
THEOPHILUS (829-842): Popular Sovereign, Hated Persecutor

JOHN ROSSER / BOSTON, U .S.A .



The paradox this essay investigates is that of an iconoclastic emperor, Theo- 
philus, who appears in Byzantine historical sources as both popular sovereign and 
hated persecutor. The method of investigation will be first to examine the proba
ble reasons for Theophilus’ popularity, then to scrutinize his persecution of image 
worshippers. Finally an attempt is made to discover how an iconoclastic emperor, 
a persecutor no less, at a time when general support for iconoclasm is presumed 
by most modem scholars to have been weak, achieved substantial popularity. 
Moreover, can any relationship be discerned between Theophilus’ iconoclastic 
policy and the sources of his popularity?

I

Theophilus was a popular iconoclastic sovereign, no doubt partly because of 
his colorful and attractive personality. The emperor was known to have his fa
ults1, but he was also known for his good habits and personal virtues2, among 
which was freedom from greed3. He was also very religious and had a most pious 
affection for the Virgin, to whose church at Blachemae he gave special honor4. 
He even wrote hymns, which were sung in Hagia Sophia5. He was an intellectual 
who loved learned conversation® and who actively inquired into matters of all 
sorts7, even into things occult8. His building projects demonstrated an apprecia
tion for fine architecture9, even for that of his Muslim adversaries10. His reign 
became in fact «un renouveau d’ activites artistiques»n . He loved foreigners12, 
and in the army formed a special band of Ethiopians13 as well as an elite corps of 
Persians led by the mysterious Theophobus-Nasir14. Theophilus knew how to use 
exotic machinery to impress foreign dignitaries15 and he used public occasions to 
impress the citizenry. For example, at the chariot races which celebrated his «vic
tory* over the Arabs in 83716, Theophilus himself ran the first race clothed in 
blue, guiding his white chariot to victory before a cheering crowd in the Hippo
drome17. His weekly procession through the capital to the Blachemae palace occa
sionally provided moments of high drama when citizens demanded from Theo
philus the redress of grievances. On one such occasion the brother of the empress 
was whipped on the spot for violation of a civil ordinance18.

If Theophilus’ attractive personality contributed to his popularity, it is
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doubtful if  his skill as a military leader did. The young emperor19 was considered 
brave20 and even gained a reputation for his ability to inflict defeat upon the Arab 
foe21. Yet in fact his victories were paltry22, but his defeats spectacular. One 
thinks immediately of the devastating Arab sack o f Ancyra and Amorium in 838. 
Perhaps the best that can be said of Theophilus is that in battle he was 
« unlucky*23.

Theophilus’ popularity rested most firmly on a single but very important fact: 
his reputation as a competent and just administrator. He frequently inquired at the 
market-place about the prices of the goods sold there, thus demonstrating to all 
his concern for economic matters which affected ordinary citizens, in this case 
probably inflation24. He also reformed the coinage and was known by all to have 
made his empire prosperous25. He rebuilt the walls of Constantinople, no small 
task and one which considerably impressed his contemporaries26. However the 
core o f Theophilus’ reputation as an administrator was his energetic concern for 
justice, without regard for rank or social station, and his respect for imperial 
law27.

Theophilus was considered a just and virtuous judge28, who was feared by the 
wicked but thought admirable by law-abiding citizens29. His willingness to consi
der petitions and his overall love of justice30 were amply displayed during the 
innovative weekly procession through the capital to the Blachemae palace. On 
such occasions Theophilus received petitions from even the lowliest of his 
subjects, as mentioned previously. Charges could be lodged against even the hi
ghest imperial officials, and if proven, punishment was always swift. Theophilus 
seems to have been especially concerned with punishing officials who trampled 
the rights of the poor and uninfluential31. The examples of his active concern for 
justice, for strict obedience to imperial law, are striking and give clear testimony 
to Theophilus’ great reputation in this regard, a reputation which lasted for 
centuries. In the twelfth century dialogue entitled Timarion, which recounts the 
descent into hell and the tribunal o f infernal judges, one finds proof of this. In 
addition to the judges found in Lucian, there are added Galen, Hippocrates, 
Asclepius, and a single Christian judge: Theophilus32.

«Thus did Theophilus’ reputation for just administration outlive him for 
centuries. Among his contemporaries this reputation was the bedrock of Theo
philus’ popularity*.

n

Iconodule chroniclers and some modem historians have found Theophilus’ 
persecution o f image worshippers a stumbling block to any favorable assessment
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of his reign. Among modem historians prior to 191233, none could really justify 
Theophilus’ persecution. E. Gibbon considered Theophilus primarily a religious 
zealot whose justice was arbitrary and cruel «on the model of the Oriental despo
ts*34. C. Lebeau found Theophilus a just and heroic emperor, and rationalized his 
culpability as a persecutor by blaming John the Grammarian35. F. Schlosser prai
sed Theophilus, but also accused him of acting like an oriental despot in pursuing 
his iconoclastic policy36. Yet Schlosser, too, found an excuse for the emperor in 
the fact that Theophilus was taught to be hostile to images37. G. Finlay’s portrait 
is perhaps the most favorable, but even Finlay found Theophilus a stem bigot38. 
H. Gelzer’s assessment of Theophilus was, however, the most blatantly hostile:

Ein Grossenwahn nach dem Vorbilde orientalischer Sultane, ein Allwisse- 
nheitsdiinkel, der selbstandig militarische, Kirchliche sie Verwaltunsfragen 
allein entscheidet, und eine vollendete Verstandnislosigkeit fiir die Zeichen 
der Zeit sind die Eigentiimlichkeiten dieses stark iiberschatzten, in Grande 
keineswegs bedeutenden Regenten39.

Gelzer’s opinion was one which J. B„Bury at first agreed with40. Yet Bury was to 
reverse himself dramatically in 1912, when his A History of the Eastern Roman 
Empire from the Fall of Irene to the Accession of Basil I (802-867) was publi
shed. Here, Bury observed that Theophilus had fared like Leo V, an emperor 
whose feme was likewise depreciated because of his iconoclasm. Moreover Bury 
believed that Theophilus’ connextion with the Amorian dynasty had further de
pressed his fame at the hands of Basilian chroniclers. Yet many traces of Theo
philus’ good reputation remained between the lines of those partial chroniclers, 
where «we can easily detect that there was another tradition, and that Theophilus 
had impressed the popular imagination as a just and brilliant sovran, somewhat as 
Haran impressed the East»41. In rehabilitating Theophilus’ good name, Bury’s 
method was first to reveal clearly the existence o f a sympathetic historical tradi
tion, particularly in the Symeon Logothete chronicle42. Next he attacked the alle
ged severity of Theophilus’ persecution. The result, in my opinion, is that Theo
philus’ fame is restored but only at great expense. The price paid is twofold. 
Legitimate evidence about Theophilus’ persecution is dismissed, and in so doing 
the relationship between these two seemingly contradictory historical traditions is 
ignored43.

