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PREFACE,

The work for this thesis, which has occupied me for almost five years,
was made possible by a State Studentship awarded by the Department of
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the Craven Committee, the Meyerstein Fund and the Committee for
Graduate Studies of the University of Oxford., I am also grateful to

the Bursar of Keble College for an interest-free loan, which facilitat-

ed my financial arrangements during my second visit to North Africa.
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first suggested to me by Barry Cunliffe, Vice—-Chairman of the British
Save Carthage Committee, Without the expert guidance of Peter Brown,
however, and the sound advice and criticism of Sheppard Frere, each
of whom in turn supervised my work, it is doubtful whether it would
even have been brought to fruition., For their helpful advice to me
during the early stages, I would also like to thank Martin Harrison,

Cyril Mango, Peter Megaw and John Ward-Perkins,

During the course of two visits undertaken to North Africa in
1974 (two weeks) and 1975 (five and a half months), I received help
and hospitality from a large number of people. Particular thanks are
due to the Antiguities Departments of the Libyan Arab Republic, of
Tunisia and of Algeria for granting me permission to visit and photo-
graph the sites under their care; for this and other assistance I am
especially grateful to M. Nemri (Libya), A. Beschaouch (Tunisia),
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food, lodging and/or transport include the following: Habib Ben Hassan
(Tunis), Evan P, Byrde (Annaba), Derek and Alice Eaton (Tunis),
A. Ennabli (Carthage), E., Fitzsimmons (British Council, Tunis), Robert
and Anne Hack (British Council, Algiers), Charles and Olwen Hackett
(Misurata), Clive Holes (Algiers), Henry Hurst (British Excavations,
Carthage) and Matthew Kahane (Tunis). Without the generous loan of
a vehicle (see P1, XXIIIa) by James and Elizabeth Fentress, it would
have been impossible for me to have visited as many sites as 1 was
able to do., A word of thanks should also be included for the Police
Force of Algiers, who successfully recovered a stolen suitcase of

mine containing one year's accumulated records and notes.



iii,

Preface (cont,)

In elucidating points of information or interpretation, con-
siderable assistance has been extended to me by a number of colleagues
in Britain and France, Although particular debts of this nature are
recorded in the appropriate places in the Notes, I would like to
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and territorium of Sbeitlas Jean Durliat (Toulouse), for discussion

of epigraphic texts and the administration of Byzantine Africa; Noel
Duval (Paris), for discussion of the Byzantine features at Sbeitla and
Haidra; Elizabeth Fentress (Oxford), for advice on the Roman background
to the military settlement of southern Numidiaj; Paul-Albert Février
(Aix~eanrovence), for information concerning the excavations at Setifs
Roger Guéry (Aix—en-Provence), for information on Byzantine coin hoards
from Africas James Howard-Johnson (0xford), for assistance in interpret-
ing the sixth-century Byzantine military treatises; Michel Janon (Aix-

en-Provence), for providing me with access to the photothéque and other

archive material in the Institut d'Archéblogie Mediterraneenne, Aix—en—
Provence; Jean Lassus (Aix-en-Provence), for information and discussion
concerning the fort at Timgad; and Colin Wells (Ottawa), for discussion
of the identification and interpretation of Roman and Byzantine military
stables., For assistance with the reading and interpretation of the in-
scriptions from Ain Djelloula and Henchir Sguidan I am also very grate—
ful to Averil and Alan Cameron (London), Michael Crawford (Cambridge),
James Diggle (Cambridge), Joyce Reynolds (Cambridge) and John Martin—
dale (London).

Finally, on the technical side, my thanks go to Robert Wilkins
and Nicholas Pollard, of the Institute of Archaeology's Photographic
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from S (Reproduced by courtesy of the Institut d'Archéol-
ogie Méditerranéenne, Aix-en~Provence).

DIANA VETERANORVM. Byzantine fort: Entrance-passage to
Corner Tower ¢, seen from inside the fort (Note the im-
provised rampart—walk dating from a post-Byzantine phase),

DIANA VETERANORVM. Byzantine fort: Excavated interior
of Corner Tower c.

DIANA VETERANORVM. Byzantine fort: NW gate (b) seen
from inside the fort (The lintels and rampart-walk belong
to a post-Byzantine phase).

MACTARIS., Byzantine fort built around the Severan baths,
viewed from NE.
MACTARIS. Byzantine fort: Gate a and Bastion b from SW,

MACTARIS, Byzantine fort: Remains of two-storeyed
barracks inside Gate a.
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MVSTI. Byzantine fort from S,

MVSTI. Byzantine fort: Stair to the rampart-walk
inside Gate d.

MVSTI. Byzantine fort: Gate a, flanked by Bastion b,
from NE,

THVGGA TEREBENTINA. Byzantine fort: NW wall seen from

W corner tower.

THVBVRSICV NVMIDIARVM,

THVBVRSICV NVMIDIARVM. Byzantine fort: S wall seen
from within the Roman bath building around which the
fort is built (Note that sixth-century ground level
would have been at the level of the gate's threshold).

Byzantine fort from S.

THVBVRSICV NVMIDIARVM, Ksar el-Kebir,
the central court towards the entrance.

THVBVRSICV NVMIDIARVM,

looking NE across

Fortified church, seen from the E,

TIGNICA., Byzantine fort: N wall from NE,

TIGNICA. Byzantine fort: E wall from SE,

TIGNICA. Byzantine fort: Bent entrance within Tower d.
TVBVNAE, Site of Byzantine fort viewed from NW,

TIPASA (Tifech)., Byzantine enceinte from SE,

TIPASA (Tifech), Byzantine enceinte:
S from around Tower i.

E wall looking

VPPENNA.

VPPENNA, Byzantine fort: Interior of Tower d, showing
the spring of the barrel-vault and the lintel of the
diagonal entrance-passage.

Byzantine fort: S wall looking W from e.

VPPENNA., Byzantine fort: Tower b from E,
VPPENNA. Byzantine fort: Tower b from SE.
ZARAI. Site of Byzantine fort seen from NE,
CLVPEA. Turkish fort from SW.

SVFETVLA. Interior of the northern fortlet.
SVFETVLA., Stables inside the northern fortlet,

LEPCIS MAGNA.
THEVESTE,

Byzantine enceinte: Gate B2,

Byzantine enceinte: Gate ¢ (Porte de Solomon),



xviii,

List of Plates (cont.)

LXX1IV,

LXXV,

LXXVI.

LXXVII,

Se

b.

e

2e

b,

Bordj Younga. Ninth-century ribat: NE postern gate,
which takes the form of a bent entrance defended by
a machicolation,

Bordj Younga. Ninth~-century ribat: Inner face of NW
wall (Note the arcading and the fact that the ninth-
century foundations rest directly on top of a pair of
Roman cisterns),

Bordj Younga. Ninth-century ribat: E corner tower,
built to a cylindrical design on a polygonal foundation.,
Lemta, Ribat: NE corner tower.

Sousse, Eighth-century ribat viewed from SE.

Sousse, The western part of the ninth-century town
walls, looking S.

Sousse. Internal arcading of the ninth-century south
wall of the town, looking W towards the gasba.



xix.

ABSTRACT.

'Sixth—century fortifications in Byzantine Africa: An archaeological
and historical study!

by Reginald Denys Pringle, Keble College
submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy (D,.Phil)
in Trinity Term 1978,

This thesis surveys and discusses the documentary and archaeological
evidence for sixth-century fortifications in Byzantine Africa. Chapter
I examines the sources of evidence, noting that over 80 years have
passed since the last major study of the subject was undertaken, by
Charles Diehl in 1896, Chapter II traces the military history of
Byzantine Africa from 533 to 602, with introductory and concluding
sections on the fifth and seventh centuries., Chapter III discusses

the evidence for the military organization and defensive strategy of
Byzantine Africa in the sixth century, looking in particular at ihe
structure of military command, the composition of the Byzantine army,
the garrison structure (including the evidence for the nature and size
of local garrisons stationed in forts and towns), the administrative
machanisms by which fortifications were built and the strategy to be
discerned in their siting. The chapter ends with a general avpraisal
of the benefits that Roman Africa received from Justinian's reconcuest.
Chapter IV examines the architecture of Byzantine fortifications in
Africa, comparing it with earlier and contemporary practice in the
eastern and western empires. The tactical asvects of fortifications
are also considered, in vparticular the question of how far their
design was influenced by the use made of artillery and archery in the
sixth-century Byzantine army. In a short final chapier, an assessment
is made of the value that the study of sixth-century Byzantine fort-
ifications in Africa has for understanding later developments in the
military architecture of eastern and western Christendom and of Islam,
The Gazetteer includes full descrintions (with vlans and,photographs)
of all the Byzantine fortifications identified in Africs, and shorter
notes on other structures of more doubtful Byzantine identification;
an index to fortifications in Africa referred to by Procopius; and

a corpus of sixth- and seventh~century military inscriztions from
Africa.



CHAPTER I.
SOURCES AND SCOPE OF STUDY



From the time of the capture of Carthage from the Vandals by
Belisariue in 533 until its fall to Hassan ibn al—Nucman in 698, a
period of 165 years, the prefecture of Africa formed an integral part
of the Byzantine empire. During the first century of Byzantine rule,
its territory was progressively covered by a system of fortifications,
built in most cases on new foundations. In their architecture these
works are of particular interest in illustrating the transition between
late Roman and early medieval techniques for designing and comstiructing
fortifications in stone. In their siting, they also shed light on
the political, administrative and economic geography of Byzantine
Africa. Some eighty sites that were provided with official works of
fortification can be identified in Byzantine Africa by means of their
surviving physical remains or from earlier written accounts. To these
may be added another forty of much less certain identification and
several hundred more defensive works of an ad hoc character, the possible
dates of which range from the fourth century to the Muslim period.

The earliest written work to deal, amongst other things, with the
fortifications built by the Byzantine administration in Africa in the

sixth century is the de Aedificiis (mepl Ktioubtwv ) of Procopius of

Caesarea, published between the spring of 553 and the summer of 555

(n). The de Aedificiis takes the form of a panegyric, extolling

Justinian's virtues as a patron of building throughout the empire. In
order to write it, Procopius seems to have been given access to official
documents in Constantinople; his desoriptions of the buildings in
certain parts of the empire are therefore accompanied by lists naming
the fortifications built or restored by the emperor (*2). In view of

Qo
its detail and authority, the de Aedificiis is an indiapensyble source
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of information for the archaeologist and architectural historian
interested in the reign of Justinian. Unfortunately, however, the
work was left incomplete. The book that was to deal with Italy was
never written and the section on Africa, which immediately precedes it,
seems to be no more than a rough draft, which the author intended to
fill out with more detail at a later date. Indeed, the provisional
nature of this section as it stands is illustrated by the fact that

Procopius's later version of the de Aedificiis, represented by the

Vaticanus text, names certain fortified places in Numidia (*35) which
are omitted from the earlier version given by the Ambrosianus text (eq).

Despite these shortcomings, however, the de Aedificiis supplies the

names of twenty-eight cities fortified in Africa by Justinian, as well

as those of seven forts ( »s5).

In addition to the de Aedificiis, Procopius has left us, in Books

III and IV of hies history of the wars of the reign of Justinian, a
wilitary history of Africa from 533 to 548. The value of this histoxry
is enhanced not only by its detailed nature, but also by the fact that
Procopius had personal knowledge of much of what he was writing about.
He had participated in the campaign against Gelimer as a member of
Belisarius's staff, and had remained in Afrieca after the Vandals' defeat,
serving, so it would appear, on the staff of Belisarius's successor
Solomon until 536, when he and Solomon were forced to flee to Sicily to
avoid being captured by the mutineers. The first seven books on the
wars were begun in around 540 and published in 5533 in view of the fact
that Book IV takes the history of Byzantine Africa no further than John
Troglitas's victory over the Moors in 548, however, it would seem likely

that it and Book III were already finished soon after that date (»g).
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Although Procopius's military history of Africa continues up to
548, the period after 546 is dealt with in only a few lines (#9). It
is fortunate, therefore, that another source for this period exists in

the Iohannidos of Flavius Cresconius Corippus, an epic poem recounting

the campaigns of the magister militum Africae John Troglitas against the

Moors. While taking account of its more obvious literary embellish-
ments, there are good reasons for accepting the general historicity of
the work. Corippus was an African writing in Africa soon after the
conclusion of John's final campaign of 548. Many of the characters in
the poem, if not known personally to him, would almost certainly have
been known to members of the proceres of Carthage, to whom it was
addressed. Finally, the account of the campaigns that it presents
corresponds with what is known of them from Procopius's summary account.

The Johannidos is of particular value for the topographical details that

it gives and for its references to the names of Moorish tribes (*g8).
After 548, no Greek or Latin source deals with military events in
Africa with anything like the same detail that Procopius or Corippus had
devoted to them before that date. To construct a military history for
the next one hundred years, it is therefore necessary to rely on occa-
sional references made in the writings of chroniclers whose main concern
was with other parts of the empire. The sixth-century African chroni-
cler Victor Tonnennensis is unfortunately no more informative about
events in Africa than elsewhere in the empire. In the last two decades
of the sixth century, the letters of pope Gregory the Great shed some
light on the military and eivil administration of the exarchate; and

the Descriptio Orbis Romani of George of Cyprus gives a list of civil

provinces and an incomplete list of towns existing in around 600. Many
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of the Greek sources which relate to the sixth and seventh centuries,
however, such as the chronicles of Nicephorus and Theophanes, were
written much later, in the ninth and ?3E}h centuries,

Two other sixth- or early seventh-century sources should also be
mentioned as being of value to the student of sixth-century fortifi-

cations. These are the Anonymous military treatise known as the de _Re

Strategica and the Strategicon, the latter of which was at one time

attributed to the emperor Maurice; both of these contain sections on

the principles of attacking and defending fortified places. Altogether,
some nine military treatises survive in whole or in part from the sixth
century. They belong to a tradition of military science that can be
traced back to Hellenistie texts of the fourth century B.C. Care should
therefore be exercised when making use of sixth-century treatises to
explain surviving monuments of military architecture of that date, since
theory and practice were often somewhat different (#g). A mid-to late

sixth-century date for the de Re Strategica is suggested by, amongst

other general considerations, a reference that it contains to a tech-
nique of withdrawing in the face of superior numbers which it describes

as one used by Belisarius (tio). The writer of the Strategicon seems

to have been a professional soldier, who had experienced military service
in the Danube region, fighting the Slavs. This consideration and the
fact that the Persians are given a prominent position in the part of

the treatise which describes the fighting methods of the empire's prin-
cipal enemies suggest a date probably before 602 and certainly before
€.630, after which the Persian empire had ceased to exist. Whether the
work was written by the emperor Maurice himself, or by another, is uncer-

tain and in any case does not affect the undoubted value of the treatise
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as a source for architectural and military historians (11 ).

After the Byzantine sources, the next group of texts to shed light
on the sixth-century Byzantine military history and archaeology of Africa
is the collection of Arabic sources which relate the conquest of Ifrigiya
by the Arabs in the later seventh and eighth centuries. For the hist-
orian, the Arabic sources pose a number of particular problems. The
first is that the earliest Arabic accounts of the conquest date from
some two centuriee after the events which they describe and were compiled
from oral traditions which even then displayed inconsistencies one with
another. The most informative of these, the account given by Ibn Cabd
al-Hakam (pre-871), was conceived as a quasi-juridical treatise, in
which historical example was sought to explain certain legal points; its
historical value is therefore difficult to assess (#19). Secondly,
while the ninth-century texts generally give no more than a historical
outline, the sources dating from the elgventh century onwards provide
much fuller accounts of the campaigns and the personalities involved in
them, despite the fact that their sources were for the most part the same
as those used in the ninth century.b It seems highly probable that the
explanation for this lies in the development of literary rather than
historical technique in the later period. For all the problems that
surround their interpretation, however, it is in these sources that Qea,

Sabratha, Capsa, Cululis, Bagai, Lambaesis, Thabudeos, Carthage and

Septem each make their last appearance as fortified positions in the
handes of the Bygantinesor Roman Africans (*13).

More useful to the medieval archaeologist than the writings of the
Aradb historians are the topographical accounts written in Arabic from

the eleventh to the sixteenth centuries. As well as describing forti-
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fications of earlier periods that still existed, either in ruins or in
use, in the middle ages, these also provide evidence from which their
subsequent building history can be reconstructed. The earliest Arab
geographer to provide significant details of this kind is al-Bakri,
whose work was written in around 1068. From the following century
comes a description of the known world written by al-Idrisi, who was
attached to the court of Roger of Sicily; +this work was based on re-
ports made by a number of travellers sent out from Sicily, and was
completed in 1154. A revieion of al-Bakri's geography, Istibsar, was
made by an anonymous North African in 1191. The most recent in the
line of medieval Arab geographers to give details of Byzantine forti-
fications still stending in Ifriqiya is al-Wazani, otherwise known as
Leo Africanus. This writer wae born in Granade in the last decade of
the fifteenth century, but was captured at sea by Christians and bap-
tised by the pope. He translated his own description of North and
West Africa into Italian in 1526 (*14 ).

The story of Thomas d'Arcos was the exact reverse to that of al-
Wazani. Born a Spanish Christian in around 1586, he was captured in
1628 and socld as a slave in Tunis. Four years later, he became a Muslim,
taking the name of Osman. His letters to his acquaintances continue
until 1637 and include one which contains a description of the Byzantine
fort at Tignica (%15 ). Although a number of descriptions of the coasts
of Barbary were made by Europeans from the seventeenth century onwards
(#18), it was not until the early eighteenth century that European
travellers were asble, often akgreat personal danger, to penetrate the
interior regions of what are now Algeria and Tunisia. The eighteenth-

century travellers whose accounts give descriptions of Byzantine forti-
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fications include the following: J.A. Peyssonnel, whose travels were
made on the orders of King Louis XV of France in 1724 and 17253 the
Spanish priest, Francisco Ximenez, who was working in Tunis at the same
period; and the Revd. Thomas Shaw, chaplain to the British factory at

Algiers, whose work, Travels or Observations relating to several parts

of Barbary and the Levant (1738), laid the foundations for the topo-

graphical study of Roman Africa ( »17).

The French conquest of Algeria from 1830 onwards opened up North
Africa to European travellers and scholars, though for much of the
nineteenth century travel was still attended by danger and was usually
undertaken only in the company of an armed escort (*18). In 1837,
the government of Louis Philippe set up a commission to 'rechercher et
réunir tout ce qui pouvait intéresser les sciences et les arts' (*19).
The result of this was the publicetion of & series of scholarly mono-
graphs concerned with various aspects of the natural and human history
of Algeria. For the Byzantine archaeologist, the most important of
these are A. Ravoisié's collection of drawings of Roman and Byzantine
architecture and sculpture, published between 1846 and 18533 and A.H.A.
de la Mare's drawings of sites in the region of Constantine, made be-
tween 1840 and 1845, of which a selection of 193 was published in 1850
end provided with an explanatory text by S. Gsell in 1912. Both of
these collections contain plans and drawings of Byzantine fortifications
as they existed at the time of the French occupation.

In the later nineteenth century, the recording of archaeological
sites was undertaken on a more systematic area-by-—-area basis by the

Brigades topographiques of the French army, during the course of mapping

Algeria and Tunisia (*20). The data gathered by these survey teams,
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though of variable quality, form the basis for the archaeological
atlases of Algeria and Tunisia. Of these it may be noted that the

Atlas archéologique de 1l'Algérie (1902-1911), edited by S. Gsell, is

of incomparably finer quality than either Tunisian series (*21). The
first large-scale corpus of Roman inscriptions from Africe was made by
L. Renier in 1855-86, and was expanded by G. Wilmanns, R. Cagnat,

I. Schmidt and others in volume VIII of the Corpus Inscriptionum Latin-

arum, which appeared gradually from 1881 to 1955 (*22). In 1880, the

first great archaeological excavations began at Thamugadi, to be fol-

lowed three years later by that of Lambaesis; by 1910, seven more Roman

town sites were under excavation, and all but two of these chantiers

were s8till active in 1946.

