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STAFFAN WA HLGR EN?

Symeon the Logothete and Theophanes continuatus

ABSTRACT: The chief aim of this paper is to clarify some points relevant to a new edition of the so-called Version B of the Chron-
icle of Symeon the Logothete. The genealogical relationship between Symeon’s chronicle, Version B, and the so-called The-
ophanes continuatus (the ms. Vat. gr. 167) is analysed, and the different stages in the development of the tradition are described,
particularly in terms of how consecutive layers of text are added. Furthermore, contamination between Version B/Theophanes
continuatus and the Chronicle of Pseudo-Symeon is discussed.
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The medieval world chronicle constitutes a literary genre in which new manuscripts of existing
works are produced with little respect for the sources from which they are copied: segments of text
are often—but by no means always—added or subtracted, stylistic changes are made, and new ver-
sions—indeed, new works—are created. In other words, it is a genre which abounds in what textual
critics call open traditions.

A typical example of an open tradition is that of the Chronicle of Symeon Magistros and Logo-
thetes, a work which tells the history of the world from the Creation down to the summer of AD 948
and ends with the death and burial of Emperor Romanos | Lekapenos®. About thirty manuscripts
transmit this history in a relatively unified form: although they often differ from each other, they have
so much in common that, as | endeavoured to do in my edition (see n. 1), their common ancestor can
be reconstructed with a fair degree of certainty. This main form of the Chronicle has been referred
to as Version A2

Other manuscripts contain versions of the text, or continuations past the date of 948. The purpose
of this paper is to clarify some points about different varieties of the Chronicle, so as to pave the
way for future editions. In particular, we will discuss the so-called Version B of the Chronicle of the
Logothete and how it is related to the so-called Theophanes continuatus, and we will pay some atten-
tion to the Chronicle of Pseudo-Symeon—texts all dependent upon the main form of the Logothete.

VERSION B OF THE CHRONICLE OF THE LOGOTHETE

This is the name conventionally given to a version of the Chronicle of the Logothete, a version edited
by Istrin, albeit not in a satisfactory manner: His edition is based on a single manuscript (the Vati-
canus gr. 153, the copy of a still existing, although severely mutilated, manuscript) and is generally
sloppy and lacking the necessary knowledge of the tradition®.
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324 Staffan Wahlgren
A list of the relevant manuscripts reads as follows*:

Chicago Univ. libr. 47 (Gr. 3), a. 1785 (Diktyon 12978) (a copy of parts of Vat. gr. 153)

Holkhamensis gr. 61, s. XV (Diktyon 48129) (a copy of Vindob. hist. gr. 40)

Parisinus suppl. gr. 665, s. XV (Diktyon 53400) (a ms. closely related to Vat. gr. 163)°

Vaticanus gr. 153, s. XIII (Diktyon 66784) (this is the ms. used by Istrin; a copy of Vindob. hist.
gr. 40)

Vaticanus gr. 163, s. XIII-XIV (Diktyon 66794)

Vaticanus Palat. gr. 86, s. XVI (Diktyon 65819) (a copy of Vat. gr. 163)

Vindobonensis hist. gr. 40, s. XI (Diktyon 70917) (a ms. which is not well preserved: the text ends
in the reign of Basil I, while the copies made from it came into being before it was mutilated)

For the period from the year 886 (the inception of the reign of Leo VI), the following should be
added:

Vaticanus gr. 167, s. XI°® (Diktyon 66798)

Vat. gr. 167 is the manuscript published as Theophanes continuatus, for which see further details
below.

The text of Istrin, Prodolzenie, covers the period of time from 842 until 948, that is, from the
inception of the reign of Michael 111 to the burial of Romanos I. The chronological limits are set by
the content of the manuscript employed (Vat. gr. 153), a manuscript which, before 842, contains the
Chronicle of George the Monk.

To clarify some points about the transmission of this Version B and its chief characteristics, I sug-
gest dividing the text into the following main parts:

1. 842-886 (Michael I11-Basil I)

Main MSS: Vat. gr. 163; Vindob. hist. gr. 40 (with copies, a.o. Vat. gr. 153, and copies of copies).

This is a text/set of texts, in which the main manuscripts very often diverge from each other and, when this is
the case, have to be edited separately’.

2. 886-913 (Leo VI-Alexander)

Main MSS: Vat. gr. 163; the copies (such as Vat. gr. 153) of Vindob. hist. gr. 40 (which has been mutilated and
does not transmit this part of the work); Vat. gr. 167 (= Theophanes continuatus).

This is a reformulated version of Symeon’s Chronicle, upon which there are layers of additions.

3. 913-948 (The Regency Council-Romanos [-Constantine VII)
Main MSS: the same as in section 2.
This is, essentially, nothing but Symeon’s Chronicle, upon which there are layers of additions.

The rationale of this division is partly that the textual basis shifts, in terms of manuscripts trans-
mitting the work, and partly that there are some chief characteristics which differ from one part of the

4 To the manuscripts listed here should be added: Ed. V. M. IstriN, Knigy vremennyja obraznyja Georgija Mnicha: chron-
ika Georgija Amartola v drevnem slavjanorusskom perevode: tekst, izsledovanie i slovar, 1-3. Petrograd 1920-1930. Cf.
F. Schorz, Die Chronik des Georgios Hamartolos. In altslavischer Ubersetzung hrsg. von V. M. IstriN, mit einer Einleitung
und bibliographischen Hinweisen von F. Scholz, 1-3. Munich 1972. | shall discuss this Old Slavonic version in a separate pa-
per (see, however, n. 15 below, a preliminary assessment of its stemmatical affiliations). Cf. Symeon (43*—46* WAHLGREN).