It was Bury’s claim that Theophilus confined his persecution only to Constan
tinople and that elsewhere in the empire image worship flourished unhindered44. 
To support this hypothesis it was necessary to attack the veracity of Theophanes 
Continuatus, the historical source which describes the persecution in most detail. 
Bury found the account of Theophilus’ persecution in Theophanes Continuatus to
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be too rhetorical for sober history «and in marked contrast with that of Genesius, 
who was not disposed to spare the iconoclasts*45. In my opinion this view is far 
from correct. Genesius’ account of the persecution is indeed amazingly brief, but 
perhaps this can be attributed to Genesius’ lack of interest. Genesius’ chief intere
sts in Theophilus’ reign are two in number, Theophobus and military affairs, both 
of which comprise about two thirds of his narrative about the emperor. Moreover, 
Genesius’ account of Theophilus’ persecution is almost devoid of detail and filled 
utterly with rhetorical nonsense46.

Theophanes Continuatus, however, provides the following information. Theo
philus issued two edicts47. The first forbid all sacred images, including their 
future manufacture. The result of this edict was that sacred images were removed 
from churches and replaced with secular images of beasts and fowl. In the market
place publically displayed images were consigned to flames. Other publically di
splayed images were confiscated48. The context of these actions seems to be 
Constantinople, although the phrasing of the edict hardly seems restricted to the 
capital. The issuance of the first edict created vigorous protest from painters of 
images, monks, bishops and priests, many of whom were imprisoned or forced to 
flee to remote places where they suffered deprivation49. The second decree barred 
iconodule monks from cities and towns, from public meeting places, and from 
their own monasteries as well50. Confirmation o f this second decree is found in 
the Vita o f Nicetas, which reports an edict from Theophilus forbidding hospitality 
to such iconodules. Violators who were caught assisting iconodules had their pro
perty confiscated51. Moreover in the Vita of Peter of Atroa this second decree is 
referred to quite specifically and is dated to 832/83352. It seems reasonable to 
suppose that both decrees were issued about the same time, although there is 
evidence which suggests Theophilus harassed image worshippers from the very 
onset o f his reign53.

After the issuance of these decrees an outright persecution began, led by the 
followers of John the Grammarian54. How effective was it? The capital and its 
immediate environs clearly felt the effect of these edicts55. Those defenders of 
images who sought open confrontation in the capital were often iconodules who 
had previously confronted Leo V 56. Outside the capital enforcement may have 
been sporadic, even in areas known to have been affected by the decrees, namely 
Lydia57, Bithynia and the Hellespont58, and the Proconnese59. For the rest of the 
empire details are largely lacking, but what is known of the above areas suggests 
Theophilus’ main concern, apart from making examples of iconodules who sought 
confrontation, was to isolate obvious image worshippers from the populace at 
large. There were places of refuge, to be sure60, but nonetheless many iconodules, 
mostly monks, suffered from the persecution. Iconodule monks were most visible 
targets. Their monasteries could be investigated61, and they could be chased away
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from them62. In Bithynia, for example, site o f Mt. Olympus, that pre-eleventh 
century ayiov opo<;63 iconoclastic bishops kept the monk Nicetas, also Peter of 
Atroa’s band, on the move64.

However iconodule monks were often protected by influential clientele65, as 
well as by ordinary citizens66. Nicetas was helped by friends and relatives67. Ordi
nary citizens administered medical treatment to Methodius, who had been beaten 
and thmst into a subterranean palace chamber68. A nun named Euphrosyne helped 
Michael Syncellus as the saint lay in the Praetorian prison69. The latter two 
examples probably show the influence of the empress Theodora, who secretly 
helped image worshippers70. Certainly many icododules must have venerated ima
ges in secret, as did the empress and her mother71. Undoubtedly there were also 
many politiques who found it expedient to keep silent and thus retain high office. 
Among the latter were Theoctistus72 and perhaps even Theophobus-Nasir73.

The objectives of Theophilus’ persecution, then, were limited, and perhaps 
somewhat successful in forcing known iconodules away from urban centers. Cer
tainly it is possible to reconcile information from Theophanes Continuatus with 
that from hagiographical sources by admitting that outside urban areas iconodules 
who attempted to avoid Theophilus’ edicts could do so, although they hardly led 
lives devoid of insecurity and harassment. Those who sought confrontation with 
the emperor, or were otherwise apprehended, suffered from confiscation of pro
perty, exile, imprisonment and occasionally maltreatment. Relatively few promi
nent iconodules came forward to defend images, probably due to the weakness of 
iconodule leadership after the death of Theodore the Studite in 82674. Indeed the 
strength of iconoclastic sentiment may have been greater during Theophilus’ reign 
than is generally supposed75.

m

What follows is an attempt to integrate Theophilus the popular sovereign with 
Theophilus the hated persecutor. It is difficult, it seems to me, to understand 
Theophilus’ reign without beginning in 820, with the bloody usurpation of Mi
chael II (820-829). Michael’s assassination of Leo V (813-820) forever stained 
the reputation of the Amorian dynasty, and the resulting civil war with Thomas 
the Slav almost brought down Michael’s throne76. Although Michael II won the 
war, thereafter he seems to have been an ineffectual ruler77. These were the years, 
impressionable years no doubt, when the young Theophilus was tutored by John 
the Grammarian and had time to study the defects of his father’s administration.

Theophilus’ were first act as emperor demonstrated with great drama his desi
re to disassociate himself utterly from his father’s bloody usurpation. Between
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races in the Hippodrome, the new emperor casually requested the presence of his 
father’s former conspirators, who were seated in the crowd. Suspecting nothing 
they appeared before him, only to be condemned suddenly and executed on the 
spot for the murder of Leo V 78. It was Theophilus’ first act (npc&Tov epyov)79.

Thereafter Theophilus sought to repair the fortunes of his empire. He seems to 
have tried to close wounds still open from the war with Thomas the Slav80. If 
Crete had been lost to the Arabs by his father81, at least Sicily Theophilus would 
contest82. His bravery battling Arabs in Asia Minor is duly noted in Byzantine 
sources, despite his great defeats in 838s3. He made his empire prosperous and 
safe-guarded its capital with refurbished walls. Yet Theophilus’ chief concern 
was to promote justice and respect for imperial law. Corruption in government 
appears to have been rife, and Theophilus determined to root it out. His Lord 
Chamberlain was burned in the Hippodrome for illegally taking the cargo of a 
widow’s ship. When the quaestor ordered to restore the property failed to do so 
promptly, Theophilus had him whipped and exiled84. Theophilus’ brother-in-law, 
Petronas, was whipped publically for failing to consider the legitimate complaint 
of a widow85. The govemon of the Opsikion theme was whipped for taking the 
horse o f a soldier without proper compensation86. Theophilus’ Officer of Petitions 
lost his property, was flayed, tonsured and exiled for having mistreated Antony 
the Younger87. Not only did such actions gather for Theophilus a great reputation, 
they also increased respect for imperial law and authority88.

