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Summary :

After December 25, 820 Thomas, the so-called ‘ Slav’, tourmarch of the Foederati, rebelled against Emperor Michael Il Travlosin AsiaMinor. After
being proclaimed emperor and placing the largest part of Asia Minor under his control, Thomas sailed to Thrace leading alarge army. For about a
year helaid an unsuccessful siege to Constantinople. In mid-October 823 he was apprehended at Arcadiopolis of Thrace and was put to death.

Date
After December 25, 820 - early March 824

Geographical Location

AsiaMinor, Thrace

1. Historical context

The protagonists of the rebellion of Thomas, described as ‘the Slav’ in recent scholarship due to his origins, are closely connected
with him since July of 803. The of the theme of Anatolikon, Bardanes the so-called * Turk’, had rebelled against Emperor
Nikephoros | with the cooperation of a group of devoted military men: Leo the Armenian (Leo V), Michael of Amorion and

Thomas.? Contrary to the first two, who finally joined forces with Nikephoros and received high offices, Thomas remained faithful to

Bardanes, which resulted in his disappearance from the political fore following the failure of the rebellion.3 He reappeared when his
former companion Leo the Armenian ascended on the imperial throne, honouring him with the office of of the ,a
position Thomas maintained throughout Leo’s reign, residing at the base of his unit, in the theme of Anatolikon. In the early hours of
Christmas day of 820, Leo V was murdered, after a conspiracy of followers of Michael of Amorion, and the latter acceded to the
throne as Michadl 11. In order to avenge the murder of his friend and emperor, and punish the culprit, with whom he always had
personal differences, but also to pursue his own political ambitions, Thomas refused to recognize the new emperor and immediately

rebelled against him, accusing Michael as a usurper and promoting himself as a guardian of imperial legiti ma(:y.4

The circumstances during the outbresk of the rebellion were favourable. Although the office Thomas held was not the highest-ranking
in the hierarchy of the theme of Anatolikon, the fact that his military base was in the theme’s seat, the city of Amorion, afforded him
significant power. Furthermore, his long military career, aready since Bardanes' time, and Thomas' military and intellectual talents
had made him especially popular among the soldiers of Asia Minor. Thomas' popularity becomes even more important if we consider
that during the same period Michagl 11, aman largely obscure up to then and disagreeable due to his reported vices and of dubious
martial prowess, had not had enough time to become established in the minds of his subjects as emperor and founder of anew
dynasty. Under these circumstances, Thomas' rebellion did not really threat an established imperial legitimacy, as in the case of similar
rebellions in the history of the Byzantine Empire. The fact, however, that it broke out immediately after Michael 11’ s coronation at
Constantinople made it appear more of a clash between two equal military officias over the throne. Thomas’ strong and familiar to
the citizens of Asia Minor persondity, coupled with the fact that he had no part in the murder of Leo V who also enjoyed wide
support in the area, worked to his advantage. The socia and economic conditions that prevailed in Asia Minor during that time also
influenced positively the way the people viewed the outbreak of the rebellion.® More specifically, there was intense discontent among
the farmers because of the onerous taxation imposed by the distant capital, but also because of the aberrations of the state officials
against them. This atmosphere favoured the direct support of a rebellion that turned against the central administration, especialy one

that was led by afamiliar and popular official.®
2. Therebdlion of Thomas
2.1. Outbreak of therebellion in AsiaMinor

Immediately after December 25, 820 the tourmarch of the Foederati Thomas the Slav rebelled against Michael 11 and was
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proclaimed emperor by the troops of the theme of Anatolikon. Within a short period he had won the support of most of the thematic
troops of AsiaMinor, aswell as that of the Kibyrrhaioton fleet.” He was also joined by state officials, among which were local tax
collectors, who offered him the income resulting from the taxes in their areas. Only Katakylas and Olbianos remained faithful to
Michael Il - they were the strategoi of the themes of Opsikion and of Armeniakon re'spectively.8 Apart from the support of the
thematic army, Thomas aimed at securing military help from the populations residing northeast of the imperial borders (Iberians,
Armenians and Abkhazians).? Michael 11, who followed the developmentsin Asia Minor from Constantinople, ordered the troops
loyal to him to move against Thomas.™° In the battle that followed the forces of Michael 11 were turned to flight, while Thomas
penetrated as far as Chaldia, which he placed under his control. Taking advantage of this internecine conflict, the Arabs intensified
their land and sea raids against Asia Minor, which forced Thomas to temporarily postpone his offensive, as he had to deal
dynamically with the danger facing the areas that supported him and could not successfully wage war on two fronts at the same time.
Thus, probably in the spring of 821, Thomas led a campaign against the Arab lands, ! at the same time dispatching an embassy to the
Arab a-Maman (813-833).