5 Itis not likely that it could contribute to the reconstruction of the B-text, and it is not used in this paper.

& Of which there are apographs, see Vita Basilii (17*~31* Sevcenko), and Theophanes continuatus I-TV (5%-9* FEATHER-
stoNE-SIGNES-CoporER) (for full bibliographical references, see n. 10).

" The part dealing with the reign of Michael I1I in Vat. gr. 163 has already been edited once, by J. M. FEATHERSTONE, The Logo-
thete Chronicle in Vat. gr. 163. OCP 64, 2 (1998) 419-434.
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text to the others (such as, in part 2, the tendency to reformulate). To illustrate this in detail, we will
take a look at preliminary editions of text taken from the different parts.

1. The Reigns of Michael Ill and Basil I

At the beginning of this part, the main manuscripts (the Vat. gr. 163 and the Vindob. hist. gr. 40) differ
widely from each other. However, they soon converge—as can be seen if we read on until paragraph
threed:

Muyon koi @codmpa’

8 1: B (= Vindob. hist. gr. 40) (i.e. deest vel aliter habet in C [Vat. gr. 163]): Meta 6& ®edpihov
MuyomA 6 viog avTod dtivVEY KaToMpUTdveTal oLV unTpi Ocodmpa Ta ThG facireing okmTpo
kai €faciievoe oV T UNTpl avTod €N Técoapa” Kol povog £t déka” kol oV Bactieim €tog €v
Kol Uivag T€660pac.

0¥ 16 TG émtpomic & te maTpikiog AedKTIoTOG Ko Movounh 6 Tpdtog payictpov NEimvion kol
0VK &ml ToAD" drapOapeiong yap avtdv TG Opovoiag KaTelot pEVv Mavounh ék 1od molotiov, £v
TOIG KATO TNV KWWOTEPVAY YMPO1G ToD ACTOPOg TV OIKNGY Y0V, ATOKATOCTNCOS TOV £0VTOD
OlKOV LOVOGTOIS KATOYDYIOV: TAV (G GUYKANTIKOC TPOT|PYETO.

C (i.e. deest in B): MiyonA 8¢ 6 To0TOL VIOG GOV T1] Untpl owtod ERacilevcey £t dekatécoapa.
TEAEVTMOV 0& O OeOPINOG KATEMTE PPOVTIOTAS Kol EMTPOTOVS TOD vioD Kol THG UNTPOS avTod
Be0dmPoc TOV 1€ OBEOKTIGTOV EVVOVYOV Kol TNVIKODTO KOVIKAEIOV Kol AoyoBETnv 10D dpdpov
Toyydvovia® kol OV matpikiov Bapdav tov thig adyohotng ddeApov: kol Mavouni pdayietpov &5
Apueviov katayopevov, 0¢ kai 0elog Thg de6moivng Amd TaTPOS VAN PYEV.

(here § 2 follows, omitted in this paper)
8 3: B et C fere eundem textum exhibent

3 amootéddlel 0¢ kata Kpntng tov AoyobBétny Oedktiotov: 0¢ 6TOAD TOAAD Kol oTpatd Popel
€kel KateAbwv 0 TPATO PEV TOVG AYOopNVOLS KOTETTONGE Ti| TOVTOL GTPATIY U] SLVOUEVOVG
avtayovitesOat, Emetta 6& Pedyel aVTOG, UNOEVOS TOVTOV SLOKOVTOG PIUNG YOP AVA TOV GTPATOV
yeyovuiag g @eodmpa dAlov Paciiéa gig Ta Paciiela avePifacey, EkmAayeic £ml TOVT® YEVOUEVOG
TPOUVAY EKPOVOATO KOd TPOG TNV TOAMV AVESTPEPETO, TOV oTpatov &v Kpntn katolmav Epyov
HOOUpOG YEVOLLEVOV.

This somewhat odd phenomenon of divergence and then convergence, followed again by diver-
gence, can be observed several times but is more common in the early stages. Later on (still in the
part covering the years 842-886) there is more of a common text, recognisable as a somewhat re-
worked version of the Chronicle of the Logothete.

8 Paragraphs are added in accordance with Symeon (WaHLGREN), to the chapter 131 of which the following corresponds. The
apparatus is, for the time being, only concerned with similarities between Symeon the Logothete (= SLA), Pseudo-Symeon
(= PS), and Theophanes continuatus (= ThCont). For an edition of Pseudo-Symeon see n. 10 and n. 17.