Iconoclasm was certainly not the most important aspect of Theophilus’ inter
nal policy, but merely one part89. Moreover it was part of a more general context, 
namely Theophilus’ great concern that imperial law be obeyed, even in religious 
matters. Recalcitrant iconodules were lawbreakers, pure and simple. This equa
tion in Theophilus’ mind of image worshippers with lawbreakers seems quite 
apparent. When confronted with the iconodule Symeon, for example, Theophilus’ 
first response was to ask who this man was «who brings to naught the laws of my 
empire, and thinks my legislation nonsense*90. He ordered the spatharius Kalli- 
stus to whip and chase away the monks of Pelekete «unless they are won over to 
our decrees*91. Law courts were set up to try image worshippers92. As with high 
officials who broke the law, dramatic examples could be made of leading ico
nodules as well. What happened to Petronas, in other words, could happen to the 
brothers Theodore and Theophanes. When Theophilus interviewed these two fa
mous defenders o f  image worship he asked them this: «Why, then, since you left 
your own country to come to ours, do you not obey the laws of our kingdom?*93. 
When they failed to give an adequate reply, Theophilus had his now notorious 
verses tatooed on their faces. These verses branded the brothers as vessels of 
religious error, and, significantly, as common criminals94.

The chief point of disagreement in such instances was that of jurisdiction.
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Theophilus bilieved he had legal jurisdicion in religious matters, a claim his oppo
nents disputed. For example, Theophanes and Theodore told the emperor to write 
whatever he liked on their faces. As far as the law, they said, some day Theo
philus would face a Judge far greater85. In practice, during Theophilus’ reign the 
issue of iconoclasm was that which is usually referred to as "caesaropapism*96, 
and considering the emperor’s otherwise splendid reputation it was an issue in 
which he may have gained considerable public support. Certainly those whom he 
persecuted, and whom in turn detested him, must have been a distinct minority97. 
And the rest o f the citizenry? Of course no definite judgment can be made, but 
one can speculate that many citizens were sufficiently impressed by the emperor’s 
reputation to respect at least his iconoclastic decrees. In any case the chief wea
kness of Theophilus’ iconoclastic policy was the emperor’s failure to leave an heir 
on the throne who shared his beliefs. Iconoclasm was still primarily an «imperial 
heresy»98, and undoubtedly the future of iconoclasm would have been different 
had Theophilus produced a son like Constantine V (741-775).

Now these final thoughts on Theophilus. One often finds the emperor compa
red to the caliph Harun al-Rashid (786-809), whom Theophilus is believed to 
have imitated99. Ostrogorsky states that Theophilus imitated Harun by prowling 
about his capital, talking to the poorest and meanest of his subjects, and hearing 
grievances so that he might punish offenders without consideration of rank or 
office100. This is perhaps the shakiest of the comparisons between the two soverei
gns, since Harun’s nocturnal peregrinations were done in disguise and can hardly 
be compared to Theophilus’ weekly procession through Constantinople101. Most 
comparisons between the two rulers, however, usually boil down to the vague 
similarities of their brilliant reigns and their concern for justice. Theophilus is also 
said to have been an imitator of Islamic civilization. Yet here again there is little 
foundation for this assertion. It is true that Theophilus’ Bryas palace was an imita
tion of die caliph’s palace in Baghdad, but one can hardly build a case on this fact 
alone. Besides, it was John the Grammarian, recently returned from his embassy 
to Baghdad, who persuaded Theophilus to build the Bryas palace102. One should 
be sceptical, then, o f Theophilus’ alleged «enthusiasm for the art and culture of 
the Arab world... when Muslim culture exercised its strongest influence on the 
Byzantine world»103. It is worth remembering that it was the caliph Mamun who 
sent an embassy to Leo V requesting Greek manuscripts, and who ransacked 
monasteries in Syria and Asia Minor to get them104. It was this same Mamun who 
begged Theophilus to send him the mathematician Leo, promising Theophilus 
peace and gold if  he would do so105. Artistic and intellectual currents seem to 
have been flowing in both directions between the Caliphate and Byzantium, and 
certainly nothing in Theophilus’ reign indicates the attraction was one-sided106.

One need hardly look to a caliph to find a model for Theophilus’ behavior
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when there is one closer to home, Leo V. There are many similarities between the 
two emperors. To begin with, Theophilus returned to the iconoclastic policy of 
Leo V 107. Both men were great builders108. Both emperors were most active parti
cipants in public affairs, emperors who took a concern for sound administra
tion109. Both emperors took a special interest in military matters110. Both empe
rors named their first sons Constantine, in memory of Constantine V, the great 
iconoclastic sovereign of the eighth century111. Both emperors were austere and 
grave in appearance, occasionally inspiring fear in their beholders112. Above all, 
both emperors had a strict regard for justice and imperial law, which they admini
stered dramatically and without regard for rank or wealth. One day, for example, 
a man accosted Leo V as he was coming from the Great Palace. The man 
complained that his attractive wife had been carried off by a certain senator. The 
man had already complained to the city prefect, but to no avail. Leo promptly 
commanded that the accused senator and the prefect be brought into his presence. 
Neither o f them could deny their guilt and so were punished. In the case of the 
prefect, he was immediately removed from power113. As an analogy to Theo
philus’ behavior this episode needs no comment.

The link between the two men was John the Grammarian. John, the architect 
of both men’s iconoclastic policies, is described as a fellow partner of Leo V 114, 
and as a collaborator of Theophilus115. The greatest influence which John exerted 
over Theophilus was, of course, as the latter’s tutor116. The relationship between 
John the Grammarian and the young Theophilus was very close and in the words 
of one Byzantine source John was «especially beloved and exalted by Theo
philus*117. If Theophilus followed in the path of Leo V, it should come as no 
surprise. John the Grammarian led the young Theophilus in the same direction. 
Certainly if Theophilus needed a model for a successful ruler, it is not unlikely 
that his teacher John pointed to Leo V, who was, after all, Theophilus’ godfa
ther118.

«Now to conclude briefly. Theophilus was a popular iconoclastic sovereign. 
Among those factors contributing to his popularity were his sound administration, 
his prosperity, his spectacular building projects, his personal virtue and piety, 
even his charismatic personality. Most important of all was his concern for justice 
without regard for rank or wealth. Theophilus’ persecution of iconodules went 
beyond Constantinople and aimed chiefly at excluding iconodule monks and cle
rics from urban centers. We have speculated that the persecution’s restricted ob
jectives, the weakness of iconodule leadership and the ease with which ordinary 
citizens could venerate images in secret, might explain why Theophilus’ populari
ty survived intact. Certainly Theophilus’ sustained popularity indicates some kind 
of acceptance of his iconoclastic edicts by a populace mostly little affected by 
them. We have further speculated that Theophilus’ iconoclastic policy was part of
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a larger effort to restore the fortunes o f the empire, an effort in which just admini
stration played a key role. Important to Theophilus’ sense of justice was his re
spect for imperial law. In Theophilus’ eyes image worshippers were violators of 
that law. Finally we have suggested that in his attempt to restore the strength, 
prosperity and religious integrity of his empire, Theophilus may have found in the 
figure of Leo V inspiration, if not a model. Theophilus’ influential tutor and later 
patriarch, John the Grammarian, certainly provides an important link between the 
similar policies of these two emperors.