For many French Algerians of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
century, the study of the Roman past was stimulated by more than simply
antiquarian or scholarly interest, since in the colonialist ideoclogy of
the day the French colon was seen as the natural heir to Roman Africa
(*25). For the colonist, the Roman archaeology of Africa could also
provide practical benefits, some of which were analysed by Dr. L. Carton
in a paper published in 1890. Carton argued that by studying the methods
by which the Romans had exploited the land of Africa, French colonists
would be able in a short while to rebuild from the agrarian base upwards
& flourishing urbanized society, such as that which had existed in Africa
in the Roman period. Carton singled out for particular attention Roman
techniques of olive-farming, foresiry, cereal-production, the divining
of mineral water springs, the mining of metal ores, quarrying, hydraulic
engineering and road-building (*24). One less fortunate aspect of the

French colon's appropriation of his Roman inheritance, however, was the
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acceleration that occurred in the rate at which surviving buildings
were destroyed either for their building materials or for agricultural
purposes. A number of French new towns were also laid out over the

ruins of deserted Roman ones; at Rusicade, for example, the Roman

street plan was retained almost unaltered in the French Philippeville
(now Skigda). At the same time, the Byzantine fortifications at

Constantina, Theueste, Mileu and Calama in Algeria and Sicca Veneria

and Capsa in Tunisia were converted into garrison posts, a function
which some of them 8till perform.

Tpe first historical and archaeological syntheses, based on some
fifty years of topographical and epigraphic research, carried out in
the field by the French army on the one hand and by a growing number of
local correspondents, drawn mostly from the ranks of the professional
men such as doctors, civil servants, churchmen and engineers, on the
other, began to appear in the last decade of the nineteenth century.
They included R. Cagnat's study of the Roman army in Africa (1893; 2nd.
edn. 1913), J. Toutain’s work on Roman municipal history (1895), S. Gsell's
eight-volume ancient history of North Africa up to the beginning of the

principate (1913-28) and Charles Diehl's L'Afrique byzantine: histoire

de la domination bygantine en Afrique (533-709)(1896). The last-

mentioned is the most comprehensive work on Byzantine Africa yet written,
and forms the point of departure for the present study. .

Diehl's book was the fruit of several years spent working on the
documentary sources and of two visits undertaken in 1892 and 1893 ta
study Byzantine architecture and archaeology in Africa in the field (*25).
It was his second major work and followed a doctoral thesis on the Byzan-

tine exarchate of Ravenna, which had been published in 1838. Some of
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the features of Byzaniine government in Italy that he had examined in
the earlier work he was able to discern again when he came to look at
Africa. These included, for example, the progressive militarization
of the civil administration, the clash of cultures provoked by the
attempts made by Constantinople to impose religious and cultural uni-
formity on the western provinces and the fact that in the end, despite
the military problems that had faced them and their eventual failure,
the Byzantines had nevertheless been able to keep hold of their western
possessions for some two centuries. Although Diehl's book on Africa
wag in some respects a natural sequel to his thesis on Italy, it broke
new ground in relating the social, political and administrative histonj
of the prefecture to the surviving archaeological evidence. Diehl paid
particular attention to the methods adopted for defending Africa, de-
fining types of military work, their relation to contemporary sixth-
century military theory as illustrated by the treatises of the period,
and to the military history of Byzantine Africa. Although he may be
criticised for having accepted as Byzantine many fortifications which
are as likely to have been late Romen or early Muslim, the very scale of
the programme of building that was shown to have been undertaken by the
Byzantine edministration in Africe in the sixth century served as a vivid
illustration of the energetic policies pursued by successive emperors in
the prefecture and gave the lie to the commonly accepted view that Roman
Africa had virtually ceased to exist politically, culturally and econom-
ically after the Vandal invasion.

By stressing the positive side of the Byzantine achievement in
Africa, Diehl ran counter to an attitude which is discernible in much of

the North African archaeological writing of the nineteenth and early
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twentieth century, namely that the Byzantines were in many respects
little better than £he barbarians themselves; through their military
and cultural effeteness they not only allowed Africa to fall, but they
also destiroyed much of its Roman architectural heritage in the process.
A number of writers have seen the Byzantines' fortifications in Africa
a8 particularly symbolic of their cultural decline. In 1897, for

example, Ballu wrote of the fort at Thamugedis 'Cette vaste citadelle,

edifide & la hite par la soldatesque & demi-barbare du général Solomon,
est un des exemples les plus frappants de ces constructions erigées, aux
dépens des ruines voisines, par les guerriers de cette époque qui, in-
capables de concevoir ou d'exécuter une oeuvre architecturale ayant un
caractére propre, n'ont laissé en Afrique que des pierres entassés les
uns sur les autres, sans autre préoccupation que celle de l'établisse-
ment d'une défense précipitée’ (*26). Similar sentiments were expressed
by louis Bertrand writing of the fort at Thugga in 1921: ‘'Les odieux
Byzantins avaient étranglé le Capitole et le quartier avoisinnant dans
une de leurs petites forteresses massives, bassement utilitaires, bac-
lées a la h&te avec des matériaux d'emprunt ... Rien n'exgje la mauvaise
humeur du passant comme la survivance de ces batiments parasites et
misérables, qui symbolisent en quelque fagon le rétrécissement de
1'Empire arrivé & l'extrSme période de sa décadence' (»27).

Such hostility towards the Byzantines, although it was not always
expressed in so forceful a way, may be variously explained. Partly, no
doubt, it was a logical result of the traditional art-historical approach
to archaeology and of the idea that Roman imperial art had followed a
course of progressive decline from the classical ideals inherited from

Greece. Until within the past two decades, relatively little was known
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of Byzantine religious architecture in Africa, and in any case the
remains of the churches that had been excavated gave little idea in
themselves of how the buildings would have appeared when standing and
with their internal decoration still intact. Another reason for the
low opinion held of the Byzantines, however, is likely to have been
that their failure to restore Christian Roman Africa and to prevent its
collapse raised the uneasy question of the durability of France's own
colonial activity in North Africa. It was naturally the achievements
of the Romans in Africa in the second and third centuries rather than
the apparent failures of the Byzantines in the sixth and seventh that
fired the imagination of French Algerians; it is no surprise, there-
fore, to find that it was generally speaking the archaeology of these
centuries that attracted more interest and more government funds than
that of any other during the colonial period.

In the eighty years that have followed the publication of L'Afrique

byzantine, ideas on the Byzantine fortifications of Africa have pro-
gressed very little. This may seem particularly surprising in view of
the great advances that have been made in the field of the Christian
archaeology of Byzantine Africa during the past twenty years., One
explanation may be the lack of sympathy for the Byzantines and their
fortifications that has already been mentioned. Another, however, was
probably that Diehl's own masterly treatment of the subject appeared to
have exhausted all ite possibilities for a considerable period thereafter,
Despite the absence of any general reappraisel of the subject of
the Byzantine fortifications of Africa during the course of the present

century, the means for undertaking such a study have been gradually

accruing. A number of sites, for example, have been excavated either
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in whole or only in part. They include Tubunae (1900-01), Thugga (from

¢. 1900), Thubursicu Numidiarum (from c. 1900), Tignica (1907), Madauros

(c. 1910-), Tubernuc (1920-), Ksar Belezma (1920s), Mileu (1927; 1957),

Cululis (1944), Diana Veteranorum (1950-53), Tigisi (1955) and Mactaris

(1955). More significant than any of these, however, was the excavation

of the fort at Thamugadi that was begun in 1939 (in order to coincide

with the Congress of Byzantine Studies which was to have been held in
Algiers that year (*28)) and continued until 1958. 1In most of these
excavations, however, the methods that were followed consisted in laying
bare the solid structure of the fort and then studying what remained of
it, using the techniques of the architectural historian. In some cases,
the excavators were more interested in what lay beneath the forts than
in the forts themselves. Incalculable destruction was therefore wrought
for modest returns of useful information. Stratigraphic excavations of
a limited nature were undertaken, however, by the post-war British

authorities in Tripolitania at lepcis Magna and Sabratha. Since Tuni-

sia's achievement of independence in 1956, excavations have also contin-
ued at Mactaris and have been initiated at Musti and Limisa. Apart
from the information derived from excavations, new dating evidence for
gome sites has appeared since 1896 from epigraphic finds and from recon-~

n.
gsideration of the identification of the sites refeﬁ%d to by Procopius

(e29).

In view of the different types of evidence that may be used for the
study and dating of Byzantine fortifications in Africa and of its vari-
able quality and reliability, one prerequisite for reconsideration of
them either in architectural or human terms is to define certain criteria

by which fortifications may be accepted as being Byzantine and sixth-
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century at all. This is particularly important in view of the fact
that in the past the term 'Byzantine' has been applied indiscriminately
to a wide range of late Roman, Byzantine and early Muslim fortifications
for no better reason than that they appeared to certain writers to be
'late' and 'hastily built'. I therefore propose to define four cate-
gories of fortified sites on the basis of the nature and reliability of
the evidence which suggests them to have been Byzantine. These cate-
gories correspond to the first four sections of the Gazetteer.

Category AA (see Gazetteer AA) represents sites at which official
sixth-century fortifications are clearly attested by documentary and/or
epigraphic evidence, whether or not they actually survive. Category
AB represents sites which possess (or possessed) structural evidence of
fortifications, which when compared with the architectural evidence
(where it exists) of sites in Category AA, strongly suggests official
Byzantine work. Category AC represents sites at which the existence
of official sixth-—-century Byzantine fortifications seems probable, but
for which the evidence, whether documentary, epigraphic or structural,
is open to question. Finally, Category B includes sites at which
structural remains suggest no more than the possibility of their having
been fortified officially in the sixth century.

As more information becomes available, it should pe possible to
add sites to those listed in the Gazetteer and to promote some of those
alreadj listed from Category B to AC, from AC to AB, and so forth. Some
of the sites at present listed in Category B may also have to be rele-
gated altogether. It is hoped that far from inkibiting future work on
the fortifications of Byzantine Africa, the Gazetteer may also serve as
a base upon which new research of a general or particular nature may

build, while the discussion which precedes it may act as a guide and a
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stimulus by raising questions which in the present state of knowledge

cannot yet be adequately answered.
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CHAPTER II.
MILITARY HISTORY.
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l. Vandals, Romans and Moors

The zone of north-western Africa over which settled life has been
fotnd possible in recorded history stretches from the Atlantic coast of
Morocco to the Gulf of Syrtes and covers an area of approximately
900,000 kmz, wedged between the desert and the sea (*1). In Arabic it

is known as the Djezirat al-Maghrib, the island of the west (*2). The

land is mountainous. In western Algeria, where the structure is well
defined, two great ranges, the Tell Atlas and the Sabharan Atlas, run
roughly parallel to the coast and are separated by high plateaux which
extend as far east as the Chott el-Hodna. Communications between the
coast and the hinterland are limited to the points at which rivers have
been able to break through the northern massif to reach the sea; other
rivers flow south into the desert, while others again, failing to break
out at all, terminate in salt lakes. In the north-eastern part of
Algeria, the two mountain systems merge and their alignment turns to-
vards the north-east at around the line of the Tunisian frontier. The
character of Tunisia is therefore somewhat different. The northern
part of the country, the Tell region, and the western part of central
Tunisia, the Dorsal, are made up of a continuation of the Algerian Atlas
chains. Communications within the mountain region run mostly north-east
to south-west, following the grain, the key point of access being the
region around Tunis and Carthage in the north-east. South and east of
the Dorsal extends a zone of steppes and salt marshes (sebkret), which
slopes gently down to the sea in the east and to the great salt lakes
(chotts) in the south. In Tripolitania, another mountain range, the
Djebel Nefuga, runs north-eastwards to meet the coast between Tripoli

and Lepcis Magna (*5).
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The Vandal kingdom occupied only about one-ninth of the total area
of the Maghrid during the half-century before the Byzantine reconquest
under Justinian, aﬂd less than one-half of the Roman diocese of Africa
as it had existed on the eve of the Vandal conquest (*4). The rest of
the area, and much of that over which the Vandels exercised nominal
control, was populated by autonomous Moorish communities. Whilst it
was against the Vandals that Belisarius's expedition was directed in 533,
the subsequent campaigns of the Byzantine army in Africa, from after the
surrender of Gelimer in March 534 until the first appearance of the Arabs
in Byzacium in 647, were to be conducted principally against the Moors,
and it was the Moorish threat alone that was responsible for the system
of fortifications erected in Byzantine Africa during the sixth century.
Before outlining the course of those campeigns, therefore, mention should
firet be made of the three principal social and political groups settled
in the part of Africa that was reconquered by Justinian's generals.

The Vandals .

The Vandals under Gaiseric, taking esdvantage of the temporary dis-
array in the Roman military establishment caused by the breach between

Boniface, the comes Africae, and the empress Galla Placidia, had crossed

from Spain into Africa in May 429. In February 435, they were recog-

nized by Valentinian III as foederati in the part of Roman Africa that

they then occupied. In practice, however, Gaiseric held sovereign

power at this time over an area of northern Mauritania Sitifensis and

Numidia stretching from Sitifis to Calama, with his capital at Hippo
Regius (*5). In October 439, Carthage itself was occupied, apparently
without even a fight, and by a treaty of 442 the emperor recogniged

Vandal sovereignty over Proconsularis, Byzacium, Tripolitania and the
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eastern part of Numidia. 1In return, the remaining part of Numidia and

Mauritania Sitifensis reverted to the emperor, but there is no further

record of imperial involvement in these areas after Valentinian III's
assassination in 455 (#¢). At the time of Gaiseric's death in 477,
Vandal conquests in the western Mediterranean, made possible by the
acquisition of the Roman grauin fleet at Carthage and of the shipyards
of Missua, had included the Balearic Islands, Corsica, Sardinia, Sicily
and a number of towns along the North African coast from Septem to Oea
(*7). As Courtois has shown, unlike their plundering raids, such as
that on Rome in June 455 or those on Greece in 474, the Vandals' annex-
ation of the western Mediterranean islands was no caprice but part of a
carefully laid plan to control the granaries and the sea-lanes of the
western Mediterranean (*g). With the exception of Sicily, which was
held by the Ostrogoths (*9), this seaborne empire was still intact at
the time that Justinian was planning his campaigns in the west.

In Africa iteelf, the area of Vandal settlement was confined mainly

to Proconsularis and northern Byzacium. Such at least is the impression

given by the geographical distribution of epigraphic and documentary
evidence (*10), which also bears out the statement of Victor Vitensis
that Gaiseric settled his army on lands confiscated from Roman land-

owners in Proconsularis, while retaining for himself the lands confis-—

cated in Byzacium, Numidia, Gaetulia and Abaritana (#11). The number

of the Vandals was small, hence the need to prevent their dispersion

(*12). A total of 80,000, senes, iuuenes, paruuli, serui uel domini

and including some Alans, Sueul and Goths, had crossed the straits with
Gaiseric (#13), and although this number mey be expected to have increased

before the disappearance of the Vandals from history a century later it
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can scarcely have been more than about 100,000 at the time of the Byzan-
tine reconquest (#14). Compared to this, the total population of Vandal
Africa may have been as high as two millions (*5). It would seem
likely, therefore, that not only were the Vandals always in a minority,
but that they were also in the process of assimilation at the time of
the Byzantine reconquest (*16).

The Vandals who settled in Africa under Gaiseric were organized into
at least eighty divisions, conteining a theoreticel thousand souls and

Y
commanded by a xxksdp%y( or millenarius (*17). EBach division could

probably have provided from 200 to 250 men for the royal army when called
upon to do so (=18). In this way Gaiseric would have had at his command
a force of some 20,000-25,000 men (*19). Although in 533 Gelimer was
able to draw some support from his Moorish allies (*20), it is unlikely
that Belisarius's success would have been so complete had the fighting
strength of the Vandals at that time been more than about 25,000 men (*21),
The Vandal army was composed principally, if not entirely, of cav-
alry (.22). Frocopius writes that the Vandals fought only on horseback
with swords and spears and that they used neither javelins nor bows and
arrows (*2%). This conspectus is generally supported by other contem-
porary sources, though it appears that the Vandals did have the use of
the bow and of poisoned arrows (*24). Their horsemen wore coats of
mail («95) and rode into battle with banners decorated with fantastic
animals (*26). Since the defeats inflicted on Boniface in 429 (#97),
however, the Roman army had had little to do with the Vandals. An army
sent by the emperor Leo in 470 and commanded by Heraclius of Edessa and

Marsus the Isaurian disembarked in Tripolitania, but was withdrawn before

making contact with the main force of the enemy (s9g). In 465, and
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probably in the following year, count Marcellinus had carried out a
successful campaign against the Vandals in Sicily and Sardinia, retrie-
ving both islands for the emperor (#29. But as his fleet edged its
way across the Mediterranean in 533, Belisarius was apparently ignorant
of the fighting qualities of the Vandals ( #3q).

More redoubtable than their army, however, to the Byzantine imagin-
ation at least, was the Vandals'skill as seamen, a reputation enhanced by
their destruction of two Roman seaborne expeditions, in 460 and 468, and

by their raids carried out along the coasts of Illyricum and Greece from

the 470s onwards ( #31). In 460, a force of some 300 vessels, brought to-

gather along the coast of Spain between Carthago Spataria (Cartagena) and

Ilici (Elche)to transport the army of the emperor Marjorian to Africa,

had been seized by the Vandals before the expedition could even get under
way (*32); and in 468, a fleet of perhaps as many as 1,100 ships under
the command of Basiliscus had been destroyed off Cap Bon by fire-ships

and by ramming (*ss). The Vandals' abilities as seamen may have been
overestimated. There is, for example, no evidence that they ever posses-
sed warships (*34). However, the Byzantine soldiers' fear of an encoun-
ter at sea was to have a decisive influence on the shaping of Belisarius's
strategy in the campaign of 533 (*35).

The Roman Africans

On a number of occasions during the campaign of reconquest Belisarius
developed the theme of liberation of the Roman Africans, or Libyans
(Alﬁnos ), from the Vandal yoke, and the same argument was soon to appear
in official documents ( *36). The support of the local Roman population,

however, could not be taken for granted. At Caput Vada, where the Byzan~

tine army landed, Belisarius rebuked his troops for taking fruit from the

trees of local proprietors through fear that such actions might cause
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them to side with the Vandals against him (%37). Neither was enthu-
siasm for the 'liberators' very apparent on the part of the Roman African
population, A number of towns, including Carthage, were delivered up

by the local notables, who at Sullectum included the priest (»zg); but

even at Carthage Belisarius was compelled to execute one of the inhabi-
tants for treason, so that others might be dissuaded from collaborating
with the Vandals (#zg). At a later date, the disloyalty of some Roman

African farmers in Proconsularis became all too apparent, when they

presented the heads of camp followers of the Byzantine army to the Vandal
king and when some of the inhabitants of an unnamed locality two days'
journey from Carthage informed Gelimer of the presence of twenty-two

bucellarii under Diogenes, who in an ensuing ambush eséaped leaving two

of their number dead ( *40).

It is evident, therefore, that not all classes of Roman Africans
were keen for the reinstatement of the imperial régime. One reason for
this was that many members of the lower classes of Roman African society
appear to have been better off under the Vandals than they or their
fathers had been under the Romans. Although the Roman system of tax-
ation was maintained in some form under the Vandals, the needs for revenue
of a barbarian kingdom were not so great as those of the late Roman
empire had been and such taxes as were levied would have been spent
internally. It also appears likely that the system for collecting
texes had at least partially broken down by the time of the reconquest,
since Procopius writes that the tax records had been lost and that when
Justinian ordered a new survey to be carried out the new assessments
drew an angry response from the Africans (%41 ). The management of many

estates had probably become laxer when the incentive to maintain high
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levels of production had been removed. The laws that tied a colonus
to his holding, for example, had been less rigourously applied (#42),
and the Albertini Tablets suggest that some Mancian tenants had been

able to add to their hereditary holdings during the absence of the

possessor (ws).