The negotiations that ensued finally led to the creation of an alliance between Thomas and the Arabs against Michadl 11 22 Thomas

then travelled to Antioch of Syria, where the Orthodox Patriarch Job crowned him emperor, with the consent of a-Mamun. Thomas
also adopted a young man, to whom he gave the name Konstantios, so as to have an heir. Controlling the largest part of the coasts of
Asia Minor, Thomas built afleet of warships and transports to reinforce the thematic fleet that awaited his orders at L esbos. Leading
his land army he moved towards Abydos, aiming to join forces with his fleet and transport his troops to Thrace, in order to assail
Constantinople, as only the capture of the capital could legitimize his ascend to the throne, both on area and a symbalic level. While
Thomas was in Abydus, Konstantios joined battle with Olbianos, was defeated and killed. Michagl 11, who still enjoyed the support
of the and of the imperial fleet, was keen to retain the favour of the themes that had not sided with Thomas at the outset, i.e.
the themes of Armeniaca and Opsikion. Thus as areward for their loyalty he cut the sum their subjects had to pay for the

tax for that particular year by half. When Thomas' activities on the northern coasts of Asia Minor revealed that he was planning to
attack Constantinople through Thrace, Michael 11 attempted to secure the allegiance of the Thracian cities and strengthened their
defences with fortification works so that they could withstand Thomas' offensive. He also recalled the strategoi Olbianos and
Katakylas with troops from their themes, reinforced the walls of Constantinople and barred entrance to the Golden Horn inlet by
pulling a huge chain acrossiit.

2.2. Abortive siege of Constantinople

Thomas sailed from Abydus to Thrace in October or November of 821. The inhabitants greeted him with enthusiasm and many
willingly enlisted in his army.3 A combined assault was to be launched on Constantinople by land and sea simultaneously. Thomas

appointed Gregorios Pterotos™* as commander of the land forces, while the entire rebel fleet sailed from Abydus to Constantinople.
Meeting no resistance from the imperial warships, the fleet broke through the chain and entered the Golden Horn inlet, up to the
estuary of the Barbyses River, awaiting Thomas' arrival. Thomas marched off to Constantinople leading the rest of hisland forces,
accompanied by aformer monk named Anastasios, whom he adopted in place of the deceased Konstantios. Thomas' hopes that the
inhabitants of the capital would cower seeing the size of his forces and immediately surrender the city were disproved. Thus he was
forced to make camp north of the city, near the monastery of Ss Cosmas and Damian. From there he dispatched troops to capture
the coasts from Thrace to the Pontus and, in December of 821, he launched a naval and land offensive against Constantinople. The
weather conditions, however, hampered his military operations and thus he decided to temporarily postpone them. Michael |1 took
advantage of this and reinforced Constantinople’'s defences with forces troops the themes of Armeniakon and of Opsikion. In the
spring of 822 Thomas resumed his offensive on Constantinople with greater intensity, failing however to achieve the desired results.
Thus, many of his soldiers begun defecting to Michael 11, who had promised amnesty to them. Gregorios Pterotos accompanied by a
small military force also tried to defect to the enemy camp. Thomas, however, realized this soon enough, arrested Gregorios and put
him to death. On the occasion of this success Thomas declared that he had beaten Michael 11’s forces on both land and sea and
requested that the theme of Greece, the Peloponnese and the A egean islands provide him with more warships so as to capture

Constantinople. Indeed, in the summer of 822 new ships arrived and harboured in the port of Byridoi, north of the Propontis.’® Yet,
before this fleet had a chance to join with the rest of the rebel forces it came under attack by the imperial fleet, resulting in most of the
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Notwithstanding this success, Michael 11 till did not possess enough troops to launch an attack and finally lift the siege of
Constantinople. Thus, calling upon atreaty signed during the reign of Leo V, he asked the Bulgarian Omurtag to attack

Thomas.® In November of 822 the Bulgarians invaded the Byzantine lands, forcing Thomas to move against them with his entire
army. In the battle that was joined in the plain of Kedouktos, situated between Heraclea and Selymbria, both armies suffered heavy
casudties. The Bulgarians retreated to their lands, but Thomas was unable to return to Constantinople to continue his siege for
wintertime was advancing and he no longer possessed a fleet: his last ships had surrendered to Michael 1 while he was fighting the

Bulgarians. Thus he set up camp in the plain of Diabasis, approximately 40km west of the capital .}’
2.3. Suppression of therebellion