However one attempts to explain the paradox of this popular iconoclastic 
sovereign, the fact remains that despite his depreciation by later iconodule chro
niclers the greater majority of his contemporaries must have regarded him other
wise. His reputation was such that even an iconoclastic saint could find in Theo
philus virtues worthy of emulation119.
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IHM EIQSEIX

‘ This article is  a revised portion o f my unpublished doctoral dissertation, «Theophilus ‘The 
U nlucky’ (829-842): A Study o f  the Tragic and Brilliant Reign of Byzantium’s Last Iconoclastic 
Emperor®, Departm ent o f History, Rutgers University, 1972. Dr. Judith Herrin o f The Warburg 
Institute kindly read the article and offered several helpful suggestions.

Periodical abbreviations are derived from the «Dumbarton Oaks List of Abbreviations*, DOP, 27
(1973), 329-339. In addition, the following are used in this article:
Alexander, Nicephorus

P. J . A lexander , The Patriarch Nicephorus o f  Constantinople. Ecclesiastical Policy and Image 
W orship in  the Byzantine Empire (Oxford, 1958).

Bury, ERE
J. B . Bury  A History o f the Eastern Roman Empire from the Fall o f Irene to the Accession of 
Basil I (802-867) (London, 1912).

B ryer  and H errin, Iconoclasm
A. B ryer  and J. Herrin  (eds), Iconoclasm. Papers given at the Ninth Spring Symposium of 
Byzantine Studies, University o f  Birmingham, March 1975 (Birmingham, 1977).

Genesius
Joseph Genesius Regna (Bonn ed ., 1834).

Georg. M onach. Contin.
Georgius M onachus Continuatus, Chronographia (Bonn ed ., 1838).

Laurent, «Pierre d ’ Atroa»
V. Laurent, «La Vie merveilleuse de saint Pierre d ’ Atroa (837)», Subsidia Hagiographica, 29 
(Bruxelles, 1956).

Leo Gram.
Leo Grammaticus, Chronographia (Bonn ed ., 1842).

Papachryssanthou, «Nicetas»
D . Papachryssanthou, «Un confesseur du second iconoclasm; La Vie du patrice Nicetas 
(+ 836)» , TM , 3 (1968).

Theoph. Contin.
Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia (Bonn ed ., 1838).

Theod. Mel.
Theodosius M elitenus, Chronographia (T. Tafel ed ., 1859).
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1. Genesius, 75, states that Theophilus was considered haughty. The em peror’s quick temper is 
best illustrated in the story o f Theodora’s burned cargo ship; see Genesius, 75, and Theoph. Contin., 
88-89. Theophilus’ countenance could change for the worse at a m om ent’s notice, and when it did his 
harsh voice caused even Theodora to cower; see W. Regel (ed.), «Vita sanctae Theodorae imperatri- 
cis», Analecta byzantino-russica (St. Petersburg, 1891), 8. Theoph. Contin., 95, cites a single sexual 
misdemeanor.

2. «De Theophili imperatoris benefactis», Ibid., 40.
3. Genesius, 75.
4. Theoph. Contin., 87; also Genesius, 73. W ithin the Bryas palace, Theophilus also erected a 

church in honor of the Virgin; see Theoph. Contin., 98.
5. Theoph. Contin., 106. For the hymns attributed to Theophilus, see A. A . Vasiliev-H. Gregoire, 

Byzanceet les Arabes, I (Bruxelles, 1935), 16, n. 1.
6. Michael Glykas, Annales (Bonn ed ., 1836), 538.
7. Theoph. Contin., 121.
8. Ibid., 116. This is one interest Theophilus seems to have shared with John the Grammarian. For 

a discussion of the latter’s interest, see 5. Gero, «John the Grammarian, the Last Iconoclastic Patriar
ch of Constantinople. The Man and the Legend», Byzantina. Nordisk tidskrift for bysantinologi, 3-4 
(1974-75), 28.

9. Theophilus’ buildings are described in Theoph. Contin., 98, and 139-148. See also A. Grabar, 
V  iconoclasme byzantine: Dossier archeologique (Paris, 1957), 169ff. and Bury, ERE, 129-135.

10. Theophilus' alleged love for things Islamic is based almost exclusively on his construction of 
the Bryas palace (see Theoph. C ontin., 98). It is important to rem em ber, however, that it was John the 
Grammarian, recently returned from his embassy to Baghdad, who suggested to Theophilus that the 
Bryas palace be constructed on the model o f the caliph’s palace in Baghdad. Bury followed J. Strzy- 
gowski in assigning the origins of Theophilus’ triconch to Syria (see Bury, ERE, 130), but the tricon
ch was in fact used long before in the West; see /. Lavin, «The House o f the Lord», Art Bulletin, 44 
(1962), Iff. Yet R. Jenkins still referred to Theophilus’ triconch as «an oriental type o f structure-; see 
Byzantium: The Imperial Centuries, A. D. 610-1071 (New York, 1966), 148. See also A . Grabar, op. 
cit., 171 as well. Bury’s statement, in ERE, 133, that «Arabian splendour in his material surroundings 
meant modernity for Theophilus», is really without foundation.

11. A. Grabar, op. c it., 169.
12. V. Vasilievsky and P. Nikitin (eds), «Acta 42 martyrum Amoriensium» , Memoires de 1’ Acade- 

mie des Sciences de Russie, viiie serie, vii, 2 (1905), 27. This same passage states that Theophilus 
allowed foreigners to marry Roman women.

13. Ibid.
14. Genesius, 55, 57; also Theoph. Contin., 112. That Nasir and Theophobus were the same 

person was demonstrated by H. Gregoire, «Manuel et Theophobe», Byzantion, 9 (1934), 185-188. 
See also A. A. Vasiliev—  H. Gregoire, op. c it., 124, n. 3 and F. Hirsch, Byzantinische Studien 
(Leipzig, 1876), 138-141. The career o f Theophobus-Nasir is discussed in J. Rosser, «Theophilus’ 
Khurramite Policy and Its Finale: The Revolt o f Theophobus' Persian Troops in 838» Byzantina, 6
(1974), 265-271; see also M. Rekaya, «Mise au point sur Theophobe et 1’ alliance de Babek avec 
Theophile (833/34-839/40)», Byzantion, 44 (1974), 43-67.

15. For the mechanical golden plane tree and other exotic devices, see Bury, ERE, 133-134. The 
origin of these devices is not Known precisely; see A. Grabar, op. c it., 170. The Symeon Logothete 
chronicle states that Theophilus was a lover o f showy things; see Theod. M el., 148 =  Leo Gram., 
215 =  Georg. Monach. Contin, 793.

