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Introduction

According to some of the scholars attempting to recreate the biogra-

phies of Bulgarian tsaritsas, the character of the relevant medieval sources
can be most fully summarized with the principle: do not mention them,
or speak of them poorly’. This also applies to Maria Lekapene, wife of tsar
Peter. While the former part of the statement seems to pertain primarily
to contemporary authors, the latter is common among modern historians,
constructing their narratives based on exceedingly small source material
and accusing the tsaritsa of an unambiguously negative impact on the
events taking place in the Bulgarian state during the 10™ century”.

' B dannume om ussopume u 0m cneyuasusupanama Aumepanypa no OmnomeHue
Ha nosewemo om Opizapcxume saademenxy 8axcu npunyunsm Hin Humgo, ui 10u0”
Tloematixu mexcecmma na KOpoHama, me cIKaus ce demamepuasnsupan 00 cmenenma Ha
Oe3nABMHIL CCHKIU HA CBOUIME CENPY3U UL TBK C€ MUTNOAOZUSUPAIN KAINO PA31030aHH 100U
CamosuaL, 00cebEH 017 CAMANUHCKIL C20UCHIMPUIBM, ANLHOCI, KOBAPCINGO 1 8CIKAKBU
nusku wenus (B. VIt nat o B, Baszapckume yapuyn. Baademesxume na boazapus om
VII do X1V 6., Codusi 2008, p. 6).

*B.M. 3aarapcxu, Homopus na bsacapckama dspicasa npes cpednume sexose,
vol. 1/2, ITepso Geazapcko Liapcmeo. Om crassuusayusma na dspicasama 00 nadaremo
na Ispsomo yapemeo (852—1018), Codust 1927, p. 535-536; I1. My Ta $ 9w u e B, Hemopus
Ha 0va2apckus Hapod (681-1323), Codust 1986, p. 201
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According to scholars of the caliber of Vasil Zlatarski and Petar
Mutafchiev, the tsaritsa exerted major influence on her husband’s for-
eign policy, even acting as an ‘agent’ of Constantinople at the Preslav
court and indirectly contributing to the collapse of Bulgarian statchood
in 971. Moreover, some historians are also willing to blame Maria for
carrying out an ideological transfer of some kind, i.e. for infecting Old
Bulgarian culture with elements of Byzantine political ideology — a ‘plague’
from which (as per the uncompromising Petar Mutafchiev) the medieval
Bulgarians never recovered.

Much more balanced assessments regarding Maria’s influence on
the direction of the foreign and internal policies of her husband, as
well as the dissemination of Byzantine culture in Preslav, can be found
in the works of later historians, e.g. Vasil Gjuzelev’ or Jonathan Shepard®.
These scholars stress that the exceptionally scanty source material makes
it impossible to formulate unequivocal conclusions concerning this
matter.

Maria Lekapene has also attracted the attention of scholars working on
the Bulgarian ideology of power and the system of the monarch’s self-repre-
sentation in the 10™ century, i.c. titles, seals and insignia (Georgi Atanasov’,

B.T10 3 ¢ A ¢ B, Swauennemo na bpaxa na yap Iemsp (927-969) ¢ pomesixama Mapus-
Hpuna Adaxanuna (911-962), [in:] Kyamypuume mexcmose na munaromo — nocument,
cumsoan, uden,vol. 1, Texcnoseme na ucmopusma, ucmopus na mexcmoseme. Mamepuain
om FObuneiinama mencdynapodua xougepenyus 6 uecm ua 60-200Ununama a npog.
d.u.1. Kasumup [onxoncmanmunos, Beauxo Teproso, 29—31 oxmomspu 2003 2., Codus
2005, p. 27-33.

+].Shepard, dmarriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:] The
Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium,
ed. A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 121-149.

*G. Atanasov, On the Origin, Function and the Owner of the Adornments of the
Preslav Treasure from the 10" century, “Archacologia Bulgarica” 3.3, 1999, p. 81-94;
idem, Hucuznuume na cpednosexosuume Goazapcxu aademenn. Koponu, cxunmpu,
cpepu, opencus, Kocmuwom, waxumi, Iaeer 1999; i d e m, Ilevamume na bsaz2apckume
saademern om IX-X 6. 6 Apscmep (Cuancmpa), [in:] Om myxa sanovsa boazapus.
Mamepuann om 6mopama HAWHOHANHA KORPEPEHUL 1O UCIMOPUL, APXEON02USL 1 KYAMYPEH
mypusom “Tlomysarne kom Boreapus”, Llymern 14~16.05. 2010 200una,ed. V1. V1o p aau o B,
IHymen 2011, p. 286-293.
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Georgi Bakalov®, Ivan Jordanov’, Angel Nikolov®, Todor Todorov®).
Of course, Peter’s spouse also appears in studies devoted to Bulgarian
female royalty and the role of women in medieval Bulgaria (Judith
Herrin'®, Sashka Georgieva”, Magda Hristodulova™).

The paucity of source material pertaining to Maria is most likely the
primary reason why the empress has not yet been the subject of a sepa-
rate, monographic study. The goal of the present book is to fill this gap
in historiography. Starting with the assumption that the history of medi-
eval Bulgaria cannot be considered in isolation from the history of the
neighboring Byzantine empire, and being aware that it is in the transmis-
sion of Byzantine spiritual and material culture that Maria Lekapene’s
influence could be seen most clearly, we decided to analyze the life of our
protagonist against a wider cultural background. Therefore, we present

¢T.b axaaoB, Hapckama nposmyrzayus na Ilemsp u nezosume npuemuuyu 6 céem-
AUHAMA HA OBA2APO-BUSAHMUTICKUINE OUNAOMATMULECKY OMHOULEH IS CAed 002080pa 0T
927 2., “Vicropuaeckn nperaea” 39.6, 1983, p. 35—44; 1 d e m, Cpednosexosuusm bozapcxn
saademen. Tumysamypa u uncuenun, Codus 1995.

7W.W o p aan oB, Kopnyc wa nevamume na Cpednosexosta boazapus, Codpus 2001;
id e m, Corpus of Byzantine Seals from Bulgaria, vol. 111/1, Sofia 2009; i d e m, Kopnyc
Ha cpednosexosrume boazapcxu nevamn, Codust 2016.

S A. Hux o a 0 B, [Toaumunecka mucoa 6 pannocpednosexosua boazapus (cpedama
#a IX—xpas na X 6.), Codus 2006.

*'T.To a0 p o B, Kowcmanmun bazpenopoduu u dunacmusnusm 6pax mexcdy é4ade-
menckume domose na Ilpecias u Koncmanmurnonon om 927 2., “IlpecaraBeka KHIKOBHA
mkoaa” 7, 2003, p. 391-398; i d e m, Boazapus npes emopama u mpemama wemespm
na X sex: noaumunecka ucmopus, Codust 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis]; i d e m,
Buademenckusm cmamym u mumaa na yap Lemsp I cred oxmomspu 927 2.: nucmenu
ceedenns u cpazucmuynn dannu (cpaswumener anarus), [in:] FObureen cooprux. Cmo
200unu om poxcdennemo na 0-p Bacua Xaparanos (1907-2007), lllymen 2008, p. 93-108.

°J.Herrin, Theophano. Considerations on the Education of a Byzantine Princess,
[in:] The Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium,
ed. A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 64-8s [=]. H e r r i n, Unrivalled Influence. Women
and Empire in Byzantium, Princeton 2013, p. 238-260).

"S. Georgieva, The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria, “Byzantinobulgarica”
9,1995, p. 163—201; ¢ a d e m, XKenama 6 6.12apckomo cpednosexosue, [1aoBauB 2011

“M.Xpucroayaosa, Tumys u pezaiun 6042apckoti 84a0emervhb. 8 510Xy
cpednesexosvs (VII-XIV 6s.), “Erudes Balkaniques” 1978, 3, p. 141-148.
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her biography in comparison with those of the Byzantine empresses
of the 4™~10™ centuries, describing the model of the imperial feminine
they had created and the ways in which it had changed over the course
of the centuries (until it was successfully transplanted onto Bulgarian
soil by Peter’s wife). The image is further enriched by the occasional
appearance in the pages of this monograph of two other female royals,
Maria’s contemporaries. Kievan Rus, by accepting Christianity from
Constantinople and adopting the Old Church Slavic language and writ-
ing, became a state culturally related to Bulgaria. Accordingly, in this
book, the reader shall find references to the Kievan princess Olga, as
well as to Anna Porphyrogennete (a fairly close relative of the Bulgarian
tsaritsa).

We would like to thank the whole team of the Waldemar Ceran
Research Centre for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area
and South-East Europe (Ceraneum) at the University of Lodz for the
highly supportive attitude towards our work. We thank Professor Macie;j
Kokoszko, director of Ceraneum, and Professor Georgi Minczew, deputy
director and head of the International Advisory Board of Ceraneum.
We would also like to extend our special thanks to Professor Joanna
Jabtkowska, Dean of the Faculty of Philology (University of Lodz) and
to Professor Maciej Kokoszko, Dean of the Faculty of Philosophy
and History (University of Lodz), for supporting our research.

Particular thanks are due to Dr. Karolina Krzeszewska, employed
at the office of Ceraneum, for her efficient assistance with numerous
formal tasks associated with carrying out the project. As always, we
were able to count on the support of our Colleagues from Ceraneum
and from our two parent research units at the University of Lodz — the
Department of Byzantine History and the Department of Slavic Studies:
Prof. Teresa Woliniska, Prof. Stawomir Bralewski, Prof. Ivan Petrov,
Dr. Pawet Filipczak, Dr. Agata Kawecka, Dr. Andrzej Kompa, Dr. Kirit
Marinow, Dr. Malgorzata Skowronek, and Dr. Jan M. Wolski. We thank
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Professor Ireneusz Milewski from the University of Gdansk for the metic-
ulous and positive editorial review. We thank Dr. Marek Majer for editing
and proofreading the English text. We would also like to give thanks to
Elzbieta Mysliniska-Brzozowska for providing the illustrations (drawings)
for this volume.

* ok %

This book was written as part of a research project financed by the
National Science Centre (Poland). Decision number: DEC-2014/14/
M/HS3/00758 (The Bulgarian State in 927-969. The Epoch of Tsar
Peter I the Pious).






Zofia A. Brzozowska

Sources

Most of the information regarding the life and activities of Maria
Lekapene has come to us from Byzantine authors. Crucially, many of the
accounts which we are going to examine here were written during Maria’s
life, or soon after her death. The most detailed description of the devel-
opments of 927, i.e. the negotiations leading to the conclusion of peace
between the empire and Bulgaria (the guarantee of which was to have
been the marriage between Peter and the granddaughter of Romanos I
Lekapenos), is found in a narrative written down in the 10" century
in Constantinople. It was created by authors from the so-called ‘circle
of Symeon Logothete’: the Continuator of George the Monk (Hamartolos),
Symeon Logothete, Leo Grammatikos and Pseudo-Symeon Magistros'.