When in the spring of 823 Thomas resumed his offensive making raids into Thrace, Michael |l decided to campaign against him,
accompanied by forces from the themes of Armeniakon and of Opsikion. In the battle that was fought in the plain of Diabasis (April
or early May of 823) Thomas' troops, weary of the three-year war, took to flight. Many surrendered to Michael 11; others, under
Anastasios, Thomas' adopted son, sought refuge at Bizye and in other fortresses of Thrace, while a part of the army under Thomas

sought refugein Arcadiopolis.18 Michael Il pursued Thomas and laid siege to Arcadiopolis for five months, a period during which the
people managing to escape the siege sought refuge at Bizye. Finally, in mid-October of 823 the exhausted by the famine inhabitants of
Arcadiopolis conspired against Thomas and handed him to the emperor, who had him mutilated and then killed. When this happened,
the inhabitants of Bizye handed in Anastasios, who met a similar fate. Although the rebellion of Thomas had been decisively crushed,
some of hisfollowersin Thrace, taking cover in Panion and Heraclea, continued to oppose Michael 11.

An earthquake that occurred in February of 824 destroyed the walls of Panion forcing those inside it to surrender, while the damage
caused to the walls of Heraclea facilitated its capture soon after by the imperial forces. Early in March of 824 Michael 11 returned to
Constantinople victorious, where he made a triumph, parading the chained followers of Thomas in the Hippodrome. Still, two of
Thomas' officialsin Asia Minor, Choireus and Gazarenos K oloneiates, refused the high offices offered to them by Michadl 1l to
recognize him as emperor and continued to launch raids, the former using Kaballa (northwest of [konion) as his staging grounds, the
latter using Saniana (southeast of Ankara). Michael |1 finally convinced the inhabitants of these two fortresses to not readmit
Choireus, Gazarenos Koloneiates and their troops upon their return from yet another raid. To save themselves, they were forced to
move towards the territory of the Arabs, but they were intercepted by the forces of Michel 11 and were put to death.

3. Consequences

The rebellion of Thomas the Slav, which is the most important event in the internal political scene during the reign of Michael 11,
weakened the Byzantine Empire at all levels. It developed into a fully-fledged civil war which lasted three whole years, specifically
because the two sides were more or less evenly matched in terms of their military forces and thus could not strike a decisive blow to
their opponent. The fleet of the empire (thematic as well asimperial) suffered the greater losses. Notwithstanding the fact that the
casualties among the land forces were not so great, the thematic army was al so weakened by the protracted warfare. All these
negatively impacted the defensive abilities of the Byzantine Empire which would soon be unable to stop the capture of Crete by the
Arabs of Spain, aswell asthe African Arabs’ invasion in the Byzantine lands of Sicily in 827. These failures in the area of the
Mediterranean forced Michael |1 and his successor Theophilosto focus their attention on the defence of Asia Minor against the
attacks of the Eastern Arabs. The consequences on the financial and social level were aso grave. The extensive destruction reeked
upon various areas of the empire, and mainly Thrace, due to the prolonged presence of large military contingents, the armed clashes
and the raids threw their economic life into disarray. The religious policy Michael 11 followed was largely formulated in the aftermath
of Thomas' rebellion, for the adoption of | conoclasmby himwould prove that he was a true heir to Leo V, who also opposed the
veneration of the icons.1 With respect to foreign diplomacy, Thomas' rebellion firmly established an alliance between the Byzantines
and the Bulgarians that continued in the following decades. Finally, apart from the exemplary punishment of the rebel and his adopted
son, as well as the execution of some of his followers, Thomas' rebellion did not have grave consequences on individual persons, as
the victorious Emperor Michael |1 was rather merciful towards his vanquished foes, sentencing to exile only those he deemed most
dangerous.
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1. According to the Chronography of the continuators of Theophanes, Bekker I. (ed.), Theophanes Continuatus (Bonn 1838), p. 50, 19-21, Thomas
descended from Slav settlers of AsiaMinor. On the contrary, according to a passage of Joseph Genesios, Lesmiiller-Werner, A. — Thurn, 1. (ed.),
losephi Genesii Regum Libri Quattuor (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 14, Berlin - New Y ork 1978), he was of Armenian descent (p. 7.14-15); in
another passage he appears as of Scythian origin (p. 23.89). In the French edition of Vasiliev, A.A., Byzance et les Arabes 1: La dynastie d'’Amorium
(820- -867) (Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae |, Bruxelles 1968), p. 26, isit said that Thomas was of Armenian descent, although the Russian
original makes no such claim. At any rate, according to the prevalent view he descended from Slav settlers of AsiaMinor in the area of the Gazourou
Lakein the Galatian Pontus, which during that period belonged to the theme of Armeniakon. On this see the detailed argumentsin Lemerle, P.,
"Thomas|e Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 284. Recently Belke, K. - Restle, M., Galatien und Lykaonien (Tabula Imperil Byzantini 4, Wien
1984), p. 218, have tentatively argued that Thomas originated from the area of L ake Pousgouse, which was located between the provinces of Pisidia
and Lycaonia.

