopha-
nes*. Both Franz Cumont in his edition of the Greek text and Andreas Kiilzer
in his paper correctly note that the anonymous author widely used the Chronicle
of Theophanes”. In particular, Cumont cites many examples from the Chronicle of
Theophanes (especially in his narrative on the period from Constantine to
Michael III) but the attack of Rus’ was unrecognized. This is manifested in the
simple fact that the author of the Chronicon Bruxellense borrows some fragments
from Theophanes’ description of the siege of Constantinople of 629:

Theoph., p. 315-316 Chronicon Bruxellense

oD Beov d1d TOV TpeoPet@v TG TavupviyTov | Emi ThG avtod Pactheiag unvi Tovviw ', ',

Be0TOKOV CVVEPYHOAVTOG, Kal TOAEHOV €toug ¢Tén’, T@ ' €tel TG émkpateiog avTod
kpotnBévTog xdhata mapadofwe katd T@v ABov Pwg obv vavel Stakoaiatg, oi Sta
BapBapwv katnvéxdn kai moAhodg adTdV TIPEOPELOV TG TAVLUVITTOL OEOTOKOV KO-
gndrokev... TekvpLevBnoay VIO TOV XPLOTIAVOY Kol KATd

Kpatog NTTRdnodv e kai feaviodnoav.
Kkai taig mpeoPeiag TG dxpdvTov Kai Beo-
urropog mapBévou frOnoav

1 A. VasILIEV, The Russian Attack on Constantinople in 860..., p. 222.

2 Synaxarium Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, ed. H. DELEHAYE, Brussels 1902, p. 935, trans.
J. WorTLEY, The Marian Relics at Constantinople, GRBS 45, 2005, p. 171-187, see p. 174-175.

53 ]. WorTLEY, The Marian Relics at Constantinople..., p. 175.

* Knuewvt 8pemenHuis u 06pasme Teopeus muuxa..., p. 60, 25 - 61, 30.

> JOANNIS SCYLITZAE, p. 430.

¢ Theophanis Chronographia, ed. C. DE BOOR, Leipzig 1883.

7 A. KULZER, Studien zum Chronicon Bruxellense..., p. 433, 440.
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It is very important that the author of the Chronicon Bruxellense was a late
reader of the Chronicle of Theophanes. Federico Montinaro has recently shown
that the reception of Theophanes’ Chronicle was active among the Byzantine his-
torians from Constantine VII to John Zonaras®. In this context, the anonymous
author also used some of Theophanes’ words to describe the attack of the Rus.
It is likely that only the story about the help of the most holy Theotokos was
of interest to him.

The Influence of the Chronicon Bruxellense?

Although the Chronicon Bruxellense was not a popular chronicle for reading, its
influence is felt in some late texts. It is evident in the writings of John the Oxite
and Theodore Laskaris. In his shorter piece addressed to Emperor Alexios I Kom-
nenos, dated by Paul Gautier back to after 1091, John the Oxite, the patriarch of
Antioch, mentioned the defeat of the Rus’ at Constantinople during the reign
of Michael III*. Providing a stinging critique of Komnenian rule, John the Oxite
wrote the following: Do you not hear that in the reign of Michael, Theophilus’ son,
the Tauroscythians, having attacked with a heavy fleet and taken (the country) all
around, held the whole (city) as if in nets? After the Emperor, with the Archbishop
and the whole population of the city, had come to the Church of Blachernae and
all together made prayers to God, the very holy garment of the Mother of God was
dipped in the sea®. Next, John the Oxite places much emphasis on the utter catas-
trophe of the first raid of the Rus™®'. The same idea — from the defeat to victory
over the Rus’ - is expressed in the Chronicon Bruxellense in very similar terms. It is
noticeable that John the Oxite read some texts which showed the attack of the
Rus’ as a total defeat for the invaders. Though the author of the Chronicon Bru-
xellense does not discuss this himself, it is reasonable to assume that he wrote his
text for the monastery where he spent the years of his life. It is possible to suggest
that John the Oxite could know something about the Rus’ from the Chronicon
Bruxellense. This is a very strong indication that the story about the total disaster

** F. MONTINARO, The Chronicle of Theophanes in the Indirect Tradition, TM 19, 2015, p. 177-205.
% P. GAUTIER, Diatribes de Jean I'Oxite contre Alexis I Comnéne, REB 28, 1970, p. 5-55, see p. 39,
17 - 41, 1.

% A. VASILIEV, The Russian Attack on Constantinople in 860..., p. 222.

' P. GAUTIER, Diatribes de Jean I' Oxite contre Alexis I'" Comnéne..., p. 39, 17 — 41, 1: OOk dxovelg dtt
ev 1aig Tov Pacthéws MixanA fuépatg, Tov Oeogilov matdog, TavpookvBat Papei 0TOAW Tpooeve-
x0évTeg kot kKOKAW StahafovTeg womep evTog SIKTOWYV dmacay gixov, Tov de Pactléwg oV dpxLepel
Kat avTi T TG Tokewg TARBeL To ev Bhayépvaig katakafovtwy tépevog kat kotvr) To Oeiov £€tha-
oapévwy, eita amtetal pev katd g Baldoong dkpag To dylov Tng Oountopog pakog (Lagoptov
ovvnBeg TobTo Kalelv), yivetar §'e000¢ Babipa exmAnktov kat tapddoov; Ek yap otabepdg peony-
Bpiag kat vipvepiag aBpdov éktapaxbeioa 1 Bdlacoa évtwy Twv BapPapwv cbv avtoig Pubilet Ta
oKAaQn, OAlywv kopdn mepielgBévtwv doot SnAoVOTLpKOVV TOLG OiKOL THV KAtV dyyeilat cupgo-
pév. Kau ti pot Set mhetdvwv kat TaAatotépwy vTOSetyHATWY.
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of the Rus’ raid in 860 was composed and shared in public no earlier than the
mid-eleventh century. The tension would reach a breaking point in the late elev-
enth — mid-thirteen century, when Theodore Laskaris mentions the first attack
of the Rus’ in his Oration on the Virgin to be Read in the Celebration of the Akathis-
tos®>. He goes on to describe the gloomy event in the same negative terms, and
then draws even more attention to the great and strange spectacle of destruction®.
One can in fact read the following on the defeat of the Rus’ in Theodore Laskaris’
Oration: The striking was not from the air, but the wind was rising from the bottom;
rudders were twisted; sails torn up; prows of boats sunk; and the enemies who were
close to the shore, not knowing what had happened, hurriedly tried to escape only
to be drowned®. There are parallels in imagery with the Chronicon Bruxellense,
making it clear that perhaps Theodore Laskaris simply used more suitable expres-
sions, drawn from this short chronicle.

Let us return to the question posed in the beginning of the essay: what are
the broader implications of the Chronicon Bruxellense for our understanding of the
nature of its section on the reign of Michael IIT? Many scholars have worked dili-
gently to portray the account of the Rus’ attack in the Chronicon Bruxellense as an
available or anything that might be identified as a “lost” chronicle. However, it is
argued that the Chronicon Bruxellense is not a relevant text for the reconstruction
of the events of 860, but it presents compiler techniques of a later Byzantine author.
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