* The reader may find a review of Byzantine historiographical texts focusing on Maria
and the events of 927 in such works as: B. T'10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Snavenuemo na bpaxa na yap
Lemap (927-969) c pometixama Mapus-Hpuna Aaxanuna (911-962), [in:] Kyamyprume
TNEKCIMOBE HA MUHALOMO — HOCUMEAtt, cumBon, ndew, vol. 1, Texcrmoseme na ucmopusma,
ucmopus na mexcmoseme. Mamepuaan om FObuaeiinama mendynapoona xongepen-
yus 6 wecm na 60-200umnunama na npod. 0.u.un. Kasumup Ionxoncmanmunos, Beauxo
Tepnoso, 29—31 oxmomspu 2003 2., Codust 200s, p. 32; A. Hu x o a o B, [Hoaumuuecka
Mucoa 8 pannocpednosexosna beazapus (cpedama na IX-xpas na X 6.), Codus 2006,
p- 233—236; T. To a0 p 0B, boacapus npes emopama u mpemama 4emespm na
X sex: noaumunecka ucmopus. Codust 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis], p. 150—152;
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The output of the anonymous Continuator of George the Monk
includes the description of events from 842 onwards — from the point
at which George’s narrative ended. The fragments devoted to Peter and
Maria are practically identical with the relevant passages in the Chronicle
of Symeon Logothete. The text is known in two variants. Redaction A,
older, written down before 963, describes the events prior to 948, i.e. the
death of Romanos I Lekapenos. The later redaction B includes the his-
tory of Byzantium up to 963 (enhanced with certain additional details).
The older version of the Chronicle of Symeon Logothete is highly similar
to redaction A of the Continuation of George the Monk, while the newer
version closely resembles redaction B. In this monograph, I am not going
to differentiate between the redactions A and B, as the passages relat-
ing to Maria Lekapene in both variants are identical. They include first
and foremost an unusually extensive and detailed narrative of the
events of 9277, as well as a mention of the Bulgarian tsaritsa’s visits to
Constantinople in the later period’.

Textologically separate, but related in content, are the Chronicle
of Pseudo-Symeon Magistros and the Chronicle of Leo Grammatikos.
Their descriptions of the developments of 927 are similar to the ones
discussed above, but presented more concisely*.

The second, later redaction of the Chronicle of Symeon Logothete, com-
pleted ca. 963, most likely served as the basis for the anonymous author
of the first part of book 6 of the Continuation of Theophanes, written
at roughly the same time. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that this work’s
account of the circumstances in which the Bulgarian-Byzantine peace
treaty of 927 was concluded is also highly similar to the descriptions men-
tioned above. It also includes a strikingly close depiction of the marriage

id e m, Buademenckusim cmamym u mumaia na yap Lemzsp I cred oxmomspu 927 2.: nucme-
Hu ceedenus u cpazucmuanu dannu (cpasnumener anaus), in:] FObuaeen cooprux. Cmo
200unu om pocdernnemo wa 0-p Bacus Xapararnos (1907—2007), lymen 2008, p. 94-95.

*Continuator of George the Monk, p. 904-907; Symeon
Logot hete, 136, 45-51, p- 326-329.

’Continuator of George the Monk,p.913;Symeon Logo-
thete, 136,67, p. 334.

*Leo Grammatikos,p.315-317;Pseudo-Symeon Magistros,33-34,
p. 740-741L
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between Maria and Peter, as well as a record of the tsaritsa’s several jour-
neys to Constantinople, where, accompanied by her children, she paid
visits to her relatives’.

Some information on Maria Lekapene was also included in the works
of later Byzantine chroniclers: John Skylitzes and John Zonaras. Both
of these authors included a description of the facts of 927, based on the
above-mentioned earlier accounts but presented in a more condensed
form®. Moreover, they also noted an event that, for obvious reasons, could
not have been mentioned by the authors of the earlier historiographical
works (concluded in the early 960s) — i.c. the death of Maria’.

The works of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos deserve particular
attention. He was of a similar age to Peter and his spouse and was mar-
ried to her aunt — Helena Lekapene; he also participated in the events
of 927 and most likely knew Maria personally. However, the ‘purple-born’
author is not objective: he is unsympathetic to our heroine’s family
and does not conceal his outrage that she, a granddaughter of emper-
or Romanos I Lekapenos, married a foreign, Slavic ruler. Constantine
included an evaluation of this marriage in chapter 13 of the treatise O the
Governance of the Empiré’. Another of his works, the Book of Ceremonies,
may also prove a valuable source. While it would be futile to search the
pages of this text for direct remarks on Maria, it does provide us with

sContinuator of Theophanes, VI, 22-23,35, p. 412—415, 422.
¢John Skylitzes, p.222-224;John Zonaras, XVI, 18-19, p. 473-47s.
7John Skylitzes, p.2ss;John Zonaras, XV, 23, p. 49s.
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 72—74. For the opinion of Constantine VII on the Bulgarians, as well as
on the causes of this ruler’s negative attitude towards the Lekapenos family and their
dynastic marriage of 927, see: I. A u t a B p u 1, Korcmanmun Bazpsnopodusisi o boazapun
u boazapax, [in:] Cooprux 6 4ecm na axad. Aumumasp Anzeros, ed. B.B e s x o B, Codus
1994, p. 30-37; E. Tinnefeld, Byzantinische auswirtige Heiratspolitik vom 9. zum
12 Jabrhundert, “Byzantinoslavica” s4.1, 1993, p. 21-22; T. To A 0 p 0 B, Kowcrmanmun
bazperopodnu u dunacmuunusm 6pax mencdy aademenckume domose wa Ilpecras
u Koncmanmunonon om 927 2., “I'lpecaaBcka KHIDKOBHA IIKOAQ” 7, 2003, P. 391-398;
B.T'10 3 e a ¢ B, Snauenuemo na bpaxa..., p. 30-31; A. Par o 1, “Trzeba, abys tymi oto sto-
wami odpart i to niedorzeczne 2gdanie” — wokdt De administrando imperio Konstantyna VII,
(in:] Causa creandi. O pragmatyce Zrédia historycznego,eds.S.Rosik,P. Wiszewski,
Wroclaw 2005, p. 345-361; A. Hu x 0 A 0 B, Hoaumuuecxa mucsa..., p. 269—-279.
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some important information about the official status and titulature of
the mid-10™ century Bulgarian ruler’.

Maria is also mentioned by a Western European author contempo-
rary to her: Liudprand of Cremona, who came to Constantinople on
a diplomatic mission twice (in 949 and in 968)*. The person of Maria
and the circumstances of her marriage with the Bulgarian ruler drew
Liudprand’s attention during both of his stays in the Byzantine capital.
In 968, the reasons were obvious — the goal of his visit to Constantinople
was, after all, to negotiate Nikephoros II Phokas’s agreement to marry
a ‘purple-born’ Byzantine woman to the son of Otto I. The Byzantine-
Bulgarian marriage of 927 may have been an important argument during
these negotiations, in that the rule according to which a woman from the
imperial family could not marry a foreign ruler was not strictly adhered
to at the Constantinopolitan court”. Curiously, Liudprand is also the
only author to mention that, upon entering into marriage, Maria adopted
a new name (Irene, i.e. ‘Peace’), symbolically underscoring the role she
was to play in the Byzantine-Bulgarian relations after 927,

We do not know why Bulgarian medieval authors consistently fail to
mention Maria Lekapene. The tsaritsa is entirely absent from Bulgarian
works that refer to her husband, e.g. the Sermon Against the Heretics by
Cosmas the Priest (10" century), or historiographical texts devoted to
St. John of Rila (the so-called ‘folk’ life from the 11 century or the pro-
logue life from the 13™ century, or the work of Euthymios of Tarnovo).
Even more surprisingly, we will not find any references to the empress
in hymnographic works dedicated to Peter as a saint of the Eastern Church

*Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies,
IL, 47, p. 681-682.

°Liudprand of Cremona,Retribution, 111, 38, p. 86; Liudprand
of Cremona, Embassy, 16,19, p. 194-195.

2 T. Wolinska, Konstantynopolitarska misja Liudpranda z Kremony (968),
lin:] Cesarstwo bizantyrhskie. Dzicje. Religia. Kultura. Studia ofiarowane Profesorowi
Waldemarowi Ceranowi przez ucznidw na 7o-lecie Jego urodzin,eds. P X rup czyiski,
MJ. Leszka, Eask-£6dZ 2006, p. 208-212.

2J.Shepard, 4 marriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:]
The Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium, ed.
A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p.126-127; B.T103eaeB, Suauenunemo na 5]7/,176,4..., p-30.
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(e.g. in the Officium from the 13™-century Menaion of Dragan or in the
troparion from the 1330 Lesnovo Prologue). The laudatory part of
the Synodikon of Tsar Boril omits Lekapene completely; it does, however,
include praises of numerous Bulgarian royals of both sexes (among them
another Maria, the last empress consort of the first state — 1018), of several
later tsaritsas, and of Peter himself®. Given that the Synodikon has not
reached us in its complete form, we may venture a hypothesis that some
mention of Maria Lekapene may have been present in the part that is
now lost. Rather symptomatic, on the other hand, is the account from
the Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, a 12™-century compilation: according to its
anonymous author, Peter purportedly died without having known either
sin or a wife/woman (rg-kxa He HMRe HH KENH)'™.

Against this backdrop of medieval Bulgarian literary tradition, one
entry, added as a gloss to the 14™-century Slavic translation (completed
in Bulgaria) of the Chronicle of Constantine Manasses, seems unique: cero
gk [i.e. Romanos I Lekapenos’s] guskx Mempm tjgh Bakrapeksl Hak
xenm. This passage, repeated in Bulgarian and Serbian copies of this
source, seems to be the only one across the entire South Slavic material
that mentions Maria®.

In a study that requires the analysis of native sources (such as e.g.
research into the titulature of the Bulgarian empress consort), the his-
torian needs to seek additional information by examining the Slavic
translations of Byzantine chronicles. From among the above-mentioned
Greek historiographical texts, both versions of the Continuation of George

5 Synodikon of Tsar Boril, p. 149—150; I. B ax a a 0 B, Lapcxama npomyszayus na
Tlemsp u nezosume npuemnuys 8 C6eMAUHAIMNA HA OBAAPO-BUSAHMUTLCKUTNE OUNAOMANU-
yecku omHomenus cied 002080pa om 927 2., “Vicropudecku nperaes’ 39.6, 1983, p. 37-38;
id e m, Cpednosexosnusm borzapcku saademen. Tumyaamypa u uncuznuu, Codus 1995,
p-172; T. To po 0 p 0 B, Baazapus..., p. 1555 i d e m, Baademeackusm cmamym..., p. 98.

4 Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, p. 17. On the portrayal of Peter in the Tale of the
Prophet Lsaiah: D. C e $ med 2iev, Bulgarska tradycja parstwowa w apokryfach: car
Piotr w “Butgarskiej kronice apokryficzney’, transl. L. My siels ki, [in:] Biblia Slavorum

Apocryphorum. Novum Testamentum, eds. G. Minczew,M.Skowronek, LPet
rov, Eddz 2009, p. 139-147.

s Cpedueboreapckuii nepesod Xponuxu Koncmanmuna Manaccun 8 crassncxux anme-

pamypax, eds. A.C. Auxaues V.C. Ayitues, Codus 1988, p. 232, 237.
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the Monk as well as the work of John Zonaras were certainly translated
into the language of the Orthodox Slavs®.

The Slavic translation of the Continuation of George the Monk
was completed in Bulgaria in the late 10™ or carly 11 century, and it was
based on the newer, expanded redaction of the text (B), written after 963.
Therefore, the Slavic translation dates back to merely several decades
later than the original Greek version (i.e., incidentally, soon after Maria’s
death). According to numerous scholars, the Slavic translation is unusu-
ally faithful to the original, preserving a version of the text that is closer
to the protograph than some of the extant Byzantine copies”. It features
a thorough account of the year 927 and a reference to Maria’s later visits
to Constantinople™®.