9 3-5 MyomA — téocopac: cf. PS 647.3-5  6-9 ob — mpofpyeto # SLAPS  6-9 kai sec. — mpofipyeto: cf. ThCont IV.18
10 Myomh — dekatéooapa: cf. PS 647.3-5  11-14 1ehevtdv — vmijpyev: cf. ThCont IV.1.3-8,  SLAPS  § 3: cf. PS
654.12-15 (ad quae cf. SLA 131, § 3-84, 1. 21)
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2. The Reigns of Leo VI and Alexander (886-913):
The Additional Evidence of Vat. gr. 167 (Theophanes continuatus)

In this part, it should first and foremost be noted that the textual basis is larger, since the Vat. gr. 167
also transmits more or less the same text. The Vat. gr. 167 is the famous manuscript transmitting the
Chronicle of Theophanes followed by a continuation, commonly referred to as Theophanes contin-
uatus.

The continuation of Theophanes is divided into larger sections, covering the time from 813 until
962. In recent times, the first of these sections, or books -1V, have been edited by Featherstone—
Signes-Codoiier, whereas book V, the biography of Emperor Basil I commonly referred to as the Vita
Basilii, has been edited by Sevéenko. Book VI, starting with the reign of Leo VI, is the section of
interest to us, since it is part of the tradition of the Chronicle of the Logothete.

To return to Version B: from the beginning of the reign of Leo VI there is, more or less, one text
only, transmitted by the same manuscripts (as for the years 842-886) plus Vat. gr. 167*. It is a text
without the divergence and convergence that we observed above. Instead, it has two other, chief
characteristics.

One is the tendency to add sentences or even larger segments. Since this tendency is also present
in section three (dealing with the years 913-948), it will be discussed below.

The other tendency is to reformulate in a way which, probably, is typical of the times (this is, after
all, the age of Symeon the Metaphrast)*2. In order to illustrate how this works, we may look at the
following, taken from the reign of Emperor Alexander:

10 Books [-IV: edition: Chronographiae quae Theophanis Continuati nomine fertur Libri -1V, rec., anglice vert., indicibus

instr. M. FEaTHERSTONE et J. SiGNEs-CopoNer (CFHB 53). Berlin — New York 2015. Book V: edition: Chronographiae quae

Theophanis Continuati nomine fertur Liber quo Vita Basilii Imperatoris amplectitur, rec., anglice vert., indicibus instr. I.

Seveenko (CFHB 42). Berlin — New York 2011. An edition of book VI is in preparation by Featherstone and Signes-Codofier.

For an older, complete, edition see: Theophanes continuatus, loannes cameniata, Symeon magister, Georgius monachus, ed.

I. Bexker (CSHB 33). Bonn 1838, 3-481.

It should be noted that this is past the ending of the (now) mutilated Vindob. hist. gr. 40, and that this branch of the tradition

is represented by its apographs, Vat. gr. 153 and Holkh. gr. 61.

12 1t has been claimed that Symeon the Chronicler and Symeon the Metaphrast were one and the same person (for references
and a discussion, leaning towards a conclusion in the negative, see Symeon (3*-4* WaHLGREN). Also, it has been claimed
that Symeon the Chronicler wrote not only the more original chronicle but also Version B (so W. TrReapGoLD, The Middle
Byzantine Historians. Basingstoke — New York 2013). I do not want to open these discussions again, since I consider the
whole matter too speculative and therefore unprofitable.

1
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A-Text, Ch. 134: 2 dmooteilag 8¢ fyaye
Nwodraov €k I'oahakpnvdv, katayayov Evfduov
TaTpLapyny, kal Evedpovioe 10 devTEPOV AHTOD
Nwodroov. €noince 6& oceAévtiov Kol GOVOJOV
ALEEavOpog €v T Mavavpg, ayoywv EvOduov
€k 10D Ztevod amd 1od Ayabod kai cvykabicog
duo Nikohdm ToTpiipyn €TOUGAVTO THV KOT
avtod kabaipeoty, Aatipmg damotiAlovteg TOD
tepompemonc kal A&loydoTov Avopog TNV Ty
yevelado kol GAAaG Tvag DPPEIS Kol Totvag anTd
EMUPEPOVTEC,

.G MovYmS
Kol TPAmG LIEPEWVEY O TIHOG Kol 1epOg Avnp.
Kol VmepopicOn molv eig T Ayabod, EvOa
TEAEVTNOOG KatatiOeTon v T adTOD HOVY), &V TH|
noAeL, TV Yapabiov.

3 obtoc ALéEavdpog S1d Tag vrovoiag, ag O
adeLPOg aTod Adwv ETL (LAY elye Kat avTod, del
TOIG KLV YEGT01G Kol T01G EE® TaAatiolg éoydAale,
undev Poaciiéwg Epyov SOMPATTONEVOS, GAAN
dlyov &v tpueoic kol dcelyeiong koi pédoug
Kol mepl Todto del dwokeipevog. 60ev dpéog
a0TOC OVOEV YEVVOIOV lpyaoaTto, AALL TapeLOV
Todvvny moandv, 10 énikinv Aaldpnyv, paiktopa
memoinkev, 0G Kol KoK®dG 10 Ciiv dnéppnée peta
Oavatov Ale&avdpov &v 1d ‘ERSou® opatpilov.