2. The Byzantine forces mention that Bardanes, accompanied by the three men and before he revealed any intentions to rebel, visited amonk closeto
Philomelion, famous for his prophetic powers, and revealed his plansto him. It is said that the monk not only foresaw the final failure of the rebellion,
but also the future of histhree followers. See Mavpopdtn-Katcovylovvoroviov, X., “H enavdotacn tov otpatnyod Bapddavn otig ohyypoveg kot
petayevéoTtepes apnynuatikég mnyés”, BoCavriva 10 (1980), pp. 220-224.

3. According to Lemerle, P., "Thomas le Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 284, Thomas' activities during this period remain unknown. A
testimony in the Byzantine sources that he sought refuge among the Arabsis alater fabrication designed either to discredit the rebel’s personality, or
to attribute hisimpressive exploits to the Arabs, or, finally, to obscure the circumstances in which Michael |1 rose to the throne. Thisview is shared by
Xprotogironodrov, Awk., Bolavavi Iotopia 2.1: 610-867 (@ccoutovikn? 1993), p. 195. Treadgold, W. T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford
1988), p. 229, mentions that Thomas served in the tourma of the Foederati following the failure of Bardanes' rebellionin 803 and until Leo V appointed
him head of this tourma in 813. On the contrary, according to Jenkins, R.H.J., Byzantium: The Imperial Centuries (AD 610-1071) (London 1966), p.
141, Thomas spent this period in exile among the Arabs, Vasiliev, A.A., Byzance et les Arabes 1. La dynastie d'’Amorium (820- -867) (Corpus
Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae |, Bruxelles 1968), p. 26-30, believes that Thomas sojourn among the Arabs lasted from 797 until theend of Leo V's
reign.

4. According to Lemerle, P., "Thomas le Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 284, the possibility that Thomas launched his rebellion even before
Leo V’'smurder isyet another fabrication found in the Byzantine sources, aresult of Michael |1's propaganda. Furthermore, Treadgold, W.T., The
Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 228, notes that Michael 11 could rely on this propaganda because Thomas was proclamed emperor
within such ashort period of time after Michael’s coronation at Constantinople. On the contrary, Jenkins, R.H.J., Byzantium: The Imperial Centuries
(AD 610-1071) (London 1966), p. 141, believesit islikely that he rebellion broke out before Leo V's murder.

5. Some hold that, in order to enlist supporters, Thomas took advantage of the iconoclastic dispute, declaring himself achampion of the iconophiles.
According to the Byzantine sources, he claimed to be the deposed Emperor Constantine V1, who was still alive and had not been blinded by his
mother, Empress Eirene. See Vasiliev, A.A., Byzance et les Arabes 1: La dynastie d'’Amorium (820-867) (Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae 1,
Bruxelles 1968), p. 23; Jenkins, R.H.J., Byzantium: The Imperial Centuries (AD 610-1071) (London 1966), pp. 141-142; Ostrogorsky, G., Geschichte des
byzantinischen Staates (Munchen 1963), translated into Greek by 1. ITavayénoviog, lotopia tov Bulaviivod kpdrovg 2 (AOfva 1989), p. 77; Hild, F. -
Restle, M., Kappadokien (Kappadokia, Charsianon, Sebasteia und Lykandos) (Tabulalmperii Byzantini 2, Wien 1981), p. 77. Lemerle, P., "Thomas|e
Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 283-284, considers the testimony of the sources unreliable and attributesit to the later propaganda of Michael
Il against Thomas. Furthermore, he argues that the correlation of Thomas' rebellion with the second phase of the iconoclasm is unfounded, because if
itisaccepted it would lead to a series of acute contradictions: if Thomasreally appeared to the subjects as a supporter of the icons, how can we justify
the fact that he requested the help of the ‘godless’ Arabs, that he received no help during the first phase of the iconoclasm from the iconophile themes
of Armeniakon and Opsikion and that he rebelled because of the murder of theiconoclast Leo V. Lemerle, however, does not preclude the possibility
that an informal rumour circulated concerning Thomas' iconophile stance, because of which some people would have been inclined to join him. Most

recent scholars follow Lemerle's outline on this. See Xpistopilorovrov, Aw., Bolavavij Ioropio 2.1: 610-867 (®gocakoviKn2 1993) 197; Kaegi, W.E.,

Byzantine Military Unrest 471-843 (Amsterdam 1981), p. 267; Treadgold, W.T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 233,
who considersit possible that the identification of Thomas with Constantine VI was also an informal rumour.

