Bojana Krsmanovi¢

THE BYZANTINE PROVINCE IN CHANGE
(On the Threshold Between the 10" and the 11" Century)

BELGRADE
ATHENS
2008






Bojana Krsmanovic¢

THE BYZANTINE PROVINCE IN CHANGE
(On the Threshold Between the 10t and the 11th Century)







INSTITUTE FOR BYZANTINE STUDIES
SERBIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES AND ARTS
MONOGRAPHS Ne 37

INSTITUTE FOR BYZANTINE RESEARCH
THE NATIONAL HELLENIC RESEARCH FOUNDATION
MONOGRAPHS Ne 14

BOJANA KRSMANOVIC

THE BYZANTINE PROVINCE
IN CHANGE
(On the Threshold Between the 10th
and the 11th Century)

Editors
LJUBOMIR MAKSIMOVIC
Director of the Institute for Byzantine Studies

TAXIARCHES G. KOLIAS
Director of the Institute for Byzantine Research

BELGRADE / ATHENS
2008



This book has been published with the financial support of

The Ministry of Science and Technological Development, Republic of Serbia
(Project Ne 147028)

The General Secretariat for Research and Technology
of the Ministry of Development, Hellenic Republic



To the memory of my late friend
Srdjan Rajkovic¢
(1970-2006)






EDITORS’ PREFACE

This book is one of the fruits of cooperation, which has become official in the
course of nearly fifteen years, between the Institute for Byzantine Research of the
National Hellenic Research Foundation (/BE/EIE), and the Institute for Byzantine
Studies of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts (SANU). In the past few years,
this cooperation has been developed through a joint project, dealing with the last
century of Byzantine and Serbian medieval history. However, now, within the scope
of this cooperation, a monograph has appeared for the first time, which represents a
joint edition of our two institutions. Although the book is the work of a Serbian
author and came into being within the frame of the research project — The Byzantine
World in Change (10" — 13t Century) — of the Institute for Byzantine Studies in
Belgrade, it is profoundly connected to the results of some research projects which
have been conducted at the Byzantine Institute in Athens. The idea occurred almost
spontaneously to produce this joint edition, which could be a symbolical link, con-
necting the research being done on both sides. The high opinion, which the con-
sulting editors have unanimously expressed about the scientific value of the book
written by Bojana Krsmanovié instills the hope that this publishing project will be
warmly greeted among the scholars dealing with Byzantine studies.

Athens/Belgrade, June 2008

Taxiarches Kolias Ljubomir Maksimovié
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This book is a shorter, edited version of the manuscript for my doctoral
thesis Byzantine Provincial Administration at the End of the 10" and in the 11t
Century, which I presented to the Commission at the Faculty of Philosophy in
Belgrade, on July 18th, 2006. The Commission members were Prof. Dr. Ljubo-
mir Maksimovi¢, corresponding member of the SANU, Academician Sima Cir-
kovi¢ and Prof. Dr. Radivoj Radi¢ and, I am deeply grateful to them. I would like
to express my particular thanks to Prof. Dr. Ljubomir Maksimovi¢, who was my
supervisor and whose idea it was for me to focus my work on Byzantine
provincial administration, a theme fostered through many generations at the
Belgrade school of Byzantine studies.

I commenced my research in Athens, first as the holder of a scholarship from
the Alexander S. Onassis Public Benefit Foundation (1999-2000), and then with a
stipend from the I8pupo. Kpotikav Yrotpogidv — IKY (2000-2001). In the very
beginning, I had the good fortune to collaborate with the late Prof. Nicolas Oiko-
nomides, on whose advice I directed my research to the Taktikon of Escorial.

During my work on my thesis and the organisation of my book, my friends
and colleagues from the Institute for Byzantine Studies SANU — the late Nino-
slava RadoSevi¢, Mirjana Zivojinovié, Srdjan Pirivatri¢, Bojan Miljkovi¢ and De-
jan DZelebdzi¢ — provided me with their valuable assistence, and to them I would
like once more to express my warmest thanks. It is a special honour and obligation
for me that this book represents the fruit of cooperation between two institutes —
the Institute for Byzantine Studies SANU in Belgrade and the Institute for Byzan-
tine Research in Athens. [ take this opportunity to express my gratitude for the
support given to me by the director of the latter, Prof. Dr. Taxiarches Kolias, who
entered this book in the publishing plan of the Athens institute.

Thanks to the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation I used my visit to the
University in Mainz to complete the literature that I lacked. I would like to thank
Prof. Dr. Giinter Prinzing, Dr. Lars Hoffmann and Martin Vuceti¢, who were
kind enough to discuss certain research problems with me, once again. I would
also like to thank PD. Dr. Klaus-Peter Todt for allowing me to use the map of the
doukaton of Antioch (with his corrections to the map by E. Honigmann), presented
in his Habilitationsschrift.

For the translation of the manuscript into English, credit goes to Tamara
Rodwell-Jovanovi¢, and also to Davor Pal¢ié¢, my longtime collaborator, for the
technical layout of this book.

My friends, Vladimir Jovanovi¢ and Dejan Mati¢, as well as my family,
also contributed, in more than one way, to my writing this book.

Mainz, June 2008

Bojana Krsmanovic¢
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INTRODUCTION

The emperor Nikephoros annexed many cities of Syria and Pho-
enicia, and John, his successor, fortified what had been taken and extended
his rule as far as Damascus. His successor Basil, initially occupied with
civil wars and later busy with the campaigns against Samuel, had no
opportunity to secure the situation in the East properly, as he should have
done. He appeared there when circumstances required, restored the
situation and then went back because the subjugation of the Bulgars was
his constant task and concern. This paved the way for some of the more
powerful cities to cast off the yoke and seek their freedom. However, while
he was alive, insurrection was prepared in secret, not publicly.

John Skilitzes, Synopsis historiarum!

Commencing his record of the Syrian expedition of Romanos III Argyros in
1030, John Skylitzes uses the above words to describe the reign of the three
emperors — Nikephoros 11 Phokas, John I Tzimiskes and Basil IT — attributing credit
to the first two men for the conquests and for consolidating Byzantine rule in Syria,
meanwhile criticising the third for neglecting the East for the sake of the Balkans. In
observing the development of the provincial administration in Byzantium on the
threshold between the 10t and the 11th century, one can say that Skylitzes was right,
at least to some extent.

We are informed about the changes that swept through the Byzantine Empire
in the closing decades of the 10th century, primarily thanks to the Taktikon Escorial

1 Scyl 37834- a4: Tov y&p Bumxéwg Nucncpopou 0 MAeloTag Zuplag Km d>01vucng noAELG
uapactncuusvou Kol 100 pet’ adtdv lmavvou 10 EodokdTo Kpamvauevou Kol uaxpt Aapookod
™y EmKpaTELay mpatswavwg, enemep o per a\noug Boothetog npotepov HEV VIO TV sp‘puhmv
AOYOLOVREVOG TOAEP®V, VOTEPOV OE KOL TOG KATG TOV ZOHOVNA EPYOLG TPOSATAP®Y OVK EGYEV
edkatploy kodog koi Gg évedéyeto 1o &v 1 Ede kataceoricacbor, dAL’ Soov év eavtaciy
yevépevog ékeloe, Kol dg O xmpbg ATHTEL TOVTOL mracrncdpsvoc;. €10’ bnoorpéwug Kad (mxoxiav
spuuvov Exmv Kol cppovn&rx 0 1OV Bm)lyapmv unomgm YEVog, GpopuT YEYOVE TOD rov guyov
anoppuvm mg Euvatmspug OV ToAE@V Kol T Eavtav ava{nretv EhevBeplav, GAL" Eog pév
00T0G TEPLNY, EHEAETATO PEV T dmdoTaoLg, KpUBSNY 8¢ kol 0V gavepos. Cf. Zon. 575 ¢_)3.
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(edited in 971-975).2 This was the list of Byzantine officials in Tzimiskes’ epoch,
most of which illustrates the changes in the whole of the state apparatus that
occurred during the reigns of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, Romanos II,
Nikephoros II Phokas and John I Tzimiskes. Judging by the TE, the most striking
transformation was experienced in the Empire’s military system, both centrally and
in the provinces. The increase of military functions, ostensibly, simply reflected the
Empire’s military expansion that took place mainly in the Phokas-Tzimiskes period.
Still, the first stage of the reforms Byzantium experienced in the course of the 10t
and 11t centuries (until the new reorganisation of the state apparatus under the
Komnenoi dynasty) was completed under Basil II, after the frontiers of the state
territory had been defined during his reign. The reoccupation of the Balkans brought
a new administrative and military arrangement of the Balkan regions, the majority of
which came under imperial rule for the first time, after the Slav migrations. The fact
that we have no official list of the ranks of Byzantine functionaries from Basil’s
period or from the time of his successors has made the Taktikon Escorial a source of
invaluable importance. The said taktikon did not only enable the transformation of
institutions in the state apparatus that began in the middle of the 10th century, it also
served as a point of reference for estimating the value and significance of the changes
carried out in the subsequent period (primarily in the 11th century).

Generally speaking, the TE depicts the Byzantine military organisation as a
hierarchically complex system, within which military functions were ranked accor-
ding to the territorial range of their bearers’ competences (at the highest level, this
involved a division into the Byzantine East and the West3), based on the nature of
the prerogatives that proceeded from them (command functions and military-admi-
nistrative positions). As the said reform evolved as a result of the changes in military
organisation, reflected in the gradual replacement of the thematic army by a tagmatic,
i.e. professional army, it is understandable that the last taktikon from the 10t century
registered a significant increase in the number of new military functionaries, whose
command powers extended over the tagmatic units. A first glimpse already reveals
the change that swept through the institutions of the supreme, i.e. central command
of the Empire: instead of the previously unified function of the domestikos ton
Scholon, the TE mentions five command positions of the most senior rank (the
domestikos ton Scholon of the East and of the West, the stratopedarches of the East
and of the West, and the stratelates). The most senior commanding officers were
followed by the tagmatic commanders — the doukes and the katepano — whose
competences were restricted to a particular region or city, with the reform of the
provincial military organisation. This involved one of the most visible alterations in
the domain of provincial administration or, to be more exact, in the domain of the
frontier military organisation. The taktikon also contains data about the bearers of

2 The Taktikon of Uspenskij (TU), the Kleterologion of Philotheos (FK), the Taktikon of
Benesevi¢ (TB) and the Taktikon Escorial (TE) were published by N. Oikonomides, Les listes de
préséance byzantines des IX¢ et X¢ siecles, Paris 1972. The inner structure of the TE (ibid. 255-277)
poses numerous dilemmas and attention will be drawn to some of them, in the further text.

3 K. Amantos, ‘Avotorn) kol Avotg, Hellenika 9 (1936) 32-36; cf. DOSeals I, pp. 1-2.
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the title strategos, whose number increased significantly in relation to the previous
Taktikon of Benesevic¢ (edited in 934-944).4 The fact that the majority of strategoi
from the TE were linked to a city/fortress or to a smaller region indicated the
fragmentation of the administrative-military entities, which led to serious changes in
the structure of the thematic organisation: parallel to the old themata from the
classical period of the thematic order, there were new, so-called small themata,
which had a different internal organisation. Furthermore, the continued reform of the
tagmatic organisation was recorded, which had begun in the earlier period under
Romanos I, with the division or duplication of the function of the domestikos ton
Scholon, and hence the tagma ton Scholon, one of which was connected with the
East and the other with the West of the Empire. The tagma ton Exkoubiton was
divided according to the model of the reform of the tagma ton Scholon, but the
taktikon mentions three domestikoi ton Exkubiton (one was connected with the East,
the other with the West, and the third is assumed to have been linked with the
capital).5 The seals have shown that the same happened to the tagma ton Hikanaton,®
although that change was not registered in Tzimiskes’ taktikon. Besides, the lists in
the TE (271-273) confirm the appearance of new tagmatic units — the tagma ton
Stratelaton, the tagma ton Athanaton (Immortals), as well as detachments consisting
of foreigners, who were under the command of satrapes and ethnarches.

The presentation of the Byzantine state machine at the end of the 10t century,
given in the TE is largely supplemented by and controlled against the data from
narrative sources, important for that epoch (they were principally Leo the Deacon’s
History, John Skylitzes’ Synopsis historiarum, John Zonaras’ Epitome historion, and
Yahya of Antioch etc.). The sphragistic material is also of great importance, leaving
valuable testimony, for instance, of Byzantium’s occupation of the Balkans during
the time of Tzimiskes.”7 On the other hand, the seals indicate the further progress of
the reform, which can be followed from the period of Basil II: this refers to the
affirmation of the civil provincial functionaries (the kritai, the praitores, the
anagrapheis, the kouratores, etc.) — a process that was impossible to examine based
on the TE.S

4 Oikonomides, Listes 237-253.

5 Ibid. 270 et n. 27.

6 Cf. Seibt, Reliquiarkreuz 306 et n. 17. On the development of the Constantinople’s tagmata in
the 11t century, v. Oikonomides, Evolution 142-143.

7 This involves the seals from the Preslav Collection, published by I Jordanov, Pecatite ot
strategijata v Preslav (971-1088), Sofia 1993. The scals of the Preslav Collection have also been
presented in the Corpus of Byzantine Scals from Bulgaria I-1I, Sofia 2003, 2006.

8 Tllustrative data on the emancipation of the civil structures of authority is also preserved in the
documents of the monasteries on Mount Athos (published in the series Archives de 1’Athos). However,
they are limited to the development of the civil administration in the broader arca of Thessalonike, in
whose jurisdiction Mount Athos belonged.
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Considering the military character of the changes registered in the TE, this
book is divided into two basic thematic units. The first deals with the development
of the institution of the Empire’s central (supreme) command and the second, with
the reform of the provincial (frontier) administration.

The first section covers the period from the middle of the 10th century till the
end of the rule of Basil I, seeing that the changes in the way the central command
functioned must already be examined from the independent rule of Constantine VII
Porphyrogennetos (944/5-959), although officially it began with the arrival on the
throne of his son, Romanos II (959-963). If one sets out from the fact that, from the
chronological aspect, the first changes in the development of the Byzantine military
system were observed in the domain of the supreme command and subsequently,
continued from the central level to the provincial level (the creation of the positions
of the district doukes/katepano), then one can understand why the organisation of the
supreme military command was considered as a separate thematic ensemble. The
exposition ends with the rule of Basil II because that period demonstrated the basic
results of the new military command system shaped under his predecessors. The
fundamental characteristic of the development of the Empire’s supreme command
was, on the one hand, the increased number of top-ranking officers, who commanded
the army on campaigns and, on the other, the limitation of the powers arising from
functions of that type. What one should say to begin with, is that the reform of the
supreme military command was the work of renowned military commanders, men
with experience, who were well-versed in the military circumstances in the Empire
(Nikephoros Il Phokas and John I Tzimiskes).

The second part of this work, divided into two thematic and chronological
chapters,? discusses the provincial administration based on registering and analysing
the changes that occurred in the frontier regions of the Empire, primarily in the East
and in the Balkans. Less attention has been devoted to the development of the state
administration in Byzantine Italy,!0 considering that it was impossible, due to the
specific features of the military organisation, to make an adequate parallel with
eastern and Balkan circumstances. The specific characteristics of Italy, compared
with the military organisation in the East and in the Balkans, were reflected in the
functioning of the institutions of the supreme command (the absence of a domestikos
ton Scholon), as well as in the fact that in the realm of provincial administration, a
parallelism existed between the katepano of Italy (whose competences primarily

9 The Organisation of Provincial (Frontier) Authority (On the Threshold Between the 10" and
the 11 Century) and Digressions from the Thematic System.

10 Vera von Fakenhausen published several works, offering a detailed account of the
development of the state administration in Byzantine Italy. On this occasion, I would single out Vera von
Falkenhausen, Untersuchungen iiber die byzantinische Herrschaft in Siditalien vom 9. bis 11.
Jahrhundert, Wiesbaden 1967; eadem, A Provincial Aristocracy: The Byzantine Provinces in southern
Italy (9th—11t Century), in: The Byzantine Aristocracy, ed. M. Angold, Oxford 1984, 211-235; eadem
Between Two Empires: Byzantine Italy in the Regn of Basil II, Byzantium in the Year 1000, ed. P.
Magdalino, Leiden-Boston 2003, 135-159. Also, Catherine Holmes, Basil 11 and the Governance of
Empire (976-1025), Oxford 2005, gave a new retrospective of how political circumstances developed in
that region.
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involved the district of Longobardia) and the strategos of Calabria. Moreover,
themes of the new type, characteristic for the Byzantine East and the Balkans, were
not established in that part of the Empire.

The principal characteristics of the new frontier administration referred to the
formation of a special type of theme (this were the so-called small themes or stra-
tegides, at the head of which were strategoi), as well as the creation of new
provincial positions — the doukes/katepano — through whom the homogenisation
and centralisation of authority was carried out in the frontier regions. Chronolo-
gically viewed, the changes in the Byzantine provincial organisation first of all
encompassed the frontier regions to the East, and the first evidence of the new
concept of the Byzantine frontiers could already be noticed at the beginning of the
10th century, in the time of Leo VI (886-912). They subsequently unfolded during
the 10t century with the foundation of themes of the new type in the frontier regions
to the East. This referred to a phenomenon that witnesses of the changes at that time
designated with a specific term — armeniaka themata. This process reached its
culmination in the period of the rule of Nikephoros 11 Phokas (963— 969) and John I
Tzimiskes (969-976). The more enduring homogenisation of authority in the frontier
regions (which in the 10t century in the East had mainly been established through
the domestikos ton Scholon, and which led to the extraordinary prolongation of the
mandate of certain bearers of that function), among other things, was assured by the
formation of provincial command centres, at the head of which were men who had
until then been tagmatic commanders, who bore the titles of doux/katepano. Their
connection with a particular territory (their principal region of jurisdiction)
undermined the prevailing administrative division of the Empire: the borders of the
autonomous districts (thema, strategis) till that time depended on the creation of big
military systems, within which a new, more complex hierarchical structure of mili-
tary administration was established.

In the time of John I Tzimiskes, the experience from the eastern frontier was
transmitted and soon applied to the Balkan regions that had been under Byzantine
rule earlier on (otherwise called the old frontier belt), and in the regions the Empire
had acquired unexpectedly after the Byzantine-Russian war for Bulgaria (970/971).
Still, the achievements of his reforms were short-lived. The picture of Balkan mili-
tary organisation the TE conveys, further illustrated by the sphragistic material that
has survived, leaves us with the idea of a temporary state of affairs. The second
reoccupation of the Balkans, under Basil II (976-1025), points to the weaknesses of
the Balkan frontier established under Tzimiskes, as well as the true scope of his
reforms.

The final section is devoted to the military administration of Basil II, which
was founded on the same principles his predecessors had established. One could
describe his greatest contribution in short, as the subjugation of the Balkans — the
last great military venture of the Byzantine Empire. Gradually establishing its rule in
parts of this territory during a forty-year long war of varying intensities, against
Samuel and his successors (976—1018), Basil 1I managed to repeat the history of his
predecessors, who had carried out that process systematically in the East, from the
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beginning of the 10t century. The changes in the structure of governing raised new
dilemmas in the study of Byzantine provincial administration. The emancipation of
civil functionaries (kritai), for which Leo VI had opened the way, acquired a new
quality in the time of Basil II. One can single out the affirmation and even the
temporary domination of the civil structures of authority in the provinces, and this
perhaps represented the greatest digression from the thematic organisation of the
traditional type, as the most impressive result of the Empire’s military expansion and
the reform of its entire military organisation (central and provincial) conducted in
the 10th century. From the time of Basil II, parallel to the large military systems
created during the Phokas—Tzimiskes epoch, the civil structures of authority in the
provinces became homogenised. The provincial administration in the 11th century
was marked by the creation of big civil systems, which led to the problem of
defining an autonomous administrative district, which has not lost its topicality even
today. Although there is no testimony of that process in the last surviving taktikon
from the 10th century, in order to understand its beginnings, it is necessary to exa-
mine the tendency of the reform presented in the Taktikon of Oikonomides.



THE ORGANISATION OF THE SUPREME
MILITARY COMMAND

The Middle of the 10" Century — 1025






THE DISTRIBUTION OF MILITARY FUNCTIONS
AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OF COMMAND AUTHORITIES

Regular and extraordinary military authorities

A supreme military command embodies the authorities and functions from
which military power of an accumulative nature is derived. In Byzantium, the top
echelon of the military hierarchy embodied duties with the potential to unify at a
high or at the highest level the commands of military units belonging to different
services and geographical regions. Depending on the epoch, the Empire’s supreme
command personified different duties.

The classification of military functions can be done in two ways: based on
whether their bearers were mentioned in the taktika (tokTikd, KANTOPOAGYL, KAN-
topoBécia)! or in keeping with the nature of the authorities the military dignitaries
exercised.

In the literature, it was common for military functions whose bearers were
mentioned in the official rank lists (taktika), to be designated as formal, whereas the
term wunofficial implied authorities conferred on the basis of extraordinary circum-
stances.? The strategoi of the themes and the commanders of the tagmatic army
belonged to the so-called formal category and this, evidently, included their
subordinate officers, who also were mentioned in the taktika. In the category of
formal functions, we distinguish two kinds of military authorities: the strategoi of
the themes, who possessed authorities of a military-administrative nature and, as
such, appeared in the role of military commanders and as governors of
administratively and territorially defined districts (themata), whereas it was
characteristic for tagmatic officers only to be granted command powers.

In the category of so-called unofficial functions, we include extraordinary
appointments that were conferred in the event of extraordinary circumstances. As a
rule, officers who were awarded a special mandate possessed command powers. The
most representative and certainly the most controversial powers in this group were
those of the monostrategos and of the strategos autokrator.3 The belief exists that

! For terminology v. Oikonomides, Listes 27.
2 Ibid. 333-334.
3 Ahrweiler, Administration 57; Guilland, Recherches I, 381-384.
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so-called unofficial powers were not functions in the true sense of the word, from
which it follows that the terms used to designate them did not have a technical but
rather were of a literary content. This actually means that these terms implied a
descriptive explanation of the powers exercised by a Byzantine official. However,
the rigidity of this kind of viewpoint is brought into question for several reasons.