327

B-Text: 2 amocteilag 6¢ fyoye NukOAaov
€k [odaxpnvdv, katoyaydv 100 TaTpLapyeiov
EvOopov, «kai  évebpovioce TOV  oOTOV
Nworoov 10 Oe0TEPOV. TOMGOG 08 GEAEVTIOV
&v 1 Movvadpy AAEEaVOPOG  KOTyOyEV
arndo tdv Ayabod tOv EvOdpove kol dpo
NwoAdw «obecbelg v avtod kabaipeoty
gmomoavto. VOV 0 Momep aviuepor Ofjpeg
ENTETNONKOTEG TOV 1EPOTPETODG AVOPOG TNV
ocefaopiov yeveldda AmETIALOV Kol EmTpaymiov
®dBovv kol GAAOG AVLTOIGTOVE TOWOC TOVTE
Enépepov, EMPATNV ATOKOAODVTIEG KOl HOLYOV,
Kol GAAOTPIY EMTNO1COVTA YOVAIKI. O OE iEPOC
€KEIVOG AvNp Kol aidEoIH0C TPAmMS TavTa Kol
NoVYC VTEPEPEY. DITEPOPLOG 0DV £V TOIC AY0if0Dd
amoctaleig Kol TéleL ToD Piov ypnodpevog &v
] TOAEL BAmTETOL EIG TV OWOTOD POVIV TV €V T®
Yopobig drdpyovoay.

3 6 ovv AMéEavdpog Kol médat Todto Epyov
Eyov 10 GPpodlontoc etvon koi TOiC KLVN-
veoi01g TPOGEYEWY 10 TAG VTTOYiNG TOD ASEAPOD
avtod Aéovtog, kal undev Poociiéwmc Epyov
Swmpdrtestat, dALL TO TPLEAV Kol AcEAYEiONG
oyoldlewy  NYOTMNKAGS, povotatog  ApEag
00dgV yevvaiov §| Adyov d@&lov Kotempa&oto:
duo yoap t® povokpdtwp yevéoHor Tmavvnv
oy (Aa&dpng TovT® ETMVULUOV) PoikT®Po
memoinkey” 0¢ Kol Kok®dG 10 Ciiv anéppnée peta
Bavatov AleEhvopov €v 1 ‘ERdopw cpapilmv.

The left column reproduces the text of Symeon (WAHLGREN). On the right is the text as present
in the manuscripts of Version B®. As we can see, the texts are parallel and tell the same story, sen-
tence for sentence, with no major additions or subtractions. As far as language is concerned, there are
several points in this text where | would like to suggest that the B-text is evidence of a slightly higher

register than the A-text, e.g.:

Katayoy®v Tod mworprapyeiov Evdoov: this is instead of the A-text’s koatayoywv Evdopov
nmotprapynv. Added is a separative genitive, a well-known stylistic shibboleth.

VIEPOPLOG 0VV &V T0ig Ayafod dmosTaiels: this is instead of the A-text’s simple VrepmpicOn.

Téher Tod Piov ypnoapevog: this is instead of the A-text’s simple televtniooag.

fyammkag: in general, perfect forms are rarer in the A-text than in the B-text.

8 Here I have ignored deviations between the manuscripts, since they are of no significance to my argument; the reader may
be interested to know that, at the end of § 2, there is a major addition in Vat. gr. 167; this is cited in the discussion of Pseudo-

Symeon below.
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Furthermore, there are short additions, arguably of a poetic kind, in the B-text. An example is the
phrase domep dvipepot Ofjpeg Eumenndnkotec, referring to a moment during the interrogation, in AD
912, of Patriarch Euthymius, characterizing the people as well as their action.

Of a similar kind is the phrase dAlotpig émmmdncoavia yvvaiki, viz. the obviously preposterous
accusation, directed against Euthymius, that he had been sleeping with another man’s wife.

In sum we can see that, on the way from A to B, there is a slight reworking which, so I would sug-
gest, goes in the direction of introducing a higher style. On occasion new information, perhaps with
a poetic touch to it, is added.

3. From the Regency Council to the Death of Romanos | (913-948)

In this section of the text, covering the years 913-948, the tendency to reformulate is no longer ob-
servable. The following passage may serve as an example of what the text is like. It is taken from
the section describing the rule of Constantine VII after the dethronement of Romanos Lekapenos,
cf. Symeon 137 (340-342 WaHLGREN), and is, as above, presented with an apparatus reduced to a
minimum:

