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260 SARACEN DEFENDERS OF CONSTANTINOPLE

That Saracen roops played a key réle i

. ' ; y rdle in the defense of Con-

:}t]anu.noPle in 378 is amply artested. Writing at the beginning l::f
¢ sixth century, Zosimus also described their success against

the Goths, or Scythians, as he called them (4.22.1ff Paschoud):
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of their aumber, 2 man with long hair and naked except f; in-
grm]:gi hoarse and dismal cries, with drawn dagger mlffdt I.:I:J idi?ﬁ:fclzri]} ::Jk:e
rhm ¢ army, and after killing a man applied his lips to the throat and sucked
e blood that poured ouc The barbarians, terrified by this strange and mon-
strous teznghr.\, after that did not show their usual self-confidence when they at-
\I:fém&. any action, but advanced with hestitating steps® (text and wr.: Rolfe,
? “The emperor Valens, seeing the Scythians plundering all Thrae i
mcf::g against the Scythian cavalry ﬁ:)-’:ththe Sparace?n:mhge had broe' ﬁ:c::liiﬁ
lef the gates of Gonstantinople i sl yrovps, and spebog che wrageliog
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Scythians on their lances, brought hack r.hfr hel;l:li of m:n)lr: each :II:;.S;E:EEIEE
speed of their horses and the impact of their lances were difficult for the
Scythians ro withstand, they decided to counteract the Saracens by stratagern,
and set up an ambush in some hollows, outnumbering the Saracens three to
one. This plan was thwarted, however, hecause the Saracens, owing to the
speed and manageabiliry of their horses, escaped whenever they saw a group
of Scythians approaching, but whenever the Saracens caught the Scythians ua-
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Zosimus very closely follows his late fourth-century source,
Eunapius (fr. 4 Blockley), and sets the Saracens’ defense of Con-
stantinople before the bartle of Adrianopolis. This contradicts
Ammianus, who sets their defense of Constantinople after this
battle. So when did it occur? It is generally accepted that Ammi-
anus and Zosimus describe the same engagement, but that one
of them has misplaced it within his narrative, and Ammianus’
account is usually preferred to that of Zosimus.? Shahid has ar-
gued, however, that they really describe two different engage-
ments, i.e., two Saracen defenses of Constantinople, one before
the battle of Adrianopolis, the second after, but his arguments
are unconvincing am:lP occur in a work otherwise marred by a
determination to discover references to Saracens where none in
fact exist.* His interpretation of the evidence is disconcerting
not least because it requires that Ammianus and Zosimus are
both mistaken, that each has omitted one of the two alleged de-
fenses of Constantinople, rather than that one alone errs.
Further, no ancient source actually supports his thesis of two
Saracen defenses. Consequently, a briet response to his argu-

awares, they killed them with their lances and there was such slaughter that
they gave up and wanted to cross the Danube and submit to the Huns rather
than be utterly destroyed by the Saracens. When they left the area around
Constantinople, the emperor had room to bring his army forward” {er. R T.
Ri?)‘ley, Zosimus, New History [=Byzantina Ausiraliensia 2 (Canberra 1982)]
79

Y E.g. N. H. Baynes, M. Manitius, in CMH 1 (1924) 235, 252; A Piganiol,
L’Empire chrétien {325-395) (Pasis 1947) 168f; H. Wolfram, History of the
Gotbs, tr. T. ]. Dunlap (Berkeley 1988) 129; P. HEATHER, Goths and Romans
332489 (Oxford 1991: hereafter ‘Heather’) 142 n.32.

+ 1, SHAHID, Byzantism and the Arahs in the Fourth Century {Washington
1984: hereafter ‘Shahid’) 179f. For an example of his determination to discover
references to Saracens that will enhance their political and military signi-
ficance at this period, see his treatment of the réle of the Saracens during
Julian's Persian expedition in 363, esp. 107-10. Many of his alleged implicit
references to Saracens in Ammianus refer in fact to two Roman units, the
Lanciarii and the Mastiarii, on which see D. Woods, “The Role of the Comes
Lucillianus during Julian's Persian Expedition,” AntCl 67 (forthcoming, 1998).
S. T. Parker, Romans and Saracens: A Histary of the Arabian Frontier
(Winona Lake 1986) 144, and T. S. Burns, Bar arians within the Gates of
Rome: A Study of Roman Military Policy and the Barharians ca 375425 AD
(Bloomington 1994) 28f, 34, seem also to accept two Saracen defenses of
Constantinople, although they do not exilain their arguments. If I seem to
sinﬂe out Shakid for disagreement, this is because his is hy far the most com-
prehensive account of the relevant issues, and he always makes his assump-
tions or arguments explicit in a refreshingly bonest and open way.
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The precise nature of the chronological information quoted—
the consuls of the year, the dates of Valens® arrival in and depar-
ture from Constantinople—suffice to prove that Socrates had
access to an authoritative source like the Consslaria Constantin-
opolitana. The real question is whether he combined this with
another source, i.e., whether his information concerning the
public disturbance in the Hippodrome, for example, came %rom
the same authoritative sodrce as this chronological detail 4 Next,
how did he use his source or sources? His account of the distur-
bance in the Hippodrome is probably trustworthy in that it
seems to be the same incident that Ammianus described as a
minor outbreak of popular discontent (31.11.1). His testimon
fleshes out this incigent in more dewil—important because this
derail may help explain why Eunapius, followed by Zosimus,
wrongly dated the Saracen defense of Constantinople before
the batde of Adrianopolis. In fact, there were two popular dis-
turbances at Constntinople, the first during Valens® stay there
when he ignored the inhaﬂitants’ pleas to arm them, the second
after Valens’ death when the empress Dominica acceded to
their fresh pleas for arms, even paying them as regular soldiers.
So one explanation for Eunapius’ mistake about the Saracen
defense is that he has dated it by one of the popular disturban-
ces there, but wrongly attributed it to the occasion of the first
disturbance. This interpretation, however, has Socrates describe

