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ries of anathemas against heresiarchs and heresies®. In his conclusion
Sophronius asks for the prayers and support of his fellow bishops’, and he
pleads with them to pray for their emperor so that he may have a long life
and victories against the «Barbariansy, especially the Saracens®!

These were turbulent times, theologically and politically, for the Church
as a whole and for the city of Jerusalem. Sophronius, a staunch Chalcedo-
nian and a perceptive theologian knew that behind the supposedly compro-
mising doctrine of monothelitism, embraced by emperor Heraclius and most
bishops, there was monophysitism in disguise. While still a monk, he under-
took a journey to Constantinople in an effort to convince Patriarch Sergius, a
Syrian by birth and allegedly the son of Jacobite-monophysite parents’, of
the heretical nature of the monothelite theology, albeit in vain. He was still
in Constantinople when Patriarch Modestos of Jerusalem (632-634) died,
and Sophronius was called to become Patriarch.

On the political front the rise of Islam and the expansion of the Arabs
outside the deserts of Arabia excited the Bedouin nomadic tribes in the Syro-
Palestinian region to revolt against the Byzantines'’. The upheaval of the

«Térrapas Tolvw ém Ty évbéwr Ths EkkAnoias Soyudtwy peydlas kal lepds
olkovuerikds  owibbovs  Sexdueba... 'Eml tavras 8¢ tals peydlais kal olkouuevikais
mavoénTolS  TE Kkal mavépols Tav dyiwy kal paxapiwv Tatéowy Suotiuols dfpoiceot
Téooapol, kal méummny dylay dMnv  mapd  Tavtas kal petd TavTas ovoTdoav,
olkoyuevikny  Séxouar ovvodov, T év T PactNé kal avTiv yevouévny Tav milewy,
lovoTinavod  Tob  TOTe  Td  oxfimTpa Ths Puudikis Bacileias Siémortos..»,3184C,
3189C.

6) 3189C-3196D.

7) 3196D-3200C.

8) Cf. quotation below, n. 13.

9) «épyios  ydp, dre ypoyevis kai yovéwy lakwBiTdv Imdpywy, ulav duoikiy
GeAnoww  kai  plav évépyeiav év Xplord duoldynoe rai Eypager». Theophanes, Chrono-
graphia, ed. DE BOOR, vol. I (Lipsiae, 1883; 1963) 229-30. English translation, The Chronicle of
Theophanes. An English translation of anni mundi 6095-6305 (A.D. 602-813), with introduction
and notes, by Harry TURTLEDOVE (Philadelphia, 1982).

10) On the rise of Islam and the early Muslim conquests, see Fred MCGRAW DONNER, The
Early Islamic Congquests (Princeton, 1981); Walter E. KAEGI Jr., Byzantium and the early Islamic
conquests (Cambridge, 1992); Felix-Marie ABEL, Histoire de la Palestine depuis la conquéte
d’Alexandre jusqu’a linvasion arabe. 2 tom. Tom II: De la guerre juive & I'invasion arabe
(1952); Marius CANARD, L ‘expansion arabo-islamique et ses répercussions (London, 1974); D.J.
CONSTANTELOS, «The Moslem Conquests of the Near East as Revealed in the Greek sources of
the Seventh and the Eighth Centuries» Byzantion, 42 (1972) 326-357; Donald R. HILL, The termi-
nation of hostilities in the early Arab conquests, AD 634-656 (London, 1971); Hugh KENNEDY,
«Change and Continuity in Syria and Palestine at the time of the Moslem Conquests» ARAM Pe-
riodical, 1:2 (1989) 258-267.
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Saracen tribes'', inflamed by the enthusiasm of the newly found identity
had, in the words of Sophronius, «developed into a great hurricane which
was forecasting disaster»'>. In his Synodical Letter Sophronius asks the Pa-
triarch of Constantinople and his bishops to pray for the kings [that is, Her-
aclius] that God may give them a long life and victories against the
«Barbariansy, especially the Saracens:

Tiw lonw & {ylv  mhovotav dyw mapdkinow, tva ékTevli Tolfiobe kal
dmavoTor T Tpds Oedv ikeTelav kal &énow Umép TGOV dLhoxploTwy Kol
yaMpoTdTer MUV  BaoMwy, TGV BedBev Ths Baoilelas laxdévTtwv Tols
olakas® dmws adTols PurokTippwy Beds kal dLAdvBpwtos, 6 kal dhvapy
E¢xwv loocbevfy T BouMjpati, Tdls UpeTépats BeodékTols  elxdls
HELNLTTOUEVOS, ETOV pév mAnduy alTols moNNv mpooxaplonTatl, vikas Te
peylotas katd BapBdpwy Soln kal Tpdmaia, kal maibwy maioly abTols
oTepavacele, kal elphry Bkl xapakdoele, kal OKATTpa Tapdoxol
kpaTald kol évdivapa, BapBdpov pév amdvtwy, pdl\oTa 8¢ Zapoknviv,
bppv  katabpdTTovTa, TOV 8L auaptlas MuAY dSokNTws Vv fHulv
EmavacTdvTey, kdl TdvTta Ailopévar Oud kal fnpladdel dpovhpaTt, Kal
SuooePe kal dbéw ToNUMpATL.

«I implore you with the same fervor, to supplicate and pray to God, extensively
and ceaselessly, for your Christ-loving and most gentle kings, who have been
allotted the rudders of governing from God, that God the compassionate and
man-loving one, who has power equal to His will, appeased by your God-
receptive prayers, may grand to them many years, give them great victories and
trophies against the barbarians, crown the children of their children with
wreaths, fortify them with divine peace, and provide them with a strong and
mighty staff, that may smash the pride [lit. the eyebrow] of all barbarians, es-
pecially that of the Saracens who, because of our sins, have unexpectedly re-
volted now against us, plundering everything with a crude and beastly disposi-
tion, irreverent and ungodly adventures» 3

This is a direct and passionate plea for imperial intervention. In a
strange way, Sophronius wrote to the bishops of Constantinople about Her-
aclius, son of the exarch of Carthage (born ca. 575 - d. in Constantinople
Feb. 641)", as «their kings»"°, although in the same sentence he made refer-

11) On the name Saracens, its meaning and treatment in the Byzantine anti-Islamic lit-
erature see, Daniel J. SAHAS, «Saracens and the Syrians in the Byzantine anti-Islamic litera-
ture and before», under publication in the OCA.

12) «Kai  modew Spid owvedevyuévor Tov kAdbwra, kal TG KAUSww mapouapTobvTa
Tov kivSuvorn, 3148A.

13) PG 87.3:3197C-D.