Interestingly enough, another translation of the Chronicle of Symeon
Logothete (vel Continuation of George the Monk), entirely independent
from the translation discussed above, was produced in the 14™ century
in the South Slavic area. It was based on the older redaction of the Byzantine
chronicle (A), covering events until 948. In the manuscripts of this trans-
lation, the work is unequivocally ascribed to Symeon Logothete”. Again,

CAW.IToAb BaHHBD I, Llapv Temp 6 ucmopuneckodi namsmu 50/12.4;]7[76020 cpeﬁue—
sexo6v, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm Geazapun u “0pyeume’”. Coopuux 6 wecm na 60-200uus-
Hunama 1a npogp. oun Llemzp Anzenos,eds. AA. Huxoaos ILTH Hukoaos, Cod)ym
2013, p. 139.

7 AL Kax A an, Xponuxa Cumeona Adozopema, “Busanruiickuii Bpemennux”
15, 1959, p. 126; W. S w o b o d a, Kontynuacja Georgiosa, |in:] Stownik starozytnosci
stowiarskich. Encyklopedyczny zarys kultury Stowian od czaséw najdawniejszych do schyt-
ku XITw.,vol. II, eds. W. Kowalenko,G.Labuda, T.Lehr-Spltawinski,
Wroclaw 1965, p- 468; M. Kaii MmaxaMoBa, baseapcka cpednosexosHa ucmopuonic,
Codust 1990, p. 170-171; A. Brz 6 s tko w s k a, Kroniki z krggu Symeona Logotety,
lin:] Testimonia najdawniejszych dziejéw Stowian. Seria grecka, vol. V, Pisarze z X wieku,
ed. A.Brzéstkowska, Warszawa 2009, p. 64-66.

®Continuator of George the Monk (Slavic), 6-7, 10, p. 560562, 566.

"I.Ocrporopckuil, Crassnckuii nepesod xponuxu Cumeona Adozogema,

“Seminarium Kondakovianum” s, 1932, p. 17-37; ATl Kax aan, Xponuxa...,
p- 130; W. Swo b oda, Symeon Logotheta, |in:] Stownik starozytnosci stowiarskich...,
vol. Veds. W.Kowalenko,G.Labuda, T.Lehr-Sptawinski, Wroclaw
1975, p. 506—-507; M. Kait Mmak am o B a, Berzapcka cpednosexosna ucmopnonuc...,
p-187-188; T.Toao po B,EMzapuﬂ..., p-155-156511 d e m, Baademenckusm cmamym...,
p-98; A.Brzdstkowska, Kroniki..., p. 66.
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the fragments of the source referring to Maria Lekapene were rendered
particularly faithfully, free from abbreviations or editorial interpolations™.

The Bulgarian translation of the Chronicle of John Zonaras (from the
second half of the 12 century) and especially the 14®-century Serbian
redaction can hardly be considered complete. In the manuscripts contain-
ing the most extensive version of the Slavic text, we encounter a lacuna
between the reign of Leo VI (886-912) and that of Basil II (976-1025).
Accordingly, it is impossible to find any mention of Maria in the text™.
Interestingly, information about her death and her role as a sui generis
‘guardian of peace’ between Byzantium and Bulgaria was included in the
synopsis of John Zonaras’s work by the anonymous author of manuscript
PHB, EIV.307, which comprises the 14™-century Slavic translation of the
Chronicle of Symeon Logothete: ligk xe awragekaro Terpa Kenk oymeguum,
HKe o TPhKhl MUK OVTRPWIKAARY,

Remarks about Maria Lekapene can also be found in several Russian
historiographical sources which were dependent content-wise, and some-
times even textologically, on Slavic translations of Byzantine chronicles.
Thus, the highly detailed description of the events of 927 as well as the
passage on Maria’s later visits to Constantinople — de facto re-edited
fragments of the Continuation of George the Monk — were weaved into the
text of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle of the second redaction®.
The latter is a monumental relic of Rus’ historiography of the late Middle
Ages, compiled prior to 1453 on the basis of native accounts as well as
Byzantine sources acquired in the East Slavic area (e.g. the Chronicle

of George the Monk and the Chronicle of John Malalas)*.

*Symeon Logothete (Slavic), p. 136-137, 140.

* O.B.TB o p or o B, [Taparunomen Sonapei: mexcm u kommenmapuis, [in:] Aemonucu
u xponuxu. Hosvie uccaedosanus. 20092010, ed. O.A. H o B u x 0 B 2, MockBa—Cankr-
ITetep6ypr 2010, p. 3-10L

*John Zonaras (Slavic), p. 146.

» Hellenic and Roman Chronicle, p. 497-498,so1; Z.A.Brzoz owska, The Image
of Maria Lekapene, Peter and the Byzantine-Bulgarian Relations Between 927 and 969
in the Light of Old Russian Sources, “Palacobulgarica” 41.1, 2017, p. s0—5L

*T.B. AuucuwmoBa, Xponuxa leopeus Amapmonra 6 dpesnepycckux chuckax
XIV-XVII 6., MockBa 2009, p. 9—10, 235—-253; L. Bu A K y A, dimonuc i xponozpagp.
Cmydii 3 domonzonvcvkozo kuiscvkozo simonucanns, Kuis 2015, p. 372-387.
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A brief entry on Maria, based on the above-mentioned Bulgarian gloss
to the Slavic translation of the Chronicle of Constantine Manasses, can
also be found in two (interrelated) 16™-century Russian compilations
which contain an extensive history of the world: the Russian Chronograph
of 1512 and the Nikon Chronicle®. The tsaritsa is mentioned in both
of these sources along with the description of the reign of emperor
Romanos I Lekapenos. The Russian historiographer relates that this
ruler’s granddaughter was the wife of Bulgarian tsar Peter: cero wagpa
Pomona [Ruvky] Iemprs RoAraghcKhIi Laph HME Keny.

Noteworthy information about Maria and her position at the Preslav
court can be gleaned from sphragistic material. It is beyond any doubt
that, during the period 927-94s, tsar Peter was depicted on official seals
accompanied by his spouse. A relatively high number of artifacts of this
kind have survived to our times. Ivan Jordanov, a specialist in medieval
Bulgarian and Byzantine sigillography, divided them into three types:

L. Peter and Maria — Basileis/Emperors of the Bulgarians (after 927)
— a depiction of Peter and Maria is found on the reverse. The tsar
is shown on the left-hand side of the composition, the tsaritsa
on the right (from the viewer’s perspective). Both are portrayed
in the official court dress of Byzantine emperors. The Bulgarian
rulers are holding a cross between one another, grasping it at the
same height. The inscription presents them as the basileis of
the Bulgarians: ITétpog kel Maplog pacteic tav Bovkydpwy™.

» M.A. Caamuna, Xpouuxa Koncmanmuna Manaccun xax ucmounux Pyccxkozo
xporozpaga, “Ipyast OTacsa APeBHEPYCCKON AUTEpPaTyphl” 32, 1978, p. 279—287;
AA. Typuaos, K sonpocy o borzapckux ucmounuxax Pycckozo xponozpaga,
[in:] Aemonucu u xponuxu. Coopnux cmameii, Mocksa 1984, p. 20—24 [=Mexccrassncxue
KyavmypHoLe 8331 noxu CPeOHe8ex08b.5 1 UCIOUHUKOBCOCHIE UCIMOPULL 1 KYALIRYPbL
crassm. Imwdes u xapaxmepucmuxu, Mocksa 2012, p. 704-708].

* Russian Chronograph, p. 358; Nikon Chronicle, p. 28; Z.A. Brzozowska,
The Image..., p. s1-5 4.

7 There are also some atypical artifacts. Cf. 1. No p A aHoB, Kopnyc Ha cpedrnose-
KosHume bpazapcku nevamu, Codus 2016, p. 269—271.

S Uo P A aH o B, Kopnyc na nevamume na Cpe&ﬂogemgim boazapus, CO(I)I/ISI 2001,
p-s8-s9;B.I'losenes, Suauenunemo na 5pﬂ7m..., p-27;:M1.boxuaos,B.Ioseaes,
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Fig. 1. Seal depicting Peter and Maria Lekapene with the inscription:
[Tétpog Baoi[heds] evalefBli, Bulgaria, 940-945. Drawing (reconstruction):
E. Mysliniska-Brzozowska

II. Peter and Maria — Autocrators/Augusti and Basiless of the Bulgarians
(940s) — the depiction of the tsar and his spouse on the reverse
does not differ fundamentally from the one described above.
Because of the poor state of preservation of all specimens of this
type, the accompanying writing can be reconstructed in several
ways: [Tétpog kot Moplag 2v Xpiote adtoxpdropeg Bovkydpwy (Peter

Hcmopus na fpe@ﬂosemsuﬂ boazapus. VII-X1V s., Co(l)uﬂ 2006, p. 275; M. Ho pAaHOB,
Kopnyc na cpednosexosnume bpazapcxu nesama..., p. 86-89. All seal inscriptions in this
book quoted as reconstructed by Ivan Jordanov.
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and Maria in Christ Autocrators of the Bulgarians); Ilétpog kol
Muapiag év Xpiote adyovatol Baatheis (Peter and Maria in Christ
Augusti and Basileis); TTétpog xol Maplag év Xplote adtoxpdtopeg
Baathelg Bovkydpwv (Peter and Maria in Christ Autocrators and
Basileis of the Bulgarians). According to numerous scholars, the
second interpretation should be considered correct; on the other
hand, in his most recent publications, Ivan Jordanov is inclined
to accept the third reading®.

L. Peter and Maria, pious Basileis/Emperors (940-s0s) — the most
common type. On the reverse of the sigillum, we find a depic-
tion of Peter and Maria, portrayed similarly as in the previous
types. The couple is holding a cross — the tsar from the left, the
tsaritsa from the right side. However, contrary to the seal images
of type I and I1, the hands of the monarchs are placed at different
heights. In the majority of cases, the tsar’s hand is higher; however,
there are also examples in which it is Maria who is holding the
cross above her husband’s hand. The inscription only mentions
Peter, calling him a pious emperor: ITétpog Baoi[Aedc] evalef] g

»].She par d, A4 marriage..., p. 141-143; I. Atana c o B, Hucuenuume na fpea-
Hosexosnume 0sazapcxu saademenn. Kopown, ckunmpu, cepu, opsncus, Kocmomi,
waxumu, IlaeBen 1999, p. 98—99; M. o p A aH o B, Kopnyc na nevamume..., p. 59—60;
B.T'10 3 e A e B, Snauenuemo na 5])47{4..., p.27;:1.boxuasos,B.I'03enes, Homopus...,
p-275—276; T. To A 0 p 0 B, Boszapus..., p. 156—159; i d e m, Baademenckusm cmamym...,
p- 99—101; C. I'e 0 pru e B a, Kernama 6 bsazapckomo cpednosexosue, [1aoBaus 2011,
p-313-315; MJ. Leszk a, K.Marin ow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spofeczeristwo

— gospodarka — kultura. §66—971, Warszawa 2015, p. 159—160; M. Ho p AaHo B, Kopnyc
Ha CPeOHOBeK0BHUME OBALAPCKY NEYAMN. .., P. 9O—95S.

©J.She par d, A4 marriage..., p. 143—146; M. Ho p A au o B, Kopnyc na nevamume...,
p-60-63;B.I'lo3eaces, Suayvenuemo na 5pﬂxa..., p-27; M. Mo pAanos, Kopnyc na
cpedrosexosHUme OBA2APCKY NEYATNY. .., P. 95—1IO.