We know that one of the more striking characteristics of the Byzantine state
apparatus was its flexibility by virtue of the fact that this rested — figuratively
speaking — on the discretionary right to appoint any functionary: the granting of
authorities, functions or titles to Byzantine officials depended solely on the
emperor’s will.5 For that reason, their power, whether it derived from a so-called
official function (known from the raktika) or from some extraordinary authority, was
not an invariable. The influence of the ruler’s interventions in the functioning of the
state apparatus became much more obvious when creating new appointments and
honorary titles. In those circumstances, the emperor changed the existing order of
official titles and the formal hierarchy, personified in the rank lists of the Byzantine
dignitaries, which still survive today. It was the emperor’s will that dictated whether
certain functions would become more or less powerful. The abolition or limitation of
authorities that were characteristic for certain posts, as time passed, led to them
becoming honorary titles. On the other hand, the authorities that proceeded from
some functions could be expanded if the emperor so wished. For this reason, we may
conclude that every Byzantine function possessed a certain potential that could be
fully realised if the emperor saw to it that it should be, by awarding the official more
powers than were customary for the office he had been holding up to that point.6

The flexibility of the Byzantine state apparatus was particularly visible in the
domain of the supreme command’s organisation, given that military power did not
necessarily proceed from a military function (although such a concurrence could be
considered normal practice). In other words, in Byzantium there was a distinction
between awarding military powers, i.e. military authorities (&pyn, ¢€ovoia), and
appointments to a particular and adequate military function of a formal or unofficial
nature.”

One of the results of the flexibility of the Byzantine state apparatus was that
day to day circumstances often dictated the way in which it functioned. It was not
unusual in some cases for the emperor to resort to appointing people to posts, i.e.
granting them authorities that did not proceed from the functions registered in the
taktika.® These were special mandates that could be of a civil nature (e.g. diplomatic

4 Ahrweiler, Administration 57; Oikonomides, Listes 334.

5 Ibid. 281-282.

¢ One can illustrate the potential of a function with the example of the development of the func-
tion of domestikos ton Scholon, Krsmanovi¢, Potencijal 401-426.

7 For instance, the logothetes tou dromou, who acquires the power of commander in chief over
the army on campaign; for this function v. D. 4. Miller, The Logothete of the Drome in the Middle
Byzantine Period, Byz. 36/2 (1966) 438-470; R. Guilland, Les logothétes. Etudes sur I’histoire adminis-
trative de I’Empire byzantin, REB 29 (1971) 31-70; Oikonomides, Listes 311-312.

8 In more detail Krsmanovic¢, Potencijal 394-401.
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missions) or equally, of a military nature. Since the nature of a military campaign,
military expedition or, generally speaking, even a state of war, are the result of
extraordinary circumstances, the functioning of the Empire’s military organisation
was often secured by awarding ad hoc authorities.

One should underline that the study of the Byzantine state apparatus is largely
hindered by the terminology one encounters in the sources. We know that Byzantine
authors were reluctant to use so-called technical terms. One can establish this fact
most often from the expressions they used for functions (i.e. when describing the
true powers of a particular individual), but it did not apply only to that sphere. Thus,
in Byzantine histories and chronicles, a military-administrative district was more
rarely defined as a thema (8épa) — a term of undoubtedly technical content — and
more often defined by expressions such as émapyla, yn, xdpo.® In designating the
commanders in chief of the imperial army during a campaign, expedition or a war,
sources, especially the narrative ones, demonstrate a great variety in the use of
terminology: strategos (but not strategos tou thematos), stratopedarches (but not the
stratopedarches — one of the highest-ranking officers in the Byzantine army known
in the TE, a function created by Nikephoros II Phokas), stratelates (but not the
stratelates — the commander of a tagma ton Stratelaton, also one of the most senior
officers in the Byzantine army, mentioned in the TE), katarchon, archon (but not the
archon who administered the archontia — the smaller unit of a thematic
organisation), exarchos, etc.!0 The tendency of Byzantine authors to express an
officer’s function descriptively or use an archaic term for it, or a term from their own
epoch, and not use the words that actually designated it, makes it difficult to pinpoint
the possible official names of the commanding functions. That is why the simplest
solution was to define them by means of the rank lists that have been preserved. The
terms designating the functions known from the taktika certainly had a technical
meaning: this involved expressions that in a given period had a specific content.
Nevertheless, the value of the technical term should arise from a particular and
clearly defined authority. A good example is the title of Nikephoros Phokas the
Elder — “monostrategos of the Western Themes, Thrace and Macedonia and Kepha-
lonia, Longobardia and Calabria” (G. Monachos—Muralt 757): the source precisely
described over which troops the commander in chief’s military power extended, so
one can hardly say that in this case the term monostrategos did not have a technical
meaning.!!

Regardless of whether it was regulated by a function known in the taktikon or
with the awarding of some extraordinary appointment, all power flowed from the

9 For instance, we know from the Vita Basilii (Theoph. Cont. 212), that Basil I came from the
“land” of the Macedonians (obtokpdtmp Baoiieiog dppato pév x tng Maxeddvov yng), i.e. from the
theme of Macedonia. The great changes that swept through the thematic organisation from the second
half of the 10t century, which would be particularly striking in the following century, would lead to the
term O¢po losing its technical meaning, Ahrweiler, Administration 79; Maksimovié, Palaiologoi 34.

10°A list of the terms denoting the commanders in chief appears in Guilland, Recherches I,
380-404 (with a prosopographic list).

!l This, apparently, refers to military detachments, not districts, v. p. 167.
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emperor (¢£ovota ¢k BaciAéwg): 2 the emperor’s interventions had an equal bearing
on how the state apparatus functioned both in the official domain and in the sphere
that one can only provisionally call unofficial (e.g. when he circumvented the
official hierarchy by granting special authorities). The emperor’s bestowal of a
particular power, either military or civil, on one of his subjects made it possible for
the ruler to reduce or extend authorities at will (and so, for instance, not every
domestikos ton Scholon possessed equal powers). For these reasons, it would be
more accurate to classify functions and authorities as regular and extraordinary
(irregular). The functions known from the taktika were foreseen and traditionally
registered in the rank lists, therefore, as such, they were regular; it did not matter if
this referred to positions that in some particular period may have temporarily been
vacant. Extraordinary or periodical authorities were awarded in specific and, fre-
quently, extraordinary situations (the imminent threat of an external enemy, crushing
a rebellion against imperial power). The bearers of such authorities were given some
kind of special mandate which, as a rule, was of limited duration and purpose. The
periodicity or irregularity and unpredictability of awarding such authorities resulted
in their bearers not being mentioned in the official rank lists. Besides, in many cases
it remains questionable whether these extraordinary authorities meant only the tem-
porarily expanded military powers of an official or dignitary, or whether it involved
functions in the true sense of the word.

And finally, one should stress the most notable and essential difference
between regular (formal) and extraordinary, so-called unofficial powers and
functions. It was based on the fact that a number of lower-ranking functionaries were
subordinated to the bearer of every function known in the taktika.'3 Philotheos
enumerated 60 dignitaries from the group &&lon die Adyov, who were assigned to
the so-called category of officials “with a beard” (ot BapBatotr). They were at the
head of the state apparatus — in the capital or the provinces — and through them the
ruler regulated the state’s entire civil and military administration.'# It was from these
functions that power generated over clearly designated, subordinate functionaries,
who also had a defined place in the official hierarchy (and accordingly, they too
were mentioned in the taktika). To put it more simply, the duties and ranks of
officers subordinated to a thematic strategos or to a commander of tagmatic units
constituted part of the said functions. Such a clearly defined and designated hierar-
chical division of authorities proceeding from top level, formal military functions
(thematic strategoi and tagmatic commanders), however, did not ensue from
extraordinary appointments. Evidently, this did not mean that a particular strategos
autokrator or monostrategos did not have his own subordinates. Under his command

12 Scyl. 320.

13 Three of the four preserved taktika from the 910" century point to the said difference: the
TU, the FK and the TB. The TE is the exception.

14 Apart from the dignities in the group &&{o 816 Adyov, there were also titles in Byzantium that
belonged to the group ééia dic BpaBeiwv; this category mainly consisted of honorary titles. Philothcos
also distinguished titles from the group &&ilo 816 Adyov, which were reserved for cunuchs but, in time,
some of them also became accessible to officials “with beards™, FK 101-103; 125-135; 282.
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were military functionaries known from the official taktika, however, their
participation in a campaign depended on the circumstances, needs and possibilities.

Characteristics of the most senior command authorities

In the period following the introduction of the thematic system (7th century)
and prior to the reforms of the supreme command that began in the middle of the
10th century, the following dignitaries or officials: the strategos of the theme, the do-
mestikos ton Scholon and the monostrategos represented the top echelons of the
military hierarchy. In order to make this discussion easier to follow, I would add to
this group the strategos autokrator, with the remark that this was a term which,
ostensibly, did not signify a function in the true sense of the word; in addition, the
revival of its use in Byzantine sources coincided with the period when the reform
started of the institution of the supreme command (the second half of the 10t
century).

Strategos tou thematos — Since the introduction of the thematic system (the
7t century) until the 9th century, the strategoi of the themes dominated the military
hierarchy. The primary military authority of the strategos was territorially limited to
the district he was entrusted with administering and, from that time, he appeared for
the most part in his capacity as commander of the units from his theme. However,
the military powers of the strategos of a theme could, if necessary, be temporarily
broadened; there are signs which indicate that during a campaign, in which strategoi
and troops from different themes took part, supreme command was entrusted to one
of them (without any additional, official appointment to this second, relevant
function), which meant that he possessed temporary military powers over the units
from the other themes and their strategoi.'S Sources do not specify the criterion
according to which a strategos was given precedence in command over his
colleagues — the participants in a campaign. Nevertheless, the data shows that the
sequence in the official hierarchy (as presented in the taktika) could influence the
choice of commander in chief, as could the favour of the monarch. Also awarding
the post of supreme command of the armies and strategoi from two or more themes
depended on the territory where the war was being waged.!®

At the same time as the thematic strategoi dominated the military hierarchy
(until the middle of the 9th century), the practice also existed of granting extra-
ordinary powers (see monostrategos).

The affirmation of the domestikos ton Scholon that followed under the
Amorian dynasty (in the mid 9t century) reduced the command powers of the
strategos to the troops of his own theme. However, the sources show that this was

IS'R. J. Lilie, Dic byzantinische Reaktion auf dic Ausbreitung der Araber. Studien zur
Strukturwandlung des byzantinischen Staates im 7. und 8. Jhd., Miinchen 1976, 167; Mikpd Acio 207 et
n. 46 (V. N. Vlyssidou).

16 Theoph. 445, 451, 500-501. In more detail Krsmanovi¢, O problemu 90-95.
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not based on a rule but on customary practice. In the time when the Byzantine
military organisation relied on thematic and not tagmatic troops, the command
powers of the thematic strategos, if necessary, could extend over unified units from
several districts. It was the professionalisation of the Byzantine army, which became
more obvious from the middle of the 10th century, that would gradually lead to
narrowing down the authorities as a whole — both military and civil — of the
thematic strategoi.!” The professionalisation of the army required the affirmation of
a new staff of officers, which at the end of the 10t century brought about changes in
the provincial military hierarchy. From the epoch of Nikephoros II Phokas and
especially John I Tzimiskes, the positions of the new military functionaries in the
provinces, the doukes and the katepano, became official. Because their command
powers covered extensive territories, in the new military systems the thematic stra-
tegoi were given a lower place, given that they were subordinate to the regional
doukes or katepano.'$

Domestikos ton Scholon — We know that the taktika of the 9t and the 10th
centuries enumerate four top-ranking commanders of the tagmatic units. These were
officers who possessed command powers: the domestkos ton Scholon, the domestikos
ton Exkoubiton, the droungarios tes Viglas /tod &pi6pod and the domestikos ton
Hikanaton. Each of them, along with their appointments, was given one of four
tagmata that were originally stationed in the capital or its environs. In addition to
their appointment to these functions the said officers also had subordinates assigned
to them as their staff (for instance, the topoteretes was a characteristic lower-ranking
officer of the tagmatic army).! However, not all the mentioned tagmatic com-
manders represented the Byzantine military leadership in the true sense of the word,
for the simple reason that their military powers, albeit of a command nature, were
limited to a particular tagma — ton Scholon or ton Exkoubiton or tes Viglas or ton
Hikanaton — and to particular lower-ranking officers. As time passed, the domes-
tikos ton Scholon was singled out and, with the thematic strategoi, accordingly
included in the top military hierarchy.

Right until the middle of the 9th century, the need to unify the military com-
mands during a campaign was resolved either by means of granting extended autho-
rities to the thematic strategoi or by awarding powers to a monostrategos. In the time
of the Amorian dynasty, certain changes came about in the organisation of the
supreme command of the Empire. The military power of the strategoi was reduced
with the division of the vast so-called themes of Herakleios (610-641). On the other
hand, the centralisation of the supreme command was carried out by means of the
function of the domestikos ton Scholon: in the time of Michael III (842-867), and it

17 Ahrweiler, Administration 36 sq.

18 Krsmanovié, O problemu 108-110.

19 Philotheos stated that the functionaries were the staff of the aforesaid four tagmatic
commanders, FK 111 (staff of the domestikos ton Scholon); 111-113 (staff of the domestikos ton
Exkoubiton); 115 (staff of the droungarios tes Viglas); 119 (staff of the domestikos ton Hikanaton). On
the tagmata of the capital, v. J. B. Bury, The Imperial Administrative System in the Ninth Century,
London 1911, 47-64.
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is possible that this already occurred during the reign of his father, Theophilos
(829-842), the functioning of the supreme command was finally regulated in such a
way that the domestikos ton Scholon was designated as the supreme commander of
the army during a campaign (in the absence of the emperor). The transformation of
the domestikos ton Scholon from an officer of the capital to a provincial officer was
gradual. As the most reputable tagmatic commander of the capital, first of all, he was
entitled to unite, if necessary, all four tagmata of the capital under his command.
From the middle of the 9th century, his command powers were even extended to the
thematic units and so sources from that time onwards mention him as the com-
mander of “the tagmata and the themata”. His competences were primarily
connected to the East and in exceptional cases to the Balkan region (during the
intense military conflict with Symeon). One may say that in terms of prestige, the
domestikos ton Scholon eclipsed the monostrategos (particularly in the eastern part of
the Empire), and that he reduced the command power of the strategos to the troops
recruited in the frontiers of his theme.20

Monostrategos — The appointment of a monostrategos belonged to the cate-
gory of extraordinary powers. For that reason, this term was often considered to have
no technical meaning. However, according to what we have learned so far, mono-
strategos was a title encountered on seals,2! which could run in favour of the view
that it referred to an official (formal) term. Nevertheless, narrative sources have left
certain dilemmas regarding the nature of the military powers the monostrategos held.
The term povootpdtnyog itself indicates that this referred to the powers of
“one/single strategos™ (povototog otpatnydg).22 Still, the question remains open as
to what meaning the word “strategos” had in this Greek compound — whether it
simply referred to the commander of an army on a campaign or to a military digni-
tary connected with a certain military-administrative district (thema), whose com-
mand powers had been expanded temporarily to include the troops from another
themata?

It has already been observed that in the 8th century, the term monostrategos
was used in a more precise sense.?3 From that time, it did not only signify a military
commander, i.e. the chief strategos (which would be the most general definition of
this notion throughout all the Byzantine epochs), but the term was used to designate
the commander of the army in a campaign, which consisted of troops from different
military districts, i.e. themata. It follows from the aforesaid that the introduction of
the thematic arrangement and the changes in military organisation gave the function

20 On the affirmation of the domestikos ton Scholon as the highest ranking command officer of
the Byzantine army v. Krsmanovic, Potencijal 407-417.

21 The seal of Nikephoros Melissenos from the 11! century, with the titles protoproedros and
monostrategos 1oV AvotolMxk®v, V. Laurent, Documents de sigillographic byzantine. La collection C.
Orghidan, Paris 1952, 106-107, no. 196. W. Seibt, BZ 89/1 (1996) 135-137, recommended changes in
the reading of the three inscriptions on the seals, belonging to the so-called Preslav Collection, published
by I. Jordanov (J nos. 191; 193; 476; cf. Corpus II, no. 638).

22 Cf. Ahrweiler, Administration 57.

23 Guilland, Recherches 1, 382.
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of the monostrategos a more precise content, which was adjusted to the new military
organisation.

After the supreme command was centralised, during the rule of the Amorian
dynasty, the term monostrategos acquired yet another meaning. An officer who was
given this title gradually became connected with the Byzantine West, in other words,
to the army recruited in the western themes. He was perceived, in a manner of
speaking, to be a colleague of the domestikos ton Scholon: since the command
powers of the domestikos ton Scholon were linked almost as a rule to the eastern
troops that took part in the conflicts in the eastern part of the Empire and, when
needed, in the Balkans as well,24 a command of the same type was regulated over the
so-called western troops by creating an appointment with the title of monostrategos.
Hence, the term monostrategos is attached to the phrase “western themes™ (1o
duTikd Bépota). 2’

Strategos autokrator — The term strategos autokrator itself emphasised the
military power that proceeded from the granting of this authority. In the most general
sense, until the demise of the Empire, the strategos autokrator designated the
commander in chief of the army on a campaign.2® Like the monostrategos, the
strategos autokrator represented an extraordinary title and so it did not appear in the
Byzantine official rank lists. Neither was this appointment considered to have the
value of a technical term.27 Still, narrative sources confirm that it was a widespread
practice to grant the authorities of a strategos autokrator during certain epochs. It
was remarked that the term was in widespread use in the early Byzantine period;
with the transition to a thematic military organisation, the term surategos autokrator
temporarily disappeared from the sources only to reappear in use in the second half
of the 10th century.?8 Bearing in mind that the Empire was expanding militarily in
the course of that century, the revival of this term in Byzantine authors’ manuscripts
should also be observed as a consequence of the need to make a distinction when
explaining the level of command powers exercised by the most senior-ranking mi-
litary commanders.

The information that can be found about the strategos autokrator leaves
numerous dilemmas. One could formulate them briefly in the question of whether
this referred to a separate function, a synonym for some other duty, or simply
whether it referred to the temporary expansion of already existing military powers.
Sources from the second half of the 10th and from the 11t centuries show that the
term strategos autokrator was most often used to designate the domestikos ton

24 Krsmanovic, Potencijal 425.

23 In more detail Krsmanovié, O problemu 95-101.

26 Cf. Ahrweiler, Administration 52 n. 3; Guilland. Recherches 1, 382-384.

27 Oikonomides, Listes 334. For the scal of the strategos autokrator (?) v. N. Banescu, Les sceaux
byzantines trouvés a Silistrie, Byz. VII (1932) 329-330.

28 As one can see from the prosopographic list given by Guilland, Recherches 1, 382-384, the use
of this term in the sources was frequent in the early Byzantine epoch, as well as later, from the middle of
the 11t century, or more precisely, from the reign of Constantine IX Monomachos (1042-1055).
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Scholon, the officer who even in regular circumstances possessed command powers
of the highest rank. However, it is indicative that data regarding the strategos
autokrator is most often linked to the complex military-political circumstances
(ambitious expeditions, the establishment or defence of the Byzantine presence in a
particular area, the crushing of rebellions against the central government). It is the
extraordinariness and the unusual political context which accompanied the strategos
autokrator that made impossible to equate this term fully with the domestikos ton
Scholon.2%

All the said titles — whether they belonged in the category of regular posts
registered in the taktika or to the group of extraordinary authorities — were
characterised by accumulative military powers, i.e. the ability to have command over
different types of military units (provincial and from the capital, land or naval
forces). Their authorities were connected with the army, that is to say, with the
organisation and administration of the army in a campaign. The difference between
them was the duration of the mandate and the level of command powers.

29 The term strategos autokrator designated the military power of the Byzantine emperor and the
military nature of the ruler: for Michacl Psellos, the strategos autokrator was the same as the otpaTidTng
abtokpatep, Chron. 11, 18, 86. The term strategos autokrator was also used as a synonym for “emperor
autokrator and so Michael Attaleiates designated the two usurpers from the 11t century, Leo Tornikios
and Isaac Komnenos, as strategos autokrator, Attal. 23, 54; in more detail Krsmanovi¢, O problemu
101-108.






II

SHAPING THE SYSTEM
OF THE SUPREME MILITARY COMMAND
(The Middle of the 10™ Century — 976)

In the domain of regular (formal) military functions of a command nature, the
TE registered a very striking difference in relation to the rank lists of earlier epochs.
While the TU, FK and TB mention only one representative of the supreme command
over the army in a campaign — the domestikos ton Scholon, in the TE (26323-27), five
functionaries of this type are mentioned; these were the domestikos ton Scholon of
the East and of the West, the stratopedarches3© of the East and of the West and the
stratelates 3!

It is considered that the reform of the organisation of the Empire’s supreme
military command officially began in the time of Romanos II (959-963), when there
was a duplication or a division of the functions of the domestikos ton Scholon; this
process formally ended with the institutionalisation of new posts, the stratopedarches
and the stratelates. Both terms were widely used among Byzantine historians and
chroniclers and designated a high-ranking military commander. But the meaning of
these terms was of a literary nature until the reform of the institution of the supreme
command — a process that unfolded during the reign of Nikephoros II Phokas
(963-969) and his successor John I Tzimiskes (969-976) — when it became technical.
Needless to say, increasing the number of formal functions of a command nature did
not lessen the frequency of awarding extraordinary appointments.

At a first glimpse already, the impression one has of the command personnel
listed in the TE imposes the simple question of how and why the expansion of
command duties came about among the most senior ranks and instead of the one
formal function of that type, five appeared. Understandably, the answer must begin
with the story about the domestikos ton Scholon.