14) Became emperor on October 5, 610 (575 - d. in Constantinople Feb. 641), after he
overthrew the «tyrannical» Phocas at the end of a ruthless civil war (608-610).

15) «... Tols GeoodoTors udy Pacidedor SwprjoorTon, 3200A.
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ence to the kings of our kingdom for whom he wished to be peaceful and
prosperous.'® Are these textual flaws, or intentional distinctions? Further-
more Sophronius expressed the wish that Heraclius may subdue the Saracen
threat immediately (0277ov), as he did before (kaba 70 mpoTepor), obvi-
ously with the Persians'’. By doing so Sophronius was actually inviting Her-
aclius to undertake a crusade personally to rescue Jerusalem. Born in ca.
560, Sophronius had known Heraclius as a crusader, and he was close to the
times when the traumatic civil war against the «tyrannical» Phocas (610),
and even closer to home when the six-year wars (618-624) and the exhilarat-
ing victory over the Persians and the recovery of the cross of Christ were
taking place. He probably knew also that, unlike his predecessor Maurice
(582-602), Heraclius commanded his army in person'®,

Heraclius did not respond to Sophronius’ plea. One may hypothesize
that the exact message did not reach the emperor or, if it did, might not have
alarmed the far away residing Constantinopolitan bishops and the emperor
who might not have sufficiently appreciated the danger veiled behind a
rather obscure and pietistic sentence that the Saracens «...because of our
sins, have unexpectedly revolted now against us, plundering everything with
a crude and beastly disposition, irreverent and ungodly adventures»'’. The
particular wording implies tribesmen living in the midst of, or in close
proximity to, Christians who now have revolted against their neighbours;
this is not a message of an invasion from an outside force. This «revolt...,
irreverent and ungodly adventure» being a punishment of God for the sins of
the Christians, as the ascetic and elderly ecclesiastic put it, did not necessar-
ily carry the meaning of the prospect of a permanent occupation to the offi-

16) «i'var evnuepoier pév avrol of 16 ém yhs Pudy Baciletor éyorres..» 3200A.

17) warafdlor Gdtror avrdv 1@ pavias wAipn  doudyuara, kal  €UTEAEls
avTovs  Umomdblov, kald  TO mpdTepov, Tols BeooddTols tudy BaciAetor SwpriooiTom,
3197D-3200A.

18) Cf. Romily JENKINS, Byzantium. The Imperial Centuries AD 610-1071 (London, 1966)
16. Chapter two on «Heraclius» (pp. 15-29) is an incisive profile of the emperor.

19) In a sermon of his on Epiphany (6 January 635) Sophronius raises the rhetorical
question, «Why do wars happen to us? Why do barbarian assaults are multiplying? Why do
Saracen troops rise against us?» To this he gives his own answer, that this is because of the
sins of the Christians, who have deviated from the faith and conduct which God has willed for
them. Text in A.PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, AvdAexTa Iepocoyuitikiis Stayvoloyias,
vol. V. (Bruxelles 1963 [1888]) 151-168. SCHONBORN sees a difference in the tone of anxiety
of Sophronius regarding the Arab invasions between that exhumed in his Synodical Letters,
where there seems still to be hope that the emperor may triumph over the Arabs, and the pes-
simism expressed in the Epiphany sermon. In such a difference SCHONBORN bases his sugges-
tion that Sophronius was elected Patriarch in the earliest days of634. Sophrone, pp. 90-91.
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cials of the imperial court. What were the sins of the Christians for which
God was rising the Saracens against them? To consider that Sophronius
implies here the heresy of monothelitism, is not improbable; and for the
monothelite Patriarch and the emperor this was neither a heresy nor a sin!
One could also surmise that, since these Saracen incursions came, according
to Sophronius himself who writes in early 634, «unexpectedly» (adok7iTws),
Heraclius might have thought of Sophronius’ alarm as premature, not threat-
ening to the empire. In such a context the plea could not, perhaps, have the
chance to be taken seriously. The Saracen uprising as Sophronius refers to,
sounds like familiar nomadic expeditions (razzias) aimed at plundering vil-
lages rather than conquering and occupying cities and land permanently. In-
deed, the textual evidence makes the Saracens in earlier times plunderers of
villages of Syria and Palestine. Thus Theophanes informs us that in the early
years of Justinian's reign (527-565) the Saracens launched an expedition
against Antioch, Palestine and Syria, although in this instance this expedi-
tion forced the emperor to defend the villages against «the barbarian Sara-
cen»™! Further south in the Sinai the Saracens posed a threat to the monas-
tery and the local population, something which, on the testimony of Pro-
copius, prompted the emperor to build, at the request of the monks, a fortifi-
cation around their church dedicated to the Theotokos®'. The Leimon™ of the

20) «.. éméppifer Aauotwbapos 6 Zekikis, O Pacidiokos Tav Japaknvdy, kal
émpaibevoe v mpdTnr Zyplay éws Tav dplwy Avmioxelas... kal égdvevoe molols
kal ékavoe Ta Efw  Xalkndovos kal TO Zéputov kThua kal Ty Kuwnylav ydpa.
Chronographia, p. 178, 8-12. One can detect Theophanes’ despise for the Saracens and for al-
Mundir in particular in his belittling him as «6 BactAiokos 7av Zapaxnviov («the little [or,
fake] king of the Saracens»).

21) «és &¢  Tob dpous TOov mpdmoda kal gopovolor éxvodTaTor [SxvpdTaTor?] 6
Bacidets obTos  @rkoSourioato, s un EvGévde Japaxnvol BdpBapor Exoier dTe Ths
xdpas  épripuov  olons... éofdMery  Ws AaGpoardtata és Ta ém Talaiotivns ywoia.
Tabra pév obv THSe memoinTay. PROCOPIUS, On the Buildings, V 9, 9; ed. Veh, Prokop Bau-
ten, p. 276. For Procopius the Saracens are adversarial («... Zapaknrols Tols moleuiots», 116,
15 and II 11, 10), invaders («boov TOUs ékelvpy  [Zepyrovmohv] 2apaxnvovs dmo
kpovectar  olov  Te elvar éf émpounis avto éfeAeimn, 119, 3 and 11 11, 12) and, by infer-
ence, living as nomads rather than as city dwellers, unable to storm walled cities («dSdvator ydp
TeLyouayety elot Zaparnrol guoen, 119, 4).