16. Theophilus pillaged Zapetra, where Theophobus-Nasir’s troops butchered the entire male 
population; see J. Rosser, op. cit., 268.

17. Theod. Mel., 152 =  Leo Gram., 221 =  Georg. Monach. Contin., 798.
18. Theod. Mel., 148-149 =  Leo Gram., 215-216 =  Georg. M onach. Contin., 793. The story is 

repeated in Theoph. Contin., 93-94.
19. Theophilus was about 16 years of age when he came to the throne as sole emperor in 829; see W. T. 

Treadgold, -The Problem of the Marriage o f the Emperor Theophilus*, GRBS, 16 (1975), 325-341.
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20. See V. Vasilievsky  and P. Nikitin  (eds), op. c it., 11.
21. Ibid.
22. J. Rosser, op. c it., 266-268.
23. Theoph. C ontin ., 135, 139. The situation in Sicily and southern Italy during Theophilus’ reign 

was hardly more encouraging; see A. A . Vasiliev-H. Gregoire, op. c it., 127-137, 143-144, and 187- 
188. Undoubtedly Theophilus’ major military accomplishments were the creation o f two new themes, 
those o fC hald ia  and Paphlagonia, and three new kleisurai; see L. Brehier, Le monde byzantin, II: Les 
institutions de 1’ empire byzantin (Paris, 1949), 357-358; also H. Gelzer, «Die Genesis der byzantinis- 
chen Classe der Konigl. Sachsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschafter, 18, no. 5 (1899), 92-% .

24. Theoph. C ontin ., 87.
25. The reputation o f  Theophilus’ wealth lasted for centuries. See, for example, Constantine Me- 

nasses, Synopsis historica (Bonn ed ., 1837), lines 4824-4828; with rhetorical exaggeration this 12th 
century writer states that Theophilus’ gold coins were scattered like worthless pebbles. John the Gram
m arian gave away over 28,000 gold coins during his Baghdad embassy, just to impress the caliph with 
Theophilus1 wealth; see J. Rosser, «John the Grammarian's Embassy to Baghdad and the Recall of 
M anuel* Byzantinoslavica, 37 (1976), 168-169. Theophilus reformed the bronze coinage entirely, 
even creating new mints for the purpose o f issuing it in voluminous quantities. It was the first large 
issue o f  taronze coinage since the reign o f Constans II (641-668), and it may be that the government 
was attempting through this new coinage to revive the economy in the provinces. See D. M. Metcalf, 
«How Extensive was the Issue o f  Folles during the Years 775-820», Byzantion, 37 (1967), 309-910; 
also M etca lf s , «The New Bronze Coinage of Theophilus and the Growth of the Balkan Themes», 
M useum  N otes, 10 (1962), 8 Iff. Theophilus left, upon his death, a treasury containing 190 centenaria 
o f  gold coin and 300 pounds o f  silver; see Genesius, 90 and Theoph. Contin., 172. Bury, ERE, 221, 
n. 1, estimated that Theophilus’ buildings must have cost as much as did Justinian the G reat's Hagia 
Sophia.

26. G enesius, 75. Numerous inscriptions attesting to Theophilus’ rebuilding still survive on the 
walls; see A. Van M illingen, Byzantine Constantinople (London, 1899), 100-101, 168-169, and 183- 
185.

27. The 12th century writer John Zonaras states succinctly that Theophilus to o  S ikuioo Sidnopoi; 
f|V ^t|Xxorfi5; see John Zonaras, Epitome historiarum (Bonn ed ., 1897), 361.

28. W. Regel (ed .), «De Theophili imperatoris benefactis», op. c it., 40.
29. Theoph. Contin., 86.
30. Ibid., 93.
31. A charm ing exam ple o f this is found in W. Regel (ed.), «De Theophili imperatoris benefactis», 

op. c it., 41-43, where the following story is told. Some nuns, molested by men in the employ of two 
magisters, went to Contantinople to seek redress from Theophilus. They hailed the emperor during his 
w eekly procession to Blachemae; he promised to hear their case on the morrow. The magisters soon 
appeared before the nuns with wives, children and friends, all begging forgiveness. The nun’s ste
w ard, a crafty m an, persuaded the nuns to settle out o f  court for an enormous sum. O f course Theo
philus had to then dism iss the case. The story concludes by stating that injustice was impossible during 
Theophilus’ reign.

32. See C. D iehl, «La legende de 1’ empereur Theophile», Annales de 1’ Institut Kondakov, 4 
(1931), 33-37. The 12th century writer Constantine Manasses calls Theophilus brilliant and high- 
m inded, a id  a deep thinker regarding justice and the laws whose judgments were made without regard 
for rank or position; see Synopsis historica, op. c it., 4791-4792 and 4832-4833.

33. When J. B. B ury’s, ERE was published.
34. E. Gibbon, History o f  the Decline and Fall o f the Roman Empire, ed. J. B. Bury (London, 

1898), 5, 196-197.
35. C. Lebeau, Histoire du Bas-Em pire en commengant a Constantin le Grand, ed. M. de Saint- 

M artin  and M . Brosset (Paris, 1832), 13, 155.
36. F. C. Schlosser, Geschichte der bilderstriimenden Kaiser des ostromischen Reiches (Frankfurt, 

1812), 517-518.
37. Ibid.
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38. G. Finlay, History o f Greece from the Conquest by the Romans to the Present Time (B. C. 
146 — A. D. 1864), ed. H. F. Tozer (Oxford, 1877), 143.

39. H. Gelzer, «Abriss der byzantinischen Kaisergeschichte*, in K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der 
byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinian bis zum Ende des ostromischen Reiches, 2nd ed. (Munich, 
1897), 968-969.

40. See E. Gibbon, op. c it., 196, n. 30.
41. Bury, ERE, 121.
42. The Symeon Logothete chronicle is generally sympathetic to the Amorian dynasts; see F. 

Hirsch, op. cit., 63 and 69. Bury believed that Symeon Logothete made use o f a  lost Amorian 
chronicle; see Bury, ERE, ix and 458-459. Concerning the problems related to the family o f Symeon 
redactions, C. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, I (Berlin, 1958), 515-518.

43. The relationship o f iconoclastic policy to other aspects of imperial policy needs, o f course, 
careful scrutiny wherever possible. A similar sentiment is expressed by J. Herrin, «The Context of 
Iconoclast Reform*, Bryer and Herrin , Iconoclasm, 20.

44. Bury, ERE, 140-141.
45. Ibid., 136, n. 1.
46. Genesius, 74-75; the following is a translation:

«And utterly disturbing the tranquil sea o f piety, Theophilus tossed about the multitude on that 
waveless sea. Among those he imprisoned in jails, along with many ascetics, was M ichael, the 
syncellus of the assembly o f Jerusalem. Like a Scythian, Theophilus wrote on the faces of 
those defenders o f the faith, Theophanes and Theodore, by pricking their skin. Thus did his 
powerful and plentiful storms fall upon religious piety. Moreover, there were many violent 
winter storms in the air, and both droughts and famines occured because of the disturbances in 
the air. There were also earth tremors and agitations in the time of his reign. In general, there 
was a flight of the pious during the storm o f his impiety, and there was no Sabbath’s rest from 
his inhumanity, which disturbed the calm state o f the Christians*.