I1

Zofia A. Brzozowska
Miroslaw J. Leszka

Origins and Early Years

The Lekapenoi family, from which Maria was descended, owed its posi-
tion to Romanos, the grandfather of the future tsaritsa. Romanos was
born around 870 in Lekape, situated between Melitene and Samosata. He
was the son of Theophylaktos, nicknamed Abastaktos (Unbearable)’, an
Armenian peasant who enlisted in the Palace Guard soon after Romanos’s
birth (around 871)*. Our knowledge of Romanos’s life before his rise to
power is rather limited. We know that his career in the imperial fleet (ship
commander — protokarabos— was his first important position’) started
during the reign of emperor Leo V1. In 911, he served as strategos of Samos,
and some time later he was appointed fleet commander (droungarios tou

' Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit. Zweite Abteilung (867-1025)
[cetera: PMB],vol. VI,ed. EWinkelmann etal,Berlin-Boston 2013, p. s61-562,
s.v. Theophylaktos Abastaktos (#28180).

* The basic information on Romanos’s origin is to be found in: S. Runciman,
The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and His Reign. A Study of Tenth-Century Byzantium,
Cambridge 1969, p. 63; A. K az h d an, Romanos I Lekapenos, [in:] Oxford Dictionary
of Byzantium, vol. 111, Oxford 1991, p. 1806; PMB, vol. V,ed. E Winkelmann
et al., Berlin-Boston 2013, p. $78~579, s.v. Romanos I. Lekapenos (#26833).

*Liudprand of Cremona, Retribution, 111, 2s. Cf. JH. Pryor,
EM.Jeffreys, Theageof dromon. The Byzantine Navy ca s00—1204, Leiden—Boston
2006, p. 271.
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ploimon)*. His participation in the failed expedition against Bulgaria
was, paradoxically, a turning point in his career. On August 20™, 917, the
Byzantine forces suffered defeat in the battle of Anchialos’. During
the campaign, Romanos was in charge of the fleet, while the ground
forces were commanded by Leo Phokas, Domestic of the Schools. The
task of the fleet was to convey the Pechenegs across the river Danube; ulti-
mately, however, the Pechenegs never took part in the campaign against
Bulgaria. It is believed that one of the reasons behind their non-involve-
ment in the fighting was the conflict between Romanos I Lekapenos and
John Bogas®. A number of other charges were brought against Romanos
in the context of this campaign. In view of Leo’s defeat in the battle under
discussion, Romanos, as we are informed by sources unfavorable to him,
decided to sail for Constantinople, leaving behind the Byzantine sur-
vivors”. Regardless of his actual conduct during the campaign, empress
Zoe Karbonopsina and those with whom she exercised power on behalf
of emperor Constantine VII took a negative view of it. Dissatisfied with
his service, she intended to punish him. It was only thanks to the support
from Constantine Gongylios and 7zagistros Stephen that Romanos evaded
being blinded®. If this was indeed the way the events unfolded, then the

*Liudprand of Cremona, Retribution, 111, 26. C£. S. Runciman,
The Emperor Romanus..., p. 633 PMB, vol. V, p. s79. Runciman believed that this
took place during the reign of Alexander.

> On the battle of Anchialos see: M.J. L e s z k a, Symeon I Wielki a Bizancjum. Z dzie-
jow stosunkdw butgarsko-bizantyriskich w latach 893—927, £6dz p. 177-181 (the work also
contains a bibliography on the battle).

‘Continuator of Theophanes,p.389-390;Leco Grammatikos,
p-295—296;Continuator of George the Monk,p.882;John Skylitzes,
p-204;John Zonaras,p.464-465;Continuator of George the Monk
(Slavic), p. s47-548; Symeon Logothete, 135, 21. On other reasons why the
Pechenegs decided to collaborate with the empire cf.: MJ. L e s z k a, Symeon I Wielki...,
p-171-173; A. P ar o 1, Pieczyngowie. Koczownicy w krajobrazie politycznym i kulturowym
Sredniowiecznej Europy, Wroclaw 2015, p. 306—308. John Bogas was szrategos of Cherson.
He was entrusted with the task of securing the Pechenegs’ alliance against the Bulgarians.

7Continuator of Theophanes, p.388;Leco the Deacon, VI 7
(it is claimed here that Romanos went to Constantinople to seize power); Jo hn
Skylitzes, p.203.

*Continuator of Theophanes,p.390;John Skylitzes, p. 20s.
Cf.S.Run ciman, The Emperor Romanus..., p. 56.
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empress made a mistake that soon cost her the position of regent and
turned out to jeopardize the future career of her son, Constantine VIIL.

The regency found no fault with Leo Phokas, as evidenced by the
fact that he was placed in command of the forces which were to defend
Constantinople against Symeon’s troops’. Rumors circulated around the
Byzantine capital that the empress was even going to marry Leo, who
had lost his second wife (most certainly the sister of parakoimomenos
Constantine, an influential member of the regency)™ to death some time
earlier. It is difficult to say whether there was any truth to these rumors;
what is certain is the fact that the plan, assuming it ever existed, was never
put into effect.

Be that as it may, Leo Phokas and Romanos began to vie with one
another for the imperial throne. Constantine VII — manipulated by his
guardian, Theodore, and without consulting his mother — decided to turn
to Romanos for protection against Leo Phokas. This significantly helped
Romanos, who became the protector of the legal emperor. Upon learning
about the steps taken by her son and his guardian, Zoe demanded that
Romanos disband the forces that remained under his command. Romanos
had no intention of complying with this order, however, and the empress
found herself in a most strenuous situation. Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos,
taking advantage of her difficulties, removed her from the position of the
head of the regency council. He also wanted to expel her from the palace,
which she managed to neutralize by appealing to her son and begging him
to let her stay. The emperor acceded to her pleas”. Although the patriarch
hardly wished to transfer the power to Romanos, he did not know how

9 Leo Phokas saved himself from the massacre and fled to Mesembria, from where
he sailed to Constantinople. Cf. K. M arin o w, Zadania floty cesarskiej w wojnach
bizantyrisko-bulgarskich (VII-XI w.), [in:] Byzantina Europaea. Ksigga jubileuszowa
oftarowana Profesorowi Waldemarowi Ceranowi, eds. M. Kokoszko,MJ Leszka,
Eédz 2007, p. 389.

©Eg:Continuator of Theophanes,p.390;John Skylitzes,
p- 205, 233. CL. RJH.Jenkins, 4 “Consolatio” of the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus,

“Byzantion” 35,1965, p. 164—165; L. G a r l a n d, Byzantine Empresses. Women and Power
in Byzantium AD s27-1204, London—New York 1999, p. 122.

“Leo Grammatikos,p.298;Continuator of Theophanes,p.392;

John Skylitzes, p.207 Nicholas sent a man called John Toubakes to remove Zoe
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Fig. 2. Solidus with an image of empress Zoe Karbonopsina and her son
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, Constantinople, 914-919
Drawing (reconstruction): E. Myslifiska-Brzozowska

to stop him. Theodore, Constantine’s guardian, stepped in again, sug-
gesting to Romanos that he sail his fleet to the harbor at the Boukoleon
palace. Following this advice, Romanos captured the palace without any
difficulty, taking control of the whole state — initially on behalf of the
minor emperor™®. These events took place in March 919. Shortly after-
wards, in May 919, Constantine VII married Helena, Romanos’s daughter;

from the palace. The empress reportedly begged her son to prevent this; Constantine
took his mother’ side and, with tears in his eyes, he asked for permission to let her stay.

2Continuator of Theophanes,p.390-392;John Skylitzes,p.207.
For a detailed analysis of the events leading to the fall of Zoe’s regency and Romanos’s
rise to power cf.: S. Run cim an, The Emperor Romanus..., p. s8—62.
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thanks to this marriage, Romanos became basileopator”. In September
920, the imperial father-in-law was proclaimed caesar, and on December
17", 920 — Constantine VII's co-emperor. It was still before the con-
ferment of these titles that he had removed Phokas, whom he ordered
blinded, from his way'*.

Romanos’s rise to political prominence was a sentence to Zoe.
Although she was allowed to stay in the palace for some time, she was
deprived of any impact on the political situation. As soon as Romanos
became convinced that he was no longer in danger of losing his position
of power, he proceeded to dispose of his son-in-law’s mother. Accused
of plotting against his life, she was removed from the palace and placed
in the Monastery of St. Euthymios”. In addition, Romanos cast away all
those who were connected with the empress and her son. Consequently,
Constantine found himself at his mercy.

Concerned about consolidating his power and about passing it to
his sons in the future, in May 921 Romanos decided to proclaim the

% On the position of basileopator see: P. Karlin-Hayter, A. Leroy-
Mo lin gh en, Basileopator, “Byzantion” 38, 1968, p. 278-281; S. Tougher,
The Reign of Leo VI (§86—912). Politics and People, Leiden—New York-Kéln 1997,
p- 99-100. Doubts have been raised as to how the name of the office should be
understood. Perhaps it should be spelled basileiopator, i.e. ‘father of the palace’
(A. Schminck, “Frommigkeit ziere das Work”. Zur Datierung der 60 Biicher
Leons VI, “Subseciva Groningana” 3, 1989, p. 108-109) rather than ‘father of the
emperor.

* Runciman dates the marriage of Helena and Constantine VII, as well as
Romanos’s proclamation as caesar and as co-emperor, to 919; so does L. Garland,
Byzantine Empresses..., p. 123. On the arguments for dating these events to 920
see: V.G rum el, Notes de chronologie byzantine, “Echo d’Orient” 35, 1936, p. 3335qq.
On the history of the conflict between Romanos Lekapenos and Leo Phokas:
I. Buri¢, Porodica Foka, “Zbornik Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta” 17, 1976,
p- 241-24s.

"Leo Grammatikos, p.303; Continuator of Theophanes,
p-397:John Skylitzes, p.211. Zoe was removed from the palace in August
920, still before Romanos was proclaimed caesar.

“Continuator of Theophanes,p.398.CES.Runciman, The Emperor
Romanus..., p. 65—66; AR.Bellinger,Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine
Coins in the Dumbarton QOaks Collection and in the Whittemore Collection, vol. 111,
Leo IIT to Nicephorus II1. 717-1081, Washington 1993, p. 528.
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oldest of them (Christopher — Maria’s father) co-emperor'”. Owing to
this decision, his daughter would later become a suitable candidate for
the wife of the Bulgarian ruler.

The most important problem that Romanos I Lekapenos had to deal
with in the first years of his reign was to put an end to the conflict with
Bulgaria, inherited from his predecessors. Until May 927, his opponent
on the Bulgarian side was Symeon. After the latter’s death, the role fell
to his son, Peter — the future husband of Romanos’s granddaughter. We
shall deal with this conflict in more detail in the next chapter.