22) Or Pratum Spirituale, PG 87.3, 2852A-3112B. French translation by M.J. Rouét DE
JOURNEL, Le Pré spirituel (Paris, 1946, 2"ed,, 1960); Italian translation by R. MAISANO, /I Prato
(Naples, 1982); John WORTLEY, The Spiritual Meadow of John Moschus (Kalamazoo, MI 1992).
For a detailed study of the ms editions and translations of the Leimon, see Henry CHADWICK
«John Moschus and his friend Sophronius the Sophist» in his History and Thought of the Early
Church (London, Variorum Reprints, 1982, # XVIII). See also N.H. BAYNES, «The ‘Pratum
spirituale’», in OCP 13 (1974) 404-14. Th. NISSeN has published additional stories not found in
Migne’s edition. «Unbekannte Erzihlungen aus dem Pratum Spirituale», Byzantinische
Zeitschrift, 38 (1938) 351-376.
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Cilician born monk and writer John Moschus (d. in Rome 634) speaks of
Saracens living near the Dead Sea, dressed like Jews”, and attacking
passersby. In one instance Saracens attack an anchorite and behead him**. In
the early part of the seventh-century, when the walls of two alliances (of the
Persians with the North and Northeastern Arabian tribes, the Lakhmids, and
of the Byzantines with the Northwestern Arabian tribes, the Ghassanids)
gave way to pressures from the outside and from within of each own con-
fines, the power of the nomadic groups was unleashed. They indulged in
destructive raids against settlements in the area of Jordan and even near the
walls of Jerusalem®. The Saracen raids, many of them directed against the
monasteries of Judaea, including the lavra of Mar Sabbas, had been destruc-
tive enough to have alarmed the population of Palestine. Heraclius ought to
have been aware of the Arab threat in general. Two major battles between
the Byzantines and the Arabs, one at Dathin near Gaza (4 February, 634) and
another at Ajnadin near Lydda (30 July, 634) had resulted in Byzantine de-
feat. In the latter Heraclius’ own brother, Theodore, had fallen and his army
had been dispersed. These two defeats may have convinced Heraclius that to
undertake an expedition against the unruly and undisciplined forces of the
Arabs was too risky and, therefore, one may want to suggest that his reasons
for not responding to Sophronius’ plea were purely military. A few months
later, on Christmas Day, 634 which happened to fall on a Sunday,
Sophronius delivered a sermon at the Church ofthe Theotokos in Jerusa-
lem”®, lamenting the fact that because of «the disorder of the Saracens and
their destructive revolt», himself and the Christians could not celebrate
Christmas at the birthplace of Christ. Jerusalem was to be the next”’. The

23) A Council at the Lateran equated Saracens and Jews, at least in the dress: «/Zepi
Plybews oyruatos  Xowomavav, Tovdalwy kal Japaxnviv. Ev Tiow émapyiats mapd
v Xpiomiaviv Tots lovdalovs 1f Japaknvovs 1) Ty évdyudTwy StacTéMél Stagopd.
aMad kal év  mow obTe Tis émiénoer olyyvois, ws undeuiav Siagopav Siaiproe-
Tat...» PG 87: 2868C.

24) Leimon, Cap. XX, PG 87.3: 2868A-B.

25) DONNER, Conguests, p. 48. Cf. also THEOPHANES, Chronographia, p. 300, TURT-
LEDOVE, p. 11; and D.J. CHITTY, The Desert a City. An Introduction to the study of Egyptian and
Palestinian monasticism under the Christian Empire (Oxford, 1966) 156-7.

26) Ed. Herman USENER, in Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie (Frankfurt a.M.), 41 (1886)
501-515; reprinted by Ioannes PHOKYLIDES, in ’ExkAnolaoTikds ddpos (Alexandria), 17 (1918)
369-370; text 371-386. Latin and incomplete translation, in PG 87,3: 3201-3212.

27) Shlomo D. GOITEIN [«Jerusalem in the Arab period (638-1099)», The Jerusalem
Cathedra, 2 (1982) 168-196, at 170] maintains that «Gaza was the first objective in the war of
conquest» and that «Jerusalem was remote from Arab conquest». His assertion is basedon the
assumption that «The Arab invaders did not move against Jerusalem initially, for in desert
conquest Bedouin generally seek to conquer areas they frequent for purposes oftrade or ac-
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siege of Jerusalem itself started during the third phase of the Arab con-
quests®® under Abu “Ubayda, supported by a number of able commanders,
conquerors of Syrian cities, such as Yazid b. Abi Sufyan, Mudh b. Jabal,
Halid b. al-Walid, and “Amr b. al-“As. Inside the walls Sophronius was de-
fending the city, trying to keep the spirit of the people alive and hoping for
assistance from Constantinople. Abti “Ubayda proposed a choice among
three terms: conversion to Islam, capitulation and paying of taxes, or de-
struction of the city. Conversion to Islam was beyond consideration. Also,
the experience of the destruction of the city by the Persians twenty five years
earlier made fighting against the Arabs and risking destruction of the holy
places equally unacceptable. Sophronius, finally, chose capitulation, but
only to “Umar personally””. By capitulating Jerusalem to the Arabs,
Sophronius was not simply protecting the city physically; he was also keep-
ing it from becoming a Jewish city! If Sophronius was interested only in the
temporary physical protection of the city, he could have capitulated it to
‘Umar’s deputy. Capitulation and paying of taxes was not seen as a treason-
ous act. Damascus was capitulated in 636 by the bishop, or an «Abbotty», and
the grandfather of John of Damascus, Manstr ibn Sargtin®. Three years after
Jerusalem, in 641, the Patriarch of Alexandria did exactly the same. Capitu-
lation of a city did not guarantee absolute safety for the people, especially
for those who offered resistance and chose martyrdom. In fact the capitula-
tion of Jerusalem is connected with the martyrdom of ten men who were de-
capitated in front of the walls of the city, whose relics Sophronius placed in
the martyrion of St. Stephen the protomartyr’'! The Muslim invasions re-
vived the cult of saints and martyrs with a new wave of «neomartyrsy.

Why then, even when “Amr’s troops were at the door of Jerusalem, and
Abt ‘Ubayda was defining the terms of surrender, did Heraclius not re-

companying convoys». Ibid. Emphasis is ours. However, Jerusalem had been known to the
Arabs and Islam had associated itself with it from its earliest moments. Whether the siegeit-
self lasted for a long period of time, or it was only a short one which took place just before
638, is still under debate. The sources seem to point to a lengthy surrounding of the vicinity
and to a rather short siege of the city itself.

28) DONNER, Congquests, pp. 151-2.

29) See Daniel J. SAHAS, «Patriarch Sophronius, Umar and the capitulation of Jerusalem»
(Arabic translation in Al-sira“ al-islami al-farangi ala Filastin fi al-qurim al-wusta, edited by
Hadia DAJANI-SHAKEEL and Burhan DaJANI (Beirut, 1994) 53-71. Idem, «The Covenant of
“Umar ibn al-Hatfab with the Christians of Jerusalem» (in Arabic), in same as above, pp.71-77.