30 Guilland, Recherches 1, 498-521; Qikonomides, Listes 334-335.
31 Ahrweiler, Administration 28, 42, 56, 58; Guilland, Recherches 1, 385-392; Oikonomides,
Listes 332.
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The case of the Phokas family:
an example of the privatisation of a function

The 10t century represents the great epoch of the domestikos ton Scholon3?
when this officer was fully affirmed. The position of the domestikos ton Scholon
became the source of great power and, in the second half of the 10th century, the
impression existed that it was a stepping stone to imperial power. The intensification
of Byzantium’s expansionist policy in the East, obviously from the beginning of the
century, resulted in the monarch transferring the prerogatives of supreme command to
the domestikos ton Scholon, who was at liberty to conduct operations on the battlefield
as he thought fit. The protracted and intense war Byzantium waged against the Arabs
in the East was also the reason why personnel changes were not made frequently in the
case of the domestikos ton Scholon. That fact brought a new quality to this function —
unusually long mandates: thus John Kourkouas under Romanos I Lakapenos
(920-944) performed the duties of the domestikos ton Scholon in a continuous period
of 22 years and 7 months (Theoph. Cont. 426; Scyl. 230). Still, the affirmation of the
domestikos ton Scholon was nevertheless most visible in the example of the renowned
of the Phokas family, whose members throughout four generations were appointed to
this post.33 It is precisely in the case of the Phokai, who were active at the time of
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos (913-959) and Romanos Il (959-963), that one
realises how great a source of power the function of the domestikos ton Scholon could
offer; meanwhile, on the example of the Phokas family, one can see to what extent the
distribution of the most senior-ranking command and military-administrative positions
could be linked to particular individuals.

When Constantine VII began to rule in his own right (944/945), Bardas
Phokas was awarded the title of magistros and appointed to the post of domestikos
ton Scholon (Theoph. Cont. 436; Sym. Mag. 753).34 A little later,3 his sons were
awarded appointments: the eldest, Nikephoros, was appointed strategos of the theme
of Anatolikon in the rank of patrikios; the younger, Leo, also a patrikios, became the
strategos of Cappadocia, while Bardas’ youngest son, Constantine, was appointed
strategos of Seleukeia (Scyl. 238). In this way, the Empire’s entire eastern policy
came into the hands of representatives of the Phokas family. In addition, the said
mandates were not short-term: Bardas Phokas held the post of domestikos ton
Scholon for the period of one decade. At the end of the year 954 or the beginning of
955, a kind of “silent coup™ took place in the Phokas family:3¢ magistros Bardas
withdrew from the position of domestikos ton Scholon, passing it on to his eldest son,

32 Guilland, Recherches I, 429. A partial prosopographic list of the domestikoi ton Scholon of the
9t and 10t centuries was given by Cheynet, Phocas 312-313; in more detail Kiihn, Armee 73-92.

33 The position of domestikos ton Scholon was held by Nikephoros Phokas the Elder, his sons
Leo and Bardas, and subsequently Bardas’ sons, Nikephoros (the future emperor) and Leo (the future
kouropalates) as well as Bardas, the son of the kouropalates Leo. On the Phokas family v. Djuric, Foke;
Cheynet, Phocas.

34 Cf. Scyl. 238: domestikos ton Scholon of the East.

35 The promotion of the Phokas family did not occur simultancously, Djuri¢, Foke 249.

36 Tbid. 251.
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Nikephoros, a patrikios and till then the strategos of Anatolikon; the vacant post of
the strategos of Anatolikon went to Leo Phokas (Theoph. Cont. 459, 462), while in
Cappadocia a close relative of the Phokas family, Constantine Maleinos was
appointed to the post of strategos in Cappadocia.3?

As for the honorary titles that accompanied the appointment of the new
domestikos, sources provide different data. According to Theophanes Continuatus,
Nikephoros Phokas, till then the patrikios and strategos of Anatolikon, did become
the domestikos ton Scholon under Constantine VII, but he was only granted the rank
of magistros by his son, Romanos II (Theoph. Cont. 472). From Leo the Deacon and
John Skylitzes, one may conclude that Nikephoros received the title of magistros
simultaneously with his new post, which means already in 954-955 (Diac. 7; Scyl.
249). Since the domestikos ton Scholon was registered as second in rank to the
strategos of Anatolikon in all the rank lists of Byzantine functionaries, evidently the
appointment of Nikephoros Phokas to the position of domestikos could, even in the
formal sense, be understood as a promotion in the hierarchy (he replaced his father
who had withdrawn “by virtue of his years and age”) only if Nikephoros had a title
that was senior to that of his brother, the patrikios Leo, and de facto his successor to
the post in the theme of Anatolikon.38

The formal beginning of the reform of the institution of the supreme command
(and its further progress) was also linked to the Phokas family.

In the time of Romanos 11, the hitherto single function of the domestikos ton
Scholon was divided into two: in 959/960 the duties of the domestikos ton Scholon of
the East and the domestikos ton Scholon of the West were instituted formally (Theoph.
Cont. 472).39 The competences of the first were linked to the so-called eastern army
while the other had supreme command in the West.40 The TE (26323-24) attests that
these were regular (formal) functions, in which two officers were registered.
Evidently, an order had to be established between them — the East had precedence,

37 According to Sym. Mag. 755, the patrikios Leo was appointed strategos v dvtikav. Cf.
Djuri¢, Foke 252 et n. 66; 254; Cheynet, Phocas 300-302, 314.

3% An individual’s place in the official hicrarchy was defined according to his honorary titles and
duties. In the taktika, the strategos of Anatolikon had precedence in relation to the domestikos ton
Scholon. The change in the order of those two functions was due to the title that accompanied them. It
would proceed from the previously mentioned that the strategos of Anatolikon would have precedence in
the case when he and the domestikos ton Scholon both held the rank of patrikios; if the domestikos ton
Scholon was a magistros, then this title would have given him precedence in relation to a patrikios and
strategos of Anatolikon. However, actually, the example of the domestikos ton Scholon shows that the
importance of his duties did not represent the criterion based on which his position in the rank list was
determined: the strategos of Anatolikon traditionally held a higher rank than all the other provincial
military and civil functionaries. He also retained this precedence in relation to the five most senior
commanding officers mentioned in the TE, even though the sources indicate that the order was different
in reality, cf. Oikonomides, Listes 285-288.

39 Cf. Ahrweiler, Administration 56-58; Kiihn, Armee 136-138.

40 Tt is believed that in the 10t century, the Byzantine army was divided into two large armies,
castern and western; the first was stationed in the region of Asia Minor, and the second, in the European
part of the Empire, Dagron, Traité 255; Lefort, Rhétorique 274. The core of the western army consisted
of units from the Byzantine districts of Thrace and Macedonia; from Tzimiskes’ time, they were joined by
the troops assigned to the region of the Thessalonike theme, i.e. the doukaton of Thessalonike.
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considering that it was more important for Byzantium (which can also be seen from
the order of the strategoi of the themes of Asia Minor and Europe). Thus, the
domestikos ton Scholon of the East held a higher rank than his western counterpart.

The belief prevails that the domestikos ton Scholon of the East was the true
successor of the old domestikos ton Scholon,*! whose primary competences had
extended over the eastern military units ever since the times when the supreme
military authorities were centralised. At least two questions are linked to instituting
the function of the domestikos ton Scholon of the West: Which region was in the
jurisdiction of this new Byzantine army officer? And secondly — what were the
reasons for the institutional regulation of the command system in the West of By-
zantium coming so late, when it was evident that in the earlier period, the need had
already existed for centralising the supreme command?

As it would transpire, the competences of the domestikos ton Scholon of the
West were connected almost exclusively with the Balkans and the Balkan army.42
Therefore, it turns out that the definition “of the West” in this case had a limited
geographical meaning. We know that Byzantium’s most important military problem in
the Balkans were the Bulgars. In the period before the post of domestikos ton Scholon
of the West was created, the unified military command was secured in several ways. In
that region, an emperor like Nikephoros 1 (802-811), for instance, could lead the army
in a campaign; however, the chief burden of the Byzantine-Bulgarian war was
shouldered by the strategoi and the armies of the themes of Thrace and, particularly,
Macedonia. In the period when the conflict became more intense, as in the war with
Symeon, the supreme command was entrusted to the old domestikos ton Scholon.
Needless to say, he was accompanied on the Balkan battlefields by military units
recruited in the East. In large scale expeditions in the other western parts of the
Empire, the supreme command was organised through the local strategoi or by
awarding the powers of a monostrategos (as shown in the examples connected with
Byzantium’s engagement in the area of southern Italy and Sicily).

Evidently, there was a need to centralise the supreme military command in the
West even before the division of the function of the domestikos ton Scholon. The
Byzantine West needed a centralised command system at the time when the
domestikos ton Scholon of the East had overshadowed the thematic szrategoi and taken
over command of the eastern troops. Evidence of this is the data about the division of
military power in the period of the reign of Michael I1I: the emperor rewarded the two
sons of the caesar Bardas by appointing the elder to the post of domestikos ton Scholon
and the younger as “monostrategos of the western armies/themes” (LOVOGTPATNYOG TMV
dutik@v) (Sym. Mag. 665).43 However, these were temporary appointments. The
institution of the regular position of commander in chief over the western army did not

41 Ahrweiler, Administration 57-58.

42 According to Yahya I, 778, Nikephoros Phokas headed the Cretan expedition in 960/961 as
domestikos of the West, v. further text.

43 Ahrweiler, Administration 57 et n. 4. One should mention an earlier record from the rule of the
empress Eirene (797-802), when the eunuch Aetios attempted to establish control of the army by retaining
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come about until the beginning of the rule of Romanos I, even though at that time,
Byzantium was not exposed to any significant pressure in its western territories, as it
had been during the long-lasting war with Symeon.

According to Leo the Deacon, Leo Phokas, the brother of Nikephoros Phokas,
was appointed ‘“katarchon of the armies of Europe” (t@v tng Edpdnng
GTPATIOTIK®V KOTOAGY®V katdpyovta) — “the authority which the Rhomaioi call
the domestikos of the West” (Aopéotikov dVoemg Popoiot Thv totodTny &pymnv
dvopatovot). His appointment was apparently connected with an incursion by the
“Skythian army” (“a tribe they call the Huns™44) across the Danube into Byzantine
territory which the domestikos (or “strategos’) successfully repelled (Diac. 18-19).
Leo remained briefly in this post: because his brother was occupied with the Cretan
expedition, he was re-assigned to Asia in order to take over command in the war
against the Arabs.

Because Leo Phokas was the first (?) domestikos ton Scholon of the West,45 it
is likely that the ambitions and needs of the powerful representatives of the Phokas
family at least partly explain the creation of the new function. The mere enumeration
of the functions that Nikephoros and his brother held in the brief reign of Romanos 11
indicate the extraordinary dynamism in the organisation of the supreme military
command. This dynamism was the result of intense campaigns and was reflected in the
numerous appointments to different positions of command. Meanwhile, one should
pay attention to the fact that in the sources, different terms were used to designate
supreme command functions, some of which represented a formal function, while we
do not know whether others were used in a technical or a literary meaning.

Nikephoros Phokas is known to have occupied the position of domestikos ton
Scholon, apparently in the rank of magistros, when the change on the throne occur-
red in 959. By the year 960, he had been sent against the Cretan Arabs in a war that
would end with the conquest of this island in 961. A discrepancy exists in the
sources regarding his rank at that time. According to Theophanes Continuatus, he
conducted the Cretan expedition as the domestikos ton Scholon (Theoph. Cont.
473-481; Sym. Mag. 758-760), while according to Leo the Deacon, he received

for himself command over the castern themes (of Anatolikon and Opsikion), while his brother, Leo, was
appointed monostrategos in Thrace and Macedonia, Theoph. 475. On the military significance of Opsikion
v. Lounghis, Opsikian Domesticates 27-36; for the history of the theme v. idem, Mikpd Acio 163-200.

44 Presumably, this refers to the Pechenegs or Ungars, Djuri¢, Foke 253-254.

45 Ambiguitics exist regarding the name of the first domestikos ton Scholon of the West because
Theophanes Continuatus in one place (472) refers to Leo Phokas and, in another (480), he mentions that
in the time of Romanos II, Marianos Argyros as “monostrategos in the theme of Macedonia and katepano
of the West* repelled the Ungar assault on Thrace. Since the katepano of the West was considered to be
similar to, or the same as the domestikos ton Scholon of the West (4hrweiler, Administration 58, 65; cf.
Kiihn, Armee 145 n. 42), different views were expressed about the name of the first domestikos ton
Scholon of the West: Lounghis, Commandement supréme en Italic, 155, dates the mandate of Marianos
Argyros to the time around 959, that is, before the mandate of Leo Phokas. Cheynet — Vannier, Argyroi
63, attribute Marianos’ mandate to 959 but no connection is established with the mandate of Leo Phokas.
Cheynet, Nouvelle hypothese 199, mentions Leo Phokas as the first domestikos ton Scholon of the West
in 959/960, followed by Nikephoros Phokas, who headed the Cretan expedition of 960/961 in that
capacity and, subsequently, Marianos Argyros — 961/962.
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special authorities. So, he was described as “strategos autokrator in the war against
the Cretans” (Diac. 7: adtokpdtope. oTpotnyov Thg mpog tovg Kphtag pdyng
kexelpotovnkev). The Arabian author, Yahya of Antioch (I, 778), describes him as
the domestikos of the West.40

We know that under his command was a fleet of more than 3,000 ships, as well
as tagmatic and thematic troops and their commanders (Theoph. Cont. 475; 481: tov
TOYHATOV Kol TOV Bepotik®v &pxdvtov). In addition, taking part in the campaign
on Crete were a variety of troops (domestic and mercenary), gathered from various
parts of the Empire: there is mention of troops and commanders from Thrace and
Macedonia, and also some Slav troops, for whom it was impossible to tell where
they had been recruited (Theoph. Cont. 474: ¢mA€kT0V GTPATONESOV OpoKiIKMDV
Mokedovikov kol TOAapnoiavev; 476); then, there was a separate account of the
participation of Russian troops (infantry and cavalry?), who must have been
mercenary soldiers (Theoph. Cont. 476); Armenians played an important role in the
Cretan war (Theoph. Cont. 481; Diac. 14: 10 t@v Appeviov otigog; 28), as well as
other troops, who had come from the theme of Anatolikon (Theoph. Cont. 476) and
from the theme of Thrakesion, under the command of the strategos Nikephoros
Pastilas (Diac. 8-9).47

As the command authorities of the five functionaries mentioned in the TE was
exercised principally through the ground forces, it seems that in this case,
Nikephoros Phokas was awarded a special mandate. The said quotations show that
the Cretan expedition (above all because of the necessary participation of the fleet)
was a vast and expensive venture of a specific character; therefore, it must have been
a campaign that exceeded the scope of the regular activities of the domestikos ton
Scholon. Namely, it was not usual for this officer to have command powers over the
fleet. So, it seems there are grounds to assume that, even as domestikos ton Scholon
(of the East or the West?), the prerogatives of Nikephoras Phokas were increased,
which Leo the Deacon could express by using the term strategos autokrator.#3

And while magistros Nikephoros was occupied on Crete, his brother Leo,
whom Romanos II had first appointed domestikos ton Scholon of the West in the
rank of magistros (Theoph. Cont. 472; Sym. Mag 758),4% was re-assigned to the
East, seeing that the Emir of Aleppo had taken advantage of Byzantium’s

46 Cf. Cheynet, Nouvelle hypothese 199 et n. 17; Dagron, Traité 153; 313 (Cheynet, Phocas).

47 On the Cretan expedition, v. Ahrweiler, Mer 112-115; in more detail, D. Tsougarakis,
Byzantine Crete. From the 5% Century to the Venetian Conquest, Athens 1988, 53-74.

48 In the History by Leo the Deacon, it emerges that Phokas was the domestikos ton Scholon at
the time of the change on the throne in 959, and was later awarded the powers of strategos autokrator and
sent to Crete. After the conquest of Crete, in 961, Romanos II rewarded him and “gave him power over
Asia™; after he was “again granted the honour of domestikos™, Phokas crossed the Bosphoros and set out
against the Arabs, Diac. 29. Cf. Krsmanovié, O problemu 103.

49 W. Seibt, BZ 67 (1974) 568, proposed a correction in the reading of the inscription on the scal
of a certain magistros Leo (J. Touratsoglou, Les sceaux byzantins en plomb de la collection Michel
Ritsos au Musée de Thessaloniki, Byzantina 5, 1973, 281), to Leo, magistros and domestikos ton
Scholon. Furthermore, Seibt, Reliquiarkreuz 305 ct n. 11, assumes that this scal could have belonged to
Leo Phokas. Cf. Z II, no. 1077.
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engagement on Crete and attacked the eastern regions. In the year 960, Leo
successfully pushed back the attack of Sayf al-Daula and returned to the capital
where he celebrated a triumph. However, an explanation is still required regarding
what function he had. According to Theophanes Continuatus, “the patrikios and
domestikos of the East was sent instead of his brother” (Theoph. Cont. 479: éx
TPOSAOTOV T0V &deAPoD odToV)50 to the East, while Leo the Deacon (Diac. 19, 20,
24) describes him as “the strategos™ in Asia — obviously a literary term. A later
source, John Skylitzes, mentions that on that occasion, Leo was elevated to
magistros and honoured with the title of domestikos (Scyl. 250), perhaps with the
function of domestikos ton Scholon of the East.5!

Data referring to the career of Nikephoros Phokas after the conquest of
Chandax (Kandia) testifies that the brothers, apparently, succeeded each other in the
position of domestikos ton Scholon of the East. According to Leo the Deacon, after
the successful termination of the Cretan expedition, the emperor rewarded Nike-
phoros with gifts and “gave him power over Asia and again honouring him (a61g
dnolwodpevog) with the title of domestikos™ (Diac. 29). And so it happened that
Nikephoros Phokas as the domestikos ton Scholon of the East lived to see the
beginning and the end of Romanos’ reign.

A summary review of the service of both Phokas brothers fully justifies the
assertion by Theophanes Continuatus that the emperor Romanos “entrusted care of
the army to the brothers” (Theoph. Cont. 472: Thv @povtido. 00 GTPATOV TOlG
adtadérgolg katamotevoavta). During his rule, the Phokas brothers fully con-
trolled the Empire’s eastern policy, chiefly through their positions as the domestikoi
ton Scholon of the East and the West and their special authorities. Meanwhile, one
should stress that at issue was not only the fact that the members of the Phokas
family were commanders in chief of the army for many years (even though not one
Phokas outlasted John Kourkouas, who spent more than two decades in the post of
domestikos ton Scholon), but that they held these posts continually for several
generations and, from the period of the independent rule of Constantine VII, they

50 Firstly, Thephanes Continuatus, here, designates Leo Phokas as a patrikios, even though carlier
(472), he mentioned that Romanos II had elevated him to the rank of magistros when he appointed him
domestikos ton Scholon of the West — a function he had performed before he received command over the
caslcm army in 960. Sccondly it is not entirely clear how one should interpret the exprusmn £k
TPOGOTOV TOL &SeAPOL adTOV, given that the institution ek prosopou officially existed in Byzantium.
According to the TU, FK and TB, it designated a thematic strategos: namely, the emperor could appoint
the ek prosopou tou strategou, a functionary who was not a strategos but possessed his authority (as
shown by the example in the DAI 50,74, 175, 180). This category of functionary was omitted in the TE but
scals show that the institution of the ek prosopou also survived in the 11! century, though it referred
mainly to civil functionaries. Essentially, the institution of the ek prosopou consisted of the emperor
being able to grant a dignitary the authorities deriving from a function, without officially appointing him
to the function itself. Although the competences of functionaries ek prosopou have not been fully
clarified (Ahrweiler, Administration 39-40; Oikonomides, Listes 342; Kiihn, Armee 144), this institution
should be interpreted as an attempt to render official, a widespread practice, that was characteristic for the
functioning of the Byzantine state apparatus, which relied on the difference between the awarding of
powers and nomination to an adequate function.

51 Yahya I, 778: domestikos of the East. The name of the function of Leo Phokas depends on the
interpretation of the function his brother, Nikephoros, had when he was leading the Cretan expedition.
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actually succeeded one another, a practice unknown in Byzantium and never
legalised:52 after the father, Bardas Phokas, the power of the domestikos ton Scholon
was conveyed to his eldest son, Nikephoros, and then the two brothers succeeded
cach other in that position. If one can say that in the second half of the 10th century,
the Phokas family waged, as it were, semi-private wars in the East,33 broadening the
power of the state they served and, at the same time, the power of their own family,
several arguments arise for considering at least two questions. Firstly, did the
so-called Phokas case involve the phenomenon of the privatisation of a function?54
And secondly, in the period of their domination, can one discern the beginnings of
the degradation of the function of the domestikos ton Scholon, reflected in its
division (duplication) and increasing resorting to special authorities (enabling
identical or similar powers), and in the fact that the competences of the domestikos
ton Scholon would become limited in the time that lay ahead?

Pretenders

One could interpret the increase in the number of the most senior commanding
officers registered in the TE from one to five primarily as the Byzantine state’s true
need to formalise the new command duties and enable the more efficient
management of military operations. For it was no coincidence that these changes in
the organisation of supreme command powers took place at a time of Byzantine
military expansion and the significant enlargement of state territories. As a rule, in a
situation of intense warfare, changes had to be made on the spot — as the result of
immediate circumstances, necessity and the requirement for more efficient solutions.
On the other hand, the increased number of top-ranking military functions also
signalled the expansion of the high aristocracy, whose representatives aspired to the
leading positions in the state for the sake of their own personal and family
affirmation. Events linked to the usurpation of Nikehoras Phokas and his rise to
power in 963 illustrate the manner in which the hierarchy was established among the
Byzantine military leaders and members of the class of magnates.

When Romanos II died in March 963, the formal successors to the throne were
his sons, Basil Il and Constantine VIII, who were both minors. At the time of the
emperor’s death, the domestikos ton Scholon of the East, Nikephoros Phokas was
returning to Constantinople from a successful Syrian campaign “having captured
over 60 Arabian fortresses” (Diac. 30), among them Berroia (Aleppo) — the capital
of Byzantium’s long-standing enemy, Sayf al-Daula (Scyl. 253; Zon. 492).55 With
the celebration of a triumph in Constantinople (in April, 963), the mission of the

52 Cf. Mwkpd Acla 81 (V. N. Vyssidou).

53 Djuri¢, Foke 249, 253.

34 On can say that the “privatisation™ of the thematic armies (Haldon, Military service 48)
preceded the privatisation central command system.