We do not know when Maria Lekapene was born. Given that
in 927 she was considered to be of suitable age to enter into marriage,
as well as to be betrothed to Peter, her birth can be tentatively dated
between 907 and 915™. She was the daughter of Christopher Lekapenos,

7 Christopher had three half-brothers: Stephen, co-emperor from December 25®,
923 (PMB, vol. VI, p- 83-89, s.0. Step}mnos L/,z/mpenos, #272 51); Constantine, co-emperor
from December 25%, 923 (PMB,vol.Ill,ed. E Winkelmann etal,Berlin-Boston
2013, p. 589—594); Theophylaktos, who in 933 became patriarch of Constantinople
(PMB, vol. V1, p. s65—572, s.v. Theophylaktos, #28192; G. M in c z e w, Remarks on the
Letter of the Patriarch Theophylact to Tsar Peter in the Context of Certain Byzantine and
Slavic Anti-heretic Texts, “Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research
Centre for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East
Europe” 3, 2013, p. 115) and four sisters: Helena, married to Constantine VII (PMB,
vol.LIl,ed. E Winkelmann etal, Berlin—Boston 2013, p. 693-696, s.v. Helene
Lakapene, #22574); Agatha, who became the wife of Romanos Argyros (PMB, vol. 1, ed.
EWinkelmann etal,Berlin-Boston 2013, p. 106-107, s.v. Agathe Lakapene, #20168)
and two others, whose names we do not know. Romanos Lekapenos also had a son out
of wedlock (from his relationship with an unnamed woman of Slavic or Bulgarian origin),
called Basil, who played a significant role in the history of the empire — especially in the
first decade of Basil II's reign (PMB, vol. 1, p. $88—598, s.v. Basileios Lakapenos, #20925;
W. U o p A awuo s, [evamu na Bacuiuii Adakanur om Boazapus, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm
bzazapun u “0pyeume’. Cooprux 8 wecm na 60-200umnunama na npod. duwn Llemsp Anzenos,
eds. AA.Huxoaos H Huxoaos, Codus 2013, p. 159—166).

¥ Jonathan Shepard suspects that Maria was about twelve years old in 927
(J. Shepard, A marriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:] The
Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium, ed.
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Fig. 3. Solidus with an image of emperor Romanos I Lekapenos and his
son Christopher, Constantinople, 921-931 Drawing (reconstruction):
E. Myslifiska-Brzozowska

the eldest son of emperor Romanos I and his wife Theodora (as men-
tioned above, Christopher was elevated to the position of co-emperor

A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 136), while Vasil Gjuzelev dates her birth to 911, which
would make her sixteen years old at the time of her marriage to Peter (B. 103 e e,
Suaennemo na bpaxa na yap Iemasp (927-969) c pometixama Mapus-Hpuna Aaxanuna
(911-9062), [in:] Kyamyprume mexcmose na munaromo — nocumens, cumsoan, uden,vol. I,
Texcmoseme na ucmopusma, ucmopus na mexcmoseme. Mamepuan om FObureiinama
MEHOYHAPOOHA KOHPEPeHyUSL 8 Uecm Ha 60-200umiHuHamA Ha npo. d.u.4. Kasumup
Tonxoncmanmunos, Beauxo Toproso, 29—31 oxmomspu 2003 2., Cous 200s, p. 28).
Cf.also MJ. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoleczeristwo
— gospodarka — kultura. 866-971, Warszawa 2015, p. 156, where our protagonist’s birth
is dated to ca. 912.
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and third co-ruler of the empire in May 921”). As a descendant of the
Lekapenoi family, Maria had Armenian blood in her veins. However,
curiously enough, her background also includes a Slavic ancestor: accord-
ing to Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, her mother Sophia was the
daughter of Niketas Magistros, a Slav from the Peloponnesos™. The latter
is also mentioned in the Continuation of George the Monk, the Chronicle
of Symeon Logothete, the Chronicle of Pseudo-Symeon Magistros and the
Continuation of Theophanes™.

The future Bulgarian tsaritsa was most likely the eldest child of
Christopher and Sophia, who married prior to Romanos I Lekapenos’s
ascension to power™”. Since Maria’s father was crowned in 921, and her
mother was only elevated to the rank of augusta in February 922 (after
empress Theodora’s death)”, our heroine did not enjoy the prestigious
title of porphyrogennete, i.e. imperial daughter ‘born in the purple**.

Maria had two younger brothers, neither of whom was to play any
significant political role: Romanos, who died in childhood, and Michael.
The latter had two daughters — Sophia and Helena (who married
an Armenian, Gregory Taronites)*. Particularly notable among

“Continuator of Theophanes, VI,1,p.398.CL.S.Runciman, The
Emperor Romanus...,p. 65-66; AR.Bellinger,Ph.Grierson, Catalogue..., p. 528.

*Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Themes, p. o1
Cf.B.T1w0 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Snauenuemo na bpaxa..., p.28; A.Hu x o a 0 B, [Hosumunecxa mucos
6 pannocpeonosexosna boazapus (cpedama na IX-xkpas na X 6.), Codpus 2006, p. 273-274;
PMBY, p. 20-22, s.v. Niketas (#25740).

*Continuator of George the Monk, p. 905, 908; Symeon
Logothete, 135, 30, p. 309; 136, 16, 48, 54, p. 315, 327, 330; Pseudo-
-Symeon Magistros,36,p.742; Continuator of Theophanes, VI,
22,25, p. 413, 417.

»S Runciman, The Emperor Romanus..., p. 64.

“Continuator of George the Monk, p. 894; Pscudo-
-Symeon Magistros, 24, p. 733 Continuator of Theophanes,
VL 9,s. 402;John Zonaras, XVL 18, p. 471. C£. S. Run ciman, The Emperor
Romanus..., p. 67;]. Shepard, A marriage..., p. 136; B.T'10 3 ¢ A ¢ B, 3nauenuemo na
bpaxa..., p. 28; A. Hu x o a 0 B, [loaumunecka mucoa..., p. 274.

*S. Georgieva, The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria, “Byzantinobulgarica”
9,199s, p. 167.

» S.Run ciman, The Emperor Romanus...,p. 78, 234;).Sh e p ar d, A marriage...,
p- 136.
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Maria’s influential relatives was her aunt, Helena Lekapene, who in 919
married Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, remaining by his side until
959. As mentioned before, two of Maria’s uncles, Stephen and Constantine,
also donned the imperial purple when they were elevated by Romanos I
to the position of co-rulers in 923, whereas the third uncle, Theophylaktos,
became the patriarch of Constantinople (933-956)*°.

There are several key questions to be asked regarding Maria’s origins,
position and connections: How many years did she spend in the palace
in Constantinople? What kind of education did she receive there? To
what extent did she have an opportunity to familiarize herself with court
ceremonies and the Byzantine ideology of power? Consequently, how
justified is it to view her as consciously transplanting certain elements
of Byzantine political culture onto Bulgarian soil?

Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos had told Maria’s grandfather that
he, born and raised outside of the imperial court, lacked a sufficient under-
standing of its rules and thus also the basic competencies required for
being a ruler””. The same judgement could also be applied to Christopher
Lekapenos, who crossed the threshold of the palace in Constantinople
as a fully mature man, by then both a husband and a father*®. This leads
to the next question: when did Maria herself enter the palace? The latest
possible date seems to be February 922, when our protagonist’s mother,
Sophia, was elevated to the rank of augusta. The ceremonial court duties
associated with this promotion™ necessitated permanent residence in the
capital city and the palace. The Bulgarian tsaritsa-to-be, then, spent at least

% Cf. fn. 17.

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 72. Cf.S.Geor gieva, T/JeByzﬂntz’neprimesses..., p-167; T.Topopos,
Koncmanmun bazpenopoduu u dunacmuunusm bpax mencdy siademeickume 0omose
#na Ilpecras u Koncmarnmunonoa om 927 2., “TlpecaaBeka KHIKOBHA IIKOAR. 7, 2003,
p- 393.

*S. Runciman, The Emperor Romanus..., p. 64; A.R. Bellinger,
Ph.Grierson, Catalogue..., p. 528.

»J. Herrin, Theophano. Considerations on the Education of a Byzantine Princess,
(in:] The Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium,
ed. A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 7273 [=]. H e r r i n, Unrivalled Influence. Women
and Empire in Byzantium, Princeton 2013, p. 245].
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five years at the imperial court. It is worth adding that she was a teenager
at the time — the period in life in which one’s personality, habits and
preferences are shaped most deeply.

It is difficult to determine how thorough Maria’s education was.
Analyzing several anonymous commemorative poetic texts written after
Christopher’s death, Jonathan Shepard concluded that he valued knowl-
edge and considered it important to ensure that his children obtain an
education worthy of their standing. Thus, Maria’s curriculum during her
stay at the palace may have been extensive, covering both religious and
secular matters (fundamentals of law and general familiarity with the
imperial Byzantine court ceremonial, as well as rules of diplomacy)*.
Judith Herrin goes even further, assuming that Maria’s relatives hoped that
her marriage would render her a sui generis representative of Byzantine
interests at the Bulgarian court®. Thus, she may have been actively pre-
pared for this role. The British scholar attempts to compensate for the lack
of source material concerning Maria by comparing her biography with
that of another Byzantine woman married to a foreign ruler — Theophano,
wife of emperor Otto II. According to Herrin, Theophano’s later political
activity attests to the education she received before her marriage, one
which was intended to prepare her comprehensively for the role of an
imperial wife and mother. No less interesting (from the perspective of our
subject) seems to be the case of Agatha, one of the daughters of Helena
Lekapene and Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos: she was sufficiently
competent and knowledgeable in matters of state to assist her father
in chancery work, helping him not only as a secretary, but also as a trusted
adviser and confidant®.

Even if Maria Lekapene was not as profoundly erudite as her cousin,
her stay at the imperial court in Constantinople must have resulted in her
gaining experience that would help her adapt to the role of the Bulgarian

®].Shepard, dmarriage...,p.137-138.CE M.J.Leszk a, K. Marin ow, Carstwo
butgarskie..., p. 156.

3 She represents the out-going Byzantine princess, who had to perform an ambassadorial
role in the country of her new husband (J. H e r r i n, The Many Empresses of the Byzantine
Court (and All Their Attendants), [in:] e ad e m, Unrivalled Influence..., p. 229).

» E adem, Theophano..., p. 248-253.
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tsaritsa. Spending time in the chambers of the Great Palace, Christopher’s
daughter likely had numerous opportunities to familiarize herself with
both the official court ceremonial and with the unwritten rules observed
by those in the highest echelons of power. Our protagonist had no dearth
of positive examples to follow: we must not forget that her aunt Helena,
her grandmother Theodora as well as her mother Sophia all wore the
imperial purple. Spending time in their company and observing them,
Maria had favorable circumstances to develop an understanding of what
it meant to be a Byzantine empress.
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The Year 927

1. Byzantine-Bulgarian Relations during the Reign
of Symeon the Great (893-927)

I n order to understand Peter’s situation regarding his relations with the
empire after his father’s death, it seems advisable to begin with a general
overview of his father’s policy towards Byzantium.

Following Bulgaria’s conversion to Christianity in 866, the Bulgarian-
-Byzantine relations, which had previously been far from harmonious, took
on a peaceful, religion-based character. Nevertheless, this state of affairs
did not last longer than until the beginning of the 890s: the mutual rela-
tions deteriorated under Vladimir-Rasate (889—893) and escalated into
an open confrontation under Symeon I (893-927), Peter’s father. Having
assumed power in 893, Symeon found himself in conflict with emperor
Leo VI because of changes in the regulations concerning Bulgarian trade
in the empire; the animosity would ultimately result in the outbreak
of war between the two countries'. Thus, Symeon had to elaborate a way

* On the causes and course of the war see: I. ITau ko Ba-ITe Tk 0 B a, [Tspsama
sotina mencdy boazapus u Busanmus npu yap Cumeon u 8s3cmarosseanemo na 0z
eapckama mep2osus ¢ Llapuzpad, “Vissectus na Vucruryra sa Meropus™ 20, 1968,
p-167—200; T. Wasilew s ki, Bizancjum i Stowianie w IX w. Studia z dziejéw stosunkdw
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of handling the Byzantines in the early days of his reign. It was no longer
possible to pursue the strategy chosen by Boris-Michael after his conver-
sion to Christianity in 866, aimed at preserving peace with Byzantium.