30) Cf. Daniel J. SAHAS, John of Damascus on Islam, the «heresy of the Ishmaelites
(Leiden, 1972) 171t., where references especially to al-Baladnri’s Kifab Futith al-Buldan.

31) Cf. F-M. ABEL, Histoire de la Palestine depuis la conquéte d’Alexandre jusqu’a
Uinvasion Arabe (Paris, 1952) 404.
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spond? The answers which have been given (some of them hinted to above)
are mostly military: Heraclius was already over sixty years of age (he was
born in ca. 575), tired of wars, and ilI*>. His army had already been defeated
by the Arabs, although the final defeat at Yarmuk and his bidding farewell to
Syria were still to come (20 August, 636). By Heraclius’ time, and because
of his own policies, the empire could no longer afford the large network of
garrisons which once had maintained. This process of thinning out such de-
fenses had begun from the sixth century, with the exception of those at the
border with Persia”; Heraclius, therefore, would not have wanted to be tied
with long-term military commitments to Palestine and Syria. He also might
have reconciled with the idea that Jerusalem was a lost cause and that the
aged and theologically uncompromising Patriarch was a small guarantee that
he would be able to keep the city peaceful and the situation stable, even if
himself were able to halt the Muslim advances momentarily. Also Heraclius’
military base had been Antioch, closer to his native Armenia, while Jerusa-
lem was not a strategic post and no previous emperor had used is as such.
The condition of the Byzantine military forces at the time of the rise of Islam
was also a factor for Heraclius, especially the restlessness of the troops
coming from the East, bringing along their readiness to mutiny when they
came to defend Syria and Palestine’®. Although the only reigning Byzantine
emperor to have visited Jerusalem (and that only when he reinstated the
cross of Christ which he recovered from the Persians)’’, and in spite of his
reverence for the city, Heraclius might have considered — and rightly so —
that the Muslims would not harm the Christians and the city as the Persians
had done®. Finally, Heraclius might have underestimated the actual danger
in which Jerusalem was, and the repercussions which its fall would have
caused on the rest of the Eastern provinces.

These military considerations notwithstanding, there seems to be an-
other set of considerations, the theological and doctrinal ones, coupled with
those of personality conflict between the two protagonists. On account of
some explicit and implicit evidence on these considerations, we may not

32) According to KAEGI (Byzantium, p. 63) in the 630s Heraclius continued to be ener-
getic and his illness had not incapacitated him.

33) Cf. KAEGI, Byzantium, p. 51.

34) Ibid., p. 62.

35) Ibid., p. 63.

36) Archaeological evidence shows that the Persians, although Zoroastrians, did not
systematically destroy Christian churches or prevent the Christians from worshipping in them
in the areas which they controlled, particularly in Palestine and Syria; and this in contrast to
the destruction they caused in Asia Minor. Cf. KAEGI, Byzantium, p. 45.
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want to disregard them as irrelevant. Taking the clue from Theophanes, the
least that one can suggest is that Heraclius had been previously embarrassed
by Sophronius’ anti-monothelite campaign, in which the traditionalist mystic
had exposed monothelitism as a heresy, and he was now agitated by the Pa-
triarch’s Synodical Letters which insisted on its condemnation. Writes The-
ophanes:

«drovoas &¢ tabra Hpdklelos rjoyvdn, kal katalvoal pév ta@ olkela
otk nOéAnoer, kal mdAy Tov dvetdioudr oly Umépepern («When Heraclius
heard about these37, he felt ashamed, because on the one hand he did not want
to dissolve his own creations, but on the other he could not stand the reproach
either»)™".

The personality of Heraclius is multifaceted and undetermined. It can
be said that, if Heraclius was an able general, he was a rather weak adminis-
trator and an even weaker, if not ignorant, theologian. Heraclius’s military
abilities and success, in relation to the Syro-Palestinian context and aspira-
tions, may need to be modified and possibly revised®’. When he arrived in
Constantinople in 610 to overthrow the «tyrannical» Phocas®’, he found the
Slavs and the Avars invading the northern Balkans, the Persians exerting
pressure on the eastern frontier*', and pockets of Phocas’ sympathizers re-

37) The context of the passage allows us to safely interpret this «these» as being the
election of Sophronius as Patriarch, the convention of a council which condemned the moro-
thelite doctrine, and the synodical letters which the new Patriarch sent to Sergius of Constan-
tinople and to the Pope.

38) THEOPHANES, Chronographia, p. 330, 19-21.

39) Jenkins’ evaluation of Heraclius is not at all complimentary! His fame both as a
ruler and as a soldier was deeply, and very justly, venerated for centuries in Byzantine mem-
ory by others, while for Jenkins «...his reputation as a statesman and a soldier is ludicrously
exaggerated». JENKINS, Byzantium, p. 22.

40) Phocas was executed on October 5, 610 in Constantinople. Heraclius was crowned
emperor by Sergius in the palace church of St. Stephen. On the same day Eudokia, his fiancée,
was crowned empress and he and her were married! On July 7 (611?) Epiphania, their daugh-
ter, was born. On August 15 she was baptised at Vlachernae by Patriarch Sergius. On May 3
(612?) Heraclius the Young, their son, was born, named also Constantine. In the same year
(612?), August 14, Eudokia died. On October 4 Heraclius’ daughter Epiphania was crowned
empress by Sergius and on December 25 his son Heraclius the Young. In 613/4 Heraclius
married Martina who was crowned empress by Sergius. Theophanes’ source for Heraclius
history is George of Pisidia (Cf. Chronographia, p. 298, 18), which W. E. KAEGI Jr. [«New
Evidence on the Early Reign of Heracliusy», Byzantinische Zeitschrift 66 (1973) 308-330] re-
visits on the basis of new evidence from the Life of St. Theodore of Sykeon, edited by A.-J.
FESTUGIERE, Vie de Théodore Saint de Sykéon (Brussels, 1970).

41) In the month of May (611) the Persians launched an attack against Syria, conquered
Apameia and Edessa, and came up to Antioch. In the ensuing battle the Byzantines were de-
feated, «and all the troops of the Romans were lost so that very few escaped». THEOPHANES,
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sisting him in Ankyra and Antioch*’! Given the bitterness of the civil war
(608-610) and his personal hatred for Phocas, one can assume that Heraclius
was feeling betrayed by the Syrians for having harboured the Phocas’ sym-
pathizers who resisted him. Asia Minor and Syria were areas in which Her-
aclius experienced disasters early on, like the rebellion of Komentiolos,
Phocas’ nephew (610-611), and his own defeat by the Persians in 611. After
the conquest of Caesareia of Cappadocia (612?) during which the Persians
took many thousands of captives®, the Persians captured Damascus. Hera-
clius proposed truce in exchange of paying taxes; an offer which the Per-
sians refused. In 616 they captured Jordan, Palestine and Jerusalem, ab-
ducted Patriarch Zachariah and the cross of Christ and took them both to
Persia. The Persian victories extended to Egypt, Alexandria and Libya, all
the way to Ethiopia.