Those who had suffered most under the Vandals were undoubtedly the

greater landowners, The settlement of the Vandal army in Proconsularis

and the establishment of royal domains in Byzacium and Numidia had en-
tailed the appropriation of a large number of estates (#44). Since the
lands held by Vandals were exempt from taxation, a further strain was
put on such of the Roman landlords as had retained their lands (04.5 ).
The effects of these depredations under Gaiseric can be seen in a number
of sources. In 451, Valentinian III made donations of land from the

imperial domains in Numidia and Mauritania to dispossessed landowners

from Proconsularis and Byzacium (t%s). Other landlords fled to Italy

or Syria ( #47). Some, however, remained in Africa and even prospered.
Victorinus of Hadrumentum, for example, the proconsul of Carthage in 484,
wag, according to Victor Vitensis, the wealthiest man in Africa (‘48)‘
Others still were able to regain their former possessions or inheritance
at a later date. Such, for example, was the story of the family of

Saint Fulgentius of Ruspe, whose father Claudius returned from Italy at

a date before 462 to receive back his in’eritance in Byzacium, per auc-

toritatem regiam (t49). Courtois suggests that the same may have been

the case for the domain of Fl. Geminius Catullinus mentioned in the
Albertini Tablets (*50).
For some members of the landowning class there would therefore have

been little material incentive to welcome Belisarius's army openly, and
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even those who did cherish the hope that Africa would once more be part
of the Roman empire would have felt disinclined to demonstrate their
loyalty to the emperor openly for fear of reprisals if the campaign
ended in failure. It was therefore the dispossessed and exiled land-
owners, who had nothing left to lose, who formed the most vociferous
section of the lobby urging Justinian to intervene in Africa (#*51).
There was another reason, however, apart from the material one, for
the Roman African aristocracy in general to desire the restoration of
the imperial administration. As Courtois has shown, in the writings of
Victor Vitensis it is often difficult to separazte the misfortunes of the
Roman aristocracy under the Vandals from those of the catholic churchj;
in effect, the catbolic hieracrchy's resistance in the face of perse-

cution was strengthened by their conviction that the cause of African

catholics was indissolubly bound up with that of romanitas (s59). It
was natural, therefore, that, during the period of religious strife in
Africa in the fifth and sixth centuries, the African catholics should
have looked to the emperor for support (e5s). Whether their appeals
had any decisive influence on Justinian's decision to intervene in Africa
is uncertain. Once the course was set, however, the catholic source of
support was given encouragement by Byzantine propaganda. Victor Tonnen-
nensis, for example, repeats the story that Justinian was inspired to
send an expedition to Africa by the appearance to him in a dream of the
African martyr, Laetus, the bishop of Nepta who bhad been put to death
in 484 (*s4); and Procopius stresses the fact that Carthage fell to
Belisarius on the day following the feast of Saint Cyprian (:55).

The attitude of Roman Africans to Belisarius's expedition was there-

0
fore to be unpredictable. Those who, for ide?logical or materialistic
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reasons, wanted a return to the Roman system came for the most part
from the landowning class, The cultores, on the other hand, may have

had less desire for a return to the oppressive ancien régime. Beli-

sarius was careful, therefore, to give the Roman Africans no cause for
antagonism; this entailed keeping a tight rein on his troops' natural
desire to enjoy the fruits of the conquest that had been made possible
by the force of their arms. After the Vandal kingdom had been over-
thrown, however, the African population was readier to unite with the
imperial forces to defeat the Moors who threatened their livelihood and
the peace of the provinces (#5¢). It was from amongst them that Just-

inian hoped to be able to recruit the limitanei who were intended to

play an important part in the defence of Byzantine Africa (*57).

The Moors

When confronted by the gallery of monuments to Roman civilization,
literary and intellectual, artistic and architectural, surviving from
Roman Africa, it is easy to forget that Africa was one of the least.
throughly Romanized of all the western dioceses of the later Roman
empire (*58). Whilst the surface area of the Maghrib is about 900,000

km2, the Roman provinces of Africa (including Tingitania) at their

period of greatest extent under the Severi covered an area of only
about 350,000 km2; this was reduced under Diocletian to about 240,000
km2 as a result of abandonments which included the major part of Mauri -

tania Tingitania ( *59). Even within these theoretical boundaries,

however, native tribes continued to exist, speaking their own languages,
worshipping their own gods (*60) and preserving their own tribal struc-
tures to a greater or lesser extent within the framework of the Roman

administration (+g4). The most important areas of this kind of native

settlement corresponded naturally enough with those of least Romanization.
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As far as Byzantine Africa was concerned, the most significant of these
were the mountain regions of the Kabylies, the Hodna, the monts de Bel-
ezma, the Aurés, the Nementcha, the Tunisian Dorsal, the Kroumirie and
the area of Tripolitania lying south of the Djebel Nefuza scarp (*62).
In the fourth century, the semi-independence of native peoples
living on the fringes of the areas of Roman, or Romanized, settlement
was guaranteed in return for their undertaking to keep the peace in the
frontier regions and to defend them from Moorish attacks launched from
further afield. As gentiles, under the command of their own native

officers who were designated by the Roman titles of praefectus or cent-

enarius, they were organized into divisions denoted by the geographical

name of the part of the limes to which they belonged; these divisions

were commanded in turn by praepositi limitum (#gz). Such & system

could last only as long as the Romans had a regular army of sufficient
strength to restore order when difficulties arose. The disputed inher-
itance of the Moorish chief Nubel, for example, whom Ammianus describes

as uelut regulus per nationes Mauricas potentissimus, was the immediate

cause of the revolt of Firmus under Valentinian (*64)3 and in 363 the

nomadic Austuriani raided Sabratha and the coastal towns of Tripolitania

with the apparent connivance of the gentiles of the frontier ('65)‘

The lapse of authority under the Vandals was therefore to have disastr-
ous consequences, As Courtois writes, 'Du point de vue de l'histoire
africaine, 1'événement capital du siécle qui s'étend de 1l'invasion ger-
manique & la reconquéte byzantine, n'est peut-&tre pas l'intervention
vandale elle-méme mais 1'eSpéce de résurrection du monde berbére qui en
a été & certains égards la conséquence' (sgg).

In Mauritania Tingitania, the development of the Moorish chiefdom
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of Oranie began soon after the Roman withdrawal under Diocletian ( #g7).
The first evidence for its existence, however, is an inscription from
Altaua (Lamorciére) recording the construction of a castrum under Masuna,

rex gentium Maurorum et Romanorum (sgg). Two hundred kilometres east

of Altaua, two groups of massive stone burial monuments (djedar),one

at Ternaten and the other near to Ain el-Kebour on the Djebel Lakhdar,
have been identified as the royal tombs of a second CA¥Qfdom, which in
the late fifth and sixth centuries was Christian and covered the area

of the Ouarensis (#g9). The ruler of this area in the .530s was Mastinas,

or Mastigas, who levied a tribute from the whole of Mauritania Caesar-

iensis with the sole exception of Caesarea itself, which was held by the
Byzantines ( s7q).

Further east again lay the Moorish chiefdom ruled over in 535 by
Ortaias, at that time an ally of Solomon (#71). Procopius states that
it stretched as far as the desert and also shared a border with the
Aurasian chiefdom of Iaudas, suggesting that it encompassed the mountains
of the Hodna and some of the areas further east (»72). Ortaias is men-
tioned again, in 537, as a spectator of the contest between Germanus
and the rebel army of Stotzas (w7g ). An inscription from Arris, on
the Oued el-Abiod in the Aurés, indicates, following Courtois's inter-
pretation, that the Moorish leader Masties had been made a dux by count
Boniface in 428 or 429, on the eve of the Vandal invasion, and that in
around 455/456, after the withdrawal of Roman authority from the region,

Masties had taken the title of imperator. Masties would appear to have

been succeeded by Ortaias (who appears as Vartaia in the text) in 496
(*7¢). Sometime after 484, the ruling house became Christian and al-

though, as mentioned above, Ortaias is found as an ally of Solomon in
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535, the existence of four Byzantine forts, Zabi, Tubunae, Thamallula

and Zarai, surrounding the Hodna massif suggests that the region was

soon incorporated into the Byzantine province of Mauritania Sitifensis

(75).

The Aurés was ruled in 535 by Iaudas, who could command a force of
30,000 men (*7¢). It bhad theoretically formed part of the Vandal king-
dom since 442 (¢77), but the Moors of the region had declared themselves
independent during the reign of Huneric (477-484) ( #78). According to

Procopius before 535, the Roman cities of Thamugadi and Bagai, lying in

the plain to the north of the Aurés, had been devastated and abandoned
by their population (.79). In 535, Iaudas was operating as far north
a8 Tigisi, as well as impinging westwards on the region controlled by
Ortaias (*80).

A more serious threat to the security of the Vandal kingdom and of
its Byzantine successor was posed by the establishment, around 510, of
& Moorish chiefdom or confederacy situated perhaps in the Dorsal region
of Byzacium under Guenfan, chief of the Frexes, who was succeeded before
517 by his son Antalas (#81). The devastation caused by the raids of
these Moors on the rich but vulnerable areas of the Roman provinces of

Byzacium and Proconsularis was serious. Around 497/498, Saint Fulgen-

tius was forced to abandon his monastery near Praesidium Diolele, in

the region of Capsa, to move north to a safer locality (sg2 ). By the

early sixth century, raids were reaching the coastal cities of Sullectum

(:*89, Hadrumentum (*84) and, a few days after Saint Fulgentiue's death

in 527, Ruspe (#g5). Under Hilderic, the defeat of a Vandal army in
Byzacium was the prelude to the deposition of the king in 530 ('86)°

In 544, the Moors of Antalas were joined by camel-riding nomads
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from Tripolitania (sg7), and two years later the same Tripolitanian tribes
under Cusina are found allied with Iaudas ( *aa). Most of the nomads

seem to have been from the tribes of the Leuathae and Austurianae,

inhabitants of Tripolitanie ( sgg). The first time that Tripolitanian

nomads appeared in Byzacium was probably under Thrasamund, before 523,
when, led by Cabaon, they had inflicted a heavy defeat on a Vandal army
(#90). Although on the eve of the Byzantine reconquest Oea was still

a Vandal possession, lLepcis Magna and Sabratha had been severely devas-

tated by the Moors of the surrounding region (sg1 ).

Other Moorish 'kingdoms' are attested within the area covered by
the Vandal kingdom after 442. Victor Vitensis refers to the 'kingdom'
of Capsus (Gafsa), to which Martinianus and his brother were exiled in
477 (#93). The region ruled by Massonas, whom Procopius mentions as an
ally of the Byzantines against Iaudas in 535, is situated by Courtois
around the Nementcha mountains ( *95). The list of other tribal names
mentioned in sixth-century sources is a long one, but many of them were
no more than tribal sub-groupings of the chiefdoms or petty kingdoms
described above (.94). Some of the smaller tribes, however, are located

in Proconsularis itself: examples include the Moors of mount Pappua, in

the Kroumirie, with whom Gelimer took refuge in 533 ( #gs), and a tribe
from the environs of Curubis (Korbous) in Cap Bon, which joined in the
revolt begun by Antalas in 544 ( *9g).

Of the Moors' fighting methods Procopius and Corippus provide a
number of details, though almost invariably their descriptions apply to
the nomads rather than to the sedentary mountain folk (#gp). The Moors
fought on foot or on horseback with swords and small circular shieldsj

besides these, each man carried two short javelins for throwing (tgg).
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They entered battle lightly clad in an armless tunic and with a piece
of linen wrapped around their head (.99). Their tactics were those of
guerrilla fighters, relying on rapid attacks and withdrawals into the
rugged wastes of mountain or desert. When the nomad Leuathae under
Cabaon defeated Thrasamund's army, however, they followed a procedure
for pitched battle that was to be repeated at "emma in 534 and in the
battle between John Troglitas and Ierna in 546 (s199). They formed a
circular palisaded c¢amp, in the centre of which they placed the women,
children and baggage; around the circle they drew up the camels, twelve
deep, and the defenders took up position between them. When the Vandal
cavalry attacked, their horses shied at the smell of the camels; then
under a rain of javelins, they fell back in confusion and the Moors
sallied out to finish off the survivors (%101 ).

The Vandals, it appears, had continued the Roman practice of inves-
ting the rulers of the Moors with the symbols of their office. These
weré, 'a staff of silver covered with gold, and a silver cap, - not
covering the whole heéd, but like a crown and held in place on all sides
by b?nds of silver, — a kind of white cloak gathered by a golden brooch
on the right shoulder in the form of a Thessalian cape, and a white
tunic with embroidery, and a gilded boot' ( »igg). After the battle of

ad Decimum, the Moors of Mauritania, Numidia and Byzacium sent envoys

to Belisarius astking to receive these symbols, with which requests Beli-
sarius complied, disbursing at the same time large sums of money (*103),
During the campaign of 533-534, only a few Moors actively supported
Gelimer; the majority awaited the outcome of the contest before com-
mitting themselves to the winning party ( 1104). Byzantine relations

with the Moors during the sixth and seventh centuries were conducted on
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much the same lines as they had been in the fourth ( #105). Two impor-
tant things had changed, however, First, the weakness of imperial

and then of Vandal control in the fifth century and early in the sixth
had permitted the development of large Moorish chiefdoms, some of them
located dangerously near to the principal areas of Romanized settlement.

Secondly, in the early sixth century the nomads from Tripolitania had

made their appearance in the south of Byzacium.

2. The Vandal War (4.D. 533-534).

The Vandal king Hilderic was deposed on 15 June 530, a short while
after the defeat of his army at the hands of the lMoors of Antalas. He
was replaced by Gelimer, a great-grandson of Gaiseric and a fearless and
able warrior (ti). The accession of Hilderic in 523 might have appeared
to Roman Africans and catholics as the dawn of a new era. Their bishops
returned from their exile in Sardinia, freedom of worship was granted
and closer ties were forged with the emperor (*2). Hilderic himself
was a grandson of Valentinian III and had probably spent a number of
years in Constantinople (*3). It is also likely to have been his
leanings towards Byzantium rather than his failings as a military leader
that pro?oked the revolt against him (*4); he was not, after all, the
first Vandal ruler to have suffered reverses from the Moors. Seen from
the Byzantine point of view, however, it would have been clear that no
attempt at re-establishing imperial control of whatever form over Africa
and the western Mediterranean was now likely to succeed by peaceful
means alone, On the other hand, Hilderic's reign had raised the bopes
of the African catholics and of the eastern merchants trading with the

west, and these two groups of people came to form an influential lobby
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in urging the emperor to intervene ( »g). Hilderic's pro-Byzantine
policy had also led to a breach in relations between the Vandals and
the Ostrogoths. In 526, Thrasamund's widow and Theodoric's sister,
Amalfrida, had become implicated in a plot and was confined to prison,
where she died; her 5,000-strong Gothic guard was also put to death
(*6). Theodoric was in no position to avenge her death, and in any
case himself died soon afterwards (.7). If Justinian had been looking
for an opportunity to intervene in the west, the opportunity had now
presented itself with the usurpation of power by Gelimer.

Subsequent events suggest that Justinian had indeed been awaiting
such a moment, though it is also possible that he had initially hoped
to woo Vandal allegiance by peaceful means, thereby placing himself in
a strong position from which to influence events in Italy ( .Q. It is
well known that Justinian cherished the pious hope of re-establishing
the Roman empire in the west (=»g). It is alw clear that in Constanti-
nople it was never considered practicable to annexe the Vandal kingdom
while leaving Italy untouched; it was in fact this consideration, rather
than the military problem of defeating the Vandals and Moors, that
caused Justinian to hesitate before finally committing himself to the
projected expedition (‘10)° But if the Vandal war was regarded at the
time as a prelude to a larger-scale western campaign, and accepting that
such a campaign was thought desirable, there were important practical
reasons besides for dealing with the Vandals first of all. The part
of the Vandal kingdom that was to prove most valuable to the emperor,
Just as it had done to Gaiseric, was what Courtois has called the 'empire

du blé', comprising the three granaries of the western Mediterranean,

Africa Proconsularis (and parts of Byszacium), Sardinia and Sicily (sq4).
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Sicily was still held by the Ostrogoths in 533, but was the first part
of their kingdom to fall to Belisarius in 535 (#19). Without command
of the seaways (including the African grain fleet) and the stratégic

and logistic support provided by the Mediterranean islands, the long and
tedious campaigns in Italy would not have been possible. With this
hindsight, it is difficult to regard the invasion of Africa in 533 as
the result of opportunism, as Procopius and some modern writers seem to
suggest (*18). More probably it was the logical culmination of Byzan-
tine diplomacy, initiated during the latter years of the reign of Justin,
when the question of what was to become of Italy when Theodoric died was
one of pressing importance (*14),

Justinian reacted promptly to the news of Hilderic's deposition by
immediately demanding his release (*15 )s but his remonstrances that the
Vandal laws of succession were being infringed fell on deaf ears (*16)'
Already by the end of 531, however, negotiations were under way with the
Persians and the treaty known as the 'Eternal Peace' was concluded in
September, to take effect from the spring of 533 (*17 ). Meanwhile an
expedition was being gathered together ( yg).

The force was to be commanded by Belisarius, the magister militum

Orientis (*19). His staff included Archelaus, a former praetorian

prefect and prefect of Illyricum, who was to serve as prefect of the

army and later as the first prefect of Africa (sgg). The historian
Procopius joined the expedition as Belisarius's assessor (lﬁpeﬁpoc )

(#21) and the eunuch Solomon, one of Belisarius's bucellarii and a com-

mander of foederati, acted as domesticus (s55). Belisariue was also

accompanied by his wife Antonina ( *23).

The land army numbered about 18,000 men. It included five comp-
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anies of regular infantry (pedites comitatenses), numbering 10,000 men,

commanded by John of Dyrrachium. These were supported by four numeri

)
(ap;epo(, xardkoyot) of regular cavalry (equites comitatenses), num-

bering 1,500, and nine tyuata of foederati, numbering 3,500 ( *32¢).

There were also three companies of allied cavalry (cﬁpuaxo;), serving
under their own leaders: one of Heruls, numbering 400, and two of Huns

of the tribe of the Massegatae, numbering 600, The latter were mounted

bowmen, an élite arm of the Byzantine army in the sixth century. In

addition to all these came Belisarius's own bucellariiy <their number is

uncertain, but was at least 1,100 and probably more than 2,000 (*25).
The expedition was to be carried in 500 transport ships of between 55
and 930 tons, manned by 30,000 sailors from Egypt, Ionia and Cilicia.
Mindful of the disaster suffered by Basiliscus in 468, when his armada
of sailing vessels had been unable to avoid the fire-ships sent egainst
it, Justinian provided for Belisarius's fleet a convoy of 92 warships
@péqu;ﬁ )s manned by 2,000 oarsmen from Byzantiumj these men could
also fiéht if called upon to do so. The whole fleet was put under the
command of Calonymus of Alexandria.

Although the paper-strength of the Byzantine army, excluding the
2,000 rowers, was about 18,000 men, the number of those who disembarked

at Caput Vada would have been somewhat less., [Five hundred men or more

had died during the voyage at Methone, and 400 foederati had been sment
under Cyril to Sardinia; furthermore, Belisarius left a guard of five
bowmen in each ship when the army disembarked and these totalling some
2,500, together with the prefect and some others, only disembarked after

the decisive battle of ad Decimum. Belisarius's land army would there-

fore have numbered only about 7,500 each of infantry and cavalry (*26).
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Against this the Vandals could in theory raise a force of about
20,000, all of whom would have been cavalry (#27 ). Although they may
have hoped to draw support from the Moors, as shown above, the majority
of the Moors and some of the Roman Africans awaited the outcome of the
campaign before committing themselves to either cause. Though in total
the Vandals could dispose of a slight numerical advantage, but one which
in terms of cavalry alone would have been considerable, certain factors
weighed against them. The first was that they were totally unprepared
for the blow when it came, and their forces were widely dispersed. A

successful revolt in Tripolitania, in 533, led by a Roman African,

Pudentius, had already received Byzantine help, probably from Egypt as
in 470 ( »2g). Before Gelimer could take action on this quarter, how-—
ever, his attention was diverted to Sarainia, where the Gothic slave
Godas, to whom he had entrusted the island, rebelled against him and
asked for imperial help ( %99). Five thousand men under Tata, Gelimer's
brother, with 120 ships, representing in all probability the major part
of the Vandal fleet, were dispatched to retake the island, and although
they succeeded in achieving this they were thereby removed from the
more important theatre in Africa until after the fall of Carthage to
Belisarius (#*30). Gelimer's forces in Africa would therefore have
numbered about 15,000 cavalry, outnumbering the Byzantine cavalry by
two to one, but they were scattered between Carthage and Hermiana, where
the king was spending the late summer oblivious to the danger approaching
slowly across the sea [ ®31).

The Byzantine fleet left the Bosphorus with patriarchal blessing

on around 20 June, 533 (ss9), and sailed to Heracleia-Perinthus on the

sea of Marmora to take on board some horses from the imperial estates in
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Thrace (ss5). After five days, it proceded to Abydus on the Asian
side of the Dardanelles (#34), where four days were spent, before con-
tinuing to Sigeium in the Troad ( #35). It then made its way to Malea

(*56), Caenopolis (Taenarum) ( *37) and Methone (ssg ), all three ports

in the Peloponnese. At Methone the expedition met up with two <*éyupata
of federate cavalry, under Valerian and Martin, which had gone on ahead
(*39); here the army disembarked and during its stay, the length of
which is unknown, five hundred men died from eating bread that had put-
refied through having been baked only once instead of twice in the normal

manner for soldiers' rations (wgg). From Methone the fleet sailed on

to the island of Zacw nthus ( n41)?in the Ionian sea, to take on water
before crossing the Adriatic to the north-eastern coast of Sicily, which
it reached sixteen days later (#43).