6. Modern scholars estimate differently the degree to which socia and financial conditions finally favoured Thomas' rebellion. Especially Lemerle, P.,
"Thomas|e Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 296-297, attributes a secondary role to these, underlining that similar discontent of the

paysans can betraced in all periods. Others attribute the support to the rebellion to the dire socio-economical condition of the provinces. See Vasiliev,
A.A., Byzance et les Arabes 1: La dynastie d'’Amorium (820- -867) (Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae |, Bruxelles 1968), p. 23-24. Hild, F. -
Restle, M., Kappadokien (Kappadokia, Charsianon, Sebasteia und Lykandos) (Tabula Imperil Byzantini 2, Wien 1981), p. 77, attribute a social
dimension to therevolt. Kopstein, H., "Zur Erhebung des Thomas", in Kopstein, H. — Winkelmann, V.F. (eds), Sudien zum 8. und 9. Jahrhundert in
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Byzanz (Berliner Byzantinistische Arbeiten 51, Berlin 1983), pp. 61-87, believes that with Thomas' rebellion the provinces had a chance to express their
discontent at the central administration.

7. 1tis possible that the theme of Anatolikon sided with Thomas because he had earlier served as a commander under the murdered Leo V. Kaegi,
W.E., Byzantine Military Unrest 471-843 (Amsterdam 1981), p. 267, believesit equally possible that there was intense disgruntlement among the
thematic troops towards the central administration on account of the suppression of Bardanes Tourkos' rebellion.

8. Kaegi, W.E., Byzantine Military Unrest 471-843 (Amsterdam 1981), p. 266, mentions the strong personalities of the two generals who enforced
loyalty to Emperor Michael |1 on their troops — Katakylas was arelative of his. Treadgold, W.T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), pp.
227-228, thinksthat Leo V's partition of the lands of the theme of Armeniakon undercut the loyalty he enjoyed, and as aresult his successor was
positively received.

9. According to Lemerle, P., "Thomasle Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 285-286, of the multitude of peoples mentioned as Thomas' dlieswe
can only be certain of that of the Iberians, Abkhazians and Arabs. The relations between these popul ations and Byzantium were particularly
complicated in the early 9" century, making unclear the reasons behind their alliance to Thomas. It is possible, however, that the Armenians wished to
avenge the murder of their compatriot Leo V, while the Abkhazians had during that period their attention turned to the west, often launching raids
along the coasts of the Pontus.

10. Treadgold, W. T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 229, mentions that the strategos of the Armeniakon Olbianos was |eading
that army. On the contrary, Lemerle, P., "Thomas|e Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 286-287, believes that we can not extract any information
on thefirst battle between Thomas and the forces of Michael 11 from the sources.

11. Treadgold, W. T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 232-233, mentions that Thomas attacked the Arab lands of Armeniaand
conquered Theodosiopolis (Erzerum). Belke, K. - Mersich, N., Phrygien und Pisidien (Tabulalmperii Byzantini 7, Wien 1990), p. 92, estimate that the
attack was launched further to the south, in Syria.

12. Xpioropihonovrov, Aik., Bulavuvij Iotopia 2.1: 670-867 (@ccouiovikn 21993), p. 195, notes that Thomas could not shoulder the expenses for the
upkeep of the thematic army and fleet only relying on the income from the public taxes, without the aid of the Arab caliph. Lemerle, P., "Thomasle
Slave", Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 287, disagrees with the earlier estimatein Vasiliev, A.A., Byzance et |esArabes 1. La dynastie d'Amorium
(820-867)(Covpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae 1, Bruxelles 1968), p. 22-23, that Thomas' alliance with the Arabs was so binding that al-Mamun
could hope to subdue the Byzantine Empire through it.

13. Treadgold, W. T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 236, attributes the enthusiasm of the inhabitants to the fact that they had
been favoured by the pact of Leo V with the Bulgarians and were now reasonably willing to support the avenger of his murderer.

14. Thiswas anephew of Leo V who had been exiled by Michagel 11 on Skoros and later had joined forces with Thomas.

15. vasiliev A.A., Byzance et les Arabes 1: La dynastie d' Amorium (820- -867) (Corpus Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae |, Bruxelles 1968), p. 40,
more specifically situates it between the Hebdomon suburb and the Golden Gate.

16. Lemerle, P., "Thomas e Slave”, Travaux et Memoires 1 (1965), p. 279-281, considers the testimony of the Byzantine sources, that the Bulgarians
interfered in theinternal affairs of the Byzantine Empire of their own accord, to be an echo of Michael 1I's propaganda. Treadgold, W. T., The
Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 240 agreeswith him. Vasiliev, A.A., Byzance et lesArabes 1. La dynastie d'Amorium (820-867) (Corpus
Bruxellense Historiae Byzantinae 1, Bruxelles 1968), p. 41, and Jenkins, R.H.J., Byzantium: The Imperial Centuries (AD 610-1071) (London 1966), p.
143 believe otherwise.