Heraclius’s military victories do not seem to have been as decisive. He
had to deal with both the Avars in Thrace and the Persians in the East. His
peace treaty (attempted twice) with the Khagan of the Avars was humiliat-
ing; and this in order to deal with the Persians. The message with which
Theophanes leaves us is that Chosroes was not defeated by Heraclius di-
rectly, but by internal revolt; he was overthrown by his general Seroes who
imprisoned him, killed his son in front of him, called Chosroes’ opponents to
humiliate him and then ordered his execution. It was then that Seroes sent a
message to Heraclius asking him to sign a permanent peace agreement, freed
all Christian prisoners, including Patriarch Zachariah, and returned to Her-
aclius the cross of Christ". It was also a year later (629) that Heraclius
travelled to Jerusalem to reinstate it". This event established Heraclius’
reputation as a successful military man. From the point of view of the Chris-
tian Arabs of Syria and Palestine, this happy outcome was part of the long
standing conflicts between the two empires*; not necessarily a test or a war-
ranty of Byzantine victory over the Saracens and the Muslim Arabs who
were spreading out rapidly from the deep south. The fact that Heraclius used

Chronographia, p. 299, 18.

42) Cf. KaEal, «New Evidencey, pp. 311ff.

43) THEOPHANES, Chronographia, pp. 299, 33 - 300, 3.

44) Ibid., pp. 326, 23 - 327, 16.

45) Ibid., pp. 328, 2-10,13-15.

46) Theophanes interprets the six years wars, after which he signed peace with the Persians
on the seventh, typologically, or «mystically», in the manner of God who created the world in six
days and on the seventh day he rested! «... 7@ ¢~ érer elpnredoas pera yapds peydins émi
Rovortavmivobmoly  Iméotpeer pvotuaiy miva Gewpiav év todtw mAnpdoasy. Ibid., pp.
327,25-27; 327,27-28.
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to command the army in person has been used as evidence of the emperor’s
military ability, although this style may speak more of his crusader mental-
ity’. This style resulted in significant victories; but against the Persians, not
against the Arabs. Kaegi has aptly suggested that, Heraclius’ «travel in the
[Syro-Palestinian] region would have alerted him to the importance of the
Christian Arabs in providing security. In spite of everything, he failed to
make efficient defensive preparations against the Muslims, whether by using
friendly Christian Arab tribes or raising sufficient Byzantine troops from
other areas»’®. But that may not have been the primary concern of Heraclius.
Heraclius’ principal concerns after departing Jerusalem in 630 were the re-
construction of ruined holy sites; settling of problems within the ecclesiasti-
cal hierarchy, namely Modestus episcopacy in Jerusalem; Jewish policy;
and efforts to heal doctrinal Christological controversies, especially among
Monophysites, his own fellow Armenians and the Jacobites. The first two
indicate Heraclius’ interest in Jerusalem, while the last concern with doc-
trinal matters®.

On matters of administration Heraclius remained personally detached.
Characteristically, when in 622 he undertook the expedition against the Per-
sians, he left behind to manage the affairs in Constantinople his own son,
Heraclius junior, called also new Constantine, who at the time was barely
ten years of age’’, Patriarch Sergius, and the patrician Bonosus, a prudent,
intelligent, and ready man. He even named as guardian of his son his former
rival, the Avar Khagan, with whom he had just made peace’'! Theophanes
remarks, rather sarcastically, that Heraclius «thought that» he had concluded
a peace accord with the Avars’*! As to the thematic system which has been
attributed to him, this must be credited actually to his predecessor, emperor
Maurice™.

Furthermore, Heraclius is depicted also as a vengeful person who after
his victory against Chosroes celebrates the holiday of the Epiphany (627),

47) Heraclius is depicted by Theophanes as a crusader, who leads his troops against the
enemy (especially the Persians), encouraging and inciting them with religious words and fer-
vour, and promising them eternal life. Cf. e.g. Ibid., pp. 307, 2-13; 317, 17-21; 319, 23.

48) Byzantium, p. 76.

49) In fact, immediately after his pilgrimage to Jerusalem he participated in two local
church councils, one in Hierapolis/Manbij in N. Syria (631) and another in Theodosiopolis/
Erzurum in Byzantine Armenia (between February 631 and February 632). Ibid., p. 76.

50) THEOPHANES, Chronographia, p. 300, 8-9.

51) Ibid., p. 303, 3-8.

52) «... kai pera Tav ABdpwy  elpnredoas, ds évdutlevn. Ibid., p. 302, 28.

53) JENKINS, Byzantium, p. 16ff.
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«Karaorpépwy Ta@ ToU Xoopbov mardTia kTiouata Omépriua dvra kal
bayuaora kar katamhnkTikd, dmep éws éddpovs kaletev, lva uddp
Xoopdns, olov mévov  elyov Pwuaior Tév molewr épnuovuévay map’
adTob kal mypmodoyuévwry.

In the context of our theme, one may wonder whether this is not an as-
pect of Heraclius’ personality which needs to be taken into account in re-
spect of how, perhaps, Heraclius was feeling towards his critic, Sophronius.
Thus Heraclius, although he knew Palestine and Syria better than any em-
peror since the third century”, seems not to have been in tune with two dis-
tinct characteristics of the region and its people, discontent already with the
protracted Byzantino-Persian wars; namely, independent thinking politically,
and doctrinally diverse, and passionate.

But let us take afew short steps back and look at Heraclius’ profile in
relationship to theology and doctrine. Our sources for this excursus are nei-
ther plentiful nor descriptive. The earliest one is the History in eight books
by Theophylaktos Simocattes (the «snub-nosed cat») born towards the end
of the 580s°. Born in Egypt in the sixth century, his early education was
taken most likely in Alexandria. He moved to Constantinople at the time, or
shortly after, the overthrow of Phocas. A civil servant and writer, he was le-
gal advisor to Sergius, Patriarch of Constantinople who, perhaps again, en-
couraged him to write the History. This is mainly a military, diplomatic and
political, not a religious, history of the Roman empire. The part of history
which is his, and the main one, is the history of emperor Maurice (582-602).
For the previous period he borrowed from Procopius, Agathias and Men-
ander Protector; thence the epithet attached to him, dv7 ypageis (copier).