It was only at this point that Belisarius received details of the
disposition of the enemy forces. Procopius himself, sent to Syracuse
to gather information under the pretext of buying supplies, met up with
a merchant friend whose domestic had been in Carthage only three days
before. From this man Procopius learnt not only that the Vandal fleet
was away in Sardinia, but also that Carthage itself lay open to attack,
since the king, Gelimer, was at that time at Hermiana (.45). Belisarius
was meanwhile reaping the benefits of Justinian's diplomatic exchanges
with the Ostrogothic court. The regent Amalsuntha granted the exped-
ition a free market in Sicily, thereby enabling Belisarius not only to
replenish the army's supplies of food, but also to acquire more cavalry
horses (#44). Procopius rejoined the fleet at Caucana on the southern
coast (#45), and the expedition proceed swiftly to Malta and Gozo, and

thence with a strong east wind to Caput Vada (Ras Kaboudia), the eastern-
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most tip of Tunisia between Cap Bon and the gulf of Gabes (#4g).

The fleet anchored off Caput Vada on about 27 August (%47). Two

alternative courses of action were now open to the commander-inechief.
The first, which was favoured by Archelaus, was to proceed straightway
by sea to Carthage and take the city before the Vandals had time to pre-
pare for its defence. Aware of the soldiers' natural apprehension of
a sea battle, however, the problems of landing on a defended shore and
of the unpredictable hagards of wind and tide, Belisarius opted for the
second course, namely to disembark forthwith and to proceed to Carthage
by land ( *48). The beachhead was defended by a stockade and ditch,
protected by a line of pointed stakes (#4g9), while, still aware of the
possible threat from seaward, Belisarius drew the ships into & semi-
circle protected by the warships, and placed a guard of five bowmen on
each of them (%5Q).

Procopius writes that during the march from Caput Vada to Carthage

(see Map?2 ) the army covered 80 stadia, that is to say probably somewhat
over 10 Roman miles (16.90 km.), each day ( »51). This mey appear rather
elow, even allowing for the fact that the rate of march would have been
held up by the infantry. However, Belisarius was eager to defeat the
Vandals in a pitched battle in which both infantry and cavalry would
play a part ( *593 against this consideration reaching Carthage was
probably of secondary importance. The order of march was designed so
that the strongest section of the army was concentrated in the rear,
which was the quarter upon which Gelimer's attack was expected to fall.
As far as Grassa, the right flank was protected by the sea, and up to
that point the army was able to maintain daily contact with the fleet.

The vanguard was formed by 300 of Belisarius's bucellarii under John the
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Armenian, who was ordered to keep twenty stadia (4.20 km.) ahead of the
main army. The left flank was covered by the 600 mounted archers of

the Massegatae, commanded by Sinnion and Balas, who were also to remain

twenty stadia distant from the main army. In the rear came Belisarius
himself with the pick of the troops, which probably included the remaining

bucellarii and some of the other cavalry (#s5%).

Because of the vulnerability of the army to a surprise attack by
cavalry, wherever possible the nights were spent in towns along the
route or in fortified camps (»s54 ). The first town to be occupied was

Sullectum, which lay a day's journey from Caput Vada on the road to

Carthage (*55). At dusk on the day after the landing (? 28 Aug.) a

group of bucellarii under Boriades took up position in the bed of a wadi

near to the town. The following morning (? 29 Aug.), as soon as the
gates were opened to allow the country folk in, they entered and received
the town's surrender from the willing hands of the priest and notables

( *56). On the same day, the overseer of the cursus publicus defected

to the Byzantines and delivered up the horses from the government stable

(#57). Allowing for the time taken for news of the fall of Sullectum

to have reached Caput Vada and for the slow rate of march of the army,

it is unlikely that the town would have been occupied before the after-
noon of (?) 30 August (‘58)° Another two days would have taken the

army to Leptis Minus (? 1 Sept.) and two more to Hadrumentum (? 3 Sept.)

(*59). The next location mentioned by Procopius is Grassa, where the
Vandal king had a villa with a park full of fruit trees. Grassa was
350 stadia (74 km.) from Carthage and was the point at which the army
had to break contact with the fleet, which had thereafter to circum-

navigate Cap Bon (*80). These topographical indications suggest that
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it lay in the vicinity of Hammamet, five days' Journey from Hadrumentum

(#61). It would therefore have been on about 8 September that the first
encounter with the Vandals took place.

Gelimer had learned of the Byzantine landing while still at Hermiana.
Although the exact location of Hermiana is uncertain, Gelimer could not
have received the news until at least four days after the event (? 31
Aug.) (#82). Though Gelimer had been taken by surprise, his reaction
was swift and there is no doubt that the plan that he put into operation
might easily have succeeded. He immediately sent word to his brother
Ammata in Carthage to dispose of Hilderic and his followers, thereby

removing the legitimate casus belli and dealing a blow to Byzantine prop-

aganda, Ammata was also to prepare to take up a position at ad Decimum,

70 stadia (14.80 km.) from Carthage on the line of Belisarius's march,
where he hoped to trap the Byzantine army in a natural defile between
two Vandal forces. Gelimer meanwhile proceeded with a strong force of
cavalry to shadow Belisarius. The relatively slow rate of progress of
of the latter enabled Gelimer's cavalry to catch up with the Byzantine
rear-guard by the time that it had reached Grassa, where the first skir-
mishing occurred (8 Sept.) (sgs).

The Byzantine army reached ad Decimum on 13 September, on the fourth

day after setting out from Grassa ( *64) . During the march it had been
followed at a respectful distance by Gelimer. The location of ad
Decimum is not known with certainty. Procopius's statement that it was
a8 suburb of Carthage some 70 stadia from the city suggests that it was,
or had been, a road-station lying at the tenth milestone (egs5).  There
remains uncertainty, however, as to which of the roads emanating from

Carthage it stood on. The Byzantine army probably advanced from Grassa
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along the road which reached the coast at ad Aquas on the bay of Tunis
and then followed it round to Carthage by way of the ferry crossing at

Maxula-Rades. However, Belisarius cannot have hoped to take his army

across the ferry. It seems likely, therefore, that he would have de-
parted from this route at Grombalia and have cut westwards, to the south
of the Djebel Zaiam and Djebel bou Kournine, to reach Carthage around
the west side of the lake of Tunis and thence up the main Theueste-
Carthage road. A point measured 10 Roman miles (from Byrsa) along this
road would fall somewhere near Bab Souika in the northern suburbs of
modern Tunis, directly on the proposed line of march. The identifica-

tion of ad Decimum with such a position also makes good sense of the

other topographical details supplied by Procopius. The nerrow defile
would be the strip of land, 2.5 km. wide, upon which Tunis now stands,
between the lake of Tunis and the Sebkrat es-Sedjoumi., The latter is
a salt lake, which partially dries out during the summer months; it

way be identified with Medlov ‘ANGv of Procopius's description, which

lay 40 stadia from ad Decimum on the left of the road as it approached

Carthage and was & marshy area where salt was extracted (sgg).

As the Byzantine army approached ad Decimum, Gelimer sent Gibamund,

his brother, out on the left flank with 2,000 horsemen, either across ar
round one side of the sebkra, so that when Belisarius reached the Theu-
este road he would have been trapped between Ammata's forces approaching
from Carthage, Gibamund's from the other direction and Gelimer himself
from the rear (*g7). The difficulty of coordinating the encirclement,
however, and Belisarius's precaution in maintaining a widely dispersed
vanguard and flanking force were the main reasons for the plan's failure,

though the result was not to be a foregone conclusion (sgg).
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The Byzantine vanguard under John the Armenian, at this time some

35 stadia (7.40 km) in front of the main force, arrived at ad Decimum

at about mid-day and ran into a small force under Ammata, who had arrived
on the field earlier than Gelimer had intended. Ammata, however, had
evidently considered the Byzantine army to be still far away, since his
men were quite unprepared and his main force was still approaching from
Carthage, not in one body but in groups of twenty to thirty men at a
time. In a short engagement Ammata himself was killed, having killed
twelve of John's men, and the remaining Vandals turned and fled back
towards Carthage, carrying with them the late-comers whom they encoun-—
tered along the route. John's men pursued them as far as the gates of
the city, killing all those whom they overtook, and played no further
part in the battle that day (*68). Meanwhile Gibamund and his 2,000
horsemen were splashing through the salt lake on their outflanking move-

ment when they ran into the Massegatae, who were protecting the left

flank of the Byzantine army. In the ensuing battle the 600 Hun mounted
archers totally destroyed the Vandal force (*70).

The two commanders-in-chief knew nothing as yet of the two engage-
ments which had already destroyed Gelimer's plan of encirclement. Bel-
isarius was nevertheless expecting an encounter with the enemy in the ~
vicinity of Carthage. Until he knew the enemy dispositions, however,
he felt it imprudent to commit the infantry, who in any case would have
restricted his mobility. At mid-day, therefore, 35 stadia (7.40 km.)

before reaching ad Decimum, he left the infantry together with his wife

in a strongly defended camp and advanced with the cavalry, placing the

federates in front of the line of march and himself following them
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with the regulars and with his bucellarii. Evidently he still con-

sidered that the principal threat lay to his rear (+71). However, by
this time, Gelimer was in fact advencing on a course parallel to his

own between him and the line of march of the Massegatae on the left

flank; owing to the hilly terrain, however, neither side was as yet
aware of this (#72).

When the foederati reached ad Decimum, late in the afternoon, they

saw the battlefield and learned from the inhabitants of the engagement
that had taken place earlier. While they were still waiting for
further instructions from Belisarius, however, Gelimer and the main
Vandal army came into view to the south. Being heavily outnumbered,

the foederati made for the most defensible piece of high ground in the

vicinity, but were unable to hold it for long and retreated headlong in
the direction from which Belisarius was approaching. Seven stadia

(1.48 xm.) from ad Decimum, they met with Uliaris and 600 of Belisarius's

bucellarii; but he, instead of checking their flight and preparing to

put up a stand, joined with them in fleeing back towards Belisarius.
Procopius considers that at this point Gelimer would have won the battle,
either by pursuing the fleeing Byzantine cavalry or by making straight
for Carthage, where he could have re-formed his army. Instead he abhen-
doned the high ground that he had capfured and spent the rest of.the
afternoon weeping over his dead brother's body and seeing to its burial.
This respite gave Belisarius the time that he needed to regroup his
cavalry and to deliver a well planned counter attack. The Vandals
somewhat surprisingly were taken unawares and fled headlong down the

main road towards Bulla Regia and Numidia ( #73).

The Byzantine cavalry spent the night of 13 September at ad Decimum,
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and on the following day, when the infantry had come up from its camp
of the day before, the whole army moved forward to the gates of Carthage,
which it reached later that evening., Because he still feared the possi-
bility of a surprise attack, Belisarius did not enter Carthage that
night, however, even though the inhabitants opened the gates and display-
ed lights, The fleet, meanwhbile, had entered the anchorage of Stagnum
which can probably be identified with the Sebkrat er-Riada (*74); but
8 handful of ships, together with Calonymus, entered the port (Mandra-
gigg) in flagrant disobedience to Belisarius's commands and plundered
some quey-side properties. On 15 September, the day after the feast of
Saint Cyprian of Carthage, the remaining troops were disembarked and the
whole army entered the city in an orderly fashion ( *79.

Thus deprived of his capital, Gelimer regrouped his remaining

forces in the plain south of Bulla Regia, to which he had fled after the

battle of ad Decimum (»7g). Here he was joined by a few Moorish allies

and by his brother Tata, whom he had hastily summoned from Sardinia

with his 5,000 men (#77). Having concentrated his forces, Gelimer
marched on Carthage and, after tearing down part of the aqueduct which
supplied the city with water from Zaghouan, he imposed an ineffectual
blockade. At the same time, he attempted to draw support from some of
the Roman inhabitants of Carthage and from Belisarius's Arian Hun alliesg
with the latter he achieved some success, so that their loyalty was in

doubt throughout the following campaign (syg). Belisarius had, in the

meantime, received the submission of the Moors of Byzacium, Numidia and

Mauritania, though their allegiance dic not as yet manifest itself in

the form of military help (*79). He was reluctant to leave Carthage,

however, before its defences had been put in order. The city wall,
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built by Theodosius II in 425, had been neglected by the Vandals and
required rebuilding in a number of places; besides repairing its mas-
onry, Belisarius ﬁlso dug a ditch and set a line of pointed stakes
around it. When, in December 533, these preparations had been com-
pleted, he felt able once more to turn his attention towards the enemy
(*80) -

Belisarius opened the campaign by sending John the Armenian out

ahead with the bucellarii and all but 500 of the other cavalry; the

next day, he followed with the remaining cavalry and the infantry ( *81).
Procopiusvimplies that all the available field-forces were employed on
this campaign (*82); the defence of Carthage would therefore presumably
have been left to the prefect and the inhabitants.

The Byzantine cavalry under John located the Vandal army encamped

at Tricamarum, 150 stadia (30 km.) from Carthage. The site of the

battle is unknown, though it seems likely that it was on the main road
towards Numidia, in the vicinity of Mornaghia (egs ). John did not
attack at once, but bivouacked near~by to await the arrival of Belis-
arius and the rest of the army. At mid-day on the following day, how-
ever, while the Byzantine forces were preparing their meal, the Vandals
drew up their line of battle on the far side of a small brook. Just
before the action commenced, Belisarius arrived with his 500 horsemen,
having left the infantry to reach the battlefield at their own speed.

As at ad Decimum, therefore, both armies were composed entirely of

cavalry («g4 ).

The Byzantine centre was occupied by Belisarius's own bucellarii

and the 500 cavalry who had just arriveds; on the right John had placed

the regular cavalry agnd on the left the foederati. The Massegatae ,
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s8till of undecided loyalty, stood apart from the Byzantine army, waiting
to see the outcome before joining in the battle (#g5). The Vandals'
centre was composed of Tata's 5,000 picked men; they were flanked by

the Vandal levies commanded by their millenarii. The allied Moors,

whose military value was dubious, were placed in the rear. Gelimer
occupied no particular position on the battle-field, but was to be seen
everywhere along the Vandal line (*gg).

It was evidently Gelimer's intention that the Vandals should main-
tain their formation and defend their position fighting with their swords
only ( *87). After drawing up his line of battle, he therefore made no
attempt to advance across the stream. Two feint attacks and retreats,
led by John the Armenian with a small force of men against the Vandal
centre, failed to entice them to abandon their position. The third By~
zantine attack, however, was mounted in greater force with almost all the

bucellarii and was followed by a general attack along the whole front.

In the face of it the Vandal centre, after standing firm as Gelimer had
intended, gave way; Tata himself was killed and the rest of the Vandals
routed, leaving 800 dead for a loss of 50 Byzantines. Once the outcome
of the battle had been decided, the Massegatae Jjoined in on the side of
the victors. Some of the Vandals took refuge in the stockaded camp in
which they had deposited their women and children before the battle.
As soon as the Byzantine infantry arrived on the scene, Belisarius stor-
wed the camp and captured Gelimer's money. The king, however, had al-
ready fled with a handful of followers towards Numidia ( »gg).

The killing and looting that followed the battle continued through
the night, and it was only with difficulty that Belisarius managed to

restore order in the greater part of his army on the next day, the re-
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mainder having made off towards Carthage with their spoils. He then
sent John the Armenian with 200 cavalry in pursuit of Gelimer and, after
sending orders to Carthage for the disarming of the Vandals who had taken
refuge in the churches there, he followed with what remained of the army
(»gg ) . John pursued Gelimer for five days and five nights and was on
the point of overtaking him when, at sunrise on the sixth day, he was

accidentally shot and killed by Uliaris, one of Belisarius's bucellarii.

Gelimer therefore escaped capture, while John's men temporarily called
off their pursuit to bury their leader and to wait for further instruc-
tions from Belisarius. How much time was lost is uncertain ('90).

Belisarius continued the pursuit as far as Hippo Regius, where he

learnt that Gelimer had already sought refuge with the Moors who lived
on mount Pappua. The identification of this mountain is uncertain.

The likeliest explanation seems to be, however, that it lay in the
Kroumirie range and that after crossing the Monts de la Medjerda Gelimer
had doubled back on his tracks at around Onellaba (Bordj bou Lares),
thereby giving Belisarius the slip (*91). Since winter was setting in
and Belisarius had important affairs with which to occupy himself in
Carthage, he entrusted the blockade of Pappua to Fharas, the trusted
commander of the Heruls ( *93. As the siege dragged on into the fol-
lowing year (534), Pharas became impatient and attempted to storm the
position, but was repulsed by the Moors for the loss of 110 men. After
three months of blockade, Gelimer made known that he was willing to sur-
render. Belisarius then sent Cyprian, to escort the captive king to

Belisarius's residence at Aclas in the suburbs of Carthage (195).
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3. Solomon's first governorship and the mutiny of Stotzas (A.D. 534-538

Belisarius left Carthage for Constantinople in the summer of 534 to
answer accusations that had been made against him there by his enemies.
He took with him Gelimer and some 2,000 or more Vandals, the former to
end his days as a country landlord in Galatia, the latter to form five

numeri of cavalry, the Vandali Iustiniani, on the eastern frontier (*1).

Solomon, who had served as Belisarius's domesticus during the recent cam-—

paign and after the battle of ad Decimum had taken the news of the Vandal

defeat to the emperor, now returned to Africa invested with the authori-

ties both of magister militum Africae and of praetorian prefect ( *2).

Solomon was an Armenian, born at Solochon near Dara on the Euphrates (s ).
His future record in Africa shows him to have been an able administrator
and a highly competent field commander. His dedication to the emperor's
service, however, did not always earn him the loyalty of those placed
under his command. He was besides slow in sensing discontent among his
subordinates and in taking action to deal with it.

The fall of Carthage, in September 533, had delivered the Vandal
kingdom into the hands of the emperor. During the winter and spring of
533 and 534, with Gelimer safely blockaded on mount Pappua, Belisarius
was able to spare troops to make good the full extent of this conquest.
The islands of Sardinia and Corsica were occupied by troops under Cyril

(%4); Caesarea in Mauritania was occupied by an infantry company ( Aéyoc)

commanded by an officer names John (*§); another John, one of Belisar-
ius's $xacxiotal » was sent to occupy the fort at Septem, on the straits
facing Gibraltar (*6); the Balearic islands (Ibiza, Majorca and Minorca)
were entrusted to Apollinarius, an Italian formerly in the service of

Hilderic (*7); and reinforcements were sent to join Pudentius and Tatti-
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muth in resisting the Moors in Tripolitania (#g). The other island

possession of the Vandals, Lilybaeum in Sicily, was still held by the
Ostrogoths and did not fall to Belisarius until December 535 (*9).
Meanwhile, garrisons were also established in Numidia and Byzacium (*10).
In April 534, the emperor set out in two rescripts the projected
civil and military organization of the reconquered provinces (*11).
These documents show that Justinian aimed at nothing less that thetotal
reoccupation of Roman Africa up to the boundaries that had existed before
the Vandal and Moorish incursions ( *19. Seven provinces were to be
reconstituted, under the civil adminstration of a praetorian prefect

based in Carthage (s15). Three of these, Zeugi Carthago (formerly Pro~

consularis), Byzacium and Tripolis, were to be administered by consularesj

the remainder, Numidia, the two Mauritaniae and Sardinia (which included

Corsica), by praesides ( =14). The military authority was vested in a

magister militum, below whom ranked five duces, one each for the pro-

vinces of Tripolis, Byzacium, Numidia, Mauritania and Sardinia (#15).

Their headquarters were to be placed provisionally at Lepcis Magna,

Capsa and Thelepte, Constantina, Caesarea and probably Caralis respect-

ively (#»1g). Septem was to be held by an unspecified number of soldiers
under a tribune, who was also to be responsible for the dromones that

patrolled the straits; +this command was dependent on the dux Mauri-

taniae, resident at Caesarea (»17). Thus the area over which Solomon
had command when he took over from Belisarius and Archelaus in the summer
of 534 was approximately the same as that nominally controlled by the
Vandals at the time of the death of Gaiseric ( *18). However, in prac-
tical terms, the extent of Byzantine control in Africa went only as far

as it was possible to secure the provinces against Moorish raiding,
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which, since the time of Thrasamund, had been increasing both in fre-
quency and in extent.