17. Treadgold, W. T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 240, mentions that Thomas spent the winter in Arcadiopolis.
18. Inthe Theophanes Continuatus, ed. |. Bekker (Bonn 1838), p. 68.4, Adrianople is erroneously mentioned.

19. Treadgold, W. T., The Byzantine Revival 780-842 (Stanford 1988), p. 231.
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Glossary :
caliph

The supreme religious and political authority of Muslims, considered successor of Muhammad (Arabic: khalifa= deputy). He was the head of the
Caliphate, the religious state of the Arabs.

Foederati

Late Antiquity: Originally allies of the Roman Empire, of barbaric origin, to whom settlement on imperial territory was allowed in exchange for
providing military service; later on, in the 6th C., the term designated distinguished military units.

Byzantium: from the 7th C. onwards, Foideratoi (from the lat. foederati) was the name of the oldest tourma of the theme of Anatolikon.

Greek fire

Incendiary mixture based on crude ail (‘naphtha’), which was launched with the help of a pressure pump. Its used was spread in Byzantium towards
the late 7th century and became one of the most powerful weapons of the Byzantine navy until the invention of canons.

kapnikon

A hearth tax, first attested in the sourses in the early 9th C. as atax imposed on the dependant peasants. Its name derived from «kapnos» (smoke), as
it was levied on each family unit, considered as a hearth.

khan (l1khan), khagan

Thistitle was used in Turkic and Mongolian languages to designate the supreme ruler. The Byzantines used it to refer to the rulers of the Avars,
Khazars, Turks and Bulgarians.

strategos (“general")

During the Roman period his duties were mainly political. Office of the Byzantine state’s provincial administration. At first the title was given to the
military and political administrator of the themes, namely of the big geographic and administrative unities of the Byzantine empire. Gradually the title
lost its power and, already in the 11th century, strategoi were turned to simple commanders of military units, responsible for the defence of aregion.

tagmata (pl.)
Military units stationed in Constantinople and its outskirts during the Middle Byzantine period. The most important tagmata were that of the Scholae,
the Excubitors (these originated from respective units of the Early Byzantine period and were organized into an imperial guard and a central strike
force by Constantine V), the Vigilia (established by Irene the Athenian) and the Hikanatoi (established by Nicephorus|).

tourmarch
Civilian and military commander of atourma, subdivision of atheme.

Sources

Wahlgren, S. (ed.), Symeonis Magistri et Logothetae Chronicon (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 44/1, Berlin - New York 2006), pp.
214.12-215.29.

Lesmuller-Werner, A. - Thurn, I. (eds), losephi Genesii Regum Libri Quattuor (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 14, Berlin - New York
1978), pp. 23.80-24.7.

Bekker, I. (ed.), Theophanes Continuatus (Bonn 1838), pp. 49.20-50.3, 71.15-73.4.

Quotations

Theophanes Continuatus critisism on the rebellion of Thomas the Slav

Kata yoo tov katgov t1o0tov aoxnv AaBwv €UdUALog OAepOG €€ AVATOANG TAVTOiwV EVEMANOE TV OLKOVHEVIV KAKOV Kol €K
TOAAQV OALYOVS TOUE AVOQWTOUG EQYAOTATO, TATEQWV INAOVOTL TAG DEELAS KATA TV LIWV OTALCAVTWY, KAl ADEAPOV KATX TV
€1 NG AVTNS PVVTWV YAOTEOG, Kol HIAOL TO TEAOG kATt TOU PLAODVTOG Tt HAALOTA.

Bekker, I. (ed.), Theophanes Continuatus (Bonn 1838), pp. 49.20-50.3.