~His information on Heraclius is scant. A better source may be Theophanes
which, however, needs to be used with a considerable care.

Not indifferent to doctrine, Heraclius was not able to understand the
nuances of doctrine and resolve theological disputes, although he was daring
in taking initiatives on such matters. For him to defend the council of Chal-
cedon, which Constantinople had embraced, wasa duty and a criterion of
Orthodoxy; even if he was unable to understand the essential meaning and

54) «... destroying Chosroes’s palaces, which were luxurious, marvellous and amazing
buildings, which he cleared to the ground so that Chosroes may learn how the Romans were
feeling [lit. what pain the Romans were feeling] when he was burning and making the cities
desolate». THEOPHANES, Chronographia, p. 322, 19-21.

55) KAEGI, Byzantium, p. 76.

56) Ed. C. DE BOOR, revised P. WIRTH (Stuttgart, 1972). On SIMOKATTES, see The Oxford
Dictionary of Byzantium, pp. 1900-1.
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the implications of the theology of this council, as his subsequent actions
clearly prove’’. On matters of religious life he appears to be pious and pos-
sibly superstitious. According to the vita of St. Theodore of Sykeon, when
Heraclius granted grace to Domentziolos’ life he asked for the saint’s bless-
ings and, according to the same vita, although he was in haste to meet the
Persians, he personally visited the saint at Sykeon during Lent (613) en route
to Antioch®. He was defeated! The Persians took Antioch and overran
Cicilia, including Tarsus. The Vifa emphasizes indirectly the influence of
monks and holy men in Byzantium™.

Theophanes depicts Heraclius as having been tricked into monothelit-
ism by the Jacobite Patriarch Athanasius. On the advice of Sergius who was
a monothelite, Heraclius had already instructed Athanasius to accept the
council of Chalcedon and confess two conjoined natures and «one natural
will and energy in Christ» on the promise that he would make him Patriarch
of Antioch®. Athanasius agreed, but he raised to Heraclius the question
about the energies and the wills («.. kwhoas Tpos Baocléa Tepl
mloTews AOyous...»); an obviously slippery question for which Theophanes
ascribed to Athanasius the rather unflattering epithets of «a cunning and
wicked man, in the order of the natural knavery of the Syrians»®'! Taken
aback (&evogoBnbeis)™ by this theological probing, Heraclius asked Sergius
of Constantinople, his long time protégé and ally. Sergius in turn, and pos-
sibly out of ignorance, asked Cyrus bishop of Fasis. Both then agreed that

57) His antipathy towards the monophysites and anti-Chalcedonian Syrians was evident,
and mutual, and his religious policies deadly for the empire. Cf. JosephNASRALLAH, Saint Jean
de Damas, son époque - sa vie - son oeuvre (Paris, 1950) 51. In Edessa he was refused holy
communion by the metropolitan Isaiah for not anathematising the Council of Chalcedon and the
Tome of Leo. In Mabboug, where the Chalcedonians predominated, he clashed with the citizens
over the question of the one will of Christ. They were anti-Nestorian, but adhered to the doctrine
of the two wills in Christ. Heraclius pillaged the houses and the churches of those who did not
profess monothelitism and persecuted their priests and monks. MICHAEL THE SYRIAN, History, X1,
iv, 412-13. Michael, the monophysite chronicler, sees these persecutions as a cause for the success
of the Arabs. Under these circumstances, it would make, perhaps, little sense for Heraclius to fight
actively against the Arabs.

58) FESTUGIERE, Vie de Théodore Saint de Sykéon, pp. 311 (chapter 152, lines 10-18), and
328.

59) On the subject see P. BROWN, «The Rise and Function of the Holy Man in Late An-
tiquity», Journal of Roman Studies, 61 (1971) 80-101; W.H.C. FREND, «The Monks and the
Survival of the East Roman Empire in the Fifth Century», in Past and Present 54 (1972) 3-24.

60) Cf. THEOPHANES, Chronographia, pp. 329, 21 - 330, 2.

61) «Setvds dvnp kal kaxolpyos T TV 2lpwy EugiTw mavovpyia». Ibid., 329, 22-
23.

62) Ibid., p. 329, 29.
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there is one will and one energy in Christ. Heraclius then wrote to Pope
Honorius 1 (619-625) who was inclined towards the monothelite doctrine®;
so was the Patriarch of Alexandria, Cyrus (630-643). When Cyrus succeeded
George (621-630) to the patriarchal throne of Alexandria he signed an ac-
cord with the bishop of Pharan Theodore, affirming the one natural energy
of Christ. Monothelite was also the Patriarch of Antioch Anastasius. Theo-
phanes says nothing about the patriarchate of Jerusalem at this point. We
must assume that Jerusalem and Patriarch Zacharias (609-632) were Chal-
cedonian. Sophronius’ struggles against monothelitism had forced Heraclius
to issue an edict ("Exfeots), hated by the Orthodox, and much in the tradi-
tion of the Henoticon of the pro-monopohysite emperor Zeno (474-91), de-
claring a moratorium on any further squabbling on either one or two natures
or wills in Christ. This was a formula of faith, written by Patriarch Sergius,
which in an effort to reconcile Chalcedonians and Monophysites was sup-
porting monothelitism®*. Thus of the pentarchy, only Jerusalem was Chal-
cedonian orthodox; a sign of how un-suspecting were Sophronius’ contem-
porary ecclesiastics of monothelitism as a disguise for monophysitism. In
reality Heraclius® edict was imposing the emperor’s will and monothelitism
by default.

This was the theological and psychological context when the seventy-
four year old Sophronius ascended the throne of Jerusalem. At this point the
monothelite controversies had fragmented the East and alienated it from the
West; so much so that Theophanes remarks that,

After events developed the one right after the other, the council of Chalcedon
and the catholic Church fell into a great disrepute (§v€.50s). For the Jacobites

63) THEOPHANES calls this pope John, which may not be an anachronism, as Turtledove has
suggested («Theophanes’ chronology is confused, as is often the case when he discusses events in
the West». The Chronicle of Theophanes, p. 32, n. 70). Pope Honorius (d. 12.X.638) was a
monothelite. He was succeeded by Severinus, a monothelite sympathiser, who served as pope
only from May 28 to August 2, 640. His successor, Pope John IV became pope on Christmas Eve,
or Christmas Day, 640 and reigned until 642. He convened a synod in January 641, which con-
demned monothelitism and the monothelite Ekthesis of Heraclius. Heraclius died February 11,
641. Although he was informing the pope of the faith of Sergius (610-638) and Anastasius of An-
tioch (620-628) (Chronographia, p. 330, 5-6), both of them being already dead at the time of
John’s ascension to the throne of Rome, this fact does not exclude the possibility, as A.N. Stratos
has maintained [Byzantium in the Seventh Century, II (634-641) (Amsterdam, 1972) 148-49], that
Heraclius, who died in February 641, did indeed write to this pope expose the events regarding the
Ekthesis and Sergius’ compulsion on him, and renounce his monothelite concession; even if no
such letter has survived. Heraclius’ renunciation of monothelitism in Anastasius Apocrisarius, on
the testimony of Maximus the Confessor, in PG 90:125A-B.