The events of 893—-896 show that during the initial stage of his rule,
Symeon would deal with the empire so as to defend the position to which
the Bulgarian state (in terms of both territory and prestige) and its ruler
had been elevated during his father’s reign. The policy he pursued was
informed by the belief that the empire had no right to use the common
religion as a justification for its claims to sovereignty over Bulgaria. The
title of éx Oeod dpywv Bovkyapiag, for which Symeon finally settled, can
be regarded as an indication of the compromise he decided to accept®.
In the years that followed, the ruler, taking advantage of the good rela-
tions with the empire, focused on internal affairs. The development
of the city of Preslav — the state’s new political center — was among his
main endeavors, as was his promotion of literature. The latter shows that
his efforts were designed to build a sense of national pride and to provide

politycznych i kulturalnych, Warszawa 1972, p. 221-223; V1. b ox u a 0 B, LJap Cumeon

Beauxu (893—927): Snamuusm sex na Cpednosexosna boazapus, Codust 1983, p. 87-89;

id em, Busanmuiickusm césm, Codust 2008, p. 379-381; idem, B.T'roscacs,
Hemopus na cpeaﬁoselcosfm boazapus. VII-XIV 6., Codus 2006, p. 246-247,
266-267; N. Oikonomides, Le kommerkion d Abydos, Thessalonique et la com-
merce bulgare an IX siécle, [in:] Hommes et richesses dans [ Empire byzantin, vol. 11,
VIF-XV* siécle, eds. V.Kravari,J.Lefort, C.Morrisson, Paris 1991, p. 241—
248;]. Karayannopoulos, Les causes des luttes entre Syméon et Byzance: un

réexamin, [in:] Cﬁopﬂmc 8 wecm Ha axao. Aumumsp Anzenos, ed. B.Beaxos, Codus

1994, p. 52—64; B. Baux o B a, Cumeon Beauxu. Ilomam xom xoponama na 3anada,
Codust 2005, p. 53—54; M. Buasip cxu, Quckaina cucmema na cpednosexosta

Boazapus, T1aoBaus 2010, p. 139—140; M.J. L e s z k a, The Monk versus the Philosopher.
From the History of the Bulgarian-Byzantine War 8§94-896, “Studia Ceranea. Journal

of the Waldemar Ceran Research Centre for the History and Culture of the

Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe” 1, 2011, p. s5—70; i d e m, Symeon I
Wielki a Bizancjum. Z dziejow stosunkdw bulgarsko-bizantyriskich w latach 893—927,
E6dz 2013, p. 67-98.

*U. Mopaanos, Kopnyc na cpednosexosnume boazapcxu newamu, Codus
2016, p. 60—68. The author indicates that, in his seal iconography, Symeon followed
the path paved by his father (p. 68). Cf. also T. C o a B o B a, Baademer u admunu-

cmpayus 8 pannocpednosexosna boaazapus. Quaorozuveckn acnexmu, Coust 2010,
p- 236-239.
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an adequate ideological framework for a country functioning in the
Christian ecumene’.

Boris-Michael’s death in 907, as some scholars believe, changed
Symeonss situation*. He regained the complete freedom to rule his coun-
try the way he wanted and was given a chance to take his relations with
the empire to a new level, as he ostensibly became convinced of his right
to claim the title of basileus. It was apparently in mid-913, as Bulgaria’s
relations with Byzantium under emperor Alexander deteriorated, that
he decided to put this idea into action’ and proclaimed himself basileus,
abandoning the previous title of ¢« ®eo? dpywv — the one approved by
Byzantium®. In all likelihood, he realized that the Byzantines would not
be willing to accept the step he took and that it would inevitably require
a demonstration of military power, or even war. Thus, he attempted to
take advantage of the opportunity to kill two birds with one stone. First,
he utilized the fact that Alexander, by refusing to pay him tribute, had
broken the terms of the existing peace treaty. The breach of the agreement

* The search for the past — necessarily pagan — coupled with the efforts to integrate
it into the new Christian historical consciousness is reflected both in the small num-
ber of extant original works and in the translations. It is no coincidence that the Lisz
of Bulgarian Khans, containing a mythical vision of the origins of the Bulgarian state,
was referred to during Symeon’s reign. See e.g.: A. Hu x 0 a 0 B, [oaumuuecxa mucen
8 paﬂﬂocpeaﬂoeemeﬂd beaeapus (¢ cpeadma Ha IX-xpasna X e. ), Codusi 2006, p. 151-230;
Hemopus na 55/124])(7647714 cpeaﬂoeeicoeim Aumepamypa, ed. A Muarenosa,  Copus
2008, p. 37sqq; M. Ka#imaxamoBa, Bracm u ucmopus 6 cpeﬁﬁoeemgﬂa boazapus
VIII-XIV 6., Codus 2011, p. 115-156. These works contain references to various further
studies on the issue.

* M. B o i1 H o B, [Ipomsnama 8 6ear2apo-6u3anmuiickume 0muouenus npu yap
Cumeon, “VsBectust na MacTuTyTa Ha Mctopus™ 18, 1967, p. 168sqq.

s For more on Alexander’s policy towards Bulgaria see: H. O B4 a p o B, Edna xuno-
me3a 3a 0s12apo-8U3AHIMUILCKUINE OMMHOMEHUS NPe3 912—913 2., ApXeororus 31.3,1989,
p-s0—57; P.Pam ¢ B, K3 Cuumeon u umnepamop Anexcandsp, [in:] i d e m, Lap Cuneon
Beauxu. IHpuxu xom anunocmma u deaomo my, Codus 2007, p. 32—41; MJ. Leszka,
Symeon..., p. 118—124.

¢ A.Huxo a o8, [Hosumunuecka..., p. 129-139; i d e m, “Beauxusm mexcdy yapeme’.
Heparcdane u ymespycdasare na 0p2apckama yapcka uHCmMumyyus npes YnpasieHuemo
#a Cumeon I, [in:] Boazapckusm saamen sex. Coopuux 6 4ecm na yap Cumeorn Beauxn
(893-927),eds. B.T1oseaen, VIL.I. Manes, K. Hen o s, [TaoBaus 2015, p. 1655qq;
MJ. Leszka, Symeon..., p. 129-133.
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by the emperor made it possible for Symeon to shift the blame for the
outbreak of the war onto Byzantium. Second, he integrated the issue
of the recognition of his new title into the broader demand concerning
the above-mentioned tribute. In this way, he was able to avoid giving some
of the members of the Bulgarian elite a reason to accuse him of taking
up arms only in order to satisfy his personal ambitions. The Bulgarians’
march on Constantinople in the summer of 913, which turned out to
be an effective manifestation of power, was Symeon’s success’. Not only
did the Byzantines resume paying the tribute, but they also recognized
Symeon’s imperial proclamation, although the latter was illegal from
Constantinople’s perspective’. Having accomplished all his plans, Symeon
could feel satisfied, the more so because he had achieved his goals without
shedding a drop of Christian blood. It may have been directly after August
913 that he began using the title eipvomoiée Baotheds (peace-making basile-
us) on his seals’, an appellation that is still the subject of an ongoing
debate. According to Ivan Duycheyv, the title manifested Symeon’s polit-
ical program, an important element of which was to establish peace both
with the empire and within his own country™. Ivan Bozhilov maintains
that the phrase should be understood as pointing to Symeon’s plan to
establish a new order (tdéi). The latter, referred to by the scholar as the
Pax Symeom'm, was in his opinion conceived as an attempt to replace or
at least balance the existing Pax Byzantina in the Christian ecumene. In this
plan, Symeon envisaged himself as the same kind of pater familias among

7 On the Bulgarian expedition against Constantinople see: A. Anreaos,
C.Kames, b. Yo ananos, boizapcka 6oenna ucmopus om anmusnocmma 00 61mo-
pama vemsspm Ha X 8., Codust 1983, p. 266—268; MJ. Le sz ka, Symeon..., p. 134-137.

% On the conditions of the agreement in question see: A. Hu x 0 a 0 B, [Toanmu-
yecka..., p. 130-139; M.J. Le sz k a, Symeon..., p. 138—158.

* . U o paanos, Kopnyc na cpednosexosnume b6oizapcxu newami..., p. 68—73.
The inscription is an acclamation. The same phrase can be found in the Book of
Ceremonies by Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos (I, 77, p.373). L B o Z il o v (Lideologic
politique du tsar Syméon: pax Symeonica, “Byzantinobulgarica” 8, 1986, p. 82—83) provides
other examples of the term being used in Byzantine texts.

1. D ujéev, Relations entre Slaves méridionaux et Byzance aux X~ XII siécles,
[in:] i d e m, Medioevo bizantino-slavo, vol. 11, Altrisaggi di storia, politica eletteraria,
Roma 1971, p. 188.
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the family of rulers and nations that the Byzantine emperor had been;
furthermore, the Bulgarians were to assume the role of the new chosen
people, who — just like the Byzantines — enjoyed God’s protection and
were capable of defending Christianity as well as preserving the cultural
heritage of Rome and Greece".

Bozhilov, however, appears to be taking his idea of the Pax Symeonica
too far: one is inclined to doubt the validity of ascribing such a deep mean-
ing to a formula originating in imperial Byzantine acclamations, the more
so because the Bulgarian scholar associates it more with Charlemagne than
with Byzantium™. The interpretation offered by Duychev, and shared by
other scholars such as Jonathan Shepard” and Rasho Rashev', is consid-
erably more compelling. By using the term eipnvomoide to refer to himself
in 913, Symeon sent a clear message: he wished to be perceived as a ruler
who established peace with Byzantium. It should be borne in mind that
his contemporaries considered peace to be a supreme value — as Nicholas

"W.boxuaos, [ap..., p. 114-115; i d e m, L’ideologie..., p. 81-85. Symeon must
have carried out the program in several stages. First, the ruler had to obtain Byzantium’s
consent to use the imperial title. His next steps involved marrying his daughter off to
Constantine VII, being granted the status of his guardian (basileopator) and, conse-
quently, acquiring influence over the empire’s government. Our criticism of the view
that Symeon strove to obtain the title of basileopator can be found in: MJ. Leszka,
Symeon..., p. 144-146. See also: H. Kb 1 ¢ B, Cmpemsn au ce e 6pazapckusm eaademen
Cumeon I Beauxu (893—927 2.) Kom panz na susamuticku sacuseonamop?, [in:]id e m,
Busaumunoboazapcku cmydun, Beauxo TppHOBO 2013, p. 111-119.

“W.Boxunaos,ap..., p. 113-114; i d e m, L’ideologie..., p. 83-84. Bozhilov refers
to the title used by Charlemagne, which included the adjective pacificus (‘the one who
brings peace’). The Bulgarian scholar claims that the title was used with reference to the
Frankish Empire, which the ruler created by conquering the lands of Bavaria, Saxony
and the kingdom of the Lombards, as well as by subjugating the Slavs, the Avars and
the Muslims in Spain. Even if this was the case, the fact remains that Bozhilov is silent
about the route by which this element of Carolingian political ideology would have
reached the court in Preslav and become an inspiration to Symeon. On Carolingian
political ideology see: W. Falk o w s ki, Wielki krdl. Ideologiczne podstawy wiadzy
Karola Wielkiego, Warszawa 2011.

5]. Shepard, Symeon of Bulgaria-Peacemaker, [in:] i d e m, Emergent elites and
Byzantium in the Balkans and East-Central Europe, Farnham-Burlington 2011, p. 52—53.