Symeon Magistros' account of the rebellion of Thomas the Slav
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£¢’ 00 OWUAS 0 AVTAQTNG €K TOV AVATOAKQV HEQWDV ATIAQAS NON KAl AdOV AYLOTWIN KAl ETMIHIKTOV EMOVEOUEVOS ETTLTO
Bulavtiov éxivnoev, g Pacideiag mag’ aélav édrépevoc. €k yop s Popaiwv yng OQpOUEVOS, dDLOYEVTS Te Kal APavic @V, TTEOG
i péen s Lvgiag adiketo, Kwvotavtivov éautov petovopdoag kat viov Eigvng g aciAioong, kavtev0ev moAAODS TV
BaoPdowv kat XooTiavwv anatoas kai Aaov dnegov ovvabgoioag, érjet ) Kwvotavtivoumodet peyadavxwv émi te mAn0et
TOU Aoy, pn) évvonjoag, wg oL owletat BactAevg dix MoAANV dvvauty. E¢moelet Toivuv Ty KwvotavtivovroAw é¢’ éva xoovov, Tov
TOALTQV YEVVAIWE AVTITATTOREVWY KOl TELXOUAXOVVTWV KAL VAUUAXOVVTWYV. TAG YOQ TAEIOTOUG vaDG €MUETIOAN TV Kal TOUG
AoYAdac TV TOAE UiV ETQOTIWOTAVTO. 0 D€ AUNXAVIQ TTEQLEXOUEVOS, TNV TOALY Adels ETtL TV Opakm Vv éxweL TavTnV ANiCopevos. O
0¢ MuixomA g moAews UmeEeABwV peta MAeloTNG duVAEWS TTEOG AVTOV EEQUNOE Kal dT) magakaBioag PEaxVV TIVa KALROV Kol
TOUTOV GLLOYNTL XELQWOAUEVOG KAL AKQWTNOLACAS ADTOD XEIQAGS Kol OGS Kol 0UTWG AVAOKOAOTONKG KATEMAVOE TOV €V TOLOLY
€1eoL Ol avTob Katapfavia kai dagréoavta XaAemov kat EUPUALOV TOAEHOV.

Wahlgren, S. (ed.), Symeonis Magistri et Logothetae Chronicon (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 44/1, Berlin — New York 2006), pp.
214.12-215.29.

The outbreak of the rebellion of Thomas the Slav in Joseph Genesios

Axnrows d¢, ¢ paatv, 6 Owuag tov MixanA facideboavia, tax£ws Kat avToL VEWTEQLOUOV TOAVAVOQWTIOV EVTLOEVETAL.
avékabev yao aAAjAoig avtimemovOoTws dliotavto: kat 0 pev MixanA map mavtog To0 TV AVATOAKOV 0TQATEVUATOS
£TOyXavev oTuyNnTog, oY NTToV d¢ KAl EMIHWUOS Ao Te TG MATEdOg avToL ABLyydvwv MANOLV éktoedovong, e €otkev, kal DLk
TO TG YAWTTNG EAATTWUA KAl TO U1} lkav@g EXELV TLolv TEOG dvdgeiav vouileoBat, 6 8¢ Owuig Aot PLAOOTOQYOVEVOS DA TE TO
AavdEELOPQOV 0VK EAATTOV KAl AOTELOV Kol €DTIQOOT)YOQOV, Kol TV BeATIoTwV 0UK EAattovpevog Aéovtog, el kal okvOilwv T@
Yével, mEOG 0& KAl YNoaLog @V, TOV moda TEMEWTO. 00UTOG OVV KATAOTXWYV TOUG TV dNHUOCiwV GOQwV TAVTAG ATAUTNTAG £YYQADPWS
TAG VEVOULLOUEVAG ATIEKATIQOVTO ElOTIOAEELS, €€ WV DLAVOLLAG €V AQOIG OO LLEVOS OTEATIYETIAG Kata To MixanA €yrkoatag
dLaTiONOLV. OVDELS OE TV €€ AVATOATG WOHUNHEVWYV ATEALUTIAVETO, OVDE TNG £0TTEQAS AVTIG, OV TV €€ €0VOV EMMAVdIWY, oLk
avtoxBOvwv, oL YeLTovoOVTwYV, 0V ThG DOVALKNG Holpag 600V ANV LLO0DECTIOTOV, OUX OAOKATI0WV £0VOV, kaTa dadpOQovg
KALQOLE 01 OVK DTG TEOTEQQUNOAY KAl CUVEITIOVTO, Ol HEV KATX YTV, 0L D¢ kata OdAacoav, véw E£QET KAV v OuomioTolg
avaPavévty, wg EvtedBev Kal mavta ta Oépata oLV Tolg oTEATYOIS 0TévdeaBat tovtw ouvvéBatvev, OABLaVOL HOVOU, TOD TV
AQUEVIAKQV 0TEATIYODVTOG, TOVTOLG TeQvolalg Emumelfeic ayovtog, kat KatakvAa tov OPkiov 1@ BactAet MixanA ye
TIQOOKEUEVWV.

Lesmdiller-Werner, A. — Thurn, I. (eds), losephi Genesii Regum Libri Quattuor (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 14, Berlin - New York
1978), pp. 23.80-24.7.