out against the harharians. Moreover at the exhihition of the sparts of the
Hippodrome, all with one voice clamored against the emperor’s negligence of
the public affairs, crying out with great earnestaess, ‘Give us arms and we our-
selves will fight’, The emperor, provoked at these seditious clamors, marched
out of the city on the 11% of June; threatening that if he returned, he would
punish the citizens noc only for their insolent reproaches, but for having
previously favored the pretensions of the usurper Procopius; declaring also
that he would umerly demolish their city, and cause the plough to pass over jts
ruins, he admce! agzinst the barbarians, whom bhe routed with great
slaugbter, and pursued as far as Adrianople, a cicy of Thrace, situated on the
frontiers of Macedonia” {tr. Zenos).

!4 Socrates provides direct quotations relevant to events in the Hippodrome
on two other occasions (HE 722, 23). As similar material does not occur in the
Consularia Constantinopolitana, one suspects that he may have had another
source specifically for events in the Hippodrome. It may not he irrelevant to
his knowledge of, and interest in, the Eistoqr of the Hippodrome that the
judicial records of the eastern praetorian prefect had been stored there since
the reign of Valens: see, in general, C. M. Kelly, “Later Roman Bureaucracy:
Going through the Files,” in A. K. Bownun and G. Woolf, edd., Literacy and
Power in the Ancient World (Cambridge 1994) 161-76.
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the disturbance in the Hippodrome as a reaction to the Goths
success in reaching the walls of Constantinople, and would
seem to lend some weight to the claim of Eunapius and
Zosimus that the Saracens had had to clear Gothic raiders from
the environs of Constantinople even before the batte of Adrian-
opolis. So what do we make of Socrates’ evidence in this
matter? What was the real cause of the first public disturbance,
if not the unexpected appearance of Gothic raiders at the gates
of Constantinople?

One could argue that one or two raiders may have slipped
past the Roman pickets on the main approach roads at this time,
reached the suburbs and panicked the population almost exacty
as alleged, and that Socrates, or rather his source, has exagger-
ated their number. On an alternative argument, there mayigave
been no Gothic raiders at all. Even an empty rumor of such
would have sufficed to panic the urban mob. Perhaps some
individual Goths stull serving in Roman forces at an outpost near
the city misled passers-by into thinking that they had witnessed
hostile Goths, scouts or some larger force, 15 A more radical rein-
terpretation of the evidence, however, may be required.

Why accept that the Goths, or the rumor of such, had any-
thing at all to do with the disturbance in the Hippodrome?
Clearly Socrates’ account is not without errors. His claim that
Valens, while leaving, threatened to demolish Constantinople is
completely ridiculous—an absurd piece of propaganda that prob-
ably originated in a group opposed to the emperor’s Arian

olicies. Nevertheless, Socrates appears to have accepted it at

ace value. His judgement may have failed him in other details
also. In particufar, there is a strong possibility that he has in-
ferred the cause of the disturbance in the Hippodrome from
the alleged words of the crowd and general political circum-
stances, rather than that his source specifically reported that
Gothic raiders were the cause of it all. A recent work has rightly
drawn attention to the ironic nature of the population’s protest,
“Give us arms and we ourselves will fight.*1¢ There was hardly a
need to arm the people, for the emperor was present with i:is
palatine and other forces. The people were simply protesting

1% The magister Julius had probably not yet carried out his purge of Goths
from the remaining eastern forces, but the very fact of chis purge suffices to
indicate the mti-nclgorhic papic that seized the East following the disaster at
Adrianopolis (Amm- 31.16.8; Zos. 4.26).