4 P.Paw e B, “Bmopama soiina” na Cumeon cpensy Busanmus (913-927) kamo aume-
pamypen u noauwmusecku gaxm, [in:]id e m, Hap Cumeon..., p. 94.
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Mystikos put it, it brought with it nothing but good and was pleasing to
God®. Symeon was perfectly aware of this, which led him to use the motive
in his propaganda.

In 913, it seems, Symeon hoped to build a lasting peace with Byzantium;
however, it was not long before he realized that his plans were difficult
to carry out. The changes in the composition of the regency council, to
be presided over by widowed empress Zoe Karbonopsina, forced him
to search for new ways of securing stable, peaceful relations with Byzantium
(the council ruled the empire on behalf of Constantine VII, and the changes
in question were introduced at the beginning of 914). It may have been
at that time that Symeon, or one of his advisers, came up with the idea
of a marriage between the members of the ruling dynasties of Bulgaria
and Byzantium'®. The Byzantines did not accept the offer; nor, it seems,
did they confirm the terms of the 913 agreement (although they probably
did not terminate it either)”. Be that as it may, Symeon found himself
confronted with the necessity of reorienting his plans. It appears that, until
917, he still believed that maintaining peace was possible. However, the
aggressive policies of Byzantium, which resulted in the outbreak of
the war®, finally made him change his attitude towards the empire and rede-
fine the parameters of Bulgaria’s participation in the Christian community.

“Nicholas Mystikos, 16, p.108, 110; 17, p. 110; 23, p. 160. The way in which
the issue of peace was treated in Byzantium has been covered by: CH. Maaaxos,
Konyenyus mupa 8 nosummecxoii udeorozun Busanmun nepsots nososunm X 6.: Huxorat:
Mucmux u Deodop Aagronam, “Aunrmanas Apesnocts u Cpeanue Beka” 27, 1995,
p-19-31;]. Hald o n, Warfare, State and Society in the Byzantine World, London 1999,
p-13-33; J. Chrysostomides, Byzantine Concepts of War and Peace, [in:] War,
Peace and World Orders in European History, eds. AV.Hartmann,B.Heuser,
London-New York 2001, p. 91—101; PM. S tr i s sl e, Krieg und Frieden in Byzanz,

“Byzantion” 74, 2004, p. 110-129; K. Marin ow, Peace in the House of Jacob. A Few
Remarks on the Ideology of Two Biblical Themes in the Oration On the Treaty with the
Bulgarians, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 3, 2012, p. 85-93.

“M.J.Leszka, Symeon..., p. 142-144.

7 Ibidem, p. 160-163.

% On the causes and course of the 917 war see: B.Y. 3aatap cxu, Homopus na
Gvazapckama dspacasa npes cpeduume sexose, vol. 1/2, ITopso bsazapcxo Llapemeso. Om
crasanusayusma na dspicasama o nadanemo na Ilspsomo yapcmso (852—r1018), Codus
1927, p. 380-388; A. Anreaos, C.Kames, b. Yoanan o, baseapcka soenna...,
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Thus, Symeon took up the gauntlet thrown by the Byzantines. For
more than six years, he waged war against Byzantium — in Byzantine ter-
ritory”. His first significant victories (especially the battle of Anchialos)
left him convinced that he was in the position to demand that Byzantium
recognize Bulgaria’s unique status in the Christian world. A symbolic
representation of the way in which his approach had changed was his
assumption of a new title — basilens Romaion (Baoihé[vg] Popéwv), i.c.
Basileus of the Romaioi — the same as the one borne by Byzantine rulers™.

By proclaiming himself Basileus of the Romaioi, which must have
taken place between the beginning of 921 and October—November 923,
he indicated that he would neither recognize Romanos Lekapenos (whom
he considered a usurper) as the leader of the Christian ecumene nor accept
the role of his ‘spiritual son’

What was the meaning of Symeon’s assuming the title of basileus?
Scholars are divided on this issue. Some have claimed that Symeon strove
to capture Constantinople and, by taking the place of Byzantine emperors,
to build a form of universal Bulgarian-Byzantine statchood™. According
to others, he wanted to be recognized as the ruler of the Byzantine West

p- 268-272; 1. Boxuaos, [ap..., p. 121-126; i dem,B.Troseaes, Hemopuas...,
p-255-256;].Shepard, Symeon..., p. 34—45; MJ. Leszk a, Symeon..., p. 167-18s.

¥ On this period in the Byzantine-Bulgarian relations see: A. Anreaos,
C.Kames,b.YoamaHnos, baazapcka soenna..., p. 272-277; 1. b oxmaos, Lap...,
p-126-1144;1 dem,B.Twsecac B, Hemopus..., p.2s6—260; MJ.Lesz ka, Symean...,
p- 187-217.

1 No p AauoB, [levamu na Cumeon, éacunresc wa Pomeume ( ?—927), “Bulgaria
Mediaevalis” 2, 2011, p. 87-97; 1 d e m, Kopnyc..., p. 73—81. We have a significant number
of this type of sigilla (27). They bear the following inscription: Zvpeav év Xpio[t6)
Booié[vg] Poptéwv (Symeon in Christ Basileus of the Romaioi). Particularly noteworthy
is the fact that they also contain the formula Nixorvov heovimvo mohét té &[tn] (fo the
Victory-maker the Lion-like many years). Contrary to the phrase ‘creator of peace, prob-
ably introduced in 913, the new type of seals emphasizes Symeon’s military victories — or,
to put it more broadly, the military aspect of his imperial power. See also: K. ToTe B,
3a edna epyna nevamu na yap Cumeon, [in:] Obugomo u cneyuguunomo 6 basxancxume
Hapodu do xpas na XIX 6. Cooprux 8 wecm na 70-200umHnunama na npod. Bacuiuxa
Tonxosa-3aumosa, ed.T. B aka a o8, Codus 1999, p. 107-112.

*F. D 8 1ger, Bulgarisches Cartum und byzantinisches Kaisertum, “Vissectust Ha
Boarapekus Apxeosornaecku Mucruryr” 9,193, p. 57; G. O s tr o g o r s k i, Avtokrator
isamodrgac, [in:] id e m, Vizantija i Sloveni, Beograd 1970, p. 303-318.
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Fig. 4. Seal depicting Symeon I the Great with the inscription: Zvpecy
&v Xpio[t@] Baothé[vg] Popéwy, Bulgaria, ca. 921. Drawing (after R. Rasev):
E. My¢linska-Brzozowska

(the lands owned by Byzantium in Europe)** or even as the successor of
the Roman emperors who had ruled the western part of the Roman
Empire™.

It does not seem likely that Symeon’s goal was to capture Con-
stantinople and to turn it into a capital city, to be used as a base from

** P. Pam e B, Bmopama..., p. 93.
» B.BauxkoBa, Cumeon..., passim.
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which his Slav-Greek state would be governed. Even in the period of his
greatest victories, he did not undertake any serious operation that could
lead to the seizure of Byzantium’s capital (his plan to threaten it by forging
an alliance with the Arabs went awry**). He considered Preslav the center
of his state. He put a lot of effort into developing and beautifying the city;
collecting relics was one of the ways in which he tried to raise it to the
position of a religious center”. Would he have acted in this way if he had
been blinded by the idea of taking over the Byzantine capital?

Or should Symeon’s use of the title in question be interpreted in terms
of an appeal to the tradition of an emperor independent of Constantinople,
conventionally referred to as the Emperor of the West**? Unfortunately, it
is impossible to give a positive answer to the question either — there is no
evidence indicating that the Bulgarian ruler attempted to invoke the tradition
of awestern center of imperial power. The lack of such evidence has even been
noted by Veselina Vachkova®, who recently advanced the notion of Symeon
as a ruler of the West (in the sense of the western part of the Roman Empire).

*K.C. K p s c1eB, boazapus, Busanmus u Apabckusm cesm npu yapysanemo na
Cumeon I Beanxu, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 3, 2012, p. 371-378; M.J. L e s z k a, Symeon...,
p. 200-201

» This aspect of Symeon’s policy is stressed by: A.N ik o | o v, Making a New Basileus.
The Case of Symeon of Bulgaria (893—927). Reconsidered, [in:] Rome, Constantinople
and Newly-Converted Europe. Archaeological and Historical Evidence, vol. 1, eds.
M.Salamon etal, Krakéw—Leipzig—Rzeszéw—Warszawa 2012, p. 101-108. Preslav
became the center of the cult of Boris-Michael, Bulgaria’s first Christian ruler, canonized
soon after his death. His grave, it is believed, was located in the chapel of the so-called
Royal Church (M. Baxaunosa, M. I epesa, Knes Bopuc [ u 6aademercxama
ysprea na Beauxu [pecaas, [in:]) Xpucmusnckama xyamypa 6 cpednosexosna boazapus.
Mamepuann om naynonaina nayuna xondeperyus, [llymen, 2—4 mati 2007 2., no cay4asi
1100 200un om cmspmma na cé. Knss Bopuc-Muxaua (ox. 835907 2.),ed. TL.Teoprucs,
Beanko TrpHOBO 2008, p. 185-194).

* It is quite remarkable that the sphragistic material at our disposal offers no hint
that Symeon used the title of Basileus of the Romaioi and the Bulgarians; still, it needs
to be stated that this title did reflect the reality, as the Bulgarian ruler’s subjects included
both Romaioi and Bulgarians.

¥ B.Bauxosa, Cumeon..., p. 84. CL. I1. ITa B & 0 B, Xpucmusuckomo u umnepcro-
M0 MUHANO HA GBrzapckume 3emut 8 otixymenuunama doxmpuna na yap Cumeon Beauxu
(893-927), [in:] H3mounomo npasocrasue 6 esponesickama xyimypa. Meucdynapodua
Kougepenyus. Bapna, 2—3 wan 1993 2., ed. A. O Buap o B, Codust 1999, p. 112-114.



38 Maria Lekapene, Empress of the Bulgarians...

On the other hand, a view that can be justified is that Symeon strove to
weaken Byzantium’s position in the Balkans and aimed to capture space
in which Bulgaria could play a dominant role. It is in this context that the
term ‘West’ (dysis) appears™, found in the correspondence of Nicholas
Mystikos™ and in the letters of Romanos I Lekapenos. In the fifth letter,
the Bulgarian ruler is accused of plundering the ‘whole West” and taking
its people into captivity; Romanos adds that, because of his misconduct,
Symeon cannot be called Emperor of the Romaioi*. The issue of the
“West’ appears in the sources once more in the account of the circum-
stances of Symeon’ death. His statue, which is believed to have stood on
the hill of Xerolophos, had its face turned westwards®. By the “West, the
three sources in question seem to mean Byzantium’s European territories
or, more broadly, Byzantium’s sphere of influence in the Balkans. Only
the first two accounts (not without certain reservations)*, coupled with
the analysis of certain steps taken by the ruler towards the Serbs and the
Croats, can be used to support another view: that Symeon sought
the Byzantines” approval of his rule over the territories they had lost to

** On the meaning of the terms dysis (“West’) and hesperia (‘western lands’) see:
B. Bauxkosa, Cumeon..., p. 76; e ad e m, Ionsmuemo “3anad” 6 ucmopuneckama
apzymenmayus na cpednosexosua boazapus, “Studia Balcanica” 25, 2006, p. 295-303.

»Nicholas Mystikos, 27, p. 190. In the letter, the patriarch suggests that
Symeon wanted to rule over the whole West — which, in the patriarch’s opinion, was not
possible because the sovereignty of all the West belongs to the Roman Empire (transl. p. 191).

*Theodore Daphnopates, Letters, s, p. 59.

"Continuator of Theophanes,p. 411—412;John Skylitzes, p.225;
John Zonaras,p.4733Pseudo-Symeon Magistros,p.740.