Even as Belisarius was embarking, news reached Carthage that the
Moors were again plunaering Byzacium and that a detachment of cavalry
together with its two commanding officers, Rufinus and Aigan, had already
been overcome and destroyed by a vastly superior force under four Moorish
leaders, Cusina, Esdilasas, Iourphouthes and Medisinissas (.19). Beli-
sarius therefore left behind under Solomon's command some of his own

bucellarii, and fresh reinforcements were later sent from Constantinople

under the commandof Theodore the Cappadocian and Ildiger (sgqg ).
Solomon advanced rapidly into Byzacium, possibly by way of the coast

road through Hadrumentum, and came upon the ioors encamped at* Mamma

(Hr. Douimis), on the south-eastern edge of the Tunisian Dorsal, at the
point where the Oued Cherichera opens out into the plains around Kai-
rouan. Here the Byzantine forces made their camp (sgq ). The Moors
were on this occasion nomads from the south and the tactics that they
employed were precisely those which had destroyed the army of Thrasamund
some 15 years previously. They formed a circle of their camels, arran-
ging them twelve deep, and, placing their women and children in the
centre, prepared to defend the enceinte, armed with swords, shields and
throwing spears ( ®99). Aware of the presence of a second party of
mounted Moors in the mountains behind the Moorish camp, Solomon directed
his first attack against the side of the camp facing the plain. As the
smell from the camels reached their nostrils, however, the Byzantine
cavalry horses took fright, and in the confusion that followed the Moors
were able to strike into the Byzantine ranks. After rallying his men at

a convenient distance, Solomon therefore led his second attack from a
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different quarter on foot with a force of at least 500 men. This time
the defences were penetrated, at the expense of 200 camels killed, and
the Moors fled into the mountains, leaving, according to Procopius,
10,000 of their number dead and all their women, children and the remain-
ing camels as booty to the Byzantine troops. After this success, Solo-
mon led his troops back to winter quarters in Carthage ( #93).

The following spring (535) (s24 ), Byzacium was once more raided by
the Moors, and Solomon again took the field with an army. He came upon
them encamped on mount Bovpyadv, the identification of which is uncertain
( »25). Procopius describes it as precipitous on the east side, but
easier to ascend on the west. It had two peaks of which the Moors had
occupied only the lower one, whilst their camp was situated half-way up
the slope on the west side. After spending two days camped at the foot
of the mountain and having failed to bring the Moors to battle, Solomon
sent a party of 1,000 infantry out at dusk under the command of Theodore,

the comes excubitorum (*26), to scale the precipitous east face and

occupy the higher peak. When dawn came, the Byzantine infantry on the
peak displayed their standards and the Moors awoke to find themselves
caught between two opposing forces and subject to a deadly hail of
aerrows from above. Seized with panic, they fled and in the ensuing
rout one of their leaders, Esdilasas, was captured and some 50,000 (?)
Moors were killed; many of them perished in the rush to get away.
So many prisoners were taken that a Moorish slave boy was worth no more
than a sheep. Those who escaped made their way to Numidia to join
Iaudas, leaving behind in Byzacium only the Moors under Antalas, who
was still at peace with Byzantium ( e9q).

Since the summer of 534, Iaudas, chief over the Aurés, had been

raiding in Numidia as far north as the region of Romanized settlement
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in the high plains south of Constantine (#28). 1In the summer of 535,

a party of Moors under laudas returning southwards after a raid were sur-
prised to find the spring at Tigisi (Ain el-Bordj) defended by the Byzan-

tine garrison of the near-by fort of ad Centenarium, seventy Huns com-—

manded by Althias ( *29). After failing to bribe the Byzantine comman-
der with an offer of one-third of the booty in return for access to the
water, Iaudas agreed to settle the matter in single combat with Althias.
What followed illustrates well the superiority of the sixth-century By-
zantine mounted archer over an apparently stronger adversary, Althias
being small of stature, Iaudas finely built and of warlike character.
Iaudas, also fighting on horseback, first threwhis spear; but Althias
caught it in his right hand and, being ambidexterous, loosed an arrow
with his left, which killed Iaudas's horse under himj; whereupon the
Moorish leader leapt onto a replacement horse and rode off with his fol-
lowers, abandoning all the booty ( *3g).

After defeating the Moors in Byzacium, Solomon next turned his
attention to Numidia. By exploiting the rivalries of the Moorish
leaders, he was able to secure with bribes the assistance of the Moors
ruled by Ortaias, of the Hodna region, and Massonas (probably of the
Nementcha), who agreed to act as guides and allies. Jaudas had re-
treated into tne Aurés massif, and it was here that Solomon planned to
run him to earth. With a mixed force of infantry and cavalry, Solomon.
advanced from his base camp on the Abigas river at a rate of 50 stadia
(10.5 km.) per day. In seven days he came to the foot of mount’Acxidog,
where the guides predicted that the enemy would be located ( »%1).

After spending three days encamped at the foot of the mountain, however,

and having seen no sign of the enemy, Solomon began to doubt the trust~
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worthiness of his guides, Since insufficient food had been brought
for a campaign of more than a few days, he therefore hastily withdrew
to the plain and put his troops into camp. With nothing achieved in
Numidia, Solomon then established garrisons in the region and returned
to Carthage for the winter with the remainder of the troops (»s9).
Further campaigning planned for 536 was prevented by the out-~
break of an army mutiny, which took more than two years to quell ( »s%.
The problem of maintaining discipline in the sixth-century Byzantine
ermy was made more acute by reason of its heterogeneous nature. In-

discipline amongst the barbarian allies and foederati, in particular

the Massegatae who had already come near to active revolt on the field

of Tricamarum, was due as much to their temperament and lack of natural

loyalty to their employers, as to the fact that at least 1,000 of their
number were Arians like the Vandals (#34). During the campaign
against the Vandals, official Byzantine propaganda had attempted to
underplay the religious issue by concentrating instead on the ille-
gitimacy of Gelimer's usurpation of power (»zs5). After the fall of
Carthage, Justinian's dealings with the Arians were at first lenient.
A law of April 534 made provision for the return of church property,
including buildings and sacred vessels, to the catholics; but Arian
priests were, for the time being, allowed to retain their ecclesias—
tical positions (#38). The policy of appeasement was opposed, how-
ever, by the council of catholic bishops which met in Carthage in
February or March 535 (*s37). In reply to the bishops' demands,
Justinian promulgated a new law on 1 April 535 (‘58)5 by it the
Catholic Church was to resume immediate control of any of its former

possessions that were still in the hands of Arians; all non-catholics,
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including Arians, Donatists and even Jews, were forbidden to hold
religious services; non-catholics were debarred from public office;
and, contrary to an earlier law (#39), no special case was made for

Arian foederati or allies. The council of Carthage was also suppor-

ted by the new pope, Agapetus, in condemning Justinian's policy of
allowing Arian priests to enter the catholic hierarchy, although it
agreed that such men should receive financial compensation (.40 ).
The hardening of the official attitude towards Arians was not unnat-—
urally resented by those in the Byzantine army, and made them more
susceptible to the influence of the Vandal priests (g4 ).

Religion, however, was not the only cause for disquiet amongst
the soldiery; there were also economic factors (#49). The soldiers'
pay was, as usual, overdue (*43%). Furthermore, many of the soldiers
had taken Vandal wives and had inherited estates through them. A
law of April 534, however, made it possible for the descendents of
Roman landowners who had been dispossessed by the Vandals to regain
their inheritance if they put forward their claim within five years.
In the meantime, Vandal lands were expropriated by the state and a
new land-survey was undertaken @44). To many soldiers it appeared
therefore that they were being deprived of what was theirs by right
of conquest (ag5 ).

The feelings of discontent crystallized into active revolt at
Easter 536, when the Arians found themselves debarred from religious
celebrations, in particular from baptizing their children ( *4g). A
plot was hatched to kill Solomon as he attended unguarded the Easter-

day ceremony (March 23). The conspirators even included a number of

Solomon's own bucellarii. At the critical moment, however, the
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assassins' nerve gave way, and, the following day, a second attempt
achieved no more success, Already, however, revolt was showing
itself openly and outrages were being committed against Roman land-
owners, Five days after Easter day, the rebels converged in the
hippodrome of Carthage. When Theodore the Cappadocian, whose dislike
for Solomon was no secret, was sent to pacify them, the men elected
him their leader and marched on the prefect's palace. The first
person to be killed was the other Theodore, commander of the .excu-
bitors; his death was followed by those of others of Solomon's staff.
Solomon himself evaded the mutineers and took refuge in the palace
chapel, where he was later Jjoined by Martin. When night came, the
two men made their way to the house of Theodore the Cappadocian and,
leaving him to control Carthage as best he could, they took ship with
Procopius to Missua, across the bay of Tunis., From there Martin went
to join Valerian in Numidia, to rally support from the garrisons in
the province, while Solomon and Procopius set sail for Syracuse,
where they were received by Belisarius (t47).

The mutineers withdrew from Carthage and, gathering in the plain

of Bulla Regia, elected Stotzas, a former §opugpbpoc of Martin, as

their leader (#48). They then marched on the capital. Their number
came to 8,000 Byzantine deserters, 1,000 Vandals, including 400 who
had escaped from custody at Lesbos while being shipped to the east

and had made their wey to Mauritania, and an unspecified number of

slaves (49 ). Belisarius arrived in Carthage with 100 of his buce-~

llarii and accompanied by Solomon just in time to prevent its fall.
The news of his arrival was enough to cause the mutineers to retreat

from the walls (*50). Although only 2,000 of the garrison of Carthage
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remained loyal, Belisarius pursued the mutineers with this force
along the road leading to Numidia and finally caught up with them at

Membressa, where the road crosses the Medjerda ( #51). The two armies

camped outside the town, which was unwalled, Belisarius's men in the
flood-plain beside the river, Stotzas on the near-by hill. The
battle commenced the following day. Despite their higher position,
the mutineers found that the effect of their arrows was reduced be-
cause a strong wind was blowing in their faces ( #59). Stotzas
therefore abandoned his position and attempted to move around the
flank of Belisarius's force in order to obtain the advantage of the
wind, But the manoeuvre was clumsily executed. Belisarius fell on
his exposed flank and sent the mutineers fleeing towards Numidia.
With the immediate threat tw Carthage removed, Belisarius returned ta
Sicily,where his own forces were mutinous, leaving Ildiger and Theo-
dore in charge at Carthage (®53).

The crisis, however, was far from being over. The dux Numidiae,

Marcellus, gathering together a force composed of all the men under
bis command, numbering perhaps as many as 4,000 infantry and 1,200

cavalry, marched from Constentina to confront the mutineers at Gadi-

aufala, The ensuing contest was won by words alone. While the
troops of Numidia joined the rebels, their commanders were killed
after taking sanctury in a near-by church (sgq).

In response to the deepening crisis in Africa, Justinian appointed

a8 magister militum the patrician and ex—-consul Germanus, who was also

his cousin ( *55). Germanus arrived in Carthage towards the end of
536 accompanied by Dominicus, who was to replace John of Dyrrachium,

who had died, as commander of the infantry, and Symacchus, who was to
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be the new prefect of Africa (#56). Only one-third of the army in
Africa had remained loyal (*57 ). Before taking the field against the
rebels, Germanus therefore attempted by means of pay and promises to
draw back into the imperial camp as many of the rebellious troops as
possible (#5g). The policy succeeded so well that in 537 Stotzas
decided to commit his remaining forces to battle while they were still
of strength roughly equal to those of Germanus. He also hoped in
this way to win over some of his former supporters who, at the critical
moment, might be loth to fight against their comrades. When Germanus
led his army out from Carthage to confront Stotzas 35 stadia (6.5 km.)
from the city, however, his troops did not waver and Stotzas was

again forced to withdraw towards Numidia (#*s59).

At Cellas Vatari (sgg) the mutineers were overtaken and forced to

give battle. Germanus placed his infantry, under Dominicus, in the
centre in front of a line of baggage wagons tc give them greater con-
fidence (#g1)- He himself commanded the pick of the cavalry on the
left wing. The command of the three \§yos of cavalry on the right
was divided between John Troglitas with three others (nearest ta the
centre), Ildiger and Theodore the Cappadocian. As silent spectators
to thé contest came many thousands of Moors under Ortaias and Iaudas,
now openly reconciled to mne another, Following the advice of the
mutinous Heruls, Stotzas opened the battle by throwing his main cav-
alry attack against John's company, which seemed the weakest point,
and broke through, thereby exposing the right flank of the Byzantine
infantry which in turn began to waver. Germanus, however, brushing
aside the weaker cavalry force sent against him on the left, proceeded

to sweep the field from left to right; he was met by Ildiger and
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Theodore the Cappadocian working from the other direction. The
battle turned into a rout, culminating in the storming of the muti-
neers' camp, at which point the Moors joined in the looting. Stot-
zas, however, had already fled with 100 men. He made his way to

Mauritania, where he later married a Moorish chieftain's daughter (*62 ).

Germanus remained in Africa for at least another yeaf. Nothing
is known of events during that time except that another plot, led by

Maximinus, one of his own bucellarii, was uncovered before it could

gain wide support, and its ring-leader executed outside the city walls

of Carthage ( »g%).

4. Solomon's second governorship (A4.D. 539-544).

Solomon returned to Africa in the early summer of 539 and again

assumed the offices of magister militum per Africam and praetorian

prefect (#4 ). The fighting strength of the army had been sapped both
by the mutiny of 536-537 and by the drafting of reinforcements to
Italy, where they had been urgently needed by Belisarius. The army
of Africa had lost five of its commanders killed by the mutineers at

Gadiaufala in 536; two more, Martin and Valerian, had gone to Italy

in December 536 (#2); and, at the end of 537 or early in 538, Ildiger
had also been sent to Belisarius's aid at Rome, taking with him from
Africa a large force of cavalry (=s). In 539, however, the campaign
against Vitigis in Italy was in its final stages (s4) and Justinian
was able to direct resources back once again to the task of completing
the reconquest of Africa. Solomon therefore arrived with a new army;
its strength is not known, but it included three new senior officers,

Rufinus and Leontius, the sons of Zaunus, and John, son of Sisiniolus

(o5).
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Once in Carthage, Solomon set about consolidating the strength
of his army by weeding out possible trouble-makers and sending them
either to Constantinople or to Belisarius in Italy. He also rounded
up and expelled all the Vandals who remained in Africa, in particular
the women, The gaps in the army lists were filled by recruiting
from amongst the provincials ( té. The overhaul of the tax system
had probably been completed during the civil administration of Sym-~
machus, for Procopius states that Africa now provided abundant reven-
ues and was prosperous besides. One of the principal uses of these
revenues would have been for defence, in particular the programme of
building forts and town walls, which now got fully under way (.7).

In the summer of 539, Solomon was at last able to undertake the
campaign against the Moors of the Aurés that he had planned for the
summer of 536. The army was organized into two divisionms. The
first, under Guntarith (#8), advanced to the river Abigas (Oued bou
Roughal) (*9), in the plain of Bagai. It was there defeated by the
Moors and forced to retreat to its stockaded camp, which the Moors
then proceeded to besiege. Solomon was at this time 60 stadia (12.7
km,) away with the main force, but, hearing of Guntarith's predica-
ment, he immediately sent forward reinforcements, presumebly cavalry.
The Moors meanwhile opened the irrigation dykes fed by the river in
an attempt to flood Guntarith's campj but before they could attack,
Solomon arrived with his army and forced them to retreat to B4Buwoi¢
(*10), at the foot of the mountains. Here they made camp. No
further details are recorded of the major battle that followed, save
that the Moors were defeated, despite their superiority in numbers,

and withdrew from the area. Some went to Mauritania, others to the
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area south of the Aurés, while Iaudas with 20,000 men withdrew into
the Aurés massif (*11). This evidence suggests that Iaudas's army
had received support from the Moors of the Hodna region, led by Ort-
aias, and from the nomads under Cusina, who had settled in Numidia
after their defeat at mount Bovphaiy in 535.

Before moving against Iaudas, Solomon set about laying waste the

plains around Thamugadi north of the Aurés, which were full of ripen-

ing corn. This action would be difficult to explain if the area had
at that time been one of Romanized settlement; but Procopius states

elsewhere that Bagai, Thamugadi and the other cities of the region

around the Aurés were deserted ( #12). It seems possible, therefore,
that the lands were being cultivated by the Moors from the Aurés, who
had moved into the plain during the fifth century at the expense of
the Roman cultivators ( #1%, and that the purpose of Solomon's pill-
aging was to drive them off the land and so make it available once
more for Roman settlement. Whatever Solomon's motives may have been,
however, while he was thus engaged, Iaudas was given time to secure
bis position within the massif. Leaving a garrison to defend the
Moorish stronghold of zepBofan s+ laudas himself, with the rest of his
followers, took up position at ToBuap? & site described as defended
by cliffs on all sides. and where there was but little water avail-
able for a besieging force ( *14).

The identification of the topographical features mentioned by
Procopius has been attempted by a number of commentators without
achieving any conclusive results (%15 ). It would appear likely,
however, that the campaign was concentrated in the northern and cen-

tral regions of the Aures. This is suggested not only by the fact
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that Solomon began his march from around Thamugadi, but also because,

in contrast to the campaign of 535, he took with him only infantry,
which indicates that the terrain was unsuitable for cavalry. Solomon
beseiged ZepBobin for three days. During this time so many of the
defenders, including all of the leaders, were killed by Byzantine
archery that the fort was deserted secretly at night and the Byzantines
were able to occupy it without a fight on the morning of the fourth
day ('16)°

Leaving a garrison at ZSPBOﬁAn’ Solomon proceded to Toduap .
After several days of besieging the position and knowing that because
of the shortage of water the siege could not be maintained indefinitely,
Solomon was preparing to order the attack; but, before he had even
decided upon his tactics for the assault, an optio from his own de-
tachment (xaxaxopoc), Gezon by name, began the assault alone. After
killing the three Moors who were guarding the entrance, he was soon
joined by several of his comrades and the place was stormed. Jaudas,

wounded in the thigh by a javelin, fled to Mauritania. The final

objective of Solomon's campaign was the rock of Geminus, or Gemin-
ianus, on which Iaudas had stored his money and his wives ( *17).
Because the Moors considered the position impregnable, it had been
left in the sole charge of an old man, It therefore only required a
soldier to scale the walls and smite off the old man's head for all
Jaudas's treasure to be delivered to the Byzantines (*18).

The Aurés campaign was followed by the annexation of Mauritania

Prima or Sitifensis, which Procopius also refers to as the land of

2487 - Whether this province included the Petite Kabylie seems doubt-

ful, since it is likely that this area formed part of the kingdom of
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Mastigas, who ruled at that time over the whole of Mauritania Caesar-—

iensis, with the exception of the city of Caesarea itself. The dis-
tribution of Byzantine fortifications, however, suggests that during
this period the whole of the Hodna region and the high plains of
Sétif were garrisoned and the inhabitants no doubt made to pay a tri-
bute ('19). The mountains of Belezma and the Aures were also ringed |
with forts, but although Procopius suggests that garrisons were also
established within the Aurés massif (#2090 ), no Byzantine fortification
has yet been found there. In the high plains and mountains of the

" Constantinois, the system of fortification begun by Belisarius or by
Solomon during his first governorship was now brought to completion

( *21). The southern limit of Byzantine political control now ran

from Zabi Iustiniana through Tubunae to Thabudeos, Badias, ad Maiores

and, possibly, ad Turres; thence to Capsa Iustiniana and Tacapes

(#22). In Tripolitania, the Byzantine military presence was confined

to the coastal cities, but the tribes of the interior, in particular

the lLeuathae and the Garamantes, were held in treaty relationships

(*28). North of this line, the country was covered by a network of
forts and fortresses, defending centres of Roman settlement and
encirciting the zZones of Moorish settlement, such as the Tunisian
Dorsal and the Kroumirie. Many of these fortifications were paid
for out of the treasure captured from Iaudasj; but the main financial
burden must have fallen on the tax-paying provincials (®94).
Procopius indicates that the level of taxation imposed immed-
iately after the reconquest by Justinian's assessors was oppressive
and was one of the causes of the mutiny led by Stotzas in 536 (*25 ).