The account of Theophilus’ persecution in Theophanes Continuatus is quite independent from that in 
Genesius; see F. Hirsch, op. c it., 201 and 204. To see how «reliable* Hirsch considered Genesius’ 
treatment of Theophilus’ reign, see Ibid., 137. M oreover, I do not believe, as does F. Barisic, that 
Theophanes Continuatus is more critical o f Theophilus that is Genesius. Theophanes Continuatus 
praises Theophilus’ pursuit o f justice (Theoph. Contin., 86), h is zeal and fa ith  toward the M other o f 
God (Ibid., 87), his attention to public affairs (Ibid., 88), h is rebuilding o f  the capital’s defenses 
(Ibid., 94), his xenon (Ibid., 95), his magnificent embassy to Baghdad (Ibid., 95-99.), and his Bryas 
palace (Ibid., 98-99). See F. Barisic, «Genesios et le Continuateur de Theophane*. Byzantion, 28 
(1955), 119-133, especially 121. Considering everything, I consider the description o f Theophilus and 
his reign drawn by the Continuator to be rather even-handed. This view is shared by R. Jenkins, «The 
Classical Background of the Scriptores Post Theophanes*, DOP, 8 (1954), 17-18.

47. See F. Dolger, Corpus der griechischen Urkunden des Mittelaiters under der Neueren Zeit. 
Reihe A: Regesten. Abt. i: Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostromischen Reiches. I. Teil: Regesten 
von 565-1025 (Munich and Berlin, 1924), 52 (no. 427) and 54 (no. 444).

48. Theoph. Contin., 99-100. Symeon Logothete seems to be referring to this first edict in stating 
that Theophilus ordered the holy images to be either plastered over or erased; see Theod. M el.. 
153 =  Leo Gram., 221 =  Georg. M onach. C ontin., 799.

49. Theoph. Cont., 100.
50. Ibid.
51. Papachryssanthou, «Nicetas», 329. During the reign of Constantine V, there was a prohibition 

on holding communion with monks, or even greeting them; see Alexander, Nicephorus, 13, n. 2. 
There was a similar edict during Leo V ’s reign; see Ibid., 143. Confiscation o f property was a punish
ment which Theophilus used against other types o f lawbreakers as well; it must have brought huge 
sums into the treasury. For example, Theophilus’ Officer o f Petitions, who mistreated Antony the 
Younger, had his possessions confiscated; see Papadopoulos-Kerameus (ed.), «6io<; Kai jtoXiTcia 
t o C 6mou ’Avtmviou t o o  veou», Palestinskij Sbom ik, 19 (1907), 217. Theophilus confiscated Ale
xius Musele’s property; see Theod. M el., 149-150 =  Leo Gram ., 217-218  =  Georg. Monach. Con-
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tin ., 795-796. Nicetas, a bureaucrat who quarreled with Theophilus, had his property confiscated 
(Genesius, 71), as did a consul accused o f conspiring against the emperor (Laurent, «Pierre d ’ Atroa*, 
189).

52. Ibid., 187. Laurent places the beginning of the persecution to early 833; Ibid., 29.
53. Theoph. Contin., 87. The iconodule Nicetas was evicted from a suburban estate near Constan

tinople, an event which D. Papachryssanthou places at the very beginning of Theophilus’ reign, in 
830; see Papachryssanthou, «Nicetas», 327. The persecution seems to have been in force in early 
O ctober of 836, when Nicetas died; see Ibid., 323 and 345-347. It was probably also in effect when 
Peter o f  A troa died in early January o f  837; see Laurent, «Pierre d ’ Atroa», 29, 217-219. It was not 
unusual for iconoclastic emperors to first consolidate their position on the throne before launching a 
m ajor persecution; see P . Alexander, «Religious Persecution and Resistance in the Byzantine Empire 
o f  the Eighth and Ninth Centuries: M ethods and Justifications*, Speculum, 52 (1977), 254-255.

54. Laurent, «Pierre d ’ Atroa», 187. The role o f  John the Grammarian in this persecution was 
im portant The em press Theodora would later claim that Theophilus had been a mild iconoclast until 
led further into error by John; see Theoph. Contin., 164. In the « Vita sanctae Theodorae imperatricis*, 
op. c it., John is called Theophilus’ fellow -initiate, accomplice and guide in the heresy, but also 
accused of leading astray the «light-headed and unlucky Theophilus*, see p. 6. That John led Theo
philus astray is also claim ed by the «Acta G raeca ss. Davidis, Symeonis et Georgii Mytilenae in insula 
L esbo*, ed. H. Delehaye, AnalBoll, 18 (1899), 238. There are reasons to doubt the uniform veracity 
and precision o f  some hagiographical sources on this. For example, the latter source is of late creation 
and hardly precise; see I . Sevl'enko, «Hagiography of the Iconoclast Period*, Bryer and Herrin, Ico
noclasm , 117. N evertheless, the collective impression of John’s influence is one which seems basical
ly correct to m e. For a contrary point o f  view, see S. Gero, « John the Gram m arian...*, op. c it., 26. 
The career o f  John is discussed in P. Lemerle, Le premier humanisme byzantin (Paris, 1971), 135- 
147.

It has often been assum ed that it was not until John the Grammarian became patriarch that the 
persecution began. See, for example, Bury, ERE, 135; E. Martin, A History of the Iconoclastic 
Controversy (London, 1930), 207; S. Vailhe, «Saint Michel le syncelle et les deux freres grapti, saint 
Theodore e t saint Theophane*, ROChr, 6 (1901), 617. Yet the chronology of John’s patriarchate is a 
thorny problem which adm its no easy solution. V. Grumel has argued forcefully for an accession date 
o f  January 21, 837; see V. Grumel, «Chronologie des patriarches iconoclastes du IXC siecle*, EO, 34 
(1935), 164. This is a date which has been generally accepted by modem scholars. Support for 
G rum el’s date is provided by A. Dikigoropoulos, «The Constantinopolitan Solidi o f Theophilus*, 
D O P, 18(1964), 355.

John was also known for other methods o f persuasion, including his skill in argumentation and 
even bribery; see S. Gero, «John the G ram m arian...* , op. c it., 27-28.

55. It is quite clear that Theophilus’ second edict applied to urban centers throughout the empire, 
Contra E. M artin, op. c it., 208, where the Continuator’s xct<; hoXsk; is referred to as only the capital. 
N ote, for exam ple, the fate o f  the monks o f the monastery o f St. Abraamius, located outside the 
capital near the Golden Gate. They were expelled to Phoberon, where Theophilus' agents beat them 
unmercifully; see Theoph. Contin., 101, and R. Janin, La geographie ecclesiastique de 1’ empire 
byzantin, III: Eglises e t monasteres de Constantinople (Paris, 1953), 5. Harsh physical punishment 
w as only infrequently inflicted upon iconodules by Theophilus. Euthymius o f Sardis was probably 
m artyred during Theophilus’ reign, but his death was exceptional in this regard; see Bury, ERE, 139, 
n. 3.