Avtokpatopioa Keovotaviivoot

YreheipOn odv avtokpdrop Kovetavtivog 6 tovtov yauPpog unvi dexsufpio k', ivoiktidvog y’,
&v &rer cuvo'. 2 0¢ mapovtiko Bapdav tov tod Pokd T Tod poyiotpov a&ig TGS O YpOvem
TOAAL® TNV €v T0lC TOAEUOLS avopayadioy TOAAAKLS EMOEIEAUEVOV, SOUECTIKOV TAV GYOADY
npoyepiletar kol Kwvaroviivov tov ToyyOny vavuoyiog nyntopo, kol otpatidpyos tivos tav
ebypriotov: et Bacileov @ énikAny Ietevog matpikiov kol péyav Etonpetdpymy: tov 8¢ tod
yYévoug TV Apyvp®dv Moplovov To HOVOyIKE Gmodhceoc TOTPIKIoV Kol KOUNTO ToD GTOOAOL
nemoinkey: wocavtOg kol Mavouni, tov émieyduevov Kovptikiov, matpikiov kai dpovyydplov
¢ Piyrog. (here §§ 3—4 follow, omitted in this paper) 5 pet’ dAiyov odv 00TOL AITGAUEVOL TOV
dlov matépa BedoacOat, €v T [Ipdn Vic® Tapeyévovto® Kol ToDTOV &V TM HOVOYIKD CYNHATL
Ocacduevor TévOel kateoyétnoay deopnto: oic émdakpioac O maThp PN ViOLg &yévvnoo Kai
Byooa, adtol 8¢ pe NOéoav: €10 obtwg &Empicncav: 6 pév Ttépavog i Tlpokdvvncov:
ifvriva. NePpiov dvouacuévny koto. ypnoov dedouévoy amoikois Zouiowv: olc Gpikouévois mpog
vijoov kal 1@ Oe@ IA0CKOUEVOLS GPLETOTOLOVUEVOILS TE GpLa ETOYYOVEY OTOBeV Towp Kouioo1vTo.
yovy 0é TG Epn avTols, &l Exete TPOY0OV, dow VUV Towp. Omep Aafovies, s O ypnouos, kol
yifv ééntnoovto. s o¢ kal tadtny dedwrvias [poyoov v vijoov dvouacoy kol Tois apyvpois
vouiouool mpoyoov gikovilov: and 8¢ Ipowkovvioov gig Podov, amo & Pddov gic MitvAvnv: 0
8¢ Kovotavtivog &ig Tévedov, ékeilbev gig Tapodpdkny, év 1| kai dvrapciov peAetioac xai tov
éx footlikiic keleboews Ty odTod QLAIOKNY TETLOTEVUEVOV NIKNTOY TPWTOOTOOGpI0V QVvoipnoog
Kol abTOG TAPH TOV ADTOV PLAAGGOVIOV EGQAYY. 00 T0 odua mapakoulcOy tapi] Tapadidotol
ueyolotiuwg, év i mepi T0dT 1§ TP AbToD Kekndevton ovuProc EAévy todvoua. Muomh 8¢
OV 100 Paciiémng Xpioto@dpov viov Tt Paciiikd tedha Kovetavtivog 0 Iopeupoyévvntog
APEAOLEVOG KANPIKOV KOL LAYIGTPOV Kol PpoikTmpo TETOINKEY. 0601 0¢ EXEPalov yeipag mi Ti
katafaocel Popavod aciriémg, Tavta nendvlacty KTA.

¥ C=Vat. gr. 163; V= Vat. gr. 153; Y = Vat. gr. 167; 2-3 unvi—covd” add. V'Y (i.e., hic et infra, non exhib. C neque Symeo A)
5-6 kai pr. — edypnotev add. VY (tov Foyyviny exhib. Y, non exhib. V, de C non constat) 7 scripsi: MopiovogC VY  § 5,
5-9 fjvtvo — eicoviovadd. VY 10-12 koi sec. —adtogadd. VY 12-13 o0 — todvopa add. VY 15 ©hnpikov C, kinpticdv
Kol paiktopo V, KAnpkov kol payietpov kot paiktopa Y  15-16 doot ete. add. Y, cf. continuationem post 948 in C
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As can be seen, | have introduced some distinctions into the text, dividing it up so that every word
or phrase belongs to one of three categories, representing different layers. Default text (without ital-
ics or bold) is that common to all manuscripts. In italics are additions common to the mss. Vat. gr. 153
and Vat. gr. 167, but lacking in Vat. gr. 163. In bold are additions found in Vat. gr. 167 only. In other
words, Vat. gr. 163 contains nothing but the default text (non-italics/non-bold); Vat. gr. 153 and Vat.
gr. 167 contain the same text as well as the one in italics; Vat. gr. 167 contains the first-mentioned
text, the one in italics, and the one in bold.

The text common to all manuscripts is almost identical with the text published in Symeon (WaHL-
GREN) (deviations from this are mostly errors attributable to accident rather than intention).

It should be clear to the reader what all this means: it is a case of a more original text, upon which
consecutive layers of additions have been placed. What it means in terms of the genealogical rela-
tionship of the manuscripts thus analysed will be spelt out below, where a stemma is also drawn.

MORE ABOUT THE ADDITIONS: NUMBER OF LAYERS,
AMOUNT OF ADDED MATERIAL

Although there is little doubt that there are layers of additions and although distinguishing main
layers is justified, it is worth stressing that we do not know what additions were made by one person
and at one time.

First of all, the additions are of differing degrees of appropriateness. In some cases, only the date
of an event has been added, as in the first paragraph of the last piece of text edited above, with unvi
Aexeufpio k', ivoikuavog y’, év érer covd’, referring to 20 December 944, when Romanos | Lekape-
nos was removed from power.

Also by no means inappropriate (at least if the new information is correct) are additions such as
the following (also from the text immediately above):

137, 5 avtapoiov pehetoag kai tov ék factikilc keAedoews THY abTOD YUACKIYV TETMOTEVUEVOV
Niknrav gpwtoomodaplov avaipnoag kol avtog Tapo TdV DTOV PLANGGOVI®V ECQAYT).

This is skilfully done: the more original text runs dvtapoioav peleTnoog mopd TAV AOTOV
QVAoooOVTOV €0¢dyn, into which, without any disturbance or infringement of the overall syntactic
structure, is added an explanation as to why, ultimately, Stephen Lekapenos was put to death.