55 In the course of 962, the domestikos Nikephoros defeated the inhabitants of Tarsos, and
captured the fortresses of Anazarbos, Germanikeia, Telouch and others. He conquered Aleppo, the capital
of northern Syria, at the end of 962, though the Byzantines failed to take control of the city’s acropolis.
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domestikos ton Scholon officially came to an end. In the complex political cir-
cumstances caused by the struggle for power, the former domestikos endeavoured —
by legal means! — to retain command of the troops, which would enable him to
protect his own interests. With the patriarch Polyeuktos acting as a mediator, a
synkletos was convened and Nikephoros Phokas was proclaimed “strategos autokrator”
at a meeting of the synkletos and given command of the “army of Asia” to wage war
against the barbarians. Before he was awarded these extraordinary powers, he swore
an oath of allegiance to the legitimate emperors: the strategos autokrator pledged to
do nothing that would oppose their authority; the members of the synkletos vowed
not to allow anyone access to the highest dignity in the Empire (Diac. 34).

The extraordinary powers of the strategos autokrator represented the ultimate
honour awarded to Nikephoros Phokas before he would be crowned emperor and
autokrator of the Rhomaioi in August 963.5¢ However, other dignitaries were also
defending their own interests in the political upheaval at that time. Understandably,
the positions of the domestikos ton Scholon of the East and the domestikos ton
Scholon of the West became the means for the opposing sides to try and secure
supporters.

Informations in the sources indicate that in the Byzantine military leadership at
that time, three people were seen to be in positions that enabled them to play the role
of desirable allies:

— the strategos of Anatolikon, John Tzimiskes, in the rank of patrikios (Diac.
37-38; Scyl. 256; Zon. 496-497);57

— the commander of the Italic armies (t@v [ToAK®V 6TpaTEVUATOV TidN
katapEavta), the patrikios, Marianos Argyros (Diac. 37);

— “the then stratelates of the East”, magistros Romanos Kourkouas (Scyl. 256;
Zon. 496-497).

John Tzimiskes could have been appointed to succeed Leo Phokas in the post
of strategos of Anatolikon after the latter had been appointed domestikos ton Scholon
of the West (in 959 or most probably in 960).58 The sources clearly state that in the
military hierarchy, Tzimiskes was second in rank only to Nikephoros Phokas (Diac.
37; Scyl. 256). This order was not based on formal reasons alone (because Phokas as
magistros, domestikos ton Scholon of the East and subsequently strategos autokrator
was higher in rank than the strategos of Anatolikon in the rank of patrikios), but on

The military success in Syria was only temporary. Byzantium would finally establish its rule in Cilicia
and part of Syria in the reign of Nikephoros II Phokas and John I Tzimiskes.

56 It is possible that Leo the Deacon uses the term strategos autokrator in the literary sense, from
which it proceeds that in 963, Phokas’ mandate as domestikos ton Scholon of the East was merely
renewed, Krsmanovié, O problemu 103.

57 Later authors mistakenly ascribe the title of magistros to Tzimiskes, when he was the strategos
of Anatolikon (Scyl. 256; Zon. 496); that title belonged to him along with the position of domestikos ton
Scholon of the East, which he received from the usurper and, subsequently, from the emperor,
Nikephoros Phokas.

58 The mandate of John Tzimiskes apparently lasted from 960 to August 963, Cheynet, Skyl. 216
n. 12.
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the reputation Tzimiskes enjoyed as a military commander. Evidently, the rival
parties (and Joseph Bringas, who was designated by the deceased emperor Romanos
to be the protector of his legitimate successors, and Nikephoros Phokas) offered him
the position of domestikos ton Scholon of the East, a rank that not only satisfied his
ambitions but also represented a natural step on the upward path of the strategos of
Anatolikon (a practice the Phokas family had employed successfully during the 10th
century3?). Tzimiskes was elevated to the new title and duty by the usurper Phokas
and this title would be formally recognised and verified after his coronation.

Leo the Deacon mentions the patrikios Marianos Argyros as the other con-
tender for the position of domestikos ton Scholon of the East.® The term designating
his function, “commander of the Italic armies”, is not precise and leaves room for
different interpretations,®! particularly if one considers the previous service of
Marianos Argyros. Under Constantine VII, he had occupied the post of strategos of
Calabria and Longobardia but he had also commanded the troops from the themes of
Thrace and Macedonia (Theoph. Cont. 453-454); therefore, it is assumed that in his
case, an accumulation of functions had come about — a characteristic and frequent
phenomenon in the Byzantine command and military-administrative system.62
During the rule of Romanos II, Marianos was mentioned as the “monostrategos in
the theme of Macedonia and the then katepano of the West” (Theoph. Cont. 480:
LOVOGTPOTNYOUVTOG €V T Bepatt g Mokedoviag kol KOTEMGVO OVTOg TNG
dVoewg). The combination of appointments the source enumerates is interesting. The
term “katepano of the West” most probably implies the domestikos ton Scholon of
the West,03 the post to which Marianos was appointed at the time when Leo Phokas
(the first domestikos of the West?64) was re-assigned to Asia (960-961). However,
the term “monostrategos”, which signifies the sole military commander in a
particular region or of particular military units, is questionable. Its use in this place
could be explained by the literary ambitions of the author and his effort to stress the
domain of command powers of “the katepano of the West”. Evidently, in this case, it

39 From the second half of the 9 century, the order of elevation — from the strategos of
Anatolikon to the domestikos ton Scholon — was characteristic for the majority of officers, who became
domestikoi ton Scholon, Cheynet, Phocas 297 n. 27, 313. However, the first to ascend by such a
hierarchical order was Manuel the Armenian, the domestikos ton Scholon from the time of Theophilos,
Krsmanovi¢, Potencijal 408-410.

60 About the career of Marianos Argyros v. Vannier, Argyroi 30-32; Lounghis, Commandement
supréme en Italic 154-157; Chevnet — Vannier, Argyroi 62-63.

61 The position of katepano of Italy was established during the reign of Nikephoros II Phokas
(Falkenhausen, Untersuchungen 49, 83; Oikonomides, Listes 354), therefore, it is not a question of that
function, here. The task of Marianos Argyros may have been connected with the units from the region of
southern Italy, which belonged to the themes of Longobardia and Calabria. The dilemma also exists about
whether Marianos had command over the “Italic troops™ at the time when Joseph Bringas appealed to
him, or whether this was a description of his former function, Lounghis, Commandement supréme en
Italic 157; Cheynet — Vannier, Argyroi 63.

02 Falkenhausen, Untersuchungen 28, 81 no. 20:; 99 no. 73; 165-166; Vannier, Argyroi 30;
Cheynet — Vannier, Argyroi 63.

63 Ahrweiler, Administration 58, 65; Falkenhausen, Untersuchungen 81 no. 20; Vannier, Argyroi
31; Kiihn, Armee 145 n. 42.

64 V. p. 23 et n. 45.
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does not refer to the accumulation of two (almost equivalent) command positions but
to a description of the function of the “katepano of the West”, whose jurisdiction
extended to the troops from the themes of Macedonia and Thrace.65

In the events connected with the usurpation of Nikephoros Phokas, Marianos
was mentioned as patrikios and “commander of the Italic armies” on two occasions.
He was the first person Joseph Bringas addressed for support, offering him in return
the position of domestikos ton Scholon of the East. Marianos allegedly rejected the
promotion and sent the parakoimomenos to John Tzimiskes, “the second strategos™
in repute, after Nikephoros Phokas. From other reports, we learn that Marianos
remained loyal to Joseph Bringas’ party. And, with the patrikios Paschalios, he
commanded the “Macedonian phalanga™ that were stationed in the capital and he
was killed in street fighting (Diac. 37, 45-46).

According to the later author, John Skylitzes, the position of the domestikos
ton Scholon of the West was also the subject of negotiations: Joseph Bringas offered
the position to “the then stratelates of the East”, magistros Romanos Kourkouas, who
occupied the last place in the hierarchical order of the three personalities who
represented the military leadership of the Byzantine army at that time (Nikephoros
Phokas, John Tzimiskes, Romanos Kourkouas). The expression that designates his
official position is interesting because the stratelates was one of the four new officers
mentioned in the TE. Meanwhile, this was the sole function of the supreme military
command which was not divided at that time, so that the official rank list does not
register the stratelates of the East — a term belonging to the later period, when
Skylitzes was writing.%¢ Since, for certain reasons, it is accepted that the stratelates
was first mentioned as a formal function in connection with Bardas Skleros, who was
appointed to this position during Tzimiskes’ time, it turns out that in the case of
Romanos Kourkouas, it involved a literary description of some other function.67
However, it is striking that in this place, Skylitzes expressed himself accurately with
respect to the function of John Tzimiskes, using the technical (strategos of
Anatolikon) and not the literary expression. In addition, Kourkouas had the lofty title
of magistros, which would lead one to conclude that his position must have belonged
to the group of higher command functions, which Skylitzes, perhaps, expressed by the
term used in his epoch. There are no more details about him in the narrative sources,
but the seal of a certain Romanos, magistros and domestikos ton Scholon of the West,
was recently published (Bleisiegel II, no. 247). In the opinion of the publisher, it
belonged to this very Romanos Kourkouas. The possibility was left open that
Kourkouas took over the position of domestikos ton Scholon of the West either at the
intervention of Bringas (to whom Skylitzes refers) or after Nikephoros Phokas’
accession to the throne, and the seal is thus dated to the period 963/969.

03 V. pp. 63-64.

66 Oikonomides, Listes 332.

67 Following Skylitzes™ system, Cheynet, Skyl. 217 n. 13, suggested that Kourkouas was the
commander of some large eastern theme, to all intents and purposes, the theme of Armeniakon, given that
its strategos came after the strategos of Anatolikon (John Tzimiskes).
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The domestikos under control

Data on the awarding of titles after the accession of Nikephoros II (963-969)
illustrates that the position of the domestikos ton Scholon had lost significance for
the Phokas family. Since the new emperor looked for support within his own
family, the highest honours were conferred on his father, the old Bardas Phokas,
who received the title of caesar and thus, at least formally, he became the second
man in the Empire. The emperor’s brother, Leo, received a real share of power, and
was honoured with the title of kouropalates and the position of logothetes tou
dromou.%8 When Nikephoros sent an expedition against the Sicilian Arabs at the
beginning of his reign (963), he entrusted the patrikios Manuel, the illegitimate son
of Leo Phokas (the domestikos ton Scholon from the year 9176%), with command of
the land forces. The eunuch Basil Lakapenos, formerly the parakoimomenos of
Constantine VII, was granted the title of proedros.’® The fact that this was a dignity
Nikephoros II had created for him, and that Basil was mentioned in the place where
the promotions of the emperor’s closest relatives were recorded, eloquently
illustrates the significance of this eunuch’s role in the events in the capital in
July—-August of 963. And finally, the title of magistros and the rank of domestikos
ton Scholon of the East, which Nikephoros, in the time when he was the pretender to
the throne, had conferred on the emperor’s nephew and comrade in arms, John
Tzimiskes, were verified (Diac. 49).

For Nikephoros Phokas, the position of the domestikos ton Scholon had opened
the way to the throne. This was one of the factors that influenced the changes in the
organisation of the supreme command. It is noticeable that the arrival of Phokas on
the throne heralded the degradation of the function of the domestikos ton Scholon.
After the year 963, the competences of this officer became increasingly limited. This
change was facilitated by the fact the emperor himself was an experienced soldier so
that he personally commanded the majority of campaigns in his epoch. There was no
longer any need for the ruler to transfer the prerogatives of supreme military power
(entirely) to some other person as had been case in the times of Constantine VII and
Romanos II. Consequently, in the reign of Nikephoros 11, magistros John Tzimiskes,
the domestikos ton Scholon of the East, appears in military operations that one could
qualify as limited expeditions, in terms of purpose, territory and duration.

Towards the end of 963, he commanded an expedition in Cilicia and on that
occasion, before the well fortified Adana, scored a brilliant victory over the Arabs,
which Skylitzes estimated as “the beginning/cause of the fall of the Sarakenoi”
(Scyl. 268; Zon. 501). According to Leo the Deacon, Tzimiskes also took part in the
campaign that ended in the conquest of Tarsos (on August 16th, 965). This campaign
was commanded by the emperor himself and Tzimiskes was mentioned as the
commander of the left wing of the Byzantine army, designated as 800§ (Diac. 59) —

68 Liudpr. 188, 193. The titles of Leo (Phokas) are attested on the seal, Z Il no. 1081; cf. Cheynet,
Phocas 302 ct n. 41.

69 Scyl. 261; Zon. 501.

70 Qikonomides, Listes 299.
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a term for the commander of the tagmatic troops.”! One should add that Skylitzes
made no reference at all to Tzimiskes in the third Cilician campaign but claimed that
it was commanded by the emperor Nikephoros Phokas and his brother, the kouro-
palates Leo (Scyl. 268-269).

Stratopedarches instead of domestikos

It is not known exactly when John Tzimiskes was divested of his duties as
domestikos ton Scholon of the East and demobilised. Sources refer to his demo-
bilisation as the explanation and the prelude to the story of a conspiracy against
Nikephoros II, which was to end in the emperor’s murder (in the night between
December 10th and 11t in 969) and the ascent to power of John I Tzimiskes. Leo the
Deacon, John Skylitzes, Michael Psellos and John Zonaras insist that Tzimiskes’
discontent resulted from being deprived of his military powers and distanced from
all affairs (Diac. 88: | T®V otpotevpdtov &pxn; Scyl. 279-280). Psellos’ and
Zonaras’ testimony is particularly interesting, as they attribute the blame for
Tzimiskes’ degradation to the kouropalates Leo: allegedly, the latter had slandered
the domestikos to the emperor; as Tzimiskes had became suspicious, the emperor
“withheld his military powers and granted him civil authority instead, appointing
him as the logothetes tou dromou’; Tzimiskes did not view this appointment as
promotion but as a severe punishment; he was then imprisoned and banished from
his estates (Hist. Syn. 100, 102; Zonaras 516-517).72 In Psellos’ and Zonaras’ account,
evidently some confusion had occurred. The kouropalates was the logothetes tou
dromou and it is not clear why Phokas would offer Tzimiskes that position.

In the literature, his dismissal and demobilisation is linked with the appoint-
ment of the eunuch Peter to the post of stratopedarches,’ a function that was the
equivalent of the domestikos ton Scholon as regards content: this was a high-ranking
commander of the army on campaign, where in contrast to the domestikos ton
Scholon, the position of stratopedarches was accessible to eunuchs. In time, this
practice would change so that the said difference between the domestikos ton
Scholon and the stratopedarches would disappear. The TE (26325-26) listed two
stratopedarchai — one for the eastern and one for the western part of the Empire. In
the official hierarchy, the position of these officers was below that of the strategos of
Anatolikon and the domestikoi ton Scholon of the East and the West. Still, despite

7V Ahrweiler, Administration 58-59; Oik ides, Listes 344.

72 Quoting Theophanes Continuatus, Kiihn, Armee 147, mentions that in the list of domestikoi ton
Scholon of the East, after Tzimiskes, the patrikios Theophilos Kourkouas, brother of the magistros and
domestikos ton Scholon John Kourkouas from the time of Romanos I Lakapenos, occupied this position
(around 966/969). However, it is clear from the sources that the said Theophilos, patrikios and strategos
of Chaldia, also active in the time of Lakapenos, left a “grandson (Ekyovog), John Tzimiskes, the
domestikos ton Scholon in the time of Nikephoros II Phokas, Theoph. Cont. 428; in other words, the data
about the magistros and domestikos ton Scholon from Phokas’ time, refers to Tzimiskes and not to
Theophilos Kourkouas.

73 Oikonomides, Listes 335. Tzimiskes was demobilised around either 965 (V. N. Vlyssidou,
Mikpd Acto 82) or 967 (Cheynet, Skyl. 228 n. 54).
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two officially established stratopedarchai in the period of the rule of Nikephoros 11,
John I Tzimiskes and Basil II, we know for certain about the activities of one, whose
authorities when needed covered the eastern and the western zones of war.

The eunuch Peter was a doulos (Scyl. 272), a servant or an escort (Zon. 508;
Yahya 1, 816) of Nikephoros Il Phokas, whom the emperor nominated as strato-
pedarches in 967 in the rank of patrikios (Diac. 81).74 Initially, his activities were
territorially limited to the region of Cilicia (according to Skylitzes, he was actually
appointed as stratopedarches in Cilicia: Ov 81 kol cTpotoneddpynV nemoinkey &v
Kihwklg, Scyl. 272; Zon. 508-509). Peter had the task of finding accommodation
and preparing the army to spend the winter of 968/969 so that it would be ready for
military operations in the region of Syria, the principal objective of which would be
the conquest of Antioch. In order to take up positions in the direction of Antioch,
Nikephoros II erected the fortress of Mauron Oros (ppovpiov Mavpov dpog) in the
Amanos Mountains.”s Its first strategos was the patrikios Michael Bourtzes7¢ (Scyl.
271; Zon. 508), who, according to Leo the Deacon, “served as the taxiarchos™’7
(Diac. 81). Contrary to the emperor’s orders, Bourtzes launched an attack on the city,
after calling the stratopedarches Peter to his aid. The two military commanders
managed to conquer Antioch by the end of October 969 (Diac. 81-82; Scyl.
271-273; Zon. 509-510), but Bourtzes was dismissed from his post for disobedience
(as a result of which he would take part in John Tzimiskes’ conspiracy), while the
stratopedarches Peter, despite being “accused” (Scyl. 273: Zon. 510; Yahya I, 825),
would resume the campaign after the conquest of Antioch, and continue the advance
towards Aleppo (ibid. 823-824). The stratopedarches Peter was not divested of his
duties and survived two changes on the throne in this same position, performing his
duties both under Tzimiskes and Basil II until he died in 977.

The limitation of authorities

The connection between John Tzimiskes” dismissal from the post of the domes-
tikos ton Scholon and the establishment of the function of the stratopedarches shows
that the state did not need to have a domestikos ton Scholon. Therefore, this was a
planned and as such a regular position which did not have to be filled, in any case
like all the functions known in the faktika. And, once again, this proved the emperor
could formalise a new function if required or give extended powers to an already
appointed functionary. Data on the commanders of campaigns from the period of the
rule of Nikephoros Il Phokas indicates that the domestikos ton Scholon of the East
(John Tzimiskes) and the stratopedarches (Peter) did not deserve so much credit for
the conquests that significantly extended the eastern Byzantine border.

74 QOikonomides, Listes 334 n. 273. Kiihn, Armee 265.

75 Cf. pp. 98, 113-114.

76 Laurent, Antioche 229-231; Ftudes prosopographiques 18-24 (Chevnet).

77 The taxiarchos commanded a military detachment of 1,000 men, Oikonomides, Listes 335-336;
J. =C. Cheynet, Note sur I"axiarque et le taxiarque, REB 44 (1986) 233-235. Cf. Yahya I, 816, according to
whom Bourtzes, the commander of a unit of 1,000 men, was linked to the Bagras/Pagras fort.
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Sources indicate that the activities of these two highest-ranking commanding
officers were primarily linked to the region of Cilicia, where intense operations were
conducted from 963 to 965, culminating in the conquest of Mopsuestia and Tarsos.
However, these campaigns were commanded by the emperor: in 964, with an army
consisting of “the Rhomaioi and allies, the Iberians and Armenians”, he destroyed
Anazarbos, Rossos and Adana, and “a large number of other fortresses” (Scyl. 268);
after wintering in Cappadocia, in the spring 965, he continued subjugating Cilicia,
and captured Mopsuestia and Tarsos; Leo the kouropalates took part in the final
campaign (Scyl. 268-270),78 sharing the supreme command with his brother, appa-
rently without an appointment to any particular military function that would define
his position. After the subjugation of the Cilician fortresses, the emperor turned his
sights on Syria and its metropolis of Antioch. His operations in this area had already
been recorded in 966. In the sequence of events, it appears that the nomination of
Peter as stratopedarches (967), i.e. placing the army (in Cilicia?) under the single
command of an officer with broad powers, was primarily intended to cement the
conquests in Cilicia and establish a front for the assault on Syria. The first operation
in the region of Syria was personally commanded by Nikephoros 11 Phokas. The
sources note that he found himself beneath the walls of Antioch on two occasions: in
spring “in the third year of his rule” (966), he appeared before the city, but instead of
attacking it, he led the expedition into the interior of Syria (eig to £vddtepo. pepn
g Zuplag éxdpnoe), “subjugating many cities and regions (x®pag) in the vicinity
of Lebanon or the coast” (Scyl. 270-271); in the year 968, on returning from an
expedition in northern Syria, Nikephoros again stood before the walls of Antioch,
consolidating the positions he had captured before returning to his capital.

In the record of other areas where Byzantium was endeavouring to expand its
rule, operations were commanded either by officers whose appointment was closely
connected with a particular expedition or the military-administrative personnel of a
province. The special expedition that was sent to Sicily in 964 was commanded by
the patrikios Manuel, who was accompanied the eunuch, patrikios Niketas,
droungarios of the fleet (Diac. 65-66; Scyl. 261-267). In the time of Nikephoros
Phokas, Byzantium established its rule on Cyprus (965) and, according to Skylitzes,
the emperor “drove out the Hagarenoi from there thanks to the patrikios and
strategos Niketas Chalkoutzes™ (Scyl. 270).79

The stratopedarches and the stratelates

The Byzantine-Russian war for Bulgaria marked the imperial rule of John I
Tzimiskes (969-976). Although the conflict was terminated in 971, that is, during

78 The “doux* John Tzimiskes took part in the conquest of Tarsos, Diac. 59. Cf. pp. 30-31.

79 The Cypriots were neutral and paid tribute to the Muslims and to the Byzantines; the island
was taken without much effort in 965, Ahrweiler, Mer 115, 119 n. 5. For the carlier period cf. C. P.
Kyrris, The Nature of the Arab-Byzantine Relations in Cyprus from the middle of the 7% to the middle of
the 10t Century A.D., Graeco-arabica 3 (1984) 149-175.
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the second year of the rule of the successor of Nikephoros 1, its effects in terms of
expanding the Empire’s frontiers made a profound impression on Byzantine authors.
On the subject of provincial administration, the subjugation of one part of the ter-
ritory of the Bulgarian Empire and the organisation of Byzantine rule in the said area
is illustrative for several reasons.

The organisation of the military campaigns against Svjatoslav, the distribution
of functions, and the classification of the participants mentioned in the sources make
it possible, at least in part, to follow and reconstruct the organisation of the supreme
military command and to gain an insight into the way it functioned both in con-
ditions of war and once Byzantine authority had been established. From the sources,
it is also obvious that this war unfolded in two stages and that the second was
conducted on a larger scale by John Tzimiskes himself, with the support of the
Empire’s most renowned officers.