64) See Ekthesis, in The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, p- 683.
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and the [monophysite sect of the] Theodosians were boasting that, «it is not us
with Chalcedon, but rather Chalcedon which came into communioné;vith us, by
having confessed, through the one energy, the one nature of Christ» .

Immediately after his election as Patriarch, Sophronius called a synod
of bishops which anathematized the monothelite doctrine. Subsequently to
this he sent his canonical Synodical Letter to the synod of Constantinople in
which he articulated the faith of the Church of Jerusalem, and anathematized
all heresies including monothelistism. There is no obvious sign of tension
between Jerusalem and Constantinople in this Letter. On the contrary,
Sophronius sounds respectful and very humble, showering his fellow bish-
ops with such superlatives like, «most wise men», «blessed», «most bles-
sed», «compassionate», «affectionate», «most holy», «all-holy», «a God-
loving and joyous brotherhood»®, asking them for their guidance, teaching,
and brotherly support in the pursue of his pastoral duties®’, and assuring
them of his own love, which they will experience «if they (you) discover the
spiritual fervour which is in his (my) heart»®. Most likely the Constan-
tinopolitan bishops must have read this «spiritual fervour» to mean passion
of a stubborn zealot!

Theophanes’ narrative at this point with reference to Heraclius, is re-
vealing. He writes:

«When he heard these (Tabta) Heraclius was ashamed. He did not want to
dissolve his own creations, but could not stand disrepute (SvetSioudy, lit.
shame) either. Thinking that he was doing something great, he then promul-
gated the so-called Edict which said that one should not [is not allowed to]
confess either one or two energies in Christ..»”.

65) «TovTwy 8¢  olTw mapakolovbnodyTwy, €is péya dvetdos 1 ovwodos Xan-
Sovos kal 1 Kkabodikn) meplémecer ékkAnoia. katekavyavTo yap ol TakwBiTar kal ol
Ocodootavol  gdorovres, 8T ‘ovy nuets T Xatkndow, dM’ 17 Xalknbwv udiov nutv
Exovivmoey, Sla Ths uds évepyelas piav ouoloyrioaca ¢iowy Xpiorody. Chronographia,
p. 330, 11-15.

66) «ooguTarory, 3149B, 3184C; «uakdpio» 3152C; wuakapidtaTton, oyumabels,
PLASoTopYO (X... HapTyprion ¢ Tols pakapiwTdTols Uiy TO ouumabeés kal GLAdoTop-
yov..» 3196D; «betdTaton, 3160C; «maviéoovsy, 3200C; «beodtdii  kal gadpdyv ddeA-
gomnTan, 3200C.

67) « Emel obv tabra kal TovTwy mépa, coddTatol, ... déid Tols maviépovs Yuds
kal mpoTpémopar,  un povoy €lyals kabapais Tols mpos  Kdpiov émkovpety uol..»,
3149BC; «“Obev «al v fuetépav d&id matoukny aydémmra, Tavta mpos Ths EURs
TATEWOTNTOS...  TaTpols  Gewpiioar  Tols  dupaot, kai déeAdikols kaTavofoal Tois
Bréupaot...», 3196B.

68) «el kapdias Ths éufls TO Gepuov €is evoéBetay (Sorten, 3197A.

69) «dkovoas &¢ Tabra HpdkAelos njoyovOn, kal kataldoar pév Ta oikela otk
neéAnoey, kal TNy TOV OvELSLouov oy  Umégeper. TOTE O ws uéya T voullwy
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One may wonder whether Heraclius would have ever felt embarrassed
for the «disrepute» of the Church and would have ever issued this edict, had
Sophronius not treated monothelitism as heresy and exposed Heraclius’
«own creations»? We must assume also that Heraclius’ embarrassment may
not have been merely theological or doctrinal, but personal as well. The
commotion which the monoenergetic/monothelite debate had created, gave
the opportunity to the anti-Chalcedonian forces especially among the popu-
lace to ridicule their opponents. As in a previous case, Theophanes says that
the anti-Chalcedonians and staunch opponents of Heraclius were dragging
the reputation of the Church to the taverns and bathhouses (graphic details
which may help us to understand the nature of Heraclius’ embarrassment)
mocking the Chalcedonians that, «the formerly pro-Nestorians, have now
been awakened and returned to the truth, by being united with us on the
[issue of the] one nature of Christ, through the one energy»’". Such a ridicule
must have, certainly, tarnished the reputation of an emperor otherwise vic-
torious in the battlefield; and the finger which had turned the spotlight on
him was Sophronius! I do want to acknowledge that I am reading my own
thesis into Theophanes’ text, but the text seems to be collaborating the thesis
consistently”".

e Furthermore, Theophanes attributes the rise of the Arabs and the defeats
of the Roman [Byzantine] army to the fact that «the Church was then
shaken by both kings and impious clergy» because of monothelitism; not
so subtle an inference and blame on Heraclius for the Arab victories !
Indeed, from the time of the peak of Heraclius’ career which was the re-
instatement of the cross of Christ (21 March, 630)" to his death (641),

moely,  éxTibeTar 1O Aeyduevov  [Suctov, mepiéyor pite piav, pijte Sto duoloyeiv
évepyelas év Xpuord...», Chronographia, p. 330, 19-23.

70) Ibid., p. 330, 23-29.

71) An article by Alexander ALEXAKIS, «Before the Lateran Council of 649. The Last
Days of Herakleios the Emperor and Monothelitism. (Based on a new fragment from his letter
to Pope John IV [CPG 9382])» to which I had access before its forthcoming publication in
Annuarium Historiae Conciliorum, 27 (1995), promulgates the thesis that Heraclius was a
monothelite at the time of his death. Although I am not convinced that the evidence which
ALEXAKIS uses (a fragment from the tenth-century iconophile florilegium of Codex Venetus
Marcianus Graecus 573 where the phrase «els Oeds yap évmoismoer kara odv Tds
Ploets  SimAols, kara S&¢ Thv éfovoiar kal Seomotiav dmlovs kal (8lw adbevring
Gedijuat  7d 1€ Gela  kal dv@odmra évepyhoar niSoknoewy) is sufficient to justify the
monothelite conviction of Heraclius until his deathbed, or that the phrase has been correctly
understood as monothelite, the study does make the point that Heraclius’ monothelite convic-
tion was a widely accepted fact.