16 See A. CaMERON, J. LoNg, and L, SHERkY, Barbarians and Politics ot the

Conrt of Arcadius (Berkeley 1993: hereafter ‘Cameron et al”) 209 n.55.
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the emperor’s lack of action, and not necessarily because they
felt under any immediate threat from the Goths. One suspects
rather that they were annoyed at the continued demands of the
soldiers who were billeted upon them, and at the shortages in
and about Constantinople.!” So they perceived the Roman
forces, not the Goths, as an immediate threat to their physical
and financial well-being; their taunts to do the ﬁgﬁting if
necessary aimed to embdrass the emperor into removing his
forces—and their demands—as far from their city and as soon as
possible. Little did they know that they would have a real
reason to demand arms just over a month later. Socrates, how-
ever, wrote with the benefit of hindsight and in the knowledge
that Goths really did threaten the city after Adrianopolis; this
led him to interpret an ironic demand for arms literally and to
infer Gothic raiTers.

Although the importance of Socrates’ testimony lies primarily
in discerning the date of the Saracen defense of Constantinople,
it is also significant because he specifically identifies the origin
of these Saracens: they had been sent to Constantinople by their

ueen, Mavia, Sozomen provides the best account of Mavia’s

ealings with the Roman Empire, to be supplemented by other
ecclesiastical historians.’® Following the death of her husband,
Mavia had led the Saracens in a revolt against the Empire, and
had even forced the magister equitum et peditum per Orien-
tem, one Julius apparently, to retreat from a baude that might
have ended in a complete rout for the Romans, had not the dux
Phoenices disobeyed orders and used his archers to cover his
superior’s retreat. It is difficult to date this war, but it seems
likely that it ended not long before Valens set out from Syrian
Antioch for Constantinople, ie., in 377 probably. The war was
finally settled by negotiation. The terms of the final settlement
do not survive, tut Mavia and her followers secemn to have done
quite well, as the Arian Valens was forced to accept the ordina-
ton of the orthodox monk Moses as the bishop tor Mavia and

7 An ordi citizen bad to surrender a chird of his house for the use of
billeted troomri;alf of his house to more senior officers, and although there
was no legal ohligation to do so, it was customary for soldiers wo demand
bedding, food, and fuel from their reluctant host Cod. Theod. 7.8.1-186, 9.1-4.

18 Soz. HE 6.38; Theod. HE 4.20; Soc. HE 4.36; Ruf. HE 11.6; the basic
study is G. W. Bowersock, “Mavia, Queen of the Saracens,” in W. Eck., H.
Galsterer, and H. Wolff, edd., Studien zur Antikern Sozialgeschichte:
Festschrift Priedrich Vittinghoff (Cologne 1980) 477-96 (=Bowersock, Studies
in the Eastern Roman Empire [Goldbach 1994] 127-40).
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her followers, and the muagister equitum in praesenti Victor
accepted a daughter of Mavia as his wife.

This brings us to the Saracen defenders of Constantinople,
usually described as foederati, and there seems no reason to
doubt that they served Rome as a result of the final sertlement
or treaty (foezs) between Valens and Mavia. But foederati, an
extremely vague term, indicates neither the status nor the organ-
izaton of Rome’s new Saracen allies.’” How many Saracen
recruits were there? Were they dispersed throughout different
units or concentrated in one only? Were these units newly
created for this purpose or had they existed earlier? What was
the status of these units? Or did these recruits form a group of
irregulars, not expected to conform to standard Roman organiza-
tion or discipline, not part of the army proper, but merely a tem-
porary support rather than a permanent force?

An obvious starting point for any investigation of this matter
must be Ammianus’ description of these Saracens in the de-
fense of Consmantinople. He refers to them as both a Sgracen-
orum cunews and an Orientalis turma. Although Ammianus was
a former soldier and his work is an important source for
military historians, he wrote within a classicizing tradinon that
discouraged the use of technical vocabulary, military or other-
wise.?® Thus he often avoids precise ‘modern’ terms in his
description of military units in favor of vaguer classical terms
like cunews and turma here. Although ckneus could be a tech-
nical term for a particular type of Late Roman unit,?! the word
has a long history? and Ammianus uses it in an entirely non-

1 H. Elton, Warfare in Roman Exrope AD 350425 (Oxford 1996) 91f,
righdy emphasizes the difficulty in interpreting any particular use of the term
foederati. Nevertheless, he proceeds (93) to include these Saracens in his table
of the “foederati regiments in the Roman army,” as if one could easily assume
that all, or even most, foederati were consttuzed into separate units distinct
from regular Roman forces. Alternatively, these Saracens are sometimes
referred o as auxiliaries: see e.g. N. Lenski, *The Gothic Civil War and the
Date of the Gothic Conversion,” GRS 36 (1995) 51-87 at 65 n.36. This is no
less fruscrating a description of these troops than foederati, because it often re-
mains unclear whether it is being used technically to denote membership of
an auxilinm palatinum, as an synonym for foederati, ar in a mistaken belief
that their position was similar co that of the auxiliary forces of the principate.

20 See A. D, and A. M. Cameron, “Christianity and Tradition in the
Historiography of the Late Empire,” CQ 58 (1964) 316-28, esp. 326.

N E.g. Not. Dig. Or, 39.12-18, 40.11-17, 41.12-19, 42.13-2{; Oc. 32.22-27,
33.24-28, 1146,

2 See R Grosse, Romische Militdrgeschichte {Berlin 1920) 51#.