The suppression of the last islands of resistance of Thomas' followers in Asia Minor

Kai ta pév kata Owpav ovppefnrota toovtov €oxe TEA0G €k TG eloNEVNS AOXNS, kal 0UTw TEOTALOPAQOGS O PACIAEDG €K TV
Kt fTELQOV EQXETOL TIOAEWY, OVOEV E€TEQOV ATO TTATLWTOV EVVON|oAG 1) €Ml TG AAATTNOlOL Béag €Tl ToUTR YeyevnUéVNg OTIioW
T Xelpe dedepévoug motoat dteAbeilv kail DTEQOPIOVE TOLG AUTLWTATOVS YeVETOaL AVTika YOOV Kat o Xotgéav, ETLye punv kai
10¢ T'alapnvov Tov KoAwvidtnv, &vBowmoug pév évtag kal mota puAdttoviag 1o Owuaq, katéxovrac d¢ tov uév v KapdAav
o0 Xowpéa, tov I'alagnvov d¢ v Zavidvay, kai ToAAAS €xelfev TOLOUVTWV KATADQOUAS, KAl ANoTOIKWS LWVTAG Te kai
TUEEAVLKAWG, XOVOOBOVAALOV Ekméumer O MixanA, THAG pHeYAAQS TAS TV HayOTOwV KAOLTILOX VOUUEVOG KAL AUVTOTIOY KAKQV,
Kat dNAoV OV 100 Owpd Bdvatov ToVToLs ToLwV. AAA” €kelvoug v oVk Emeloev O amootaleic, adalovag ovtag te kal atibaocoov
KeKTNEVOUS PUXTIV' ETEQOVG DE TIVAG TV VTIOPREPNKOTWV KAEPAG kKAl TTEOGS TNV ToL BaciAéws Tiotv petabelg émeloev €£eABOVTAg
TEOG TG CLVNBELS ANOTElRG ATOKAEITAL TOVTOLS TAS TWV TELXWV MVAXG kal AdYoL kataAeAotmévat Xwolg. 6meQ Kal YEYovev.
EKELVOL PLEV OVV G €DQOV KEKAELOUEVAC TAG TVAAG, TV €Tt Luolav Eéomevoav davioatl 600V, 1@ GOBw PaArduevol. Lovteg d¢ Suwg
aAOvVTEC T EVAW €ENpTNVTaL Kal ToD Blov éEwBev yivovtal d&lov d¢ unde tovto magadoapely, 6mwe 6 Talagnvog moédoto kai
TV TELXWOV ATEKEKAELOTO. AVOQA TLVA AYQOLKOV O ATIOOTAAELS DeEIWOTAEVOS PWVIG ETUUEAOVEVOV KAL TALS QOAIG TEQMOUEVOV
EUHEAQG TAILG AVELLEVALS TAUTALS Kol dyQouKtkals, HéEAOG TL EmAe&ev MEOG TOV Ekelvou olkovouov €xov TV avadopdv. v d¢ avtalg
AéEeov 0UTW. «AKOVOOV, KDEL OLKOVOLLE, TLAEYeLTUREQLY. Edv poL dQG TV Zaviavay, unteomoAitnv o moujow kat Neokaloaetdv
00LdWOW.» TOLTO MOAAAKLS AdOpEVOV €V aloB1)oeL TOVTOV YeVEoOaL TOV olkovopov memoiniev. 60ev we éyvw TOV VOOV Te KAl TV
TV MEAYHATWYV dvadpopdv, E£eABGVTOG oTE ToL I'alapnvod ékAetoev kKat avToD Tag MUAAG kal ToDToV EEwBev éykaTéAimev. kal
TAVTO HEV TIEQL TV DTTEQVEPV TOVTWV MOALYViwV, Kal 00Tw ToUTwV 1 TAALY Do To0 MixanA katdAnic.
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Bekker, I. (ed.), Theophanes Continuatus (Bonn 1838), pp. 71.15-73.4.

Chronological Table

December 25, 820: Emperor Leo V is murdered; Michael II succeeds him on the throne

After December 25, 820: The tourmarch of the Foederati, Thomas the Slav, rebels against Michael II in the Anatolic theme
Spring of 821: Thomas campaigns against the Arabs and successfully negotiates an alliance with the Arab caliph al-Mamun
October-November of 821: Thomas transports his troops to Thrace

December of 821: Thomas begins his attack on Constantinople by land and sea. Constantinople is under siege

Winter of 821-822: Military operations around Constantinople are discontinued due to the rough weather conditions
Spring of 822: Thomas resumes his offensive on Constantinople

November of 822: The Bulgarians under Omurtag invade the Byzantine lands and clash with the forces of Thomas on the plain of
Kedouktou

Winter of 822-823: Thomas spends the winter on the plain of Diabasis

Spring of 823: Thomas' troops conduct raids in Thrace

April-early May of 823: Thomas is defeated by Emperor Michael II on the plain of Diabasis and seeks refuge in Arcadiopolis
Late spring-mid March October of 823: Emperor Michael Il besieges Arcadiopolis

mid-October 823: Thomas is handed over to Michael II by the citizens of Arcadiopolis and is put to death

After February of 824: The imperial forces capture Panion and Heraclea

Early March of 824: Michael II makes his triumphal return to Constantinople