72) Cf. below, n. 75.

73) On the exact date of Heraclius’ return of the true cross of Christ to Jerusalem and
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the Byzantines, and Heraclius personally, experienced only defeats in the
hands of the Arab Muslims’*. It is not, perhaps, coincidental, that when
the staunch Chalcedonian Theophanes speaks of the rise and victories of
Islam and of the Muslim Arabs, uses the expression which Sophronius
coined about them in his Christmas oration; a way, perhaps, of recalling
pious Sophronius and his anti-monothelitism, and Heraclius and his
monothelitism. He writes:

«Ofrw 8¢ Ths éxkAnoias TOTe UM 1€ TAY PaciAéwy, kal Tov Svooefiv

lepéwy  TapatTouérns, avéorn O épnuikdTatos Aualnk TOTTwy Tuds

Tor Aaov Tob Xptorob...» («thus when at that time the Church was in turmoil by

[or due to] the kingsand the im?ious clergy, Amelek from the deep desert arose
s R

smiting us, the people of Christ») .

Which other kings and priests did Theophanes have in mind except
Heraclius and the monothelite Patriarchs?

In 634, according to Theophanes (A.M. 6125, 633/4 A.D.), or August
636 according to Kaegi, and after the defeat of Theodore, brother of Hera-
clius, and his return to Emessa/Hims, and in spite of a victory by Baanes
commanding the army in the place of Theodore, Heraclius «had despaired
and abandoned Syria; he took the precious cross (lit. wood) from Jerusalem

bibliography, see KAEGI, Byzantium, p. 74, n.20. KAEGI prefers 21 March 630, rather than
Grumel’s 631. KAEGI states that the event «has been neglected, for the history of Byzantine
resistance against the Muslims in Palestine and Syria» (p. 74). Perhaps this is too early an
event to have played such a role at a time when Muhammad was still alive, the expeditions
against Syria and Palestine had not yet started and the Arabs had been defeated at Mu'ta 629)
at the hands of the Byzantines. If any meaning, the return of the cross was a trophy of the de-
feat of the Persians, and a symbol of resistance in case of any future return of theirs to the
region! )
74) Following KAEGI’s chronology these are the main military engagements between
Muslims and Heraclius during his life: October 630, Muslim expedition against Tabtk (N.W.
Arabia); 633/early 634, actual conquest of Syria (Aeropolis/Ma'ab); February 4, 634 defeat at
Dathin near Gaza; 30 July 634, battle of Agnadayn; 634, Muslim victory at Skythopolis/Fahl;
635, the Muslims capture Damascus and Hims for the first time; August 636, the Muslims
evacuate Hims and Damascus (Theodore, brother of Heraclius); 20 August 636, final phase of
the battle of Gabiya-Yarmiik; late 636/early 637, the Muslims recapture Damascus, Balabakk,
Hims; 637, the Muslims capture and occupy Jerusalem; June/July 637, the Muslims capture
Gaza and possibly Ascalon for the first time; 637, Byzantine and Muslims agree on a truce at
Qinnasrin/Chalkis; 638, Muslims occupy N. Syria, 639/640, Muslims overrun Byzantine
Mesopotamia; 640, Muslims terminate the conquest of Palestine, storm Caesarea Maritima
and final capture of Ascalon; December 639, Muslims depart from Palestine to invade Egypt;
early 640, Muslims invade Byzantine Armenia; 640, Mu‘awiya attacked Cilicia, and Euchaita
(Anatolia); 11 February 641, Heraclius died.
75) Chronographia, p. 332, 8-11.
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and went off to Constantinople»’®; a vividly symbolic act! Heraclius’ de-
spair, and abandonment of greater Syria, including Palestine and Jerusalem
itself, coincide exactly with the patriarchate of Sophronius (634-638)! The
death of Sophronius in 638 did not pass Theophanes’ attention unnoticed. It
gave him the opportunity to remind his readers who Sophronius was and
with whom this Patriarch ought to be contrasted: «an ornament to the church
of Jerusalem, in words and in deeds, who struggled against Heraclius and his
co-monothelites, Sergius and Pyrros!»’’.

Given the reasons, military and administrative, which we mentioned
earlier, and adding the personal and confessional ones, one wonders whether
it would have been self-explanatory for Heraclius to have rushed to Palestine
to bail out Sophronius. Saving the city, which at the time was to him either
not in an imminent danger, or beyond delivery, is one thing; but responding
to Sophronius, another. One issue on which the sources do not give us basis
to speculate is what Heraclius and the Constantinopolitan bishops were pos-
sibly thinking (if they were) about protecting the holy sites and the many
pilgrims from the Arabs. Thus it was not only military considerations, but
also the whole climate of discontent and division created by the monothelite
controversy which was unravelling in Syria, that made Heraclius disheart-
ened and even unwilling to assist any further the Christians against the Arab
onslaught. His wars had been with the Persians; not with the Arabs. The
highlight of his career had been the defeat of Chosroes and the return of the
holy cross to Jerusalem; this had been his real triumph. Any other battle may
have been considered by him risky, and any other (potential) victory, even a
major one, against the Muslim Arabs (so close and kin to the Syro-
Palestinian Christian Arabs, from whom he had experienced less than an
enthusiastic reception and acceptance) might have been considered by him —
an Armenian - anticlimactic and not a matter of his highest priority. Walter
Kaegi’s Byzantium and the early Islamic conquests is an almost exhaustive
work on the broad question as to why Byzantium was unable to contain the
emergent Islam in its initial years and thus let Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia
and Armenia be lost to the new religion. The answer is to be found in the as-
sessment of the imperial conditions on the eve of the rise of Islam, including
ethnic stereotypes, military and religious miscalculations, dangerous strains

76) Ibid., p. 337, 8-10.

77) «év  ToUTOIS dmEBiw  2wgpdros, O Adyw kal mpdlet v Tepocodiuwy
katakooutoas ékkAnoiay  kal katd Ths Hpardeiov kal 1@y ov adT@ MovobeAyTiy
kaxoboflas dywvioduevos Sepyiov kal ITdppow. Ibid., p. 339, 30-32.
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and inertia in obsolescent fiscal, military and political institutions and atti-
tudes, as well as some principal military campaigns and battles. Religious
miscalculations aggravated by an incompatible personal chemistry between
Heraclius, a Roman in culture, and Sophronius, a Syrian mystic, seem very
much to have to do with it; at least with regard to the defence of Jerusalem.
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