At the other end of the scale we have additions which are neither relevant nor skilfully integrated
into the whole. Downright obnoxious—interrupting, as it does, the flow of the text—is the excursus
on the etymology of Proeconnesus:

137, 5 &wpicOnoav: 6 pev Etépavog gig Ilpowkodvvncov: #fvaiva Neppiov avouoouévny kata
ApNoLoV dedouévov amoixois Touimwv: olg GpiKouévols Tpog vijoov kai 1@ O ilaokouévoig
APIOTOTOI0VUEVOIS TE GpPlo. ETOYYAVEY OTOBeV DOWp KOUIco1vTo. yovi 06 TS épn avTolg, &l Eyete
TPOY00V, OWG® VULV DOwp. OTep AafOVTeS, S O ypnouos, Kal yifv éEntnoavto. tijc 0¢ Kol TavTyv
oeowrviag [Ipoyoov Ty vijoov @vouocay kol Tois Gpyvpois VOULoUaot TPoyoov eikovi{ov: amd 0
[Ipowkovvicov KTA.

This is a typical gloss, which seems to have entered the main text by accident.

In sum, the additions are very different as regards their type and pertinence. They rather suggest
that different minds have worked on the text, some with more, some with less skill. To round off the
discussion about the additions, see the following overview:
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NUMBER OF ADDED WORDS: PERCENTAGE ACCRETION OF TEXT AS COM-
PARED TO IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING VERSION

Layer 0 |Layer1 (Vat. gr. |Layer 2 (Vat.gr. 167)
153/Vat. gr 167)
Leo VI (= Symeon 133 (WAHLGREN) 4250 460 (10.8%) 160 (3.4%)
Alexander (Ch. 134) 520 7 (1.3%) 60 (11.4%)
Regency (Ch. 135) 2340 180 (7.7%) 0
Romanos I (Ch. 136) 6200 340 (5.5%) 1220 (18.7%)
Constantine VII (Ch. 137) 460 110 (23.9%) 430 75.4%)

By “Layer 0” the text common to all manuscripts is meant (whether reformulated or not as com-
pared to Symeon’s Chronicle). Layer 1 comprises the additions made in Vat. gr. 153 and Vat. gr. 167
but lacking in Vat. gr. 163%. Layer 2 encompasses the additions made in Vat. gr. 167 only, but lacking
in the other manuscripts. With reference to the discussion above about the varying appropriateness
of the additions, it must be stressed that talking about layers here is only a matter of convenience:
there is no guarantee that all additions attributed to, say, Layer 2, were indeed added at one time and
by one person.

As can be seen, there are great variations between the different chapters as to how much is added.
In the (admittedly short) chapter on Emperor Alexander, Layer 1 adds just the following: unvi iovvie
¢’ (8v) nuépo kvpraxi] ivoiktidvog mpatng (the precise date of the emperor’s death). In the subsequent
chapter, which deals with the period of the regency council, 913-919, Layer 2 does not add a single
word. It is hard to say why this is so; perhaps some epochs and historical processes are more engag-
ing than others to the Byzantine copyist or author.

INTERIM SUMMARY: A STEMMA APPLICABLE TO VERSION B OF SYMEON THE
LOGOTHETE AND THEOPHANES CONTINUATUS COVERING THE YEARS 886-948

To summarize, we may draw the following stemma:

Symeon the Logothete A

|
X

/ y \ Vat. 163 (= a fairly true copy of x)
Vat. 167 Vat. 153 (= afairly true copy of y)

The manuscripts mentioned here are those cited in the editions of main parts 2 and 3 above?®.

In sum, the stage in the tradition represented by x is, for the years 886-913, a reformulated version
of Symeon’s Chronicle. Of this, Vat. gr. 163 seems to be a fairly true copy, whereas y contains a layer
of additions (Layer 1, above).

Furthermore, Vat. gr. 153 seems to be a fairly true copy of y, whereas Vat. gr. 167, known as
Theophanes continuatus, in addition to Layer 1 exhibits its own, unique, set of additions (Layer 2).

%5 It may be noted that the Old Slavonic version has the Layer 1 additions but not those of Layer 2 (cf. above, n. 4).
16 As far as the main Part 1 (see above), covering the years 842-886, is concerned, the stemma is, in principle, also valid. How-
ever, as we have seen, the texts of the manuscripts sometimes diverge so widely that a common stemma is meaningless.
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Put in the language of the textual critic: the additions of Layer 2 are separative errors proving that
Vat. gr. 167 cannot be the ancestor of the other manuscripts. On the other hand, because of the fact
that it is a more recent manuscript, Vat. gr. 153 cannot be the ancestor of Vat. gr. 167 (Vat. gr. 153 also
has errors of its own, a matter on which, for the time being, the reader has to take my word).

Furthermore, the existence of y is proven by Layer 1, representing additions which are conjunc-
tive errors uniting Vat. gr. 153 and Vat. gr. 167. The same conjunctive errors are also separative er-
rors, proving that y is not the ancestor of Vat. gr. 163. On the other hand, because of the fact that it is
a more recent manuscript, Vat. gr. 163 cannot be the ancestor of y, since y must be older than Vat. gr.
167, which is older than Vat. gr. 163 (Vat. gr. 163 also has errors of its own, a matter on which, for
the time being, the reader has to take my word).