Given that Tzimiskes took over on the throne in December 969, after the
murder of his predecessor, it is clear that he was obliged to concentrate on
strengthening the power he had gained. Consequently, first of all, he began to carry
out personnel changes in the administration of the capital and the provinces,
appointing his own people to the most senior offices of state (Diac. 95: toig
peylotong thg moiitelag &pyailg oixelovg Gvdpog dmokabictnot; 96: 1olg 1
TOMOPYOG TOV YopdV Omdviev pediotnol, kol oikelovg &vt’ Exelvov
amoxaBiotnot). Thus, it came to pass that in the first year of his reign, the problem
of Russian-Byzantine relations, which John I had inherited from his predecessor,
was in the jurisdiction of the reliable military commanders whom he trusted.

Preparations for war with the Russians commenced, it seems, immediately after
Tzimiskes’ coronation. The importance attached to the impending struggle for
Bulgaria is evident, among other things, from the reports that the emperor formed a
special unit for the war with the Russians, which consisted of trained and experienced
soldiers called Athanatoi/Immortals (Diac. 107). This unit, created at the very
beginning of his reign, was also assigned to strengthen the emperor’s personal guard.80

We know that the first stage of the war took place during the year 970 and that
it was limited to the theme of Macedonia and Thrace, where the Russians had
penetrated. The sources, however, provide contradictory data regarding the
organisation of supreme military authority. According to Leo the Deacon, a dual

80 After his brother’s murder, the kouropalates Leo could have attempted to win over the
inhabitants of the capital and avoid bloodshed, since people appointed by Nikephoros II occupied state
functions (ol tég TG moAltelog £yxexelplopevor dpydg mpog o0 Niknedpov tadtog elAngecay).
Besides, the army, which he commanded, was in the city, Diac. 95. In such a set of circumstances,
understandably, Tzimiskes must have had armed men with him. The tagma ton Athanaton (Immortals),
founded at the beginning of Tzimiskes rule, is also mentioned in De re militari, a military treatise from
the time of Basil II that examines the period of 991-995, v. Three Byzantine Military Treatises,
Campaign Organization and Tactics 250,09, 2526;. It soon disappeared from the sources, only to
reappear under Michael VII Doukas. The presence of that detachment would be attested on several
occasions at the end of the 11t and beginning of the 12! centuries, Qikonomides, Listes 332-333; Kiihn,
Armee 243-246. The TE (271¢2; 2735) also registered the functionaries connected with the tagma ton
Athanaton: the domestikos &Bavétmv and his subordinate topoteretes.
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command was established over the army: magistros Bardas Skleros and patrikios
Peter, stratopedarches (appointed to this function by Tzimiskes’ predecessor) were
designated as the leaders of the /mmortals and other military troops. They were sent
to the frontier with Bulgaria to spend the winter at the beginning of 970 and prepare
the army for the coming war (Diac. 107). According to another relevant but later
source, John Skylitzes, Tzimiskes mobilised “the armies of the East”, ordering them
to cross over to “the West” and, on that occasion, appointed the magistros Bardas
Skleros as the “archon” of the army, “whom he called the stratelates™ (Scyl. 288).
Skylitzes would only mention the stratopedarches Peter in the second stage of the
Russian-Byzantine war.8! Leo the Deacon also claimed that Skleros had been
appointed as the stratelates (a function attested in the TE), however, he linked the said
appointment to the rebellion of Bardas Phokas.32 According to that source, it
transpires that Skleros was appointed to lead the unit of the /mmortals, but also to
command of the armies in Thrace (Diac. 117: to0t0ov &v poylotpolg tehodvio kol
OV £l OpgKng oTPATEVHOTOV EmoTtatovvte). When the emperor recalled him
from the Balkan battlefield because of the rebellion of Bardas Phokas, and ordered
him to make his way with the troops to the East, he appointed him “stratelates against
the rebels” (Diac. 117: otpatniaty &voknpdiag Kottt T@v ctoctwtov). After
Skleros’ withdrawal to the East, magistros John Kourkouas, Tzimiskes’ relative (Diac.
148), remained in Adrianople “to whom the army there was entrusted” (Diac. 126: 100
v émotaciov g £viadlo oTpaTiog £YXEIPLEEVTOG).

From the data about the engagement of the magistros Bardas Skleros, the
dilemma arises as to whether his appointment to the post of stratelates was
connected with the Russian-Byzantine war or involved crushing the rebellion of
Bardas Phokas. If we pay attention to the data Leo the Deacon offers, we see that
Skleros was the commander of the troops stationed in Thrace-Macedonia, but it is
still unclear whether, in such a case, he possessed authorities of an administrative
nature in that area (which, on the one hand, was threatened by Russian incursions
while on the other, it served a Byzantine base facing Bulgaria). Which army Skleros
commanded is also questionable; according to Leo the Deacon, this would have been
the unit of the /mmortals and the army that was in Thrace-Macedonia; on the other
hand, Skylitzes mentions him in several places (from the start of the war) only as the
commander of the eastern fagmata (Scyl. 288: 1o,g £dog dvvdpeig; 300-301: petd
OV £QOV duvapenv; 308: peta TOV Taypdtov). It is also revealing that Leo the
Deacon repeatedly called Skleros a stratelates while writing about the events related
to the rebellion of Bardas Phokas (Diac. 117, 120, 121, 125, 126); yet, in the part of
his History where he resumes his account of the Russian-Byzantine conflict (the
second stage of the war for Bulgaria), he would call him a magistros just as
consistently (Diac. 137, 155).

81 After conquering Antioch, the stratopedarches Peter continued his expedition against Aleppo,
so that at the end of 969 and at the beginning of 970, he was at the castern front, cf. p. 37 and n. 86.

52 The Phokai launched two rebellions under Tzimiskes, of which the one Bardas organised
required a greater engagement of military forces to crush, Djuri¢, Foke 273-274; Cheynet, Pouvoir 24-26.
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Skylitzes mentions Bardas Skleros as a stratelates on two occasions: first, in
the already mentioned part of his work, where he speaks about the beginning of the
war (and even then he mentions Skleros as a stratelates — the commander of the
eastern army) and a second time, in the section dealing with the beginning of the rule
of Basil II, where he describes Skleros as “the stratelates of all the East™ (Scyl. 314:
GTPATNAGING ... Thong &votodng). This suggests that either Skleros performed the
duties of stratelates throughout John Tzimiskes” entire reign or that he was appointed
to this post on two occasions. In that case, where Skylitzes territorially limits
Skleros’ function (“‘the stratelates of all the East™), it represents either an example of
the anachronous use of the term (as in the case of Romanos Kourkouas, mentioned
earlier), or the desire to point out that the military power of the stratelates Skleros
extended over the eastern tagmata. Also, it should be said that the expression ndong
avotoAng was exaggerated: Skleros, obviously, could not have been the commander
of “all the East” but in the customary manner of Byzantine authors, Skylitzes was
thereby saying that this was the dominant function in relation to the others connected
with the eastern army.

The question of whether Skleros was appointed to the position of stratelates is
important because it involved an officer the TE (26357) mentioned last among the five
supreme military commanders. Skleros’ promotion to the rank of stratelates for the
first time confirmed the technical use of this term: it meant the commander of a tagma
ton Stratelaton (Scyl. 315: tdypo 1@v otpatniotov). We know that Bardas Skleros
used this tagma in his rebellion in 976, which means that it had been formed earlier.83

When commanding the army on campaign, in essence, the authorities of the
stratelates were similar or identical to the powers of the domestikos ton Scholon or
the stratopedarches. The information Leo the Deacon offered, suggests that the
appointment of the stratelates was connected with expeditions of a very specific
nature: the suppression of the rebellion of Bardas Phokas that broke out in
Cappadocia. Once it was crushed, Bardas Skleros was deprived of the powers of a
stratelates and reassigned to the Balkan war zone, where he joined in the
Byzantine-Russian war. The source did not specify his function but recognised his
title of magistros, which did not imply the performance of any duty, especially not
military, though in a certain sense it was significative. A similar example is
presented in the already mentioned engagement of Leo Phokas in the Cilician war.
The sources, as a rule, recognised him according to his title of kouropalates.

In contrast to Leo the Deacon, Skylitzes” data suggests that during Tzimiskes’
entire reign Skleros performed the duties of a stratelates (or perhaps that he was
appointed twice to the same position). This author defined this duty, explaining the

83 In more detail Oikonomides, Listes 332-333; Kiihn, Armee 247-249. Otherwise, from the
word otpatdg — army and the verb éladve — to move, the verb otpatniotéo is formed, the basic
meaning of which is to conduct the army; hence otpotnAdtng means military commander, i.c. one who
leads the army on an expedition. It is possible that this referred to an elite tagma, the more so, as John
Skylitzes mentions that Michael Bourtzes (who was certainly not an ordinary soldier), at the end of
Tzimiskes’ rule and the very beginning of Basil’s reign (976), was a member of “Skleros’ hetaireia™ and
the commander of one tagma, Scyl. 315; v. p. 46.
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reasons why Basil II at the beginning of his reign in 976 degraded Skleros, by
appointing him doux of the tagmata in Mesopotamia: “the emperor was fearful of
him (sc. Skleros) who at that time commanded the entire Rhomaic force, and led it
with ease, transferring it wherever he wanted — because he had been proclaimed the
stratelates of all the East. He believed it was advantageous and safe for the Empire
to decimate the majority of (sc. his) forces and lessen his power to commit the
rebellion he suspected” (Scyl. 314).84 From the above, it would follow that the
stratelates was the commander in chief of the entire army — in Skleros’ case — of the
East, that the numerical strength of his troops (which could not have been reduced to
one tagma ton Stratelaton) represented a danger to the central authority (because of
which Basil gave him power over limited troops, with the function of doux of the
tagmata in Mesopotamia) and finally, that the units under the command of the
stratelates were extremely mobile. John Skylitzes consistently mentions the mobility
of the armies and commanders in his account of the military engagement of Bardas
Skleros: one of the commanders in chief in the Balkan war and subsequently the
commander of the army that crushed the eastern rebellion; after circumstances in
Asia Minor settled, he returned to the Balkans and joined in Tzimiskes offensive in
the region of Bulgaria. And during all that time, he was followed by the eastern
units, i.e. the eastern tagmata (Scyl. 288, 294, 300-301, 308; Diac. 126).85

While Skleros’ appointment is questionable inasmuch as one cannot definitely
tell when or how long he performed the duty of a stratelates (moreover, in
Tzimiskes’ time, the domestikos ton Scholon of the East was also active), narrative
sources provide data conveying an entirely different picture about the stratope-
darches of that time. After the murder of Nikephoros II, the eunuch Peter, though
very close to the Phokas family, did not share the fate of its members nor of the close
associates of the deceased emperor. In a situation of personnel changes in the
imperial administration, when Tzimiskes installed “his own people” in prominent
positions in the capital and the provinces (Diac. 95: oikelovg dvdpag), Peter kept his
post — as a stratopedarches in the rank of patrikios. At the time of Nikephoros
Phokas’ assassination, he was far away from the capital, given that after the conquest
of Antioch, on campaign, he was advancing towards Aleppo (Yahya I, 823-824).86
It is quite certain that he had no part in John Tzimiskes” conspiracy, so his survival
as stratopedarches can be explained by the confidence the new emperor had in his
great military abilities, as the sources confirm (Diac. 107; Scyl. 272, 315; Zon.
508-509). Besides, it was not without importance that his influence in the army did
not represent a danger to central authority by nature of the fact that he was a eunuch.
The fact that Peter retained the position of stratopedarches even under Tzimiskes’
successor, Basil II, would appear to confirm that he maintained some sort of distance
where politics were concerned.

84 Cf. Zon. 539: ... otpatnAdTny dvio koi mdoag Do’ E0vtov Exovia Thg Edog SuVApELS.

85 The similarity of duties of the domestikos ton Scholon and the stratelates led to some authors
attributing the function of domestikos ton Scholon to Skleros, which would mean that they understood
stratelates as the literary word to describe his official position, Seibt, Skleroi 31; Kiihn, Armee 148.

86 A treaty was signed with the Emir of Aleppo in December 969/January 970, in which the Emir
pledged to pay tribute to Byzantium, Farag, Aleppo 45-46.
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The engagement of the stratopedarches Peter in the time of Nikephoros Il
Phokas was linked to the eastern regions (Cilicia and subsequently Syria) whereas
during John Tzimiskes’ rule, he was mentioned only in connection with the Balkan
operations. According to Leo the Deacon, the stratopedarches was one of the two
commanders in chief in the first stage of the Russian-Byzantine war (Diac. 107). In
the second phase, in 971, in the siege of Dorostolon, Peter was mentioned as com-
mander “of the Thracians and the Macedonians™ (6 oTpotoneddpyng petd Opokdv
kol Mokeddvmv), who were assigned to guarding the eastern gate of the city, while
Bardas Skleros was responsible for guarding the western gate (Scyl. 300-301). We
do not know whether Peter inherited the command of the said armies, apparently the
troops (tagmatic or thematic?) of the two most important Balkan themes — Thrace
and Macedonia — from magistros John Kourkouas. At the time when Bardas Skleros
was reassigned to the East, to suppress the rebellion of Bardas Phokas, Kourkouas
was given command over the army stationed in the region of Macedonia, with
headquarters in Adrianople. We know that because of his drinking, carelessness and
incompetence, the emperor personally had to procure supplies of food and weapons
for the army (Diac. 126-127). The impression of the unreliability of John Kour-
kouas, who, in the course of 971, escorted the emperor on his campaign through
Bulgaria, and was finally killed in the battle against the Russians at Dorostolon, is
substantiated by a brief description of his destruction and looting of the many Bul-
garian churches that he came across during the war (Diac. 148; Scyl. 304).87

The order and question of precedence

After the termination of the war in the Balkans and the consolidation of power,
Tzimiskes turned to the East. The record exists of an expedition in the region of
Mesopotamia, in 972/973, which was commanded by a certain Melias, a domestikos ton
Scholon. The imperial army was defeated in a battle with the Hamdanidic army outside
Amida, and Melias was taken prisoner and died in captivity (Yahya II, 353-354;
Matthew of Edessa 16-17).88 This refers to the only item of information referring to the
domestikos ton Scholon in Tzimiskes’ reign, whose activities involved an expedition of
limited character. Since the emperor would personally take command in the successful
campaigns in the East in 974, and particularly in 975, understandably, there would no
longer be any information about the domestikos ton Scholon.

According to the Greek sources, in Tzimiskes’ time, two officers dominated in
the military hierarchy — the stratopedarches and the stratelates. In the TE, the
stratelates was second in command to the stratopedarches of the East and the

87 Stamatina McGrath, The Battles of Dorostolon (971): Rhetoric and Reality, Peace and War in
Byzantium, 158-159, 164.

88 In more detail H. Grégoire, Notes épigraphiques, Byz. 8/1 (1933) 79-88; Canard, Date des
expéditions 99-108; Seibt, Skleroi 35; N. Thierry, Un portrait de Jean Tzimisces en Cappadoce, TM 9
(1985) 477-484; Kiihn, Armee 148. A scal exists of Melias, strategos of the theme of Chortzine, dated to
the late 10 century (Z II p. 147-148, no. 227); for a discussion about the inscription on the other seal,
whose owner was George Melias v. p. 109 n. 154.
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stratopedarches of the West (TE 26325_27). However, did the order among these
Byzantine officers correspond to the situation in the field? The contradictory data of
Leo the Deacon and John Skylitzes regarding the appointment of Bardas Skleros as
stratelates precludes a definite reply to this question, as well as to the question of the
limiting the command authorities of these two officers. It is obvious that the
narrative sources devote more attention to Bardas Skleros. The reason for this may
lie in the fact that Skleros, as the brother of Tzimiskes’ first wife, Maria (Diac. 107,
Scyl. 288), represented one of the closest and most loyal associates of the emperor,
who was entrusted with the command in the war for Bulgaria and also with the task
of crushing the dangerous rebellion of Bardas Phokas. According to the TE, the
stratopedarches Peter should have occupied a higher rank than that of stratelates in
the military hierarchy. However, Bardas Skleros was a magistros and the strato-
pedarches Peter, a patrikios, so formally viewed, the order between the two of them
could have been changed in the same way as the change between the strategos of
Anatolikon and the domestikos ton Scholon.

The TE registered the function of the stratopedarches of the East and the
stratopedarches of the West, while the position of the stratelates was mentioned as a
single title. The narrative sources do not specify which of the said two positions of
the stratopedarches was occupied by the patrikios Peter, therefore we may conclude
that in the time of Tzimiskes, there was no division of these functions in the field.
The engagement of the stratopedarches Peter shows that he was transferred from the
East to the West of the Empire and back whenever the need arose (from the region of
Cilicia and Syria to the Balkans and, in the time of Basil II, he was one of the
commanders entrusted with the task of suppressing the rebellion of Bardas Skleros in
Asia Minor). Throughout that time, he was known simply by the term strato-
pedarches, even when he was in command of “the Thracians and Macedonians”, that
is, of specified western troops.

The stratelates mentioned in the form of a single function in the TE indis-
putably represented the highest-ranking military commander whose powers extended
over the eastern army. However, the report about Melias — the domestikos of the
East — and the problematic data referring to the duration of the mandate of Bardas
Skleros prevent a proper interpretation of how the supreme command over the
eastern army was organised in the time of John Tzimiskes.

Eunuch as domestikos?

According to the FK, several dignities from the group &&{at 81 Adyov could
not be granted to eunuchs; this refers to the eparchos, the quaestor and the
domestikoi (FK 1359_19: AMAG pmyv kol ol dAhon mocot, doot kol tolg BapBatotg,
TPoGYivovTat, TANV TG TOV Mdpyov Kol KVeioTmpog Kol Sopestikov &&lag). It
was considered that there was no breach of this rule, at least in terms of the
domestikos ton Scholon, until the 11th century.8 However, the source material leaves

89 Oikonomides, Listes 302, 334-335.
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room to question this, in the sense that one could shift this chronological limit to an
earlier period. The sources refer to seals whose owner, a certain Peter, performed the
duties of the domestikos ton Scholon of the West, as protospartharios, and later, as
patrikios. The publisher, 1. Jordanov, dated the said seals to the seventies of the 10th
century. He also suggested that their owner should be identified as the eunuch Peter,
whom narrative sources mention exclusively and consistently as a stratopedarches in
the rank of patrikios.%0

On this occasion, I would not go into the details of the argumentation that
Jordanov presented in favour of their identification except to note that it was based
on the homonymy, on the similarity of authorities that proceeded from the function
of domestikos ton Scholon and the stratopedarches,”' and the fact that the stra-
topedarches Peter was active in the region where the said seals were discovered.

The fact that until he lost his life in 977, all the narrative sources designated
the eunuch Peter as the stratopedarches, (whether he performed this function in the
Balkans in the war with the Russians, or in the East, in the reigns of Nikephoros 1I
Phokas and Basil II), precludes a better argumentation. Another problem is presented
by the title of protospatharios, which on one seal accompanies the function of the
domestikos ton Scholon of the West. This title was lower in rank to the title of patrikios
and magistros, 1.e. the honorary dignities which at the time usually accompanied the
function of domestikos ton Scholon.92 1f the seal did not belong to the eunuch Peter but
to some unknown namesake of his, who was active in the seventies of the 10t century
(?), it would proceed that in the time of Tzimiskes (or possibly at the beginning of
Basil’s reign) this title may have been conferred on a less prominent figure.

Considering that the identification of the eunuch Peter as the owner of the said
seals is unreliable, it is hard to tell whether the position of the domestikos ton
Scholon had become accessible to eunuchs as well, even before the 11th century.%3

90 In both publications, I. Jordanov revealed the possible cursus honorum of the eunuch Peter, but
with a different argumentation, Jordanov, Domestiques des scholes 203-206; idem, Preslav nos.
148-157, 158 (pp. 85-86, comment.; Corpus I, 26.1; 26.2; cf. IW. Seibt, BZ 89/1, 1996, 135). According
to Oikonomides, Problems of Chronology 9, the scals of the domestikos ton Scholon, Peter, can definitely
be dated to the period after 971.

91 An example from the time of the empress Theodora (1055-1056) led to confusion over the
same question in the interpretation of Skylitzes’ text, where he mentions that Theodora appointed the
cunuch Theodoros as the domestikos ton Scholon, “after dismissing the magistros Isaac Komnenos from
the position of stratopedarches”, Scyl. 479. Given the direct link the source established between the
stratopedarches and the domestikos ton Scholon of the East, numerous research workers believed that
Isaac Komnenos was not the stratopedarches but the domestikos ton Scholon of the East. However,
Isaac’s titles were confirmed on a scal, describing him as magistros, vestes and stratopedarches of the
East (ZV no. 2680), in more detail Cheynet, Pouvoir 341 n. 15; Krsmanovic, Uspon 158 n. 44. Otherwise,
during the 11t century, the term stratopedarchia referred to the duty of the domestikos ton Scholon, v. p.
67 n. 154.

92 This is confirmed by the titles of the domestikoi ton Scholon from this period — Nikephoros
and Leo Phokas, John Tzimiskes, and later, in the time of Basil II, by Stephen-Kontostephanos,
Nikephoros Ouranos and Leo Melissenos.

93 The first eunuch — domestikos ton Scholon was attested in narrative sources in the time of
Constantine VIII (1025-1028); after his accession to the throne, this emperor appointed his eunuch
Nicholas as the “domestikos ton Scholon and parakoimomenos®. Scyl. 370.
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Nonetheless, one should bear in mind that in the second half of the 10th century the
command functions of the army on campaign were expanded, as it were, which
could have led to a change in the nature and, in a manner of speaking, the
degradation of one of them,%4 in this case the domestikos ton Scholon, so that it
became accessible to eunuchs. This referred to a specific category of functionary
who, in the ensuing period as sources show, would move outside the imperial palace
services?S and through different appointments, for a variety of reasons, acquire the
role of a military commander. The assumption also exists that the degradation of the
said function commenced with the domestikos ton Scholon of the West, while the
position of the domestikos ton Scholon of the East preserved its initial character right
until the rule of Constantine VIIL.% And finally, one should say that in the time we
refer to, there was still not enough evidence in the sources that would enable us to
define the stratopedarches as an officer who replaced the domestikos ton Scholon.97
Only the equation of these functions would explain the terminological differences
that occurred in the sources, making the discrepancy between the inscriptions on the
seals and the data from the narrative sources more comprehensible.