56. On th is, see B ury, ERE, 139, n. 4.
57. Laurent, «Piene d ’ Atroa*, 207.
58. After Theophilus’ persecution began, Peter o f Atroa and his small band o f followers were 

forced to flee Bithynia to the Hellespont region when Leo, Bishop of Prusa in Bithynia, ordered them 
to depart from  there; see Ibid., 187-189. As in the reign o f Leo V, the cities of Bithynia are represen
ted in the Vita o f  Peter o f  Atroa as centers o f  iconoclastic power; Ibid., 57, 135-136, and 327. 
Survival for iconodule monks was aided by the multiplication o f small, remote monastic centers in 
Bithynia, the Hellespont region and Lydia; Idid., 35-36.
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59. It was probably in the spring o f 833 when Gregory Decapolitus arrived in the Proconnese, only 
to find it difficult to obtain lodging because o f his iconodule sympathies. See F. D vom ik  (ed.), La vie 
de Saint Gregoire le Decapolite et les Slaves tnacedoniens au IX ' siecle (Paris, 1926), 53-54. Dvomik 
identifies the two emperors mentioned here with Theophilus and his son Constantine. The Proconnese 
was apparently a zone o f refuge for iconodules; see H. Ahrweiler, «The Geography o f the Iconoclast 
World», Bryer and Herrin, Iconoclasm, 24-25.

60. Concerning the complicated problem of «zones o f refuge», I refer the reader to the study o f H. 
Ahrweiler, Ibid. She cites important evidence which demonstrates just how confused the situation 
appears for Greece during Theophilus’ reign (Ibid., 27), and stresses how significant was the presence 
of imperial officials or military authorities for the enforcement o f  iconoclastic edicts (Ibid., 25). This 
latter poirt perhaps explains why Theophilus concentrated on enforcement in urban areas.

61. V. Vasilievsky and P. Nikitin (eds), «Acta 42 martyrum Amoriensium», op. c it., 25. Iconocla
sm undoubtedly infected many monasteries; see the Vita Methodii, PG, 100, col. 1249.

62. Theoph. Contin., 100. The spatharius Kallistus, however, refused to drive out monks from the 
monastery of St. John the Divine o f  Pelekete. See V. Vasilievsky and P. Nikitin (eds), «Acta 42 
martyrum Amoriensium», op. c it., 25; also C. M ango  and / . Sevcenko, «Some Churches and Monaste
ries on the Southern Shore o f the Sea o f  M armara», DOP, 27 (1973), 246.

63. See A. Papadakis, «Hagiography in Relation to Iconoclasm*, The Greek Orthodox Theologi
cal Review, 14 (1969), 178.

64. Papachryssanthou, «Nicetas», 327-331. See aslo note 58 above. The iconoclastic clergy may 
not have been Theophilus’ subservient tools, as the affair o f Theodore Krithinus makes clear (see 5. 
Gero, «Jchn the Gram m arian...” , op. c it., 26-27), but they seem to have been tools nonetheless. See 
C. Mango, «The Liquidation o f Iconoclasm and the Patriarch Photius*, Bryer and Herrin, Iconocla
sm, 134.

65. For example, see Laurent, «Pierre d ’ Atroa», 188-191 and 51, n. 2; also Papachryssanthou, 
•Nicetas*, 322.

66. See Papachryssanthou’s comment, Ibid. However the general problem of citizen support for 
iconoclastic decrees is obviously complex; see H. Ahrweiler, op. c it., 25-27.

67. Papachryssanthou, «Nicetas», 320-323, 327-331, 337.
68. Vita Methodii, op. cit., col. 1252.
69. Vita Michael Syncelli, ed. F. I. S m it, IRAIK, 11 (1906), 238.
70. «Vita sanctae Theodorae imperatricis*, op. c it., 8. Theodora also intervened on behalf o f the 

image painter Lazarus; see Theoph. Contin., 103.
I 71. Theoph. Contin., 90-92; in the story about the court dw arf Denderis, Theophilus rebuked 
Theodora as an idolatress (eiStbAxov Xaxpiv). According to John Zonaras, op. c it., Theophilus’ puni
shment of iconodules was for the sin o f  idolatry.

72. One of a large number o f later «self-proclaimed former crypto-Iconodules», see P. Karlin- 
Hayter, «Gregory of Syracuse, Ignatios and Photios», Bryer and H errin , Iconoclasm, 142, n. 10. See 
Ibid., 141, n. 4, and C. Mango, "Historical Introduction*, op. c it., 6; also C. M ango, «The Liquida
tion...*, op. cit.,

73. Theophobus-Nasir was allegedly «orthodox», presumably iconodule in preference; see Theod. 
Mel., 154 =  Georg. Monach. Contin, 803 (not mentioned in Leo Gram .). He is also alleged to have 
been most pious (Genesius, 52, 61), but this m ay all be later propaganda from the monastery o f 
Theophobus; see H. Gregoire, -M anuel et Theophobe*, Byzantion, 9 (1934), 195-196. Manuel was 
an iconoclast; see H. Gregoire, «Etudes sur le neuvieme siecle*, Byzantion, 8 (1933), 520-524.

74. This has been emphasized by C. M ango, who remarks on the «pusillanimous attitude* adopted 
by bishops during Thophilus’ reign; see C. M ango. «The Liquidation...* op. c it., 134. That there 
were many (no doubt obscure) monks, clerics, painters o f images, and even some bishops who suffe
red persecution is stated by Theoph. Contin., 100. It is not that there were few victims (C. Mango, op. 
cit.), but rather few victims of any importance, probably as a result o f the dearth o f iconodule leader
ship after 826. The role o f prominent foreign iconodules, e. g . Michael Syncellus and Theophanes and 
Theodore «Graptoi», thus became magnified. Some leaders suffered for political reasons, as did Me
thodius. See J. Gouillard, «Une oeuvre inedite du partriarche Methode*, BZ, 53 (1960), 39-45; also
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C. M ango , op. c it., and  I. SevHenko, «Hagiography of the Iconoclast Period*, op. c it., 119, n. 45. 
Certainly few prominent civilians, such as Sergius, father of the Patriarch Photius, suffered for the 
cause o f  image worship (see C. M ango , op. c it., 136 and 139).

75. It is commonly supposed that during its second phase iconoclasm was, in G. Ostrogorsky’s 
w ords, poorer in spirit, even impotent. See Ostrogorsky’s History o f the Byzantine State, trans. J. 
H ussey  (New Brunsw ick, N. J ., 1969), 203-204, and his Studien zur Geschichte des byzantinschen 
Bilderstreites (B reslau, 1929), 56. The evidence adduced for this is the alleged limitation o f iconocla
stic persecution to Constantinople (B ury , ERE, 140-141) and the assumed weakness of iconoclastic 
theology after 815 (Ostrogorsky , H isto ry ..., op. cit.).