Finally, the existence of x is proven by a great number of secondary features shared by all the
manuscripts mentioned in the stemma, a case in point being the tendency to reformulate, as discussed
above with regard to part 2.

In actual fact, all this is not in contradiction with Theophanes continuatus (28* FEATHERSTONE—
SiGNEs-CoDONER), Where what is essentially the same stemma is drawn. However, the ways by which
we arrive at this conclusion differ.

PSEUDO-SYMEON

Having come this far, we will turn briefly to the so-called Chronicle of Pseudo-Symeon. In essence,
this is what is contained in the ms. Parisinus gr. 1712, a partial edition of which is available in the
Bonner corpus®’. An analysis of the sources of Pseudo-Symeon has been provided by Markopoulos,
whereas a complete edition, up to modern standards, remains a desideratum?.

From the year 813 the main source of Pseudo-Symeon is Symeon the Logothete, and Pseudo-
Symeon can be said to be a version of the Logothete with additions and, to some extent, reformulated
passages (although not quite the kind of reworking described above) and, not least, shortenings and
subtractions.

To state only what is pertinent to my planned edition of Version B of the Logothete: Pseudo-
Symeon, although belonging to the wider Logothete tradition, does not belong to the smaller circle
of Version B/Theophanes continuatus as described above. It is neither the source of Version B/Theo-
phanes continuatus nor derived from it, and it is not possible to locate the Parisinus gr. 1712 within
our proposed stemma?®.

However, there are readings in Pseudo-Symeon which are clearly related to the tradition of Ver-
sion B/Theophanes continuatus.

Sometimes, but far from always, the additions of the Layer 1 identified above (readings common
to Vat. gr. 153 and Vat. gr. 167) are found, in more or less the same form, in Pseudo-Symeon, such as
the following (describing the subsequent fate of the cleric who gave his blessing to the marriage of
Leo VI and Zoe Zaoutzina in 898 AD)%:

133, 23 (kai edroyeiton pet’ avTiic) mapd Kinpikod o maiatiov, ¢ Exikiny ZvEmne. 6 uev oty
evloynoog kobnpeln

Cf. Pseudo-Symeon (Theophanes continuatus ... Symeon magister [703, 1-2 BEKKER]): mapd
TVOG KANPKOD ToD EMIKANY Zvamng. kol 0 HEV EDAOYNGOG KaONpEtm

17" See Theophanes continuatus ... Symeon magister (603-760 Bekker) (see n. 10).

8 A. MARKOPOULOS, ‘H ypovoypapic tod Wevdoovuedv koi oi tnyég tg. loannina 1978.
1% See also Symeon (87*-89* WAHLGREN).

2 Chapters and paragraphs are, as above, in accordance with Symeon (WAHLGREN).
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Furthermore, we may take a look at the beginning of the chapter on the rule of Constantine VII,
also cited above:

137, 1 "Yrekeipbn odv ovtoxkpdtop Kovotoviivog 6 todtov youBpdg unvi Askeufpio i,
ivoiktiovog y’, év érer covo’. 2 0¢ mopavtika Bapdav tov 100 Pokd tf) T0d poyiotpov aig
TN GOG O YPOV® TOAAGD TNV &V TO1G TOAEUOIS Avdpayadioy TOAAAKLG EMOEIEANEVOV, SOUECTIKOV
TV oYordV Tpoyepiletor xai Kwvaraviivov Tov LoyyOMy vavuoyiogs nyntopa, koi oipotidpyos
TIVOG TAV EVYPHOTOV”

Both of the additions, that in paragraph 1 as well as that in 2, are present in Pseudo-Symeon?. In
paragraph 2 the Layer 2 addition (i.e. a reading found in Vat. gr. 167) tov I'oyybinv is not present
in Pseudo-Symeon. It can thus be observed that the majority of the additions paralleled in Pseudo-
Symeon belong to Layer 1. This could lead us to believe that the connection between Version B/
Theophanes continuatus and Pseudo-Symeon has something to do with Layer 1. However, there are
cases suggesting rather a connection with Layer 2, e.g. the following, taken from the chapter on Em-
peror Alexander’s reign, referring to the subsequent fate of a man who took part in the interrogation
of Patriarch Euthymius already referred to above in our discussion on style:

134, 2 6 8¢ TOD mOTPLAPYOV KANPIKOS O TAS TOALAS avTOD Tilag €ig TV Mayvavpay &v 1@
£EopilesBor avTéV, TV VTRV Gpav 6 0ikog ovTOD TVPKAI] TaPedo0N GopaTw. £Vpe 8¢ Kal
Vv Ovyatépav avTod Erenieyppévny Kol kKpatneioay Tag T YEIPOS Kol TO 6TOPO Kol TNV
Aahav: fiTig kai Kavijpng ovoa dujpkeos Ty Epripepov Tpoiv ntodoa péypt Nikneopov
Baciiéwg Nukntod.