That the line in treating “men with beards” (ot BapBator) and eunuchs was
sometimes almost impossible to distinguish clearly, is demonstrated in the case of
the patrikios and eunuch, Nicholas. He is mentioned in connection with the events
from 970/971, when the Arabs launched a siege lasting five months in an attempt to
retrieve Antioch.%8 The attack on Antioch, i.e. its elite suburb of Daphne, came about
in the time when Tzimiskes was commanding the campaign against the Russians. At
that time, the stratopedarches Peter and Bardas Skleros had been officially
appointed to serve in the Balkans. That is why the defence of Antioch was entrusted
to other personalities.

According to Leo the Deacon, on hearing the news of the siege of Antioch, the
emperor sent his eunuch, the patrikios Nicholas, who he had appointed “‘commander
of the castern armies” on that occasion (Diac. 103: 17 1@v ‘EQov 0Tpote VLAT®OV
nopatdéel Gveyxaitios, NikoAdov 10V TOTpLKiov GTPOTNyovVTOG). Skylitzes,
however, mentions that in a letter, the emperor ordered a certain “strategos of
Mesopotamia” (rpdg 1OV cTpatnydv Meconotapiog) to “gather the forces there”
(1&g &xeloe kelevovta dvvdpelg &Bpotoar) and go to the assistance of the

94 In Byzantium, eunuchs were not favourably regarded when they appeared in the role of
military commanders. In his account of the events connected with the rebellion of Bardas Skleros in
976-979, Skylitzes drew a comparison between the eunuchs and the then domestikos ton Scholon, Bardas
Phokas. He described the latter as a “warrior* (&vdpo. moAepiotyv), and a courageous man, experienced
in military tactics, and the eunuchs as castrated dwarfs, growing fat in the shadow of the gynaikeion,
Scyl. 324: &vdpdpro ékTeTUNHEVO BOAUNEVSHEVE KOL GKLOTPALOT.

95 Palace duties were primarily reserved for eunuchs, who served the emperor’s person; among
these positions, the most prestigious were the parakoimomenos and the protovestiarios, Oikonomides,
Listes 365-307. On the role eunuchs had in Byzantium v. Guilland, Recherches 1, 165-380.

9 Mukpd Actia (V. N. Viyssidou) 82-83. Cf. eadem, Jean It Tzimikes 22 n. 27.

97 According to Oikonomides, Evolution 142, those two duties “sont interchangeables*. V. p. 67
et n. 154.

98 Walker, Byzantine Victory 431-440.
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besieged; similarly, as “archon of the entire army and with other forces (sc.
reinforcements)” (&pyovio 100 6LV GTPALTOV HETA KOl SUVApE®Y dAA®V), he sent
one of his eunuchs, the patrikios Nicholas (Scyl. 287). By successfully breaking the
siege, Nicholas had performed his task and, to all intents and purposes, completed
the duty he had been given.

But, what was this duty? Did it refer to a function known from the taktika or
some power of an exceptional nature? In any event, he appeared in the role of the
commander in chief of an army on campaign, which was a clearly defined and ter-
ritorially limited assignment (the defence of Antioch). Meanwhile, there is an evident
consistency with which Leo the Deacon and John Skylitzes speak about Nicholas’
appointment in relation to the data describing the career of Bardas Skleros.%®

According to Leo the Deacon, Skleros was appointed commander of the
Immortals and, simultaneously, it transpired, as commander of the army stationed in
Thrace-Macedonia (Diac. 107, 117, 126); subsequently, in the spring of 970, he was
appointed the “stratelates against the rebels” — a function he held only until the
termination of the rebellion of Bardas Phokas (the beginning of the summer 970),100
after which he returned to the Balkan battlefield. From the aforesaid it turns out that
during the siege of Antioch (which is dated to the beginning of 971), Nicholas could
have been appointed commander of “the eastern armies”. The fact that he was a
eunuch allows us to assume that of the official functions, the position of stra-
topedarches of the East was accessible to him not only because it was registered in
the TE but because the other stratopedarches (Peter) was serving on the battlefield in
the West at that time.!0!

On the other hand, according to John Skylitzes, magistros Bardas Skleros, as
stratelates of the East, commanded the eastern army throughout the entire reign of
John Tzimiskes; that army went to war with him in the Balkans and when he crushed
the rebellion in Cappadocia. For that reason the defence of Antioch could have been
entrusted to a military-administrative functionary — in this case, the strategos of
Mesopotamia — who went to the aid of the besieged, leading the army most probably
from his own region; the eunuch Nicholas, in joining the reinforcements to the
Mesopotamian troops (we do not know which or how many of these units there
were), became the commander in chief of the entire campaign. This means that in the
military hierarchy, he was above “the strategos of Mesopotamia” and his
appointment could have been designated by the official function of stratopedarches
of the East or one of the so-called extraordinary functions/appointments.

The data about “the strategos of Mesopotamia” also raises a dilemma, con-
sidering that in the TE two military functionaries appear in so-called Mesopotamia
of the East. The first was the doux of Mesopotamia, who occupied a very high rank,

99 As a stratelates, Skleros the eastern military units under his command. However, the duration
of his mandate remains controversial.

100 After the battle at Arkadiopolis, Skleros was reassigned to the East, to terminate the rebellion of
Bardas Phokas. On the problem of dating the battle v. Cheynet, Pouvoir 24 (no. 6); idem, Skyl. 245 n. 33.

101 Cf. Vlyssidou, Jean Ier Tzimikes 22 et n. 26.
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second only to the strategos of Anatolikon, the five commanding officers and the
doux of Antioch (TE 26329); the other functionary bore the title of strategos of
Mesopotamia and was lower in rank than the strategoi of the best known themes of
Asia Minor but also the strategos of Thrace and loannoupolis (TE 265;2). In the
narrative sources, the first doux linked with Mesopotamia was mentioned in 976;102
this refers to Bardas Skleros, whom Skylitzes claims was dismissed by Basil II from
the position as “stratelates of all the East” and appointed “doux of the tagmata in
Mesopotamia” (Scyl. 314). In this place, I would question why the defence of such a
notable city as Antioch was entrusted to a strategos and not to the doux of Me-
sopotamia. The explanation may be that the function of the doux of Mesopotamia
was established in the wake of events in which the eunuch Nicholas and the stra-
tegos of Mesopotamia took part.!03 In addition, one should bear in mind that the
sources do not mention the role the doux of Antioch played in those events because
he, primarily, would have had jurisdiction over the defence of the city. Although the
first reliable mention of the doux of Antioch dates from the year 976, it is also
possible that the eunuch Nicholas was assigned to this duty and, as the newly
appointed doux of Antioch he commanded the army.!04 In keeping with the order of
the functionaries in the TE, he would in that case officially have (a command)
position, giving him seniority over the strategos (and even over the doux) of Me-
sopotamia in the East.

The chain of command in the Byzantine-Russian war

As a rule, changes in the chain of command occurred at the point when the
emperor joined in the war. Tzimiskes’ engagement precluded the more precise
hierarchical assignment of officers, who possessed command powers in the
Byzantine-Russian war for Bulgaria.

For Byzantium, the first stage of the war, in 970, had a defence character. The
Russians descended with their troops to Arkadiopolis where the Rhomaioi would
defeat them in the spring of 970 (Diac. 107-111; Scyl. 287-291). The war took on
an offensive character in 971, in the second year of Tzimiskes’ reign, when the
emperor personally joined in the military operations that were being conducted in
the territory of Bulgaria, in the area between Megas Preslav and Dorostolon. Besides
the already mentioned military commanders, magistros (and stratelates?) Bardas
Skleros and the stratopedarches, patrikios Peter, and other figures, who possessed
terminologically undefined though significant military powers, took part in the war.

102 V. pp. 120-121.

103 Skylitzes uses the term strategos to designate a functionary in the rank of doux (e.g. he called
Constantine Diogenes, who succeeded Theophylactos Botaneiates as doux of Thessalonike, Scyl. 352).
One can see similar confusion in the terminology in the case of the doux of Antioch, v. p. 80 et n. 21.

104 Laurent, Antioche 228 et n. 2, allows for the possibility that, after breaking the Arab siege, the
cunuch Nicholas could have stayed in Antioch as the governor of the city and its environs. However,
Laurent begins the list of the doukes of Antioch with Michael Bourtzes, who was appointed to this
function in 976, in the time of Basil II.



44 THE BYZANTINE PROVINCE IN CHANGE

For instance, the data of Leo the Deacon tells us that, according to his function,
magistros John Kourkouas occupied a lower rank in the military hierarchy than that
of Bardas Skleros. The data testifies that Kourkouas stayed on in Adrianople as the
successor of Bardas Skleros, who was commander of the units that were stationed in
the area of the theme of Macedonia with headquarters in Adrianople (Diac. 148).105
Also, at the time of the Byzantine siege of Dorostolon, Kourkouas was entrusted
with the sector where the siege devices were installed (Scyl. 304).

In the advance on Preslav, after Tzimiskes, the eunuch Basil, proedros and
parakoimomenos, played the most important role, according to Skylitzes, leading the
major body of troops in the rear (Scyl. 296: petd 100 KOTOmLY TOVTOG TANBOVG).
Leo the Deacon mentions that accompanying the emperor were the /mmortals, the
hoplites and others, while the proedros Basil was in command of the remainder of
the army, with the siege and other apparatus, bringing up the rear (Diac. 132: 10 8¢
LOLTOV GTPUTIOTIKOV HETA TOV BNTLKOD, QEPOV TOG EAEMOAELG KO TOG TOVTO-
damdg pnyovog, Badnv ¢E6modey eineto). Although there is no data about Basil’s
military function, his powers were of a command nature (though limited to the part
of the army of which he was in charge). His significance in the Byzantine-Russian
war may have depended informally on the personal position he held with the
emperor, whilst formally it might have been due to the title of proedros, created in
the time of Nikephoros II Phokas, as well as his position as parakoimomenos.'%6 In
other words, since the parakoimomenos Basil did not lead the campaign on his own
but was in the imperial suite, his military authority over one part of the Byzantine
troops might not have been defined in official terms.!07

The data on the dignitaries who unquestionably possessed significant military
power in the Byzantine-Russian war for Bulgaria, verifies that since the times of
Nikephoros II Phokas, limits were set on the authorities of the functionaries who
belonged to the supreme command. The competences of the domestikos ton Scholon,
the stratopedarches and the stratelates were scaled down in such a way that their
activities were specified in terms of objectives and territory. On the other hand, the
practice still survived of awarding broad prerogatives to personalities whose official
positions did not involve military powers; but the source of their power and influ-
ence rested upon their personal relationship with the monarch, from whom all power
flowed in the Empire. These characteristics would also be visible in the development
of the institutions of the supreme command in the rule of Basil Il, the last in the
series of soldier-emperors, who would succeed each other to the throne in the period
from 963 to 1025.

105 This refers to the period when Bardas Skleros was transferred from the Balkans to the East, to
crush the rebellion of Bardas Phokas.

106 The position of parakoimomenos was a reward to the proedros Basil, who supported the new
emperor in 969, Diac. 94. On the duties of the parakoimomenos, v. Oikonomides, Listes 305.

107 Apparently, this was an example of awarding powers, which was not accompanied by an
adequate function; it often happened that cunuchs from the imperial palace, who were close associates of
the emperor, were awarded temporary military powers but not a military function, Krsmanovic, Potencijal
399 et n. 26.
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THE ORGANISATION OF THE SUPREME COMMAND
IN THE TIME OF BASIL II

The fact that Basil II (976-1025) spent most of his fifty-year reign on the
battlefield, personally conducting a series of campaigns, must also have reflected on
the organisation of the Empire’s supreme military command. The first thing we can
say based on the data narrative sources offer is that during this extremely dynamic
fifty-year period in the military sense, relatively few appointments to the highest
functions were recorded in the army. One often encounters terms in the sources that
signify provincial functionaries, doukes/katepano and strategoi, more often than
those signifying representatives of the central command. It is also striking that the
awarding of the highest command positions was closely linked with the events
caused by the rebellion of Bardas Skleros (976- 979), the war in the Balkans against
Samuel and his successors (976-1018), and developments in the region of Syria.

Stratopedarches, “dictator” or strategos autokrator

For the first decade of Basil’s rule (976-986) — the period which preceded his
direct engagement in the war against Samuel — the sources record all the
commanding officers of the highest rank registered in the TE: the domestikos ton
Scholon, the stratopedarches and the stratelates. According to Skylitzes, the emperor
inherited the last two from his predecessor Tzimiskes: we refer to the
stratopedarches Peter and the stratelates Bardas Skleros.

The limited powers of the stratopedarches Peter at that time can be perceived
as the result of the dismissal of the stratelates and magistros Bardas Skleros.
Discontented with his appointment to the post of “doux of the tagmata in
Mesopotamia” in 976, Skleros organised a rebellion and usurped the imperial title
and the prerogatives of imperial power (collecting taxes, awarding positions and
honorary titles, appointing the administrators of the themes and cities).!08 After the

108 Scyl. 316: Skleros acquired money by arresting the tax-collectors — tovg & 1OV dnposiov
TPAKTOPAS PGPV KATEY®V Kol T¢ kowvd elompattopevog ypripate (Yahya II, 372, mentions that
Skleros arrested the basilikos of Melitene and seized 600 kentenaria of gold, and then proclaimed himself
emperor); subsequently: he tried to confiscate the tax, which the Emir of Aleppo paid Byzantium (Scyl.
321); he granted positions (ibid. 318, 320, 323); he punished the supporters who had defected from his
side (ibid. 322), etc.
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rebellion broke out, the stratopedarches and patrikios Peter’s rank and title were
confirmed, and so he is mentioned exclusively in the events connected with
eliminating the usurpation, until he was killed in 977. Unquestionably, he was the
leader of the eastern army, but one cannot take Skylitzes’ words literally that Peter
was the commander of “all the eastern ragmata™ (Scyl. 315). Crushing the rebellion
of Bardas Skleros was not exclusively in the authority of the stratopedarches
because apart from him, other personalities are mentioned who played a notable role.
Skylitzes even states that Peter had orders not to wage a civil war — éu@vAi{ov pév
un xotdpyelv morépov — but to secure the roads and defend himself if anyone
attacked him (Scyl. 317-318). The other personalities are described with the words
ol TOV BacIAK®V Kotdpyovieg otpatevpdtov and dvdpeg &pyikol (Scyl. 318,
322). They included functionaries with broad powers, such as Michael Bourtzes and
Eustathios Maleinos.

After Basil II took power in 976, Michael Bourtzes was appointed to head the
doukaton of Antioch. The emperor conferred this important function and the title of
magistros on him, with the intention of separating him from the then stratelates
Bardas Skleros: according to Skylitzes, Basil suspected Bourtzes and tried to
distance him from Skleros’ hetaireia (S10THoOL TOVTOV TNG TOV XKAMPODL
£toupelog onovddoog) because with him Bourtzes commanded a military fagma
(cVViv Yap Kal 00T0g adT® TAYROTdg TIVOG KOTEPY®MY GTPOTlaTikod) (Scyl.
315). From Yahya, we learn that immediately after the outbreak of the rebellion, the
emperor actually gave Bourtzes the task of opposing Skleros in Mesopotamia, by
combining his troops with the army of patrikios Eustathios Maleinos, the
administrator (strategos) in Tarsos; after experiencing defeat, the Byzantine military
commanders soon separated and Bourtzes swiftly defected to the side of the usurper,
who granted him the title of magistros as a reward (Yahya II, 372-373). That the
doux of Antioch supported Skleros for some time is also authenticated by Skylitzes
(Scyl. 319-321, 324). This Byzantine author mentions Eustathios Maleinos as a
magistros and “the commander of one part of the imperial army” (Scyl. 318: pépet
g PacIAKNG oTpaTIOG €vTVYOvTeg dpyovto €xovong; 324) in the region of
Cappadocian Caesarea.!0® However, Yahya notes that he withdrew to his native
Cappadocia only after he was defeated with Bourtzes in the battle with Skleros
(Yahya 11, 373). Also, after his initial victories, Skleros was joined by the patrikios
and doux (?) Andronikus Lydus and his sons.!10 One should add that, according to
Yahya, the engagement of the stratopedarches Peter followed only after the emperor
had lost Antioch and had ordered him to join up with the troops of Eustathios
Maleinos in Cappadocia and advance against the rebels (Yahya II, 374).

109 The parakoimomenos Basil mobilised people closely associated with the Phokas family
against the rebels of Bardas Skleros — the stratopedarches Peter and the relative of the Phokas family,
Eustathios Maleinos, and this was before Bardas Phokas was appointed to head the imperial army as the
domestikos ton Scholon, Cheynet, Skyl. 266 n. 21.

110 It remains unclear whether Andronikos Lydos was a member of the Doukas family (which I
doubt), or the expression 6 §0VE, or 10D dovkdg (Scyl. 319, 328) designated a function, Polemis, Doukai
8, 26; Cheynet, Pouvoir 172, 216 n. 63; Krsmanovi¢, Uspon 163. Anyway, Andronikos Lydos is
mentioned among the defectors, who changed sides after Skleros” victory at Lykandos in Cappadocia.
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That the powers of the stratopedarches Peter were of a limited nature is
confirmed by data referring to the role of the protovestiarios Leo in these events,
whose appointment changed the order in the chain of command. This was an
official who had enjoyed the great trust of Basil’s predecessor, John Tzimiskes.!!!
Unfortunately, Skylitzes did not mention the name of his function but he described
its content: after the defeat of the imperial troops in Cappadocia, Basil II decided
to send one of his close aides (tdv 1@ Baciiel dxelwpévoy Tva) to whom he
gave unlimited powers — “similar to tyrannical powers, without the obligation of
accountability to anyone” (830ofe ... icotVpavvov eilnedta dpynv kol
&vevBuvov)!12 and “the power to reward those who approach him with honours
and rich gifts” (88ovoiav #xovre tpoilg e mpoPBdlelv kai dwpoig
katamAovtilely ToVg Tpooywpovvtag). And Leo the emperor’s protovestiarios
was sent, who had received “power from the emperor to use all the imperial
prerogatives, without hesitation” (8ovciov éx Baciiéwg defdpevog mdvto
A316TAKTOG TOLELY, doa £Ee0Tt BaciAel); a certain patrikios John was attached to
him as an advisor, who was a dignitary (Gvdpo énionpov) renowned for his
learning (Scyl. 320).

According to the aforesaid description, the authorities granted to Leo would
mainly correspond to the powers of a strategos autokrator — a supreme military
commander, whose power on the battlefield was equal to that of the emperor
autokrator.13 In that sense, John Zonaras, quoting from Skylitzes, expressed his
view of the said, obviously extraordinary powers: Leo was entrusted with “unlimited
power” (&xpatov gEovctov) and “received permission to do everything that
emperors do (one could say in the language of the Latins — a dictator)” [Zon. 542:
Tévto mpdttely oo kol Bacidedoty dvelton ddeloy eidngdg (eimev &v Tig
Aativov eovi 1OV &vdpo diktdtopo)]. However, it is striking that both Skylitzes
and Zonaras exclusively use the term protovestiarios, to designate the eunuch Leo,
which suggests that Leo was given a new duty of a temporary nature, without being
relieved of his original function.

In the military hierarchy, the protovestiarios Leo occupied a higher position
than the stratopedarches Peter, who participated under his leadership in the further
operations to crush the rebellion of Bardas Skleros. The imperial army was defeated
in a battle with the rebels, in the autumn of 977. The stratopedarches Peter and the
patrikios John, the protovestiarios’ advisor, were killed, while the commander in
chief, Leo, was captured along with other commanders (ue®’ £tépov &vipdv
apyk@v) (Scyl. 321-322; Zon. 542-543).

111 The patrikios Leo was appointed immediately after Tzimiskes was awarded the powers of
droungarios tou ploimou, Diac. 95, 147; Scyl. 295.

112 The expression &vedBvvog means irresponsible but, in the political context, it means a person
who is not obliged at the end of his mandate to submit a report, éd@Ovn. The word icotdpavvog (equal,
equal to a tyrannos) is used here in the ancient meaning of autocratic, so it does not have a negative
connotation.

113 Guilland, Recherches 1, 382; Krsmanovi¢, O problemu 104-105.
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The domestikos ton Scholon of the East

After the victory over the imperial army in 977, Skleros achieved another
remarkable success: he seized Nikaia, which opened his way to the capital.!!4 In that
situation, at the beginning of 978, the authorities in Constantinople recalled a rebel
from Tzimiskes’ time, Bardas Phokas, from banishment. On that occasion he was
elevated to the rank of magistros and appointed to the position of domestikon ton
Scholon of the East (Scyl. 324; Zon 542: magistros, 548: domestikos ton Scholon of
the East; Yahya II, 374: domestikos ton Scholon). The data indicates that Phokas, as
opposed to his predecessors, made use of the power he had been given with that
function, and conducted the war in Asia Minor with complete independence and as
he saw fit.

According to Skylitzes, initially he set out against the rebels from Thrace,!!3
apparently taking with him some troops from that region, and later he managed to join
up with the Byzantine armies stationed in his native Cappadocia, in the region of
Caesarea, the traditional stronghold of the Phokas family. It is not without significance
that a segment of that army was led by the domestikos’ close relative, magistros
Eustathios Maleinos, while the other part was under the command of Michael
Bourtzes, who had abandoned the rebels in the meantime and had returned to the
emperor’s side. Phokas then made his way towards Amorion where, initially, he
suffered a defeat in clashes with the troops of Skleros. From there, he proceeded to
Charsianon, where, “in the emperor’s name” (¢x BociAéweg) he distributed honours
(toig) and benefits (ebepyeoiaig) to those who had joined him (Scyl. 325), which
indicates that the domestikos had authorities equal to those the emperor had awarded
earlier on to the protovestiarios Leo. After a second defeat, the domestikos appealed to
the archon of Iberia, David, with whom, Skylitzes says, he had been friends since the
days when he had performed the duty of the doux of Chaldia (Scyl. 326).116 After
receiving considerable military aid from him, he made his way towards the Pankaleia
Plain, where the rebellion would end in Skleros” defeat and his flight (in 979).