Iconoclastic persecution during the second phase o f iconoclasm was hardly limited to Constantino
p le, as demonstrated for Theophilus’ reign in this paper, and for Leo V ’s reign by P. Alexander 
(N icephom s, 140-147). In any case, Constantinople was the natural hub of iconoclastic sentiment (H 
A hnveiler , op. c it., 25-27) for it was there that the imperial court was located (see P. Alexander, 
«Religious P ersecution ...* , op. c it., 258). If some iconodules found refuge in distant places like 
Phoberon, o r even in suburbs around the capital, it does not necessarily indicate that popular iconocla
stic sentiment was w eak. In fact the problem of iconoclasm’s popular support is rather complicated, 
and certainly less strictly dependent on simplistic geogrpahical models than is often assumed (H. 
Ahrweiller, op. c it., 25).

It is true that the Council o f 815 contained little new iconoclastic theology. On this, see P. 
Alexander, «The Iconoclastic Council o f St. Sophia (815) and Its Definition*, DOP, 7 (1953), 35-66, 
and M . A nastos, «The Ethical Theory o f Images formulated by the Iconoclasts in 754 and 815*, DOP, 
8 (1954), 151-160. There is, o f  course, a possibility that an iconoclastic council was convened at the 
beginning o f  Theophilus’ reign. See V. Grumel, «Recherces recentes sur 1' iconoclasme•», EO, 29 
(1930), 99. It is also possible that such a council may have abandoned the position o f the Council of 
815 and returned to the views of Constantine V , even accepting the latter's hostility to the cult of 
saints (see P. Alexander, «The Iconoclastic C ouncil...* , op. c it., 57, n. 42). There is even some 
evidence during Theophilus’ reign for John the Gram m arian’s opposition to the veneration of relics 
(see 5. Gero, «John the G ram m arian..., op. c it., 26, n. 33). Taken together, then, it is certainly 
possible that iconoclastic doctrine during the second phase of iconoclasm was hardly sterile and infle
xible. Nevertheless, it defies common sense to claim that powerful ideas, even if old and relatively 
unm odified, are incapable o f  continuing to affect human beliefs and actions. The very fact that men 
the calibre o f  Theophilus and John the Grammarian embraced traditional iconoclastic doctrine is some 
evidence for its continued vigor in the early ninth century.

76. I accept the view  that Thomas the Slav acted to avenge the death o f his old friend. Leo V. See 
P. Lemerle, «Thomas le Slave*, TM , 1 (1965), 285 and 297.

77. See Bury, ERE, 109-110. .
78. Theod. M el., 147-148 =  Leo Gram ., 214-215 =  Georg. M onach. Contin., 791. There is ano

ther version o f  this event in which the assassins are condemned at a formal assembly in the Magnaura; 
see G enesius, 51 and Theoph. Contin ., 85-86.

79. According to Zonaras, op. c it., 352.
80. See the Vita o f  Antony the Younger, Papadopoulos-Kerameus (ed.), op. cit., 209. Theophilus 

m ay have been providing an amnesty for Thomas’ followers; see P. Lemerle, op. c it., 292-293.
81. See A. A . Vasiliev-H . Gregoire, op. c it., 49ff.; also Bury, ERE 287ff., and H Glykatzi- 

Ahrweiler, «L’ administration militaire de la Crete byzantine*, Byzantion, 31 (1961), 220-221. Crete 
wag captured shortly before Theophilus’ accession, perhaps in 827 according to A. Fahmy, Muslim 
Sea-Pow er in the Eastern Mediterranean from the Seventh to the Tenth Century A. D. (Cairo, 1966), 
128.

82. See A. A . Vasiliev-H . Gregoire, op. c it., 127-137, 143-144, 187-188.
83. See notes 20-23 above.
84. «De Theophili imperatoris benefactis*, op. c it., 40-41.
85. See note 18 above.
86. Theod. M el., 154 =  Leo G ram ., 223-224 =  Georg. M onach. Contin., 803-804. This story is 

a lso told in Theoph. Contin., 93-94.
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87. Papadopoulos-Kerameus (ed.), op. cit., 209-211; see note 80 above.
88. See «De Theophili imperatoris benefactis», op. c it., 43; see also notes 27-32.
89. And that part has been overstressed as an importand issue in extant Byzantine historical so

urces; on this, see C. M ango, -Historical Introduction®, op. c it., 6.
90. H. Delehaye (ed.), op. cit., 238.
91. V. Vasilievsky and P. Nikitin (eds.), op. c it., 25.
92. I. Van den Gheyn (ed.), -S . Macarii, monasterii Pelecetes hegumeni Acta Graeca*, Anal. 

Boll, 16 (1897), 157. See also the Vita Theodori Grapti, PG, 116 col. 668.
93. Theod. Mel., 157 =  Leo Gram.. 226 =  Georg. Monach. Contin., 807.
94. Ibid.
95. Ibid. However in die Vita Theodori Grapti, op. c it., col. 673AB, 676A, the brothers appear 

more timorous before the emperor. See I. Sevcenko , «Hagiography...», op. c it., 129.
96. See P. Alexander, -Religious Persecution...*, op. c it., 257-264; also H. Ahrweiler, «The 

Geography...*, op. c it., 27.
97. Certainly those iconodules who could be identified and persecuted were a minority. That this 

minority expressed a viewpoint which has been overstated in Byzantine texts, and which no doubt 
distorts Theophilus’ good name and overall internal policy, has been remarked on above (e. g ., note 
89). Yet it should also be emphasized that later chroniclers, whatever their prejudices, are not unfair to 
Theophilus (Bury, ERE, 121) and hardly display the venomous opinions of George the Monk (Bonn 
ed., 1904), 2, 797-801, whose outlook might best represent that minority viewpoint.

98. For the first iconoclastic period, this point o f  view has been superbly stated and defended by S. 
Gero, in Byzantine Iconoclasm during the Reign o f Leo HI, with Particular Attention to the Oriental 
Sources (Louvain, 1973), and more recently in Gero’s  Byzantine Iconoclasm during the Reign of 
Constantine V (Louvain, 1977). For the reign of Leo V , the remarks o f P. Alexander, «Religious 
Persecution...*, op. c it., 257ff. seem to me to provide confirmation of Gero’s view for that emperor’s 
reign as well. See also A. Papadakis, op. c it., 173.

99. This opinion can be traced back to G. Finlay, op. cit., 146, who wrote that «Theophilus seems 
to have been a kind of Byzantine Harun al-Rashid». He was followed by Bury, ERE, 121; G.Ostro- 
gorsky, History..., op. cit., 207; and more recently by R. Jenkins, B yzantium ..., op. c it., 150.

100. G. Ostrogorsky, H istory..., op. cit., 207.
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