It would seem likely, however, that any level of taxation would have
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seemed oppressive to those who had paid little or no tax under the
Vandal régime. In Solomon's second period of office in Africa we
hear of no‘;uch compaints. Indeed, both Procopius and Corippus

depict this period as a golden age (s9g). Byzacium had been at

peace since 535 and northern Numidia and Carthago Proconsularis since

5373 Corippus is hardly exaggerating, therefore, when he writes of the
period before Solomon's death in 544 as of ten full years of pros-
perity (#27). But they were not to last.

The security of Byzantine Africa relied at all times not only on
the system of fortifications and garrisons which covered the country,
but also on continuous diplomatic activity to maintain cordial rela-
tions with the Moorish leaders. The Moors not only represented the
gravest threat to peace in the area. They also formed, as they had
done in the fourth century, an indispené?fle part of the policing
system of the limites, or frontier zones which divided the areas of
Roman from native settlement. In return for imperial recognition
of their leaders, confirmed by their investiture with the tokens of
office, and for annual cash payments, the Moors undertook to maintain
the peace and to leave the lands of the Roman Africans unmolested.
The existence since the later fifth century, however, of large chief-
doms or petty kingdoms, encompassing a number of smaller tribes,

meant that, when breaches occurred between a Moorish leader and the

magister militum or dux limitis, a major rebellion was likely to

ensue, requiring the intervention of the full field-army supported

by loyal Moorish contingents (wgg ).

Ae though representing a dread portent of what was to follow, the

bubonic plague, which had already swept through the eastern empire,
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reached Africa by sea in 543. Corippus asserts that it afflicted
only the Roman population, in particular those of the towns, and

left the Moors unscathed. The latter therefore bided their time,
waiting for the risk of infection to be removed before falling on the
weakened provinces ( #2g9. It is indeed likely that mortality was
highest in the larger centres of population, in particular the coastal
cities which would have been directly exposed to shipping, and there-
fore to rats, from the east; the country areas may have been less
seriously affected, though this does not seem to have been the case
elsewhere in the empire (#3g). The plague, however, was not the
cause of the Moorish revolt which broke out in 544.

In 543, Solomon's nephew Sergius was appointed dux of Tripoli-

tania. He possessed none of the qualities of his unclej indeed, his
only qualification was that, as suitor to the grand-daughter of Anton-
ina, Belisarius's wife, he was a protégé of the empress Theodora (*31).

One of the first of his acts on reaching Lepcis Magna was to receive

eighty leading men of the Leuathae at a banquet in the governor's
palace ( *39. Now it was customary for Moorish leaders to receive
from the emperor's representative the insignia which confirmed them in
their officey although Procopius mentions that it was said by some
that the Leuathae had gathered in order to kill Sergius, any such idea
is scarcely credible, since they had nothing to gain by such a move.
The Moors did have grievances, however, in particular the plundering
of their crops by the Byzantines (*33). Sergius however, refused to
listen to their complaints and was about to leave the room, when one

of the Moors laid a hand on his shoulder to restrain him. The Moor

was instantly killed for his insolence by one of Sergius's guards and
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in the uproar that ensued all but one of the Moorish leaders were
massacred, despite the oaths which Sergius had given for their safetly.
This was the signal for a major insurrection. Sergius defeated the
army of the Leuathae which massed outside Lepcis to avenge the deaths
of.their leaders; but in the following spring the tribe was again
plundering the Roman estates of .Byzacium (*54 ).

Another revolt had meanwhile been brewing in Byzacium itself
among the Moors of the Dorsal region. Solomon had caused the brother
of Antalas, Guarizila, to be put to death for allegedly fomenting
revolt, and had stopped Antalas's pension. This breach, and the

irruption of the Moors of Tripolitania into Byzacium, brought Antalas

to renew the old alliance with them that had been allowed to lapse
since the time of the Byzantine reconquest (¢55). To oppose the
Moorish insurgency Solomon was joined in Carthage by Sergius and by
Sergius's brother Cyrus, the dux of the Pentapolis, As Bolomon
advanced on Theueste, near to which Antalas had gathered his forces,
he :‘drew further support from the Moors uhder Cusina and from two minor
Tripolitanian tribes (*36). At first Solomon attempted to open neg-
otiations with Antalas, but when this policy failed the Byzantines
were able to gain an initial success and recapture part of the Moors'
booty. Battle was joined with the main Moorish force at Cillium,.
gsome 70 km., east-south-east of Theueste, down the valley of the Oued
el-Hathaby but at the crucisl moment, Solomon found himself deserted
by his Moorish allies and by & large number of his own troops, who
were more interested in the division of the spoils already gained
than in renewed fighting. As he was retiring from the field of

battle, the magister militum's horse stumbled while negatiating a
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ravine, throwing its rider to the ground. Although his guards
swiftly set him on its back again, Solomon was too numbed from the
fall to keep hold of the reins and was overtaken and killed by the
enemy, together with a number of his bodyguard (z7).

Solomon's rule in Africa had been wise and moderate. It was to
take two unhappy years of turmoil before a worthy successor was to be
found in the person of John Troglitas, and a further two before order

was finally restored.

5. Military crisis (A.D. 544-546).

Solomon was succeeded as magister militum and prefect by his

nephew Sergius (*1). The choice could not have been less fortunate.
Not only did Sergius lack the necessary practical experience and per-
sonal qualities (*2), but he was also disliked by all ranks of the
army and by the civilian population. Moreover, the appointment of

a blood relation of Solomon, whom Antalas held responsible for the
murder of his brother, and the man who had caused the massacre of the
leaders of the Leuathae was not likely to be received favourably b
the Moors. In a letter to Justinian, however, Antalas continued to
stress his loyalty to the emperor's person, but demanded that Sergius
be removed from office. Justinian rejected the offer of peace on
such terms (sx)-

After the battle of Cillium (spring 544) (#4), the Leuathae
advanced as far north as Laribus, which they besieged for & short
while before accepting a bribe of 3,050 gold solidi and departing
homewards (#5). Antalas, however, was still active in Byzacium,

where he was joined by the mutineer Stotzas, who returned from Mauri-
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tania with some Vandals and former soldiers (#§ ). Because of Sergius's
unpopularity the Byzantine garrison commanders refused to cooperate
with him and remained inactive (#7). The entreaties of the Africans
whose lands were being pillaged, however, eventually stirred John, son
of Sisiniolus, to take the field (*8). John's plan was to advance

southwards from Broconsularis and to join forces with those of the dux

Byzacii, Himerius, who was to march north from Hadrumentum to meet him

at Meyegfoom (#9). On learning that the Moors were already encamped
at the place for the rendez-vous, however, John countermanded his
earlier instructions; but the second letter never reached Himerius,

who, after a night's march from Hadrumentum, led his men right into

the hands of the enemy ( *10). Only one xatédhoyog of fifty horsemen,
commanded by Severianus of Emesa, put up any fight; but they too,
together with Himerius, were forced to lay down their arms after being
surrounded in the near-by fort of Cebar to which they had fled (*11).
The soldiers went over to Stotzas, whose powers of persuasive elo-
quence had not diminished during his seven years of exile. Himerius
and Severianus were taken captive, but later escaped and made their
way to Carthage ( *192).

While John withdrew to Proconsularis, Stotzas advanced on Hadru-

mentum., Threatening Himerius with death if be did not comply with
his orders, Stotzas sent the dux up to the gates with a party of
Vandals posing as prisoners. On hearing from their own commander
the fabricated story that Stotzas and the Moors had been defeated,
the defenders opened the gates and were immediately overpowered by

the Vandals. Hadrumentum was sacked and a small garrison installed,

while the Moors withdrew with their booty. Shortly afterwards, the
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city was retaken through the enterprise of a priest named Paul.

This man escaped from the city by having himself let down over the
walls on ropes, and made his way by sea to Carthage. There he was
received by Sergius, who grudgingly loaned him eighty soldiers, with
whom and with a flotilla of small boats manned by sailors and Roman
Africans dressed to look like soldiers, Paul set sail. As the ex-~

pedition was nearing Hadrumentum, word was sent to the notables of

the city that an army commanded by Germanus, the victor of Cellas
Vatari, was on its way from Carthage; and they, thus encouraged,
arranged for a postern gate on the town wall to be left open. Enter-
ing through it at night, Paul's men overpowered the garrison., The
effect of the rumoured advent of Germanus was suéh as to cause the
Moors to temporarily withdraw from Byzacium (*13).

The deception did not last long, however, and before the year
was out Byzacium was again being plundered. The Roman population
fled to the cities, to Sicily and to other islands, while those who
had the means made their way to Constantinople (%14 ).

It was doubtless the accounts of these exiles that impressed on
Justinian the seriousness of the situation in Africa. He responded
by sending more troops and by curtailing the authority of Sergius, by

appointing a praetorian prefect and a second magister militum Africae.

The new prefect was Athanasius, an elderly and experienced admini-
strator, who, since the end of 539, had served as praetorian prefect

of Italy (+15). The second magister militum, Areobindus, however,

was totally unequipped for military command; he was a man of the
senate with no previous military experience. With him came Prejecta,

his wife and the daughter of Justinian's sister Vigilantia. The
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troops who accompanied the party were few in number, but included a
detachment of Armenians, commanded by two brothers, Artabanes and
John, of the royal house of the Arsacidae; Artabanes had played a
leading rdle in the Armenian revolt of 538, but in Africa was to prove
bhimself a trustworthy and capable servant of the emperor ( *186).
Justinian divided the military command equally between Sergius and
Areobindus. To the former he gave the task of dealing with the
unrest in Numidia, where Cusina and Iaudas had recently joined the
revolt (#17); to Areobindus fell that of pacifying Byzacium (s1g).
However, the policy of dividing the military command was to prove no
more successful in Africa than it had done earlier in Italy with Bel-
isarius and Narses (*19).

Areobindus arrived in Carthage in the spring of 545 (tgo) and
Sergius immediately departed for Numidia. Nothing is known of Ser-
gius's campaign. Areobindus, however, sent John, son of Sisiniolus,

against the enemy in Byzacium or Proconsularis, but, finding itself

greatly outnumbered, John's army retreated in disorder (*21). A
second engagement took place later that year at Thacia (Bordj Messa-

oudi), on the Carthage road 38 km. north-east of Sicca Veneria (»22 ).

It had been Areobindus's intention on this occasion that John's attack
on the Moorish and rebel army, which had been reported in the area,
should be coordinated with a simultaneous one from the west by Sergius
approaching from Numidia. Sergius, however, refused to cooperate.
John came across the Moors drawn up in front of a river. Under a
hail of arrows the enemy was forced to withdraw across it, and John's
forces followed. As they gave chase, however, the Byzantine cavalry

ran headlong into Stotzas's force, which had come up in support of the
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Moors. The tyrant himself was mortally wounded by an arrow shot by
Johny but this piece of gbod fortune did not prevent the battle turn-
ing into a rout in which John also found his end in circumstances
similar to those of Solomon at Cillium. John, the brother of Arta-
banes, was also amongst those slain ( *28).

After the disaster of Thacia, Sergius was finally recalled to-

wards the end of 545, and Areobindus became the sole magister militum

Africae (*24). This move came too late, however, for any diplomatic
advantage to be gained from it. In any case, disaffection in Africa
was no longer confined to the Moors and the handful of deserters who

had joined them; the dux Numidiae, Guntarith ( »95, was already plan-

ning to overthrow Areobindus and set himself up as ruler in Carthage.
With great ingenuity Guntarith persuaded the Moors of Cusina and Iaudas
to join forces with those of Antalas and march on Carthage. Their
number was increased by Stotzas's army, now led by a man named Johnj
this included some 500 deserters, about 8@ Huns and 400 or more Vandals.
Confronted with such a force Areobindus summoned to Carthage what
forces he could and put them under the command of Guntarith, about
whoge implication in the revolt he knew nothing. The army defending
Carthage camped around the gates, outside the city walls (.25).

When the Moorish army approached the city, Guntarith opened
secret negotiations with Antalas, promising him, in return for support
for the furtherance of his ambitions, the control of Byzaciup, half
the possessions of Areobindus and a bodyguard of 1,500 men. Areo-

bindus, however, was at the same time negotiating with Cusina, but
since his diplomatic moves were all known to Guntarith, they were also

known to Antalas (*27). It was Guntarith's intention to persuade
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Areobindus to commit himself to a battle, so that in it his death
could be easily arranged. When the agreed day for battle came, how-
ever, Areobindus delayed in endless preparations and in deciding how
best to put on his armour, so that the attack had to be postponed to
the following day. Guntarith, fearing that the delay had been caused
by a forewarning of the plot, rather than by Areobindus's own incom-
petence, decided finally to act openly. At first he attempted to
frighten Areobindus into fleeing, by opening the gate of the city over
which he had command, as though to invite the Moors to enter; this
move might have succeeded, but the winter gales were heginning and
Areobindus felt disinclined to put to sea in such weather. Mean-
while, the other commanders, notabljrArtabanes, urged Areobindus to
deal firmly with the rebels, and a hand-to-hand battle was fought on
the parapets and around the gate. On the sight of blood, however,
Areobindus called off the combat and fled to the fortified monastery
overlooking the harbour where his wife and sister were already shel-
tering. Thus was Carthage delivered to the rebels (=9g).

Guntarith acted quickly to consolidate his position in Carthage.
The mutineers led by John were brought into the city, and supporters
of the emperor were put to death, Despite solemn pledges given for
his safety by Guntarith, through the intermediary of the bishop of
Carthage, Reparatus, Areobindus was also killed by Guntarith's guard
Ulitheus (end of 545) . Athanasius, the prefect, was spared, appar-
ently on account of his advanced years (®29 ). Artabanes, who had fled
the city, later accepted pledges for his safety and agreed to serve
Guntarith. It is possible that Guntarith was taken in by Artabanes

because of the latter's earlier disloyalty towards the emperor; what-



12.

I1.5.
ever the reason, however, it was to prove a fatal misjudgement (#50)-

Guntarith's next concern was to gain imperial recognition of his
command in Africa by representing himself to Constantinople as the
man who had restored order during the crisis in Carthage. He there-
fore treated Prejecta with the greatest courtesy and induced her to
write to her uncle, Justinian, explaining that the death of her hus-
band had been solely the work of Ulitheus. In this way he hoped not
only for imperial favour, but also for the hand of the emperor's
niece (#39. The Moors, however, no longer had a rble to play in the
fulfilment of his personal ambition; besides which, Guntarith
wanted to do nothing that might imperil his chances of success with
the emperor, He therefore disregarded his agreement with Antalas,
sending him only the head of Areobindus as reward for his assistance
(*32).

When he realised that he had been tricked, Antalas withdrew to
Byzacium and entered negotiations with the dux, Marcentius, who, be-
cause of the unsetiled state of the province, was temporarily residing
on an off-shore island; the troops under his command, who were still

loyal to the emperor, were garrisoned in Hadrumentum (*35).

Early in 546, Guntarith sent Artabanes with an army against Anta-

las in Byzacium. In a battle south-west of Hadrumentum, Antalas's

Moors fled the field, but Artabanes failed to fallow in pursuit,
making the excuse that his forces might thereby have been exposed to

an attack from the rear mounted by Marcentius from Hadrumentum, In

fact, Artabanes contemplated joining forces with Marcentius at this
stage, but desisted from doing so, judging that the tyrant could more

easily be disposed of in Carthage than on the field of battle. He
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therefore returned to Carthage and explained to Guntarith that
Byzacium could only be reduced with the aid of a larger army (»34 ).
Such a force was assembled, and Guntarith intended leading it. On
the evening before it was due to set out, however, Artabanes carried
through his plan, and Guntarith and his followers were killed at a
banquet held in the prefect's palace in Carthage (early 546). The
other ring-leaders were rounded up and sent to Constantinople (sgs ).

Artabanes now became magister militum Africae. In her grati-

tude for the avenging of the death of her husband and for her own
gsalvation from the clutches of his murderer, Prejecta showered riches
upon Artabanes and became betrothed to him. Before the end of 546,
Justinian granted Artabanes's request to be allowed to follow his

fiancée to Constantinople, where he was made consul, comes foedera-

torum and magister militum praesentalis and was féted as a popular

hero. His matrimonial ambitions were thwarted, however, when the
woman to whom he had been married since childhood, hearing in far-off
Armenia of his success, came to Constantinople in search of him. Her
cause was vigorously espoused by the empress Theodora, and Prejecta
was summarily married off to John, & nephew of Hypatius, the usurper

in the Nika riots (szg).

6. The governorship of John Troglitas (A.D. 546-c.552).

John Troglitas, who succeeded Artabanes as magister militum

Africae, arrived in Carthage towards the end of 546 (%1). The peace
concluded with the Persians in the spring of 545 allowed the emperor
to entrust the magister militum with a new army, with which to restore

-

order in Africa (*3). John was probably a native of Tpo@yidog s @
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region of Macedonia (*3). He already had considerable experience of

Africa, having served as a commander of foederati during the Vandal

war and having taken part in the later battles of Autenti (535?) and

Cellas Vatari (537) (wg). During Solomon's first governorship, he

seems to have been dux of either Tripolitania or Byzacium ( #5). He had

left Africa after peace had been restored there (#¢), and by 541 was

serving as dux Mesopotamiae. In that year he took part in the battle

of Nisibis against the Persians and remained in the east thereafter
for some five years. Like Belisarius, thirteen years earlier, John
came to Africa from the eastern frontier by way of Constantinople
(*7).

In Africa the general Moorish uprising that had begun in 544 was.
8till in progress, and the perennial plundering of Byzacium and ensla-
vement of its Roman African population continued unchecked. The By-
zantine forces seem, as in 544, to have been withdrawn to Carthage
and the coastal cities of Byzacium ( *g), and, in view of the small-

ness of their numbers, the dux Byzacii, Marcentius, was unable to take

offensive action. The list of tribes which Corippus describes as
hostile to Byzantium at this time gives the impression of a barbarian
conspiracy of gigantic proportions, organized by Antalas with the
purpose of driving the Romans out of Byzacium. In 546, as in pre-
Vvious years, the Moors of the Dorsal were joined in their plundering

by nomads from Tripolitania, in particular the Leuathae and Austur-

iani, led by Ierna, the chief priest of Gurszil. The Moors of the
Aurés region, including those ruled by Iaudas, were also in revolt,
but not actively so in Byzacium (sg9). The parlous state of the By-

zantine defensive system is illustrated by the fact that even the
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small tribes.of Proconsularis, such as those inhabiting the region

around Curubis in Cap Bon, were able to raid near-by Roman settle-
ments (%10).

No sooner had John arrived in Carthage than he set out for Byza-
cium with all the forces at his disposal (s14). Corippus describes
the army that left Carthage as comprising nine brigades (agmina). We
learn later that these included eight of cavalry, commanded by the

magister militum Gentius, the duces Putzintulus, Gregory, Geiserith,

John senior, Fronimuth and Marcentius, and the tribune acting commander
Marturiusjy there was also one brigade of infantry commanded by the
dux Tarasis @qg ). Although the military terminology of Corippus is
often vague and inconsistent, it seems possible to equate these units,
and the A\gyor of Procopius, with the units called polpas in the Stra-

tegicon of Maurice; they were commanded by duces or magistri militum

uacantes and contained three or more numeri commanded by tribunes (®1% ).

John's forces, leaving aside his own bucellarii and the Moorish allies,

might therefore have numbered around 8,000-16,000 cavalry and 1,000~

2,000 infantry. As his domesticus, and probably also a commander of

bucellarii, John brought with him from Mesopotamia the Persian Recin-

arius, whom Corippus represents as a personification of wisdom (.14).
The strength of the Byzantine army was swelled by the presence of two
large contingents of Moorish allies from Numidia: Cusina with his
Massyles and Ifisdaias together with his son, Bitiptes, and their
followers ( #1g).