The mandate of Bardas Phokas very soon restored the importance that had
previously belonged to the domestikos ton Scholon. For instance, on the example of
the last domestikos ton Scholon from the Phokas family, one can see to what extent
the personality of a dignitary could influence — albeit, in an unofficial way — the
rise or decline in the importance and reputation of a position. Indisputably, the

114 Manuel Erotikos was the defender of Nikaia. Anna Komnene (Alex. 3244¢) mentions that
Basil 1I proclaimed Manuel “strategos autokrator of all the East®, thus exaggerating the role of the
progenitor of the Komnenos family in these events. K. Barzos, ‘H yevearoylo tov Kopvnvav I,
Bufavtive ketpeve kol peréton 20, Thessaloniki 1984, 38, viewed him as the domestikos ton Scholon,
while Cheynet, Pouvoir 29 n. 12, assumes that this referred to the position of komes of Opsikion; cf.
Krsmanovi¢, Uspon 152-154.

115 Cf. Cheynet, Skyl. 271 n. 41.

116 Bardas Phokas held the post of doux of Chaldia and Koloneia towards the end of the rule of
his uncle, Nikephoros II, and was dismissed immediately John Tzimiskes came to the throne. His
personal friendship with the Iberian ruler testifies to the independence of action the commanders of large
themes or frontier katepanates enjoyed, Cheynet, Skyl. 272 n. 46.
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important function of the domestikos ton Scholon enabled the Phokas family to join
the very top echelon of the Byzantine elite but it is also indisputable that, for their
part, with the experience they had gained through several generations, the Phokas
members’ exceptional military abilities contributed to the prestige of this office. The
rise of Nikephoros Phokas, which repeated itself in a way, in John Tzimiskes’ rise to
power, among contemporary and especially among later writers (who also recalled
the example of Bardas Phokas), created the image of the domestikos ton Scholon as a
position that was a step away from acquiring imperial power (Diac. 37-38).

Bardas Phokas was rewarded for his victory over Skleros but, in the sources,
there is contradictory data about the function he performed after 979. Skylitzes and
Zonaras mention him as the domestikos ton Scholon of the East in the events linked
with the first campaign of the emperor Basil II against Samuel in 986 (Scyl. 330; Zon.
548). This suggests that either Phokas remained in the same position for almost a
decade (978-987) or that he was appointed domestikos on two occasions. Yahya of
Antioch mentions that Phokas as the domestikos ton Scholon waged war successfully
against the Arabs in the East but that in 986, he was dismissed from that position and
appointed “doux of the East, governor of Antioch and all the eastern regions” (Yahya
II, 417);117 a little later, because of the return of Bardas Skleros to Byzantium and
his second rebellion (in 987), he was restored to his previous rank, i.e. to the
domestikos ton Scholon of the East (Yahya II, 421: domestikos). Michael Psellos
does not specify what position Phokas held, save that at the beginning of Basil’s
reign, honours of a more exalted and then of a lesser nature were bestowed on him
(Chron. I, 8). One may conclude from the sources, therefore, that Phokas’ career was
not interrupted in the period from 977 to 987. However, we do not know whether he
held the position of domestikos ton Scholon of the East throughout all that decade.

It is more essential to stress that, after 979, once the civil war with Bardas
Skleros had ended, the sole commanding officer of the highest rank active in the East
was actually the domestikos ton Scholon of the East. Although his military powers
were territorially limited to Antioch and the Syrian region, data indicates he enjoyed a
considerable amount of independence of action.!!8 However, after the end of the civil
war of 987-989/991, there were fewer appointments of this kind, which is particularly
evident in the eastern part of the Empire. The explanation probably is in the efforts by
Basil II to maintain greater control over all the more important offices of state in
future, primarily military positions. For that reason, representatives of the aristocratic
families, who had traditionally been assigned to the East — due to their origins and
career — were distanced from them. From the point of view of internal policy, at the

117 According to Laurent, Antioche 233, Bardas Phokas held the post of doux of Antioch in the
period from 986-987, i.c. until he proclaimed himself emperor. Djuri¢, Foke 279, interprets Yahya’s
account as an attempt to degrade Bardas Phokas, whose governorship of the doukate of Antioch was
expressed in his impressive titles. Cheynet, Phocas 308, 313, assumes that the dismissal of Bardas Phokas
from the position of domestikos ton Scholon was due to the support Phokas gave to the parakoimomenos
Basil. Be that as it may, judging by Byzantine sources, in 986/987, Phokas was acknowledged as an
officer whose military power over the eastern army was dominant.

18 V. pp. 105-107.
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beginning of the nineties in the 10th century, circumstances settled in that area and the
Empire then focused on consolidating and expanding its rule in the frontier regions.
The Syrian region was of crucial importance and so the largest amount of information
from the sources refers to events there. “Power over the East” was transferred to the
doux of Antioch, i.e. a provincial functionary, and the need for the presence of an
officer from the central command was personally met by the emperor appearing
periodically in the East with the army.

The organisation of the supreme military command
in the Balkan war (976-1018)

It is evident that functionaries from the top-ranking military command staff
were very rarely mentioned as participants in the more than forty-year long war
against Samuel and his successors (976-1018).

Sources indicate that at the time when Basil II was preparing his first
independent campaign against Samuel in 986, both domestikoi were active, but only
one of them took part in the battle at Trajan’s Gates on August 17t 986. It was
Stephen-Kontostephanos, who occupied the position of the domestikos ton Scholon of
the West.!19 Skylitzes records that because of “false accusations™ by the domestikos
ton Scholon of the West at the expense of magistros Leo Melissenos — left behind in
the rear in Philippoupolis to guard the straits and ensure the emperor’s return — Basil
1T decided to withdraw from Serdica. During the withdrawal, which Samuel believed
to be “flight”, the Romaic army was suddenly attacked. The emperor “scarcely
managed to flee to Philippoupolis” and Samuel seized the entire camp with the
luggage, the imperial tent and flags (Scyl. 330-331; Zon. 548-549).120

In examining the organisation of the supreme military command, it is far more
interesting to establish who did not take part in the campaign on Serdica. Skylitzes
and Zonaras clearly state that the emperor excluded the domestikos ton Scholon of
the East and “other eastern dynastai” (Scyl. 330: £®ovg dvvdotag) from the
campaign, that is to say, “the eastern military commanders” (Zon. 548: t@v TV
0oV otpatop ovviey duvapemy). Skylitzes’ statement that the emperor had set
out on the campaign “without so much as informing” (und’ &&wdoog Adyov) either
Bardas Phokas, the domestikos ton Scholon, or the other eastern dignitaries, and
Zonaras’ words — that the emperor had gone to war “without saying a word about
the venture” even to the magistros Phokas, despite the fact “that he was the
domestikos ton Scholon of the East”, or to any of the other commanders of the
eastern military forces, leads us to believe that in practice it was customary for the
emperor to consult with his military commanders about an impending campaign, and
especially with the domestikos ton Scholon of the East, whose function implied

119 Most probably, the seals, ascribing to Stephen the titles of anthypatos, patrikios and
domestikos ton Scholon of the West, belonged to this Stephen, Jordanov, Domestiques des scholes
207-208; idem, Preslav no. 159-160; Corpus I, 26.3.

120 Tn more detail Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava 93-94.
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command over the elite eastern army. Although the campaign was conducted in the
Balkans — which means that the commander of the western tagmata must have had
an important role — the eastern military dignitaries were equally interested in it, just
as they had been in the case of the Russian-Byzantine war for Bulgaria in the time of
John I Tzimiskes.

It is not known whether Basil’s decision to exclude the commanders of the
eastern armies from the campaign on Serdica was based on his momentary estimate of
the need to engage them. It is possible that the emperor did not wish to cede supreme
command to a member of the Phokas family, but formally and essentially, to keep the
top position in the chain of command for himself. However, it seems that this decision
was made during a clash between the ruler and the representatives of the military
leadership: magistros Eustathios Maleinos, who had commanded a military unit in the
region of Cappadocian Caesarea at the time of the rebellion of Bardas Skleros and,
under the command of his relative Bardas Phokas, had defended the imperial
authority in Asia Minor — was “dishonourably discharged from the campaign”
(&rlpog &nd g ...&xotpotelog dmomepednven) in 986, which resulted in his
support of the usurpation of his relative Phokas in the following year (Scyl. 332).

The emperor crushed the rebellion of Bardas Phokas and the representatives of
the military leadership assigned to the East of the Empire according to their
functions and origins (987-989/990), with the help of troops sent by Knez Vladimir
of Kiev.!2l On the one hand, this shows that Basil Il did not have a significant
military force under his command that was capable of crushing the resistance of the
grandees of Asia Minor and their evidently numerous supporters; on the other hand,
the Russian troops gave him a degree of independence from the members of the then
highest circle of the military aristocracy he had inherited from his predecessors,
Nikephoros Il Phokas and John I Tzimiskes.!22 In the period following the sup-
pression of the rebellion of 989/991, the members of that military leadership seldom
occupied positions that would afford them more important or independent military
authorities. In any case, a striking characteristic of Basil’s reign is that not only did
he curtail the power of the Byzantine magnates but kept them away from active
service, but through his own direct engagement on the battlefield he succeeded in
controlling the power of his military functionaries. In the continuation of the war
against Samuel and his successors (976-1018), this was reflected in only two
reliable examples ever being recorded of the supreme military command awarding
the broadest command powers. In both cases, those powers were connected with the
position of the doux of Thessalonike — a function linked to the provincial military
organisation. A third example exists — the mandate of Leo Melissenos — but without
reliable confirmation about the period when it occurred.

121 Cheynet, Politique militaire 63 et n. 8.

122 From the titles of the participants in the rebellion of Bardas Phokas and Bardas Skleros
(987-989/991), one can see that they were people who occupied high positions in the official hierarchy.
That means their rise to high office began earlier and that they undoubtedly represented the elite layer of
Byzantine society in the time of Basil II, cf. Cheynet, Pouvoir 27-34.
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Nikephoros Ouranos — The first example refers to the magistros Nikephoros
Ouranos, who was “archon of all the West” (Scyl. 341: ndong dvcewg Gpywv; Zon.
558: g dVoewg dpywv). The literary term used by Byzantine chroniclers in fact
represented a description of the function of the domestikos ton Scholon of the West.123
However, in two charters from the archives in the Vatopedi monastery dating from
998 and 1001, Nikephoros Ouranos was designated as a magistros and a domestikos
ton Scholon, without specifying the territorial region of his competences (Vatop. no.
2, 1.2-3; no. 3, 1. 10), and on a seal (J no. 163), assumed to have belonged to this
very Nikephoros (namely, the surname was not recorded). The Arabian author,
Yahya of Antioch (II, 446), also refers to him only as the domestikos.

Therefore, it is indisputable that Nikephoros Ouranos was a domestikos ton
Scholon and that he performed this function in the West, but the question remains
open as to whether in his case, it was the position of the domestikos ton Scholon of
the West. In a study devoted to the development of the Byzantine administration in
the period from the 9th to the 11th century, Ahrweiler underlines that in the term
domestikos ton Scholon, domestikos meant the domestikos ton Scholon of the East
and that the terms used for his western counterpart were those that mentioned the
West, the western army (“il ne s’appelle pas Sopgotikog 1@V 6y0A®V”).124 The fact
that Nikephoros Ouranos is mentioned in official documents as the domestikos ton
Scholon can be interpreted in different ways: either he was appointed as the domes-
tikos ton Scholon of the East, which primarily designated his military powers over
the eastern tagmas, in this instance he employed in the West, i.e. the Balkans,!25 or
that at the end of the 10th century, the difference in the terminology, ordinarily used
until then to designate the domestikos ton Scholon of the East and the domestikos ton
Scholon of the West, was lost. Furthermore, one should allow for the possibility, as
Cheynet did, that in the time of Nikeporos Ouranos’ mandate, the function of the
domestikos ton Scholon became temporarily unified, once again.!26

The appointment of Nikephoros Ouranos as the domestikos ton Scholon was a
direct repercussion of events in the doukaton of Thessalonike, when the doux of
Thessalonike, magistros Gregory Taronites (991-995) was killed in the conflict with
Samuel and his successor, patrikios John Chaldos, was taken prisoner soon after.
The emperor, owing to the powerful Bulgarian pressure on Thessalonike (which was
left without two commanders of the most senior rank), appointed Nikephoros

123 Cheynet, Basil 11 and Asia Minor 87 n. 74, considers that Nikephoros, as the archon of all the
West had command over the tagmata of Macedonia-Thrace, and that that command in principle was not
connected with that of the domestikos ton Scholon of the West. One should mention that Skylitzes
described the magistros and doux of Adrianople, Constantine Areianites, as archon of the West, Scyl.
466. For the western army v. p. 64 et n. 149.

124 4hrweiler, Administration 57-58.

125 The eastern troops also took part in the war in the Balkans, which was seen in the
Byzantine-Russian war for Bulgaria in 970-971; also, the sources provide evidence of the interest the
domestikos ton Scholon of the East, Bardas Phokas, and the eastern military commanders had in taking
part in the campaign of 986. The participation of the eastern troops is attested in the titles of John
Chaldos, “doux of Armeniakon, Boukellarion and Thessalonike* (Iviron I, no. 8, 1. 1-2).

126 Cheynet, Basil Il and Asia Minor 87 et n. 74.
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Ouranos as the “archon of all the West”. His activities initially were not territorially
limited to the doukaton of Thessalonike, but his operations were primarily in the
function of its protection. We know that after the death of the doux Taronites and the
capture of John Chaldos, Samuel launched campaigns on a wider scale, which
threatened the western provinces. This refers to the period from 995 to the autumn of
997, prior to the battle at the Spercheios (in the autumn of 997). Samuel crossed the
plain of Thessaly and through the Tempe valley (linking the region of Thessalonike
with Thessaly), crossed the Peneios River, advancing through Boeotia, Attica and
across the Isthmus of Corinth, fell upon the Peloponnesian Peninsula, devastating and
looting the said Byzantine regions. The further threat he posed to the western regions
of the Empire was supposed to be prevented by the newly appointed domestikos,
Nikephoros Ouranos. He set out in pursuit of Samuel by the route the latter had
already traveled, and through the valley of the Tempe he emerged onto the Plain of
Thessaly, leaving his field supplies behind in Larissa.!27 In order to facilitate his
progress, he took with him only lightly armed troops, with whom he reached the
Spercheios River, by way of Thessaly. After crossing the river, he attacked Samuel’s
camp downstream. In the battle Samuel and his son, Gavrilo Radomir, were seriously
wounded but they managed, nevertheless, to flee to “the hills of Aitolia and from
there travel across the the Pindos Mountains ridges, finding refuge in Bulgaria” and
thus reached “home” (ta oixeto) safely. After his victory, Ouranos returned to
Thessalonike with the spoils of war (Scyl. 341-342).

John Skylitzes, the most important source for this epoch, did not explicitly call
Nikephoros Ouranos either domestikos ton Scholon or doux of Thessalonike, but later
he would mention the patrikios David Areianites as the successor of Nikephoros in
Thessalonike (ibid. 345: 8iddoxov adtod TG Oeccolovikng REMONKMG TOV
natpikiov AoPid tOv Apetavitny), just as he would say in the case of
Theophylaktos Botaneciates, who was clearly designated as the “doux of
Thessalonike™ (ibid. 350: t0v doVka Oeccoiovikng) that, after Areianites, he was
sent to govern Thessalonike (ibid. 350: &pye1v Oeccorovikng petd tOv Aperovitny
TELPOEVTOG).

The said Vatopedi documents give a more reliable presentation of the nature of
the powers of Nikephoros Ouranos in the region of the doukaton of Thessalonike. We
know that Mount Athos came under the jurisdiction of the administrator of
Thessalonike,!28 which can explain the participation of Nikephoros Ouranos in a
dispute between the monks of two monasteries on the Mount Athos — Vatopedi and
Philadelphou.!29 In documents dating from 998, we learn that the monk Joseph, the

127 The sources did not confirm when the Byzantines recaptured Larissa — before the mandate of
Nikephoros Ouranos or during this campaign of his; for more details Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava
103-104.

128 Kyriakidis, Bul. Me). IV, 143; Papachrysanthou, Movoiopdg 202. The document of John
Chaldos, doux of Thessalonike, dated to September 995, confirms this, v. p. 150 et n. 329.

129 It is a fact that the career of Nikephoros Ouranos was an exception in the time of Basil 11, who
endeavoured to limit the military power of his generals, Cheynet, Basil II and Asia Minor 87. For that
reason Neville, Authority 20, 108, attributes the civil authoritics of Nikephoros Ouranos to his personal
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hegoumenos of Philadelphou, asked Basil II for assistance in the dispute with the
Vatopedi monastery. The emperor ordered Nikephoros Ouranos to investigate the
case, and so he sent the monk Theophylaktos to acquaint himself with the dispute and
brought a verdict in favour of the Vatopedi monastery, which the protos of Mount
Athos verified with this document (Vatop. no. 2). Although magistros Nikephoros
Ouranos is exclusively mentioned in this document as the domestikos ton Scholon, his
arbitration in the said dispute was probably due to his function as governor of Thes-
salonike, because as the domestikos ton Scholon he had competences only in the
domain of military matters. However, since the position of the domestikos ton Scholon
was senior in rank to that of the doux of Thessalonike, according to the TE (263), it is
understandable that Ouranos was described in that way.

The accumulation of the functions of Nikephoros Ouranos represents a
particular problem. In other words, one should explain how the combination of the
functions of domestikos ton Scholon and doux of Thessalonike came about and what
the relation was between those two duties. As the sources show, in the period from
976-1018, the Thessalonike region was a base for organising the campaigns against
Samuel and his successors. However, it is much more important to say that
Byzantium’s secure position in the doukaton of Thessalonike made it easier to set up
and maintain power over a broader area, primarily in the regions that extended
north-west and south-west of Thessalonike. After the victory of the Byzantine army
at the Spercheios River, Samuel undertook no more campaigns through Thessaly
southwards to the Peloponnesian Peninsula.!30 As for the region of Thessalonike, it
would be under strong pressure later, particularly in 1014, but in different
circumstances inasmuch as Byzantium had managed in the meantime to restore or
conquer a series of regions that had been under Samuel’s control at the time before
and after the battle at the Spercheios.

The imminent threat to Thessalonike made it necessary to appoint a com-
manding officer with the broadest powers (and additional military units) to protect it.
As soon as he was appointed, Nikephoros Ouranos arrived in Thessalonike and
acquainted himself with the situation there; from Thessalonike he launched a
campaign through Thessaly. Yahya informs us that after the battle at the Spercheios,
Ouranos raided Samuel’s territory for three months (Yahya II, 446-447), from
which it would ensue that the magistros’ activities exceeded the borders of the theme
of Thessalonike on several occasions.

The magistros Nikephoros Ouranos remained in Thessalonike until the end of
999,131 when, owing to trouble in Syria, he was reassigned to the East in the capacity
of doux of Antioch (Scyl. 345; Yahya II, 459-460). We do not know whether he
held the function of domestikos ton Scholon besides the position of the doux of

relationship with the emperor, and not as the result of a certain function. However, it is essential to say
that the activities of Nikephoros Ouranos were nevertheless connected to Thessalonike.

130 Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava 103-104.

131 Laurent, Antioche 235, dates Ouranos’ departure for Antioch to December 999; cf. Cheynet,
Skyl. 289 n. 146.
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Thessalonike during the entire period from 996-999. From the documents of the
protos of Mounth Athos (Vatop. no. 2), we do know for certain that in September
998, he was domestikos ton Scholon. The second act of Vatopedi, dated to the year
1001 (Vatop. no. 3) — therefore, in the time when Ouranos was already in the
position of doux of Antioch — is not relevant for these considerations. Here, there is
also mention of the domestikos ton Scholon Nikephoros Ouranos, but this is in the
section referring to the events that took place before September 998, and so from the
phrase 10 Twvikato SopécTikog v 1@V oyoraov (Vatop. no. 3, 1. 10-11), we
gather that it meant the former domestikos ton Scholon.!32

David Areianites — The second record about the most senior commanding
officer from the period 976-1018 refers to David Areianites, the successor of
Nikephoros Ouranos to the post in Thessalonike. At the very end of the war, in 1018,
he was proclaimed the strategos autokrator in Skopje and the katepano of Bulgaria.

The data about the career of David Areianites shows that he was continuously
engaged in combat in the Balkans from the beginning of the year 1000, when he
succeeded Ouranos, till 1018. We know of several stages in his movement up the
official hierarchy. The fact that the first mention of the patrikios David Areianites is
connected to the position of doux of Thessalonike (Scyl. 345) implicitly leads us to
assume that he deserved this significant function for the military abilities he had
previously demonstrated, about which, unfortunately, there is no information. Before
1014, he was recalled from the position of doux of Thessalonike, where he was
succeeded by Theophylaktos Botaneiates (ibid. 350). It is known that in the
continuation of the war, he performed command assignments in the army, which
were not terminologically defined precisely in the sources: as military commander
(Scyl. 354: fiyepddv), he conducted the operations in the region of Strumica at the
end of 1015, and Skylitzes mentions that he captured the fortress of Thermitza; a
little later, in the spring of 1017, he led a campaign with Constantine Diogenes in
Pelagonia (Scyl. 355).133

After the death of John Vladislav and the surrender of the majority of the
Bulgarian nobles (1018), Basil II, having arrived in Skopje, “left the strategos
autokrator, the patrikios David Areianites in the city”; Michael of Devol
supplemented Skylitzes’ explanation from which it follows that Areianites was
appointed katepano of Bulgaria on the same occasion (Scyl. 358). His name is not
mentioned again so it is impossible to say anything definite about the authorities he
was granted. They were undoubtedly great, but it seems that they were limited to the
part of the region which would soon be included in the so-called theme of Bulgaria
with its centre in Skopje. In any case, the supplement by Michael of Devol specifies
the region over which Areianites’ powers extended. They were, it is considered, of a
temporary nature: in the still troubled circumstances of a newly formed

132 Jordanov, Preslav 90-91, is mistaken and guided by the Vatopedi monastery’s document from
1001, he dates the seal of Nikephoros, magistros and domestikos ton Scholon to 1001, to the time when
he had alrcady been withdrawn from Thessalonike.