Cf. Pseudo-Symeon (Theophanes continuatus ... Symeon magister [716, 8—14 BEKKER]): t® 6¢
KMPKD 1@ TiAavtt T0G Tpixas Tod TaTplapyov cuvéPn 00vG v Td E€opilesBat TOV dyov, avTi
T Gpg, TVPiKALGTOV YeVEGHAL TNV oikiay aTod €5 dopdtov Topds, 1) 6& Buydtnp avTod TavTeAel
Emuinyig EkpatnOn, un dvvapévn otopa fj xeipa fj GALO TO 010VODV HEPOG KIVETV T| pmVIV ApLEvaL
fTig kol KAvipng ovoa kai mpocattic dmpkesey péxpt Nikneopov Bocidémc tod Nikntod.

A provisional impression: parallels with Layer 1 seem to be more exact than those with Layer 2.
However, this is not always the case.

Cautiously summarized, | see it as the most plausible explanation of the situation at hand that
cross-contamination has taken place between the different members of the wider Logothete family.
How, and in what direction, we do not know. Suffice it to say that Pseudo-Symeon is not part of the
primary evidence relevant to the editor of Version B of the Logothete/Theophanes continuatus, yet
interesting as a subsidiary source?®.

THE CONTINUATION PAST 948

Finally, some words on the continuation past the year 948 (ending, in different manuscripts, at dif-
ferent points in the early 960s, shortly before the usurpation of power by Nikephoros Il Phokas in
AD 963). This continuation is, in differing forms, met with in Vat. gr. 163, Vat. gr. 167 (Theophanes
continuatus) as well as in Par. gr. 1712 (Pseudo-Symeon). Of these, Theophanes continuatus and

2 See Theophanes continuatus ... Symeon magister (753 Bekker) (lines 2 and 4-5 respectively) (see n. 10).

2 For a recent discussion of the complex to which Pseudo-Symeon and its sources belong, together with an up-to-date biblio-
graphy, see C. Zuckerman, Emperor Theophilos and Theophobos in Three Tenth-Century Chronicles: discovering the
“Common Source”. REB 75 (2017) 101-150.
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Pseudo-Symeon were edited by Bekker (cf. n. 10), whereas the continuation contained in Vat. gr. 163
was edited much more recently, by Markopoulos®.

As to its quantity, the text transmitted in the Vat. gr. 163 amounts to about 3000 words, that in Vat.
gr. 167 to 6000 words, and that in Par. gr. 1712 to 1500 words.

It seems to be the case that the discrepancy between Vat. gr. 163 and Vat. gr. 167 is here larger than
in earlier parts. Nonetheless, a preliminary evaluation indicates that the same relationship between
the manuscripts is valid as before. This means that in Vat. gr. 163 we probably have a fairly true,
although mutilated, copy of a work conceived as a continuation of Symeon’s chronicle. In Vat. gr.
167 we have an expanded version of the same?. In Par. gr. 1712 we have a third version of the same,
exhibiting what is characteristic of Pseudo-Symeon: abbreviation (often, we may think, not done so
as to yield a successful result).

CONCLUSION

The most important aim of this paper has been to show how the Chronicle of Symeon the Logothete,
the so-called Version B of the same and Theophanes continuatus relate to each other and that, despite
variation, their genealogical relationship can be described in precise terms.

Inevitably, the question arises as to how to deal with all this in an edition. Does it make sense to
proceed with separate editions of Version B and Theophanes continuatus, or is it more meaningful to
edit them together?

For the time being, | would like to suspend my judgement on the matter. In any event, we have to
ensure that a future edition highlights how closely related to each other—indeed, often identical—
these works are.

To illustrate how a more original text is added to, layer after layer, an electronic edition would,
if having no other advantage, probably be more effective and look tidier than a paper edition made
according to the principles outlined above.

For the period from 886 it seems doubtful whether it makes much sense to talk about Theophanes
continuatus at all. It is part of the Logothete tradition—often page for page, word for word, the very
same text—and, as transmitted in the Vat. gr. 167, without any doubt at all the product of accumu-
lated work in several stages. It is true that, because of the additions, a different text comes out at
times. But to look for one intention, one authorial voice, in this product is a questionable approach.

This, finally, takes us to what may seem like a shortcoming of this paper: the lack of historical
reference. What about Constantine VII, Theodore Daphnopates and Basil the Nothos—to name some
of the personages who have been thought instrumental in the ongoing rewriting of history to which
our manuscripts bear testimony? Most scholarship concerning these texts has been guided by an his-
torical interest, and has often arrived at surprisingly precise conclusions about sponsorship, censor-
ship and authorship®. Without denying the legitimacy of this interest, it is my belief that philological
spadework must come first.

2 A. MarkoprouLos, Le témoignage du Vaticanus gr. 163 pour la période entre 945-963. Symm 3 (1979) 83-119.

2 In this conclusion I beg to differ from Markopoulos, Témoignage, who claims that Vat. gr. 163 is an abbreviated version
of Theophanes continuatus. However, while it is fairly easy to expand a text, | would argue that, at least in the case of
chronicles, it is difficult to abbreviate sensibly (which would have to be the case if the shorter text, Vat. gr. 163, were to be
dependent on the longer).

% As an instance one might mention the discussion about Basil the Nothos, summarized in Theophanes Continuatus -1V
(14*-19* FEATHERSTONE—-SIGNES-CODONER). However attractive these assumptions may be, it is necessary to remember
that what we meet with in the manuscripts is the accumulated work of the many.