The route by which John advanced into Byzacium is uncertain, but

in all probability it followed the coast road through Hadrumentum,

where his forces may have been joined by the provincial garrison @16 ).
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At Castra Antonia (#17 ), he received embassies from Antalas, who

delivered a threatening message (#18). Undeterred, John pressed on
to relieve the besieged towns of the sahel (#*19). At first the Moors
withdrew from the Byzantine territory before his advance, but, con-
centrating their forces in the western and wilder parts of the pro-
vince, they later managed to inflict a severe reverse on the Byzantine
advance% guard, which was commanded by Geiserith with the tribune
Amantius (*20). John found the Moorish camp situated on a hill and
constructed in the usual manner of the nomads, with a circle of camels
eight deep and a stockade enclosing their women, children and baggage;
there were two further rings of defences, one of cattle six deep and
another of smaller animals including donkeys. The entrances were
sinuous and flanked by booby~traps, so that only the Moors could go in
and out without fear (#91). The Moorish field-force, directed by
Antalas, took up position outside the camp, but near enough to it to
allow the infantry to retire within it if the necessity arose. The
cavalry of the right wing was commanded by Sidifanj; Carcasan and the
Ifurces took the left, while Ierna and Bruten held the centre. The
Moors under Antalas took up a position on a hill some distance away (#22).
John put his forces into a marching camp a short distance from the
Moorish camp (*2% ). He was particularly anxious for the safety of
the Roman prisoners held by the Moors, and, rather than risk a battle,
he therefore sent Amantius/g;/an embassy to Antalas, offering him an
amnesty om condition that the Moors returned the prisoners, withdrew
from Byzantine territory and renewed their oaths of allegiance to the

emperor (s9¢ ). Amantius returned to the Byzantine camp the following

morning to report that Antalas, recalling the lack of faith shown by
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two previous Byzantine commanders, Solomon and Artabanes, with whom
he had entered into agreements, saw no reason to accept new overtures
of peace (xg5).

The battle began in an orderly fashion. John's small force of
infantry, which he placed in the centre, was strengthened by the

bucellarii under Recinarius and himself, and flanked on the right by

five cavalry brigades and Cusina's Moors, and on the left by three
brigades and the Moors of Ifisdaias ( *26). As the two armies appro-—
ached one another the sky became filled with arrows, javelins and
sling stones. Corippus presents the engagement as a series of
attacks and counter-attacks, dwelling in particular on the personal
deeds of valour of the leaders of both sidesy it is impossible,
therefore, to achieve any understanding of the tactical development
of the struggle. Its culmination, however, was the storming of the
Moorish camp and the victory of the Byzantine forces. Antalas com-
mitted his troops too late to alter the outcome of the battle, and
Ierna, attempting to escape the carnage and clutching the grizzly god
Gurzil to his breast, was overtaken and slain (t27).

After driving the Moors from the Romanized parts of Byzacium,
John set about reconstructing the Byzantine defensive system in the
region. The words put into his mouth by Corippus show that this
enfailed, in effect, the restoration of the limes sysiem on the lines
established by Belisarius and Solomon; the only change was that there
were now to be two duces in command of the region (s2g ):

'However, [the tribe of the Moors], dashed to pieces by the
supreme authority of our God, has withdrawn. And now 1

intend to hasten the defence of the Libyan borders by their
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usual guardians and to restore a bountiful government. Even
more swiftly lead back the numeri to their respective stations
and fortify the positions. Surround with a cordon the high
mountains, the caves, the woods, the rivers, the forest crags
and the refuges, and carefully stop up the blockaded lines of
access, In a short while, the ungodly tribe of the Mazaces
(13. the Moors) will pass away and be exterminated through
hunger: if, with its soldiery expelled, it is unable to pill-
age [our] houses it will either submit to our arms and seek
peace or, fleeing, will search the farthest regions of the
earth and abandon our borders. The greatest concern of the
two duces of Byzacium shall be to pursue and harry the affri-
ghted Massyle forces with their troops, to press hard with
their swords the unfortunate hordes and to drive the enemies

from our territory' ( »gg).

In Carthage John was accorded a hero's welcome by the populace.
Corippus paints a vivid picture of the procession of bewildered
Moorish captives, passing through the city on their way to the slave
market. The standards of Solomon, retaken from the Moorish camp,
were sent to the emperor (szg).

The peace thus established in Byzacium, however, did not last
through the following year (*31). Corippus represents the cause of

the Moorish revolt which erupted from Tripolitania in the summer of

547 as the desire of the Leuathae for revenge after their humiliating
defeat and the loss of their women, children and cattle (#zg9). A
more practical reason for the nomads' desire to move north into Byzac-
ium at this time of year, however, is suggested in John's own words

quoted above, namely that there were insufficient food resources

available to them in the oases of Tripolitania. As soon as the spring

harvests had been gathered, therefore, the tribesmen of these regions
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collected together their families and flocks under Carcasan, the
leader of the Leuathae, and fell on the Romanized settlements of

coastal Tripolitania. The dux of the province, Rufinus, sent an

urgent message for help to John at Carthage ( «3s).

The difficulties facing the magister militum were grave. It

seems likely that the attack mounted by the Visigoths of Spain on
Septem, which is recorded by Isidore of Seville, took place earlier
in the same yearj it may indeed have been this which led to the re-
duction in the cavalry stirength of the Byzantine field-army, between
the winter of 546/547 and the summer of 547, from eight to five bri-
gades (agmina). The Visigoths, however, were beaten back. Under
their king, Theudis, they had managed to gaiﬁ possession of the
castrum of Septem, but while they were at Sunday prayer the Byzantines
mounted a surprise attack and destroyed their army, cutting it off by
land and sea. Shortly after this ignominious defeat, Theudis was
assassinated in June 548 (34). The strength of Jokn's army in
Africa was further reduced by the failure of Ifisdaias to respond to
his appeals for help (#55). Cusina, however, answered his call (ssg ),
and the Byzantine frontier troops were gathered together from the
garrison points which they had occupied since the end of the previous
campaign (ez7).

It was midsummer, but because of the devastation suffered earlier
by the province the harvest yields of Byzacium were insufficient to
support a large army in the field. Nevertheless, John hoped that,

by making with all speed to the border with Tripolitania, he could

head off the Moorish advance and save what there was of the year's

harvest («sg). But Carcasan had already crossed the frontier (ssg).
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On the apprecach of the Byzantine army, the Moors retreated southwards
towards the Fezzan, across the dry wastes and sands of the western
Tripolitanian desert (#40). John followed them, but his troops,
unaccustomed to desert travel, suffered accordingly; furthermore,

the army's provisions of food and water were inadequate, and a heavy
toll was taken of cavalry horses in particular. In view of this, the
Byzantine afmy was forced to withdraw to the coast, where it took up
position beside a river, probably a short distance south of Tacapes
(Gabés); in this position John was able to guard the corridor which
gives access to Byzacium between the Matmata plateau and the sea (sgq ).
This was the territory of the Astrices, who sent representatives to

the Byzantine commander to seek peace and renew their allegiance to

the emperor; their loyalty, however, remained suspect (*42). To

add to John's difficulties, unfavourable winds from the south prevented
supplies reaching the army from the coastal cities of Bygacium, and a
number of his troops, the majority of whom were already mutinous on
account of what they considered an unnecessary ordeal in the desert,
began to desert (+4s).

The nomads were meanwhile blockaded in the oases and suffering
from lack of food and water. When they realised that their pursuers
bad withdrawn, however, they attempted once more to break out towards
the north. John first heard of their movement when Byzantine and
allied scouts reported seeing camp fires to the south of the Byzantine
camp; but it was uncertain at first whether these belonged to the
Leuathae or to the Astrices ( *44). Although John was hesitant
about moving camp, Cusina, identifying the Moors as Leuathae, urged

him to advance south and take up position behind a certain river,
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whose deep bed and wooded banks would serve as an easily defended

barrier. Although he remained apprehensive, John agreed to move

south, and soon the dry hills and plains of Gallica came into view
(#45). Although the identification of the topographical features
is not firmly established, it seems likely that John's advance was

along the coast road towards Lepcis Magna and that the river was one

of the series of water courses, such as the Oued Zigzaou or Oued el-
Zeuss, which cut across the corridor between the Matmata plateau and
the sea. The battle took place in the vicinity of Marta (Mareth) ( #46 ).
The two armies took up position on either side of the river, but,
as John was making camp and posting men to defend the north bank of
the river, the Leuathae withdrew. In disregard of John's orders,
some of the Byzantine troops gave chase, but, although they gained an
initial success, John resolutely refused to commit his main force
(»47). Appreciating the danger caused by the ill-timed and unco-
ordinated attack, however, he drew up the rest of his amy in battle
order to defend the bank if it should be attacked. On the right he
put Cusina, commanding both Massyles and Romans, together with Froni-
muth and John senior; on the left, Putzintulus, Geiserith and Sinduits
and in the centre, he himself took up position with his own cavalry,
behind the infantry commanded by Tarasis (‘48)° His forces were rest-
less, however, seeing the enemy in flight pursued by their comradesj

two men in particular, the bucellarii (armigeri) Ariarith and Ziper,

urged John to commit his remaining forces to battle. John at length
gave in to their demands and seti the seal on the disaster that followed
(e49). The river bed, chosen by the Byzantines as a defensive posi-

tion, now placed them at a considerable disadvantage when they moved
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to the attack. Carcasan's main force, which had played no part in
the skirmishing, fell on the Byzantine troops as they clambered up
the opposite side of the wadi bed, and the fighting raged amongst the
tamarisks and oleasters, Part of the Byzantine force that had not
yet begun to cross the river turned and fled, as did the Moors under
Cusina. While the lLeuathae pursued them across the plain, only a
small force under John himself stood firmly on the field and thereby
prevented the total destruction of the army (*50).

With what remained of his army, John was able to retreat in good
order to within the walls of a small town on the coast (.51). The
sirocco, which had previously prevented supplies from reaching the
army by sea, had now spent itself, Hearing that some of his forces
had reached Iunci, further north along the coast, John therefore with-
drew there to join them, following the coast so as to be in constant
contact with his supply ships and sending word for the other survivors
to meet at the same place. (*52). From Iunci the remants of the army

made its way to Laribus, in the mountainous region of Numidia Procon-

sularis, on the main road leading from Carthage to Theueste. The
position was well chosen: it commanded good communications with the
capital and with the parts of Numidia from which the Byzantines drew
their Moorish support; and it lay on the edge of Byzacium and the area
over which Antalas ruled. The town also had strong ramparts built
by Solomon and enclosing over 4 ha. (=gs).

While the Byzantine army was sheltering at Laribus, the Leuathae

were given a free rein in Byzacium. According to Procopius, they

joined forces, as before, with the Moors of Antalas and overran

Byzantine Africa as far north as the environs of Carthage itself (ss4 ).
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During the winter of 547/548, the strength of the Byzantine army
was gradually built up in preparation for a decisive campaign planned
for 548. From Carthage the prefect Athanasius, assisted by John's
son Peter, collected troops and supplies of corn and armaments and
dispatched them down the road to Laribus (*55). John sent John Step~
hanides to patch up a quarrel that had arisen between Cusina and Ifis~
daias, This mission proved so successful that when, in the following

year, the Leuathae and Austuriani again appeared in Byzacium, a force

of Moorish allies, put by Corippus at some 150,000, had been gathered
together in the plain of Arsuris (*56): they included Cusina, now

distinguished by the title of magister militum and surrounded by a

bodyguard of Byzantine troops presented to him by the emperor, besides
30,000 of his own men; Ifisdaias with 100,000 men; Iaudas, accom-—
panied by his son and 12,000 men; and Bezina, an unknown personality,

whom Corippus calls praefectus and who was accompanied by an undis-

closed total of flocks and men (s57 ).
In midsummer, John advanced with his whole army south-eastwards
through the passes of the Dorsal towards *Mamma ( *58), where the

Leuathae and Austuriani under Carcasan were raiding. As the Byzan-

tine army advanced, the Moors retreated, following tactics similar to
those of the previous year. As the Byzantines followed them across
the barren steppe, both sides suffered badly from the lack of food
and watery in addition to these discomforts, the sirocco was again
blowing hot from the Sahara. After ten days of march, John sent the
numerus commanded by Liberatus Caecilides on ahead to survey the
terrain. By this time, the Moors were pillaging the lands around

Tunci on the coast (#59). Leaving his escort behind, Liberatus
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passed through the Moorish lines and reached the blockaded town,
which he found in a sorry state, lying exposed to attack and defended
only by Providence and the fiery eloquence of the priest. After
making a tour of inspection of the Moorish encampments, Liberatus
rejoined his troops. On their way back towards the Byzantine camp,
however, they ran into a party of Moors commanded by Varinnus. In
the skirmish a number of Moors were killed and Varinnus and three
others taken prisoner. The catch was a profitable one, for, before
he hanged all four of them, John was able to discover from the Moors
that Carcasan's retreat was only a feint designed to lead him into a
trap *60 ). With this knowledge John decided to occupy the coastal
plain and thereby deprive the Moors of their food supply; as antici-
pated, they retreated without a fight, and John marched south on
their heels until he reached Lariscus (La Skhira), some 40 km. south-
west along the coast from Iunci (*61) . Here the Byzantine forces
were stationed in the town and supplied by sea, while the Moorish
allies camped in the area around. Meanwhile, Carcasan and Antalas,
deprived of the corn and pasture of the sahel, retreated to the moun-
tainous regions south-west of Lariscus (#62).

While the army was encamped at Lariscus, a mutiny in the Byzantine
ranks threatened to put in jeopardy the successful outcome of the cam-
paign. With the help of Cusina, however, John was able to restore
order without recourse to violence (teg). The Byzantine army then
advanced down the coast before turning inland to reach the campi
Catonis ( *64). Since the Moors, deprived of corn, were reduced to
living off their flocks, John was in no hurry to attack them. His

plan was to advance after divine service on the following day, which
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was a Sunday, so as to be in a position to attack the enemy in the

region of *Latara on the Monday (#gs).

Carcasan, however, having received support from some local tribes
and knowing that John would attack him before long, decided to take
the initiative himself by attacking the Byzantine army on Sunday morn-
ing when, he thought, they would be least prepared. The Moorish
attack only got under way, however, after the Sunday service was over
and John had arranged his line of march (#gg ). The Byzantine army
was formed up into three divisions: the first consisted of Cusina's
Moors and Byzantine bodyguard, together with the brigades of Putzin-
tulus and Geiserith; +the second, of the brigades of Sinduit and
Fronimuth, together with the Moors of Ifisdaias; the third was com-

manded by John himself, and presumably consisted of his bucellarii

(*67). The Moors directed their initial attack against John's divi-
sion, but their greatest weight was soon felt by Cusina's, which
seems to have been in the lead. Cusina formed his men into a wedge
formation and managed to resist the attack until bhelp arrived. In
the ensuing battle, the enemy force, comprising tribes from Tripoli-
tania as well as those of Byzacium, was completely destroyed. John
himself is said to have killed Carcasan, and sixteen other Moorish
leaders perished in the slaughter. As a result of the Moorish defeat,
Antalas was forced to submit on humiliating terms (tea).

After the battle of *Latara, John was made a patrician (sgg).
Little is known of the remainder of his term of office in Africa.
This is partly due to the fact that the two principal sources for the

history of Justinianic Africa, Books III and IV of Procopius's de Bellis

and Corippus's Iohannidos, do not continue after 548, and partly
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because the period was probably one of peace, taken up with the slow
and patient reconstruction of the provinces, Byzacium in particular,

which had suffered through the four years of continual warfare and

devastation (*70). John remained magister militum Africae until 552
at least. In the autumn of 551, he dispatched a fleet with an armed
force to Sardinia, which, together with Corsica, had been seized by
Totila's Huns. The force was defeated at Caralis by the Hunnish
garrison, and returned to Carthage; the following year a second ex—
pedition seems to have taken possession of the islands with no diffi-
culty (#71). By September 552, the prefect Athanasius, who is last
mentioned in 548, had been replaced by Paul (#79). John may perhaps
have died or have been replaced at around the same time; the silence
of the sources is perhaps the greatest testimony to the lasting

effect of his military achievement.

T. The later sixth century and the reforms of the emperor Maurice
(c. 552-602).

The peace established by John Troglitas lasted well after his
death in around 552 and almost to the end of the reign of Justinian
(14/15 Nov. 565). In consequence, little is known of the military
history of these years (#1). Two laws concerning the colonate, how-
ever, give the names of the praetorian prefects holding office in
September 552 and September 558 as Paul and John respectively (=9);
and a third prefect, Booetius , is mentioned in an undated latter of
pope Pelagius I (555-560) (eg).

It is recorded by Agathias that by the latter part of the reign

of Justinian, the strength of the armed forces stationed in both the
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eastern and western provinces of the empire had been reduced, largely
through neglect, from the figure of 645,000 recorded under the earlier
emperors to barely 150,000 (#4 ). Although the manner in which they
are presented suggests that these figures are somewhat exaggerated,
there are good reasons for accepting their general veracity. The
earlier figure would doubtless have been derived from an official docu~-
ment of the period before 395, when the administration of the empire
was split into two (¢5). The latter one, however, makes sense, as

A. H. M. Jones has argued, only if it is taken to apply to the regular

troops alone, excluding, that is to say, the limitanei (te). If this

interpretation is accepted, then the cataclysmic effects of the reduc—
tion that have been adduced by some writers (s7 ) no longer seem war-
ranted, since the strength of the regular troops stationed in the same

provinces (excluding Spain) in the Notitia Dignitatum was only 170,000

(*g). In Africa, however, it would seem likely that the regular gar-
rison in the mid-sixth century was relatively small («g), and, as has
been noted already in the campaigns of John Troglitas, an increasing
reliance would have been put on diplomacy and on keeping the peace by
playing off one tribe against another (uqq)-

In December 562, when the faithful ally of John Troglitas, Cusina,
came to0 receive his customary payment from the emperor's representa-
tives, he was unexpectedly assassinated for reasons which remain ob-
scure on the orders of theépxwv , John Rogathinus (*11). Cusina's
sons raised the standard of rebellion, but the trouble seems to have
affected only certain parts of Africa, most probably Numidia.

Order was restored by an army sent from Constantinople under the com-

mand of a new magister militum Africae, Justinian's nephew Marcian (t12).
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It was probably in the aftermath of this revolt, either in 564 or
565, that Justinian appointed Thomas as prefect ( *15). Corippus
describes Thomas as the 'support of the tottering land of Libya, who
raised it up when it had fallen, gave the hope of life to the Africans,
made peace, put an end to war without fighting and conquered by council
those whom no one had conquered by arms' (*14), This would seem to
indicate that Marcian's army was withdrawn once the campaign was over
and that the Moorish tribes that had taken part in the revolt were per-
suaded to renew their treaty relationships with the Byzantine govern-
ment (*15).

The accession of Justin II, in November 565, seems to have
brought fresh life back into imperial administration, which had been
somewhat neglected during the latter years of Justinian's reign
through the emperor's preoccupation with religious controversy (*16).
How far Justin's attempts to put in order the civil and military
organisation of the eastern provinces were matched by a similar con-
cern for the west, however, remains uncertain (#17). Nevertheless,

a statue of the emperor, set up in Carthage by the uir clarissimus

Lucius Map[...], suggests that Africa received some benefit from

the new reign (*18); and in 566-567, the poet Corippus, who had left
Africa for Constantinople after 548, addreésed his epic-styled pane-
gyric to Justin (*19). This work is prefaced by a panegyric to the

quaestor and magister officiorum, Anastasius, in which Corippus

writes, 'Although your concern is for the world as a whole, the un-
happy Africans especially raise their eyes and faces to you. Africa
gives thanks and already feels your aid, and rejoices because the
citizens are continually talking about the generous comforts they

have received from Anastasius' (*20). Corippus himself, however,
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appears to have suffered the loss of most of his possessions when he
departed from the land of his birth (91 ).

More tangible evidence for the concern of the new administration

for Africa may be found in the defensive works erected at Thubursicu

Bure (565-569) and, probably, at Tignica ( #23). There is also evi-
dence for activity in the diplomatic sphere. In 569 (or 568), the

Garamantes of the Fezzan sent ambassadors to seek peace with Byzantium

and acceptance into the Christian church (¢25). In the same year,

the Maccuritae, a tribe possibly inhabiting Mauritania,also became

Christians. Four years later, a treaty of friendship was also form-
alized with this tribe, when their ambassadors arrived in Constanti-

nople, bearing gifts of ivory (dentes elephantini) and a giraffe for

the emperor (%94 ).