133 In more detail Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava 125-127.
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administrative district the authority of the strategos autokrator, which gave him full
military powers (of the kind that belonged to the emperor), had precedence; in time,
as the situation calmed down, those powers grew into the function of the katepano of
Bulgaria. 134

However, the authority of the strategos autokrator is easier to understand in a
situation when the emperor was absent from the battlefield, which was not the case
here. The data of Skylitzes shows that Basil II, after he had appointed Areianites
strategos autokrator in Skopje, spent some time in the neighbouring regions that had
constituted the core of Samuel’s state, that is the core of the future district of
Bulgaria. It is not known exactly when David Areianites was appointed to the said
functions but it is quite certain that this followed after the death of John Vladislav,
near Dyrrachion, in 1018. Also, we know that Basil remained in the Balkan war zone
right until the winter of 1018/1019 and, in the spring of 1019, he celebrated a
triumph in Constantinople to mark his victory (Scyl. 365). From the aforesaid, it
proceeds that the emperor spent almost the entire year of 1018 in the West of the
Empire. From Skopje (where he left Areianites), he set out for Ochrid where he
stayed long enough to collect the treasure from Samuel’s treasury, to distribute
wages (pdya) to the soldiers, to appoint a governor in the city, to receive and reward
the widow of John Vladislav with her relatives, and attend the surrender of some of
Samuel’s grandees. From Ochrid he next set out towards Prespa (erecting two
fortresses on his way, between the lakes Ochrid and Prespa); from Prespa, he
reached Devol, where he received the eldest son of John Vladislav, Prousianos, with
his brothers; in Devol, among other things, he spent 55 days, corresponding with
Ibatzes; he also lived to see Ibatzes being tricked into captivity organised by the then
“archon of Ochrid” Eustathios Daphnomeles on the feast of the Dormition of the
Blessed Virgin (August 15t). Basil 11 subsequently took measures to consolidate his
power in the western regions: he appointed Eustathios Daphnomeles as the strategos
in Dyrrachion and sorted out the situation in the themes of Koloneia and
Dryinoupolis. Later, he departed for Kastoria (where he received the remainder of
Samuel’s relatives), and then made his way southwards through Thessaly to Athens.
Finally, by way of Thessalonike (where he was engaged in investigating the charges
against Gabras and Helinagos, for conspiracy), he finally returned to the capital
(Scyl. 358-364).

A summary of Basil’s activities shows that they focused on the areas that
extended south-west of Skopje. Viewed from that perspective, one can explain the
awarding of the extraordinary military powers of a strategos autokrator to David
Areianites; he truly did replace the emperor in one section of the battlefield, which,
among other areas, would become part of the new district of Bulgaria. It is possible,
therefore, that those powers directly preceded, indeed contributed to structuring
Byzantine power in the so-called katepanate/doukate. Unfortunately, there is no
information about his activities as katepano of Bulgaria or as strategos autokrator,

134 VIINJ 111, 127-128 n. 165 (J. Ferluga).
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so one cannot say anything precise about the real nature of or how the powers
granted to him — military (and administrative?) — were expressed.

However, given the new concept of provincial authority, which was applied in
the Balkan regions and before that in the frontier regions in the East of the Empire,
in the strategos autokrator of Skopje one can recognise an officer whose powers
were not merely of a command nature. It may be that Areianites’ function secured
the unity of smaller sub-units, Balkan themes-fortresses headed by strategoi.!35 This
view certainly can be taken into consideration, provided that David Areianites as the
strategos autokrator in Skopje acted simultaneously with the emperor (who was
occupied in settling the situation in Ochrid, Prespa, Devol and Kastoria), and with
Eustathios Daphnomeles, who was appointed “archon in Ochrid” — Samuel’s capital
and then the seat of the Archbishopric — who held this position until Basil II
rewarded him with the position of strategos of Dyrrachion. In any case, immediately
after his appointment, the territorial prerogatives of David Areianites — as strategos
autokrator in Skopje or/and katepano of Bulgaria — were restricted, seeing that the
emperor with his other commanders were operating in areas that were slightly later
included in the distrct of Bulgaria.

Domestikos ton Scholon of the West, Leo Melissenos — Sphragistic material
fills in the picture about the organisation of the supreme military command in the
reign of Basil II but it has raised new questions. In this case, they refer to Leo
Melissenos, well-known in the narrative sources, who is mentioned on seals as the
domestikos ton Scholon of the West, first in the rank of anthypatos patrikios and then
as magistros.

On several occasions, sources mention the name of Leo Melissenos as a
participant in the war in the Balkans, as a military commander in the East and as a
supporter of the usurper, Bardas Phokas. From all the records of the Byzantine
authors that refer to him, only one is questionable: Skylitzes mentions that in 976,
Samuel’s brother, Moses, was killed in the siege of Serres, and Michael of Devol in
his text adds that Moses was killed “by one of the subordinates of the doux
Melissenos” or, according to another manuscript version, “by one of the followers of
the doux Melissenos” (Scyl. 329).136 In the literature, the question arose as to which

135 Stephenson, Balkan Frontier 74. Idem, The Balkan Frontier in the Year 1000, 115, 120,
mentions that the strategos autokrator of Bulgaria, stationed in Skopje, at least for some time after peace
was restored in 1018, had authority in the region of the lower Danube, and that David Areianites, as
strategos autokrator in Skopje, was senior to the commander of Sirmium, Constantine Diogenes.
However, the sources do not contain explicit details that would point to the region of the jurisdiction of
strategos autokrator David Areianites (nor to that of the katepano of Bulgaria, cf. p. 194). Moreover, in
view of the different meanings of the term strategos autokrator (Krsmanovié, O problemu 101-108), the
question is which meaning it had in this place in Skylitzes’ account. Stephenson’s interpretation gives a
specific content to the expression strategos autokrator, from which it would proceed that at least in this
case, strategos autokrator had the weight of a technical term.

136 Since he attributes the death of Moses, according to one manuscript, to a person “subordinated
to the doux Melissenos“ (Scyl. 329g1/82: D16 TLvog TOV H1d OV Sovka Medisonvdv), the question arises
as to whether the doux Melissenos was in Serres at all, at the time of these events. There is no explicit
proof of this because here he speaks of the hierarchical relationship between the two functionaries — doux
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Melissenos this referred to, seeing that two Melissenos brothers, Leo and Theo-
gnostos, had been active in the time of Basil II. Since the latter is mentioned in
sources only in connection with the rebellion of Bardas Phokas, one usually thinks
about the “doux Melissenos” as his elder and better-known brother Leo.!37 The rank
of doux, which is attributed to Melissenos, is also questionable, given that according
to the TE, only two functionaries in the rank of doux were connected to the Balkan
region at that time — the doux of Thessalonike and of Adrianople (TE 26333_34). As
Serres was not promoted to being the seat of the doux/ katepano, (it was not even
registered in the TE as a separate military-administrative unit under the authority of
a strategos because it was part of the theme of Strymon), it was assumed that the
said Melissenos defended this city, arriving from nearby Thessalonike where he
performed the duties of the doux.13% Evidently, it is possible that the term doux in the
said place does not designate a provincial functionary but simply the military
commander of a tagmatic army.

In considering the organisation of the supreme military command, another
dilemma arises from the verified fact that during the reign of Basil II, Leo
Melissenos performed the duty of domestikos ton scholon of the West in the rank of
magistros, evidence of which is in the seal from the Preslav Collection (J no. 162;
Corpus I, 26.4). Based on other seals and the data narrative sources provide about
Leo Melissenos, it is possible to reconstruct at least some stages of his obviously
successful service in the eastern and western parts of the Empire. And so, on one seal
he is mentioned as the patrikios and strategos of Anatolikon (J no. 201; Corpus I,
8.3). Jordanov allows for the possibility that the inscription on the seal can be read
differently: patrikios and stratopedarches of the East.!39 Seeing that the seal was
discovered in the vicinity of Preslav, the question remains open as to whether it is
evidence only of the correspondence of the strategos of Anatolikon (or the
commander of the eastern tagmata) with some western colleague, or of Melissenos’
personal presence in the Balkans at a time before the narrative sources recorded this.
Likewise, in the rank of anthypatos and patrikios he also performed the duty of the
domestikos ton Scholon of the West (J no. 161). Given that sphragistic material is
involved, it is impossible to determine exactly when these duties were entrusted to
him but it would seem to involve the period before 985, when the sources record him
with the title of magistros. Jordanov dates the said seals to the seventies or eighties
of the 10th century.!40

and his subordinate, who was certainly in Serres. Another manuscript, in which the death of Moses is
ascribed to a person who belonged to doux Melissenos’ suite, implies that the doux himself was in Serres
(Seyl. 329g4: Ymd Tvog OV TEpL OV Sovka Medioonvov).

137 VIINJ 111, 76~77 n. 21 (J. Ferluga); Jordanov, Preslav 89-90; Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava
80 et n. 19.

138 Jordanov, Preslav 91; Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava 80.

139 Jordanov, Preslav 112: motpik[{o] (xai) otpat[n]y(@) t(@v) Avet[oA(V)k(@v)]; 113:
rotpik[{] (xoi) otpot[o]n(eddpxn) T(Ng) AvatoAn(s).

140 Jordanov, Preslav 90, though uncertain of the dating, assumes that Melissenos held the
position in the theme of Anatolikon in around 980, and the function of the domestikos ton Scholon of the
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We know reliably that before Basil’s campaign against Serdica in 986, Leo
Melissenos was promoted to magistros. Yahya mentions that in 985, the emperor
appointed magistros Leo Melissenos as administrator of Antioch; but he did not hold
that position for long because according to the same source, in the following year, in
986, Bardas Phokas was already proclaimed “doux of the East, governor of Antioch
and all the eastern regions” after being relieved of his duties as domestikos ton
Scholon (Yahya 11, 416-417). The magistros Leo Melissenos was one of the rare
high-ranking officers from the East, who took part in the emperor Basil’s first
campaign against Samuel. In the summer of 986, he was entrusted with guarding
Philippoupolis, but there is no precise data regarding his function (Scyl. 330, 331). It
is possible that after Basil’s conflict with the then domestikos ton Scholon of the
West, Stephen-Kontostephanos, Leo Melissenos was appointed as his successor and
in this way, the seal on which he is mentioned as the domestikos ton Scholon of the
West in the rank of magistros can be explained and dated (J no. 162).141 He is known
to have supported the rebellion of Bardas Phokas but there is no information that
would confirm that he took part in it from the very beginning (987). In any case,
after the death of the usurper (989), he was the only person who was pardoned for
his role in the rebellion (Scyl. 338). Also, he is known to have participated in the
operations in the region of Aleppo in 993/994, as a military commander in the rank
of magistros (Yahya 11, 440-441).

Although it is impossible to give a more accurate estimate of the time when
Leo Melissenos performed some of the aforesaid functions, the fact remains that
during the reign of Basil II, he occupied the position of commander in chief of the
western troops as a magistros, and perhaps as patrikios, even before the rule of Basil
I1.142 As circumstances in the Balkans caused by the war against Samuel and his
successors justified and required the appointment to a function of this type, the
attempt to date the aforesaid seals to that time is understandable. If Melissenos was
appointed domestikos ton Scholon of the West before 986 (when the dispute arose
between the emperor and the domestikos ton Scholon of the West, Kontostephanos),
he would have been the most senior-ranking officer to whom the defence of
Byzantium’s positions in the Balkans were entrusted in the first decade of the
rebellion of the kometopouloi (in the period which was neglected by the narrative
sources). In that sense, the data about the “doux Melissenos” from 976 could warrant
a different interpretation. The term doux, primarily designating a commander of the
tagmatic army, may also have been used to describe the domestikos ton Scholon (of
the West). Still, one should not rule out that Melissenos, the doux of Thessalonike
held this function at the same time as the position of domestikos ton Scholon of the

West in the rank of patrikios, in the period up to 985; Corpus II, 459-461. Cf. Mikpd Acia 85, 358 (V.
N. Vlyssidou).
141 In more detail Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava 90 n. 57; 94; cf. Jordanov, Corpus II, p. 289.
142 Considering Tzimiskes’ engagement in the region of Bulgaria, the possibility remains that
Melissenos was already appointed to that function in the rank of patrikios during his rule, and later, under
Basil 11, performed this duty as a magistros. Judging by the rank he occupied in the official hierarchy
during Basil’s reign, Leo Melissenos’ service must have begun considerably before 976.
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West, all the more so because circumstances at that time justified such appointments.
However, if his appointment to the function of domestikos ton Scholon of the West
was a consequence of the emperor’s dispute with Kontostephanos, it is certain that
Melissenos did not occupy that position for long nor did he play a notable role in the
war because in the following year, he supported the usurpation of Bardas Phokas.
Although John Skylitzes is the most detailed source for the epoch of Samuel, he
summarised several important stages of the war in general outlines, thus leaving us
the possibility of attributing the activities of the domestikos ton Scholon of the West,
Leo Melissenos, to a later period of the war in the Balkans.



v

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS AND THE SIGNIFICANCE
OF THE REFORM OF THE INSTITUTIONS
OF THE SUPREME COMMAND

The reform of the supreme command that evolved in the sixties and the seven-
ties of the 10th century was the outcome of the Byzantine military organisation’s
development. The most important change that spread through the Byzantine army
was its professionalisation.

It has already been observed that units of a professional type existed in the
scope of the classical thematic army, which were designated by the term tage@tor,
taEdtol or Taoti@vec.!43 The essential feature of these units is that they consisted
of soldiers, who were permanently under arms and received a part of their wages
from the state treasury; these were professional detachments recruited and stationed
in a particular theme, and were its most mobile contingent. It is reasonable to assume
that the supreme command was centralised by the function of the domestikos ton
Scholon in the time of the Amorian dynasty. In this, the process of centralisation
relied for support in the provinces on units of that very type. They could swiftly be
placed at the disposal of the domestikos ton Scholon and their active service de-
pended on the duration of a campaign.!44 However, in terms of numbers and the way
they were financed, they did not exceed the framework of the thematic army, the
military organisation until the mid-10th century.

The intensification of the Empire’s military strategy (and the beginning of this
epoch is attributed with good reason to the first emperors of the Macedonian
dynasty, Basil I and Leo VI45) would gradually lead to changes in the organisation
of the military, which was actually adjusted to the manner of conducting the cam-
paigns in the East. The need for the permanent presence of the Byzantine army in the
East could be ensured over a longer period only through its professionalisation, i.e.
by forming an ever increasing number of mercenary military units. The profes-
sionalisation of the army required changes in the system of command. A new feature

143 Martha Grigoriou-loannidou, ®épota et téypato. Un probleme de I'institution de themes
pendant les X¢ et XI¢ siecles, ByzF 19 (1993) 35-41 (especially pp. 38, 39 et n. 22; 40). Cf. Haldon,
Military service 65-66.

144 Krsmanovié, Potencijal 424.

145 Ahrweiler, Administration 46; Oik ides, Organisation 285.




62 THE BYZANTINE PROVINCE IN CHANGE

in the organisation of the supreme military command was already observed in the
time of Romanos I Lakapenos and finally became established in the reigns of Con-
stantine VII and his son Romanos II. At issue was the exceptionally long mandate of -
the domestikos ton Scholon, at that time the sole representative of central command
over the army on campaign. It must be that the static quality of the personnel in the
supreme command (unprecedented in Byzantine history) contributed to its centra-
lisation in the beginning. However, in the end, it was transformed into a particular
example of decentralisation, the more so because the domestikos ton Scholon stood
between the ruler in Constantinople and the (professional) army on the eastern
border, not as a loyal subject (John Kourkouas) but as the initiator and organiser of
eastern policy, who was only formally dependent on the emperor (the representatives
of the Phokas family).

The prestige of the function of the domestikos ton Scholon was also visible
owing to its division (or duplication), which occurred under Romanos II. Still, did
the creation of the command system in the West of the Empire truly represent the
mainspring for reforming the institution of the supreme command? The final answer
depends on defining the aims of that reform. One may judge it on the basis of the TE
and the data left by the narrative sources about the activities of the newly established
functionaries (both the representatives of the central command and those linked with
the provinces). The question is, however, in what measure the knowledge of the
continuation of the reform burdens the interpretation of its beginnings. That is why it
is better to start with the question of what the division of the function of the do-
mestikos ton Scholon shows us and what preceded the first change in the system of
the supreme command.

The need to centralise the supreme command in the West of the Empire existed
even before the position of the domestikos ton Scholon of the West was created. This
need was satisfied with the extraordinary appointment of a monostrategos or with the
engagement of the domestikos ton Scholon in the western (i.e. Balkan) regions. The
use of the term monostrategos since the 8th century was adjusted to the new thematic
arrangement. Thus, it designated either a military commander of units recruited in
different themes or a commander of the western army/western themes. In the latter
case, the monostrategos was in actual fact assigned as an officer, who, according to
his command powers corresponded to the domestikos ton Scholon, the commander of
the eastern army. But the competences of the domestikos ton Scholon (primarily
linked with the East) could also extend to the Balkan region, where the main body of
the Byzantine forces were made up of units from Thrace and Macedonia until the
epoch of Basil 11.146 Thus, a protracted war was waged with Symeon (894-927)
under the command of the domestikos ton Scholon. One should stress that the eastern
troops also took part in it, as well as the officers from that part of the Empire. To put
it briefly, ever since he became the supreme commander of the army on campaign
(the middle of the 9th century), the powers of the domestikos ton Scholon had to
include command over the eastern units, to whom the units from the western parts of

146 At the time of Leo VI, the said two themes belonged among the eastern themes, v. p. 130 et n. 266.
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the Empire could be attached. But, if the army recruited in the western themes acted
independently, as a rule, the domestikos ton Scholon was not appointed to lead it, but
a monostrategos or a strategos with extended military powers over units from other
themes, instead (similar to the way in which the supreme command was organised in
the area of southern Italy, on several occasions).

Based on this explanation, one can say that Romanos II simply organised the
system of the supreme command in the West after the eastern model. Still, was the
change that had already occurred in the military organisation in the West (principally
in Thrace and Macedonia) sanctioned in this, or did the transition to a tagmatic army
in that region spread swiftly only after the function of the domestikos ton Scholon of
the West had become a formal one? The changes in the military organisation in the
East were the result of Byzantium’s military engagements over a long period; this
intensity did not exist in the West in such an uninterrupted span of time. In the area
of southern Italy and Sicily the Empire periodically launched offensive expeditions,
whereas the state’s frontiers in the Balkans were not in any significant danger after
the epoch of wars with Symeon. The mandate of the first domestikos in the West,
Leo Phokas, was short-lived and the very awarding of authority expressed in the new
function was due to what one could say was an ordinary incursion by the
Skythian/Hunic army (the Ungars or Pechenegs) in the Byzantine region (Thrace or
Macedonia?). This incursion was successfully repelled, after which the commander
in chief from the West was reassigned to the East. Still, the function even afterwards
was filled: it was awarded to Marianos Argyros, an officer whose command powers,
at least on three occasions and by means of different appointments, extended to the
Macedonian-Thracian troops.!47 Byzantium’s first serious military efforts in the
region of the Balkans are recorded to have begun in the time of Tzimiskes but they
were provoked by the Russian army advancing. In the time of this emperor, too, in
the military respect, Byzantium’s focus was on the East. Also, it is essential to
highlight that, besides the army of the Thracians and the Macedonians who
traditionally shouldered the burden of the war in the area south of the Danube, the
sources also mention the eastern units as participants in the Byzantine-Russian war
for Bulgaria, and not any particular, western army. Besides that, the detail on
Marianos Argyros’ function is indicative, whom Theophanes Continuatus mentions
as the “monostrategos in the theme of Macedonia and the then katepano of the
West”. Did this have to do with a literarily complicated series of titles or was it
clarification by a contemporary of Romanos II,!48 that the said katepano of the West
(or hitherto monostrategos) was in fact assigned only to the army of Macedonia (and
Thrace)? We are sure that the tagmatic organisation included the European themes,

147 Under Constantine Porphyrogennetos, he was the strategos of Calabria and Longobardia and
the commander of the troops from the themes of Thrace and Macedonia; under Romanos II he was the
monostrategos in Macedonia and katepano of the West, and in 963, during the civil war, he defended the
interests of Joseph Bringas in Constantinople, by commanding the “Macedonian phalanga®, v. p. 29.

148 Theoph. Cont. 480. The data originated from the sixth volume of the Chronicle by so-called
Theophanes Continuatus, from the section dealing with the reign of Romanos II, the author of which is
assumed to have been Theodoros Daphnopates, Ja. N. Ljubarskij, Prodolzatel’ Feofana. Zizneopisanija
vizantijskih carej, Sankt-Peterburg 1992, 219.
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primarily Thrace and Macedonia, but there could scarcely have been some special
western army organised in tagmata in the time of Romanos II, who had (at last) been
given a commander. It would rather be that the authority of the domestikoi ton
Scholon of the West referred to European, i.e. Thracian-Macedonian strike units.!49
Consequently, one can conclude that the division of the function of the domestikos
ton Scholon that occurred at the beginning of the rule of Romanos II was the
expression of the state’s need to organise the supreme command in the West as this
had been done in the East — in the region where the old domestikos ton Scholon had
real authority — but in a manner that did not weaken or limit Byzantium’s military
capabilities in the East.

The creation of the position of the domestikos ton Scholon of the West should
also be viewed from the aspect of the personalisation of the Byzantine state apparatus.
Although the new function cannot merely be comprehended as a concession
Romanos II made to the Phokas family, one should not overlook the fact that the
members of this family had de facto succeeded one another to the leading military
positions from the mid 10th century.!50 The breakthrough towards the Byzantine
military leadership unfolded in actual fact through two positions of a different na-
ture: functions of a military-administrative nature personified in the strategos of the
renowned Byzantine theme of Anatolikon, and the exclusive command duties of the
domestikos ton Scholon. The first thing one notices is that in the middle of the 10t
century, the domestikos ton Scholon finally suppressed the strategos of Anatolikon.
It was remarked that Nikephoros Phokas, the future emperor, was the last strategos
of Antolikon (945-955) who had command over the armies from other themes.!5!
Still, from the aspect of command authorities, even at that time, the domestikos ton
Scholon was a more senior position, as revealed by the data that the said Nikephoros
was promoted to the rank of domestikos after the dismissal of the then first Byzantine
general, his father Bardas. In any case, the fact that the positi