In the same year that the Garamantes and the Maccuritae were

forming closer relationships with the empire, however, the praetorian
prefect Theodore was killed by the Moors ruled over by the chieftain
Garmul (#95), and in the two following years, 570 and 571 (or 569 and

570), two magistri militum Africae, Theoctistus and Amabilis, shared

the same fate (v9g ). The area affected by this revolt is uncertain,
though it would seem more likely to have been Numidia and Byzacium

than Mauritania Caesariensis as suggested by Diehl (s99 ). The effects

of the revolt appear to have been severe and, from what it is possible
to tell from the meagre documentary sources of this period, insecurity
may have lasted almost continuously until the end of the century. In
571 (or 570), the monk Donatus, together with seventy of his compan-
ions, abandoned Africa, where life had become impossible for them,to

seek refuge in Spain (=2g). Marius of Avenches even refers to Moors
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raiding Provence in 574, where the Lombard invasions had already
caused considerable disruption (»29)3 however, these Moors may per-

haps be identified with the Barbaricini, a Moorish people inhabiting

Sardinia, who posed & continual problem to the Byzantine authorities
there (»50).

In 574, oppressed to the state of nervous collapse by the weight
of administration and by the military disasters on the eastern fron-
tier, during a lucid moment, Justin II raised Tiberius, the comes

excubitorum, to the rank of Caesar. When Justin died, four years

later on 5 October 578, Tiberius succeeded him and adopted the name

Constantine (#31). ©Either in his capacity of Caesar, or as Augustus,
Tiberius made two important appointments in Africa: Thomas, who had
served the province well some years earlier, was brought back as pre-

fect (*%52) and Gennadius became magister militum Africae (35 ).

Nothing is known of the course of the campaign against Garmul
(»54). It is possible that some of the 15,000 mercenary troops
raised by Tiberius in 577/578 were directed to Africa (ss§ ), though

in 578 he had been forced to send 30 centenaria of gold to the pre-

fect of Italy with which to buy off the Lombards, because of the

impossibility of fighting a war in the east and in the west at the
same time (#3g). In 578, however, Gennadius succeeded in soundly
defeating the Moors and in killing Garmul with his own hand ( ss7).
The system of fortifications was extended during Tiberius's reign,

with new works erected at Iunci Sofiana (completed during Justin II's

lifetime), Ain el-Ksar, Mascula Tiberia, Anastasiana (Hr. Sguidan)

and Tubernuc (*38). A novel of 11 August 582, confirming the ruling

whereby the son of an adscriptitus and a free woman was deemed not to
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be free, shows that Thomas had by then been replaced by Theodore as
prefect ( »%9).

Tiberius II Constantine died on 14 August 582, having only the
day before crowned as Augustus Maurice, the former commander-in-chief
of forces in the east (*40 ). That the military situation in Africa
was once more being brought under control in the early years of the
new reign is supported by Theophylact Simocatta's statement that in
584 the power of the Moors was diminishing as they came to lay down
their arms (*41). In 587, however, Moorish disturbances again erup-
ted over the whole of Africa (#49). It is likely to have been due
mainly to the continuing state of unrest in Africa that the adminis-
tration of the prefecture was reorganized during the reign of Maurice,
and an exarchate established on lines similar to those followed in
Italy a few years earlier (#48).

Under the provincial organization set up by Justinian (..44_ ), the
praetorian prefect had in theory held supreme authority in Africa.

In practice, however, the need to maintain the provinces for long
periods on a war footing had often led either to the office of magister
militum being given to men of superior rank to the prefects of their
day ( *45), or to both offices being vested in the same person ( #46).

In appointing an exarch, who, like the governors general of North
Africa's more recent history, took control both of the civil and mili-
tary aspects of the administration, Maurice was therefore in a sense
only making more permanent an adminstrative device that had previously
been used only as a temporary expedient. The creation of the exar-
chate of Africa took place between 6 May 585 (#47) and July 591,

when the magister militum Gennadius was promoted to become the first

exarch (s48).
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Some idea of the authority and scope of activity of the exarch in
the reign of Maurice may be obtained from the letters of pope Gregory

the Great (*49). Like the magister militum, whom he replaced (#50)»

the exarch was commander-in-chief of all the armed forces within the
exarchate (®51 ). His authority over the civil sphere, however, is
attested by references to Gennadius, as exarch, taking an active inter-
est in agriculture, the running of the imperial domains (#59) and in
the collection of taxes (#5%); he could also intervene in ecclesi-
astical affairs ( *54) and took a leading rdle in implementing the laws
against the Donatists (s55). The exarch's officium included a can-

cellarius, who dealt with judicial matters (s5g8). The prefect of

Africa still continued as head of the civil adminstration; but in
all matters he was now subordinate to the exarch. His authority,
however, seems to have extended over the same field és before, inclu-
ding taxation ( #57), the equipping of military expeditions (*58) and
the construction of military works (»s59).

Below the exarch and the praetorian prefect ranked the military

commanders (duces, magistri militum) and civil governors (praesides,

iudices) of the duchies and provinces respectively, which, it may be
assumed, were, geographically speaking, the same thing (sgg). Even
at provincial level, the military commanders were superior in rank to

their civilian counterparts, the former being qualified as uiri glor-

iosi (#g1), the latter as uiri magnifici (sgg); and with or without

the sanction of law they, like the exarch, may be seen interfering in
affairs such as taxation that would at an earlier date have been con-
sidered the sole responsibility of the civil governor (#gs).

The names and extent of the civil provinces during the reign of
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Maurice are set out in the Descriptio Orbis Romani of George of Cyprus.

The interpretation of this text, however, is not without its problems.
Although the date of its compilation is probably to be set between 591
and 603, it appears to have been based on an unknown fifth-century
source, while some of the detailed information that it contains regar-
ding the eastern provinces was added as late as the ninth century (t54).
Neither is it very clear whether the state of Africa that it presents
relates to the period just before or just after the creation of the
exarchate, since the relevant section is set out under the prefect of
Africa, no mention being made of the exarch (»gs). In spite of these
difficulties, however, and of the fact that Africa receives only par-

tial treatment, the lescriptio remains, for want of any better, an

important source for approaching an understanding of the political
geography of Africa in this period (see Map 6).

By the end of the sixth century, the prefecture, and probably
also the exarchate of Africa, comprised six civil provinces (éxnpx(q; ),

which, with the exception of Tripolitania, which had been detached to

form part of the diocese of Egypt (*66)’ corresponded in name with
those reconstituted by Justinian in 534 (*g7). Certain changes,
however, may be detected in their geographical extent, some of which
may already have been brought about before the end of the reign of
Justinian, With the exception of Carthage, whose name survives in

that of the province, the list of towns for Carthago Proconsularis had

been lost (*68 ) Those in Numidia Proconsularis, however, are in-

cluded by George of Cyprus, as they had been by Procopius in de Aed-
ificiis (553-555) (#gg), within the province of Numidia; they include

Calama, Castra Ammaedara, Hippo Numidiae, Laribus, Scillium, Theueste




94.

II.7.

and Vaga (e79). The other towns listed for Numidia are Badias,

Castra Bagai, Constantina, Mileu, Sitifis, Tigisi ( #71) and the un-
located site of *Ixipiavficiov (*72 ). The inclusion of Sitifis within

Numidia is already made by Procopius in de Aedificiis, which suggests

that the inland parts of the former province of Mauritania Sitifensis

had become attached to Numidia by 553/555 (#7s). In Byzacium, George

lists Capsa, Castrum Sufetula, Cillium, Cululis, Hadrumentum, Iunci,

Madarsuma, Mamma, Sufes, Thapsus (?) and Thelepte ( #74), besides three

unlocated sites, KaouxaAdvat ( 75) s KactéMia (76 ) and NétZava (*77 ).

Mauritania Prima seems now to have taken in all the coastal

regions of the former provinces of Mauritania Sitifensis and Mauri-

tania Caesariensis; only one town, however, which may perhaps be

Rusuccuru ( »78), is mentioned, though there were doubtless more ( *79) .

According to George of Cyprus, the province of Mauritania Secunda

took in Septem (sgg), the parts of Spain that belonged to the empire,
and the two islands of Minorca and Majorca.(.ai_). Goubert, however,
argues that the supposed attachment of Byzantine Spain to Africa
would be difficult to envisage between 550 and 624/634, since the
three known military commanders in Spain during this period, Liberius
(551-554), Comentiolus (589/590-(600)) and Caesarius (c.615), were
all of patrician rank and would therefore have been of equal standing

with the magister militum or exarch of Africa (tgg). The argument

is not conclusive, however, since in 633 the dux Numidiae was also of

patrician rank ( *89). Nevertheless, in view of the particular mili-
tary problems facing Spain, it would seem plausible for the military
commander there to have been allowed to exercise a greater degree of

independant action than his counterparts in Africa proper; and,
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indeed, the patrician Caesarius may be seen dealing directly with
emperor Heraclius and with the Visigothic king, apparently without
reference to the exarch in Carthage (*84).

The sixth province of Africa, Sardinia, is one about which we are

better informed, thanks to the interest taken in it by pope Gregory.
George of Cyprus lists eight towns, including the capital Caralis (t35).
The names of four military commanders of the duchy are known, Edantius
(589) (86 ), Theodore (591)( #g7), Zabarda (594)(*gg) and Eupaterius

(598) (#89). Corsica, though not included in the Descriptio, fell

within the same province and was governed by a tribune, who took charge
of both the civil and military affairs of the island (%9¢0).

The administrative overhaul of Africa allowed the war against the
Moors to be pursued with some signs of success, John of Nikiu re-
cords a victory won on the banks of the Nile by the augustal of Egypt,
Aristomachus, over the barbarians of Africa and Nubia, whom he calls
Mauritanians and Mazikds (#gy). Troops were possibly spared from the
eastern frontier, after peace had been established there in 591 (*g2),
for in the same year Gregory the Great alludes in his letters to the
victories won by Gennadius and to his efforts in extending the Chris-
tian faith to the conquered peoples (#g5). In 595, however, when

confronted in Carthago Proconsularis by a superior force of the enemy,

Gennadius had recourse to a ruse : he pretended at first to accede to
the Moors' demands, but then, while they were celebrating their easy
success, he fell on them with his army and thus brought the war to a
close (*94). The fort at Limisa was built during the exarchate of
Gennadius, and those at Bordj el-Ksour and, probably, at Agbia also
date to the reign of Maurice (#g5). The population of Byzantine

Africa, however, was not to be spared further tribulation by Genna-
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dius's victories, for in 599 the plague reappeared in the provinces
and lasted for at least a year (sgg ).

The last mention of Gennadius is made in September/October 598
(197). The names of three praetorian prefects are known during the
latter part of Maurice's reign. One, John, is mentioned together
with the patrician Gennadius on the inscription from Limisa (*98).

In July 594, the prefect was Pantaleon ( *99). In July 600, however,
pope Gregory wrote to a different prefect of Africa, Innocent, con-
gratulating him on his appointment and inquiring about the preparation
of a fleet of dromones, which was needed to protect Sardinia from e
threatened Lombard invasion (#*190). In 602, a mutiny amongst the
forces stationed on the Danube frontier led to the fall of Comnstanti-
nople to a rebel army under Phocas, who was crowned as emperor on 23
November 602, Maurice was executed a few days later (*101). On the
evidence of~Nicephorus it seems that Heraclius, the father of the
future emperor, was appointed as exarch of Africa before the revolt
which deposed Maurice (*102 ). Unless there was an interim governor,
whose name has been lost, Heraclius would therefore have replaced Gen-

nadius as exarch between September or October 598 and November 602.

8. The seventh century.

The emperor Maurice had left the exarchate of Africa covering
roughly the same area as that covered by the prefecture of Africa at
the time of Justinian's death, almost forty years earlier. Within

seventy years, however, Tripolitania and most of Byzacium would be

irrevocably lost to the empire; within another thirty, the ancient

city of Carthage would fall for the last time; and twelve years after
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that, Byzantine rule would be extinguished altogether in Africa.
Although impending disaster was sensed by some in Carthage as early
as 634 (#1), the picture of Byzantine Africa that emerges from the
somewhat scanty documentary and archaeological sources for the early
seventh century show a province at last enjoying relative stability
and even prosperity (2 ). While the eastern gpovinces of the empire
were attacked and in part overrun by Avars, Slavs, Persians.and Arabs
and those in the west by the Visigoths and Lombards, the central Medi-
terranean area offered a temporary sanctury, away from the battle
fronts, to which at least two seventh-century emperors considered
permanently transfering their capital.

The patrician Heraclius was already passing sixty years of age
when he received the exarchate of Africa from Maurice. Born into an

aristocratic family, probably at Theodosiopolis in Armenia, he had

followed a successful military career in the Persian wars and, in 584,
had become commander-in-chief of Byzantine forces in Asia Minor. It
was probably in recognition of his faithful service as well as for his
friendship with the emperor that Maurice appointed him exarch of Africa
and at the same time made his brother, the patrician Gregory, his
second-in-command (*3).

Heraclius is unlikely to have received very favourably the news
of the murder of Maurice and, later, of Maurice's family (s4). While
others in Constantinople and the east openly displayed their opposi-
tion to the new régime of Phocas, however, and accordingly paid the
penalty, the exarch bided him time, but maintained secret contact with

members of the senate and with the comes excubitorum Priscus (*s5).

Either because he suspected nothing or, more probably, because he

still hoped for Heraclius's support and foresaw difficulties if he
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tried to dismiss him, Phocas retained the exarch in office (#g).

In 608, however, Heraclius decided to act, and promptly cut Constan-
tinople off from its supplies of African corn and oil (.7). In order
to make the economic blockade of the capital more effective, however,
and also so as to guard against the possibility of a counter attack
launched against him from that quarter, Heraclius made Egypt his
first military objective. In the autumn of 609, an army under Nice-
tas, the son of Gregory, supported by the Egyptian party opposing
Phocas, took and successfully defended Alexandria. By spring of the
following year, the whole of Egypt was in Nicetas's hands (g8 ).

The merchant fleets of Africa and Egypt were now put to a new
use as troops and volunteers were gathered from the provinces to take
part in a sea-borne expedition (.g). The fleet sailed in the spring
or summer of 610, under the command of Heraclius's son, also named
Heraclius. After following a laborious course across the Mediter-
ranean and through the Aegean, it reached Constantinople on 2 October
and penetrated the Sophiana harbour. Three days later, Phocas,
dragged before Heraclius by a crowd of citizens, was beheaded; and,
later the same day, the young Heraclius was crowned emperor in the
palace church of St. Stephen and acclaimed by the senate and the army
in St. Sophia (*1g).

The relative stability of the military situation in Africa in the
early seventh century is shown not only by the way in which the pro-
vinces could be denuded of troops to supply the armies of Nicetas and
Heraclius, without it apparently endangering their security, but also
by the evidence that Moors as well as Roman provincials joined the

army of the dux Tripolitaniae that fought in Egypt ( #11). After 610,
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Africa found itself with a powerful advocate at the imperial court in
the person of the emperor himself; and, although she was to die within
two years, the empress Eudocia whom Heraclius married on the day of

his coronation was also an African, Favia the daughter of Rogatus (*12 ).
When, in 617/618, the Persians stood at the gates of Chalcedon and
famine broke out in Constantinople on account of the loss of Egypt,

it is said that only the intervention of the patriarch Sergius pre-
vented the emperor taking ship for the safety of Carthage (®18).

It is unfortunately impossible to tell whether or not Africa
gained any practical benefit from the accession of Heraclius. In-
deed, despite the decisive rble played by its exarch in the rebellion
of 608-610, the chroniclers give little information sbout events in
Africa itself, Between the time of the accession of Heraclius and
the first appearance of Arab raiders in Byzacium, the sources are even
less informative. It is therefore not known precisely when the
exarch Heraclius died, though Jehn of Nikiu mentions that he did so
while 8till in office sometime after the coronation of his son (¢14 ).
Neither is his successor known ( #15). The next sxarch to be recorded
is Nicetas, the emperor's cousin and close friend, who took office
probably soon after leaving Egypt when it fell to the Persians in 619
(*18). The dynastic bonds that linked Carthage and Constantinople
were further strengthened by the marriage that took place between
Nicetas's daughter, Gregoria, and the heir to the throne, Heg%}ius
Constantine (*17). Apart from the name of the exarch, however, next
to nothing is known of Africa during this period, and although Nicetas

is known to have died by 628/629, it is not known who succeeded him

(#18). The name of the prefect in 627, however, was Gregory (s1g ).
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The next exarch of Africa to be recorded is Peter, who in 636 was
-

referEd to on a reliquary inscription found near Constantina as pat-

L4 _/ll‘)~[
riciho (abl.) ac africana probincia (#20). 4 few years larer, in

633 or 634, the same patrician Peter, as dux Numidiae, had at first

hesitated and then, following the advice of Maximus the Confessor,
refused to carry out an imperial order to lead the men under his com~-
mand to Egypt, which was at that time threatened by the Arabs (91).
Nothing is known of Africa during the period in whieh Peter was exarch.
The latest document which appears to relate to him, however, is an

epitaph from Sufetula, recording a Petrus eminentissimus, who died

on XV Kal. Iul. of Indiction X (637) (#22 ).

No other exarch is mentioned before 645. By then, the military

situation in Africa had become precarious, with Tripolitania already

subject to Arab raiding and African Christians on the verge of schism
with Constantinople. In 642/643, Oea and Sabratha were both sacked
by CAmr ibn al-®Asi (e9s). The Arab conquest of Syria and Egypt,
between 632 and 642, had already caused the flight of many easterners
to Africa, where they were welcomed by the prefect George, surnamed
Glycas ( *24). The refugees, however, included a certain number of
monophysites. Stories soon began to circulate of proselytism amongst
the orthodox community, such that the prefect and the bishop of Car-
thage found it necessary to raise the matter with the emperor. Con-
stantine III, who had succeeded Heraclius in February 641, ., took a
more strictly orthodox line on religious questions than his father,
and ordered that the clergy in Africa who persisted in their heresy
should be deprived of their possessions and be confined in catholic
monasteries (sgg). At the end of May 641, however, Constantine 111

died, allegedly poisoned by the dowager empress Martina, and was
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replaced by Martina's own son, Heraclonas. Under the new régime,
monotheletism, the doctrine published by Heraclius in his Ecthesis
of 638, came back into favour at the imperial court. In November
641, the chancellor Theodore arrived in Carthage with orders for the
prefect to abandon his pursuit of recalcitrant monophysites and to
release those who had been imprisoned (s9g ). George, however, on
receiving the imperial letters, declared them to be apocryphal and
commanded the governors of the African provinces to disragard them
(127). Shortly afterwards, when he was summoned to Constantinople
to answer for his conduct, the outcry amongst the Africans showed
all too clearly the extent of the popular feeling which characterised
the developing rift between Africa and the central government (.23).
The exarch of Africa in July 645 was the patrician Gregory (#29),
who may already have been holding office since before the death of
Heraclius in 641 (*30 ). Qregory, like the prefect George, was a
defender of orthodoxy and a supporter of Maximus the Confessor, one
of the most outspoken opponents of monotheletism who had sought re-
fuge in Africa sometime before 640 (»39 ). He may also have been the
brother-in-law of Constantine III (¢52). In 646, episcopal councils

in Numidia, Byzacium, Mauritania and Proconsularis unanimously con-

demned monotheletism and communicated their verdicts to the emperor,
the patriarch of Constantinople and the pope. Early in 642, Martina
and Heraclonas had been overthrown and a new emperor, Constans II,
the son of Constantine III, had been proclaimed (ezs3). At the same
time that the African councils were condemning monotheletism, how-
ever, the new emperor, while attempting to find a solution to the

religious dispute which threatened to break apart the empire, seemed
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to Africans to be on the verge of giving way to those who followed

the heresy. Late in 646 or in 647, therefore, Gregory proclaimed

himself emperor (s34 ).

The usurpation of power by the exarch received widespread support
from the provincials and from a number of Moorish tribes. Although
some African churchmen appear at first to have been apprehensive
about the adoption of so drastic a remedy to the religious dispute
with the emperor, it was later said in Constantinople that the pope
Theodore had also been a party to Gregory's decision (¢55). The
motives which prompted Gregory to take the action that he did, how-
ever, were not simply religiousj nor, in view of the popular support
that he attracted, does personal ambition appear to have played a
/major part. While the eastern provinces of the empire were being
submerged by the advance of Islam, usurpers also raised their heads in
Italy and Armenia. Africans may therefore have felt with some good
reason that their interests could best be served by severing the
ties that bound them to a weak and crumbling empire (#56)-

It was evidently to meet the Arab threat that Gregory moved his
military headquarters to the forward position of Sufetula, in Byzacium.
Like Theueste, the base chosen by Solomon in 544, Sufetula was well
positioned to serve both as a rallying point for forces drawn from

the garrisons and Moorish tribes of Numidia, Proconsularis and Byza-

cium and as a base from which to head off Arab or Moorish attacks on
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