* One is advised to exercise great caution in using the letters of Nicholas Mystikos
and Romanos I Lekapenos to determine Symeon’s actual demands, as the letters
reflect Symeon’s diplomatic war with Byzantium. In diplomatic wars, one puts for-
ward far-reaching bids in order to achieve specific goals. Besides, the letters written
by Byzantine authors do not necessarily reflect the thoughts expressed in the Bulgarian
ruler’s original writings. It is worth noting that Nicholas Mystikos is the only author
who explicitly addresses Symeon’s attempts to establish his rule over the West. All that
Romanos I Lekapenos says in his letter, on the other hand, is that he who ravages the
lands of the Romaioi cannot be called their emperor: hence, the letter concerns not so
much the attempt to rule the West as the use of the title. If Symeon had actually wanted
to take over the a// the West, why would he have demanded that the Byzantines concede
to him lands (known as the mandria) which formed a part of this West?
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him, as well as their abandoning the competition for influence over the
arcas inhabited by the Serbs and Croats®.

We do not consider it likely that Symeon planned to take over the
whole Byzantine west. Rather, in our opinion, he merely wanted to be
recognized as a ruler equal to Byzantine emperors in the Balkan sphere;
his assumption of the title in question should be regarded as a manifestation
of this intention. On November 19% (most probably 923*%), he met with
Romanos I Lekapenos to make peace. Although it seems that the rulers
failed to come to a final agreement, they managed to resolve some of the
contentious issues, which sufficed for Symeon to cease his hostilities
against Byzantium®. No source mentions Symeon’s aggressive steps against
the southern neighbor. Quite on the contrary, there is evidence to suggest
that the ruler made active attempts to reach a final settlement with the
empire. According to Todor Todorov*, this is indicated by a passage in

» Ct.J. Shepard, Bulgaria. The Other Balkan “Empire’, |in:] New Cambridge
Medieval History, vol. 111, ed. T. R e u t e r, Cambridge 2000, p. 567—58s.

3 Although Byzantine sources appear to be very precise in specifying the year, the
month, the day of the week and even the hour of the event, the date is open to debate
(cf. S.Run ciman, The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and bis Reign. A Study of Tenth-
Century Byzantium, Cambridge 1969, p. 246-248).J. Howard-Johns o n (A short
piece of narrative bistory: war and diplomacy in the Balkans, winter 921/2 — spring 924,
lin:] Byzantine Style, Religion and Civilization. In Honour of Sir Steven Runciman,
ed. E.Jeffreys, Cambridge 2006, p. 348) recently expressed his view on this mat-
ter, making a strong case for dating Symeon’s meeting with Romanos to Wednesday,
November 19%, 923.

5 Accordingto].Howard-Johnston (A4short piece..., p. 352), Symeon reached
agreement with Romanos on several issues: 1. the war was ended; 2. Lekapenos was
recognized by Symeon as Byzantium’s legal ruler; 3. Symeon was granted the status
of brother of the Byzantine emperor and was given the right to bear the title of basileus
(of the Bulgarians); still, Symeon’s claims to the title of Basileus of the Romaioi were
not accepted. Certain other matters, especially those regarding Byzantium’s territorial
concessions, were left for further negotiations. The Bulgarians laid claim to the areas
referred to in one of Romanos’s letters as the mandria. Most likely, the disputed terri-
tories included cities on the Black Sea coast, along with their surrounding areas, which

— were they to remain in Byzantine hands — would pose a threat to the very core of the
Bulgarian state.

*T. Toaopos, “Croso 3a mup c boazapume” u 6.12apo-6u3anmuiickume 0mmo-
wenns npes nocaednume 200unu om ynpasaenemo na yap Cumeon, [in:] Boseapus,
boazapume u mexuume cocedu npes eexose. Hscaedsanus u mamepuain 0d nayuna
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the oration Oz the Treaty with the Bulgarians, in which Symeon is com-
pared to the Old Testament king David, while the peace with Byzantium
is likened to the Temple in Jerusalem®. The idea of the erection of the
temple was put forth by David/Symeon, but it was implemented by
Salomon/Peter. According to the Bulgarian scholar, the author of the
oration hinted that it was Symeon who had entered into negotiations
with the Byzantines and laid foundations for the prospective peace, while
Peter/Salomon (the future husband of this book’s protagonist) simply
concluded what his father had started**. The marriage between Peter and
Maria, a Byzantine princess, was one of the key elements of the peace
treaty under discussion. Symeon had once rejected the idea of becoming
related to the Lekapenoi®; nonetheless, after 923, seeing no prospect
of forging bonds with the Macedonian dynasty, he changed his stance
and was ready to establish kinship with the Lekapenoi. Thus, Peter not
only did not betray his father’s wishes, but he in fact brought his plans
to successful completion. However, that did not happen until a later
stage of his rule. Right after his father’s death and his rise to power, he
took certain steps to show that he was ready to resume hostilities against
Byzantium — a move designed to make Romanos I Lekapenos, Maria’s
grandfather, agree to what Peter considered the most favorable peace
settlement*’.

Kongepenyus 6 namem na 0-p Xpucmo Koaapos, 30-31 oxmomspu 1998 2., Beauxo Taproso,
ed. V1. A n A p e e B, Beauxo TpHoBO 2001, p. 141-150.

7 On the Treaty with the Bulgarians, 16. Cf. K. Marin ow, In the Shackles of
the Evil One. The Portrayal of Tsar Symeon I the Great (893-927) in the Oration On the
Treaty with the Bulgarians, “Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research
Centre for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe”
1, 2011, p. 187-188. In some sources, Symeon is compared with king David due to
his fondness for books (on this issue see: P. Pa w e B, LJap Cumeon — “nos Moiices” niu

‘o Aasud”, [in:] id e m, LJap Cumeon..., p. 60~72). What Symeon and David were
to have in common was the fact that neither of them transferred their power to the
eldest son.

# Cf. the discussion of the topic in: K. Marinow, Iz the Shackles..., p. 187-188.

»Nicholas Mystikos, 16, p. 10.

# It is worth noting that, in the light of recent research, it is no longer possible to
claim that Symeon was preparing another expedition against Constantinople shortly

before his death. Cf. M.J. L e szk a, Symeon..., p. 225-227.
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2. Peter’s Way to the Bulgarian Throne

Peter, Maria Lekapene’s future husband, took the reins of power after
his father’s death, near the end of May 927. There is no doubt that this
violated the rule of primogeniture observed in Bulgarian succession®,
for Peter was not Symeon’s oldest son. Apart from Peter, the ruler had
three other sons: Michael, John and Benjamin (Bayan), but the question
of seniority among them is not entirely clear. Only a single tradition pro-
vides us with a source regarding this matter; it is of Byzantine provenance.
In the Continuation of Theophanes, we read:

# We do not know the reasons behind Symeon’s decision. It is fairly commonly held
that it was influenced by Peter’s mother — the Bulgarian ruler’s second wife — as well
as by her brother, George Sursuvul. E.g. I. b ax a A 0 B, Lapcxama npomyseayus na
Temsp u nezosume npuemunys 8 C6eMAUHAMA HA OBAZAPO-BUSAHIMUILCKUINE QUNAOMA-
musecku omHouenus cied 002060pa om 927 2., “Vlcropudecku nperaea” 39.6, 1983, p. 35;
JV.A.Fine, The Early Medieval Balkans: a Critical Survey from the Sixth to the Late
Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983, p. 160; P. Georgiev (IT. T'e o p r u e B, [Ipespamazm
npes 927 2., “Ipecaascka Knmxosna I1lkoaa” 10, 2008, p. 433) suggests that it was a coup
of sorts on the part of George Sursuvul, who, taking advantage of Symeon’s illness, con-
vinced him to cede power to Peter. The latter thus became his father’s co-ruler. A similar
surmise is offered by Plamen Pavlov (IT.ITa B a 0 B, Bexzm na yap Camyus, Codust 2014,
p- 15-16). Another view present in current scholarship is that Symeon had proclaimed
Peter his co-ruler several years before his death, drawing from the Byzantine government
tradition. See: T. To A 0 p 0 B, 34 €dno ompawcenne na cssrademenckama npaxmuxa
6 ITepsomo boazapcxo yapcmeo npes smopama nososuna na IX—nspsume decemuremns
na X 6., [in:] Boszapus, Goazapume u Espona — mum, ucmopus, csspemue, vol. IV, doxaadu
om Mexcdynapodua xongepenyus 6 namem na npog. d.u.n. Hopdan Andpees “Boazapus,
semst na buawcenn...”, B. Teprnoso, 2931 oxmomspu 2009 2., ed. VI. Aazap o B, Beanko
TppHOBO 2011, p. 173-181. Peter had reportedly served in this role since 924. On the
subject of the transfer of power in Bulgaria see I.I. A vt a B p u u, Ilpunyun nacaeo-
cmeennocmu aacmu 6 Busanmuu u 6 boszapun 6 VII-XI ss., [in:] Crassne u ux cocedn,
vol. I, Mocksa 1988, p. 31-33; I. Hu x 0 A 0 B, [Ipabeazapckama mpaduyus 6 xpucmiu-
ancxus 060p na cpednosexosna beazapus (IX-XI 6.). Baademen u npecmononacaedue,
(in:] Boz u yap 6 beazapcxama ucmopus, ed. K. B avx o B a, [TaoBAuB 1996, p. 124-130;
T. To a0 p o B, Kem senpoca 3a npecmoronacaeduemo 6 ITspsomo boazapcxo yapcmaso,
“ITaucka-ITpecaas” 8,2000, p. 202—207; [1.T'e o p ru e B, Tumaama u pynxyuume na
OBA2aPCKUS NPECTNONOHACLEONUK 1 8B1POCEM 30 Npecnosonacieduemo npu yap Cumeor
(893—927), “Ucropuaecku nperaes” 48.8/9,1992, p. 10—11; I1. ITa B A 0 B, bpamsma na
yap Llemsp u mexnume 3azasopu, “Vicropus” 7.4/5,1999, p. 2.



42 Maria Lekapene, Empress of the Bulgarians...

...Symeon died in Bulgaria; overcome by dementia and ravaged by a heart
attack, he lost his mind and unjustifiably violated the law, putting forward
his son Peter, born from his second wife, the sister of George Sursuvul, as the
archont; he also made him the guardian of his sons. Michael, his son from
his first wife, he ordered to become a monk. John and Benjamin, in turn,

the brothers of Peter, still wore Bulgarian dress (ato)fj Bovkyapucij)**.

Although apparently well-versed in these events, the anonymous
author of this account (found in the sixth book of the Continuation
of Theophanes) followed the trend visible in Byzantine literature and
limited themselves to the basic information only*’. From the Byzantine
author’s perspective, the key point was that there had been a conflict over
the matter of succession after Symeon. For some reason, the latter decided
to remove Michael - his eldest son (by his first wife) and the original heir**

— from the line of succession®. To prevent Michael from making potential
claims to the throne, Symeon had him become a monk, following the

#Continuator of Theophanes,p.412.Cf.Symeon Logotherte,
136.45;John Skylitzes, p.22s.

# On the subject of the authorship and source base of the sixth book of the
Continuation of Theophanes sce: chapter L.

+ Apart from narrative sources (Continuator of Theophanes,p. 412;
Symeon Logothete 136.45;John Skylitzes, p.225), the sigillographic
material also confirms that Michael had been designated as heir by Symeon — 1. No paa
H 0 B, Kopnyc..., p. 140-143. There are seven seals associated with Michael. Unfortunately,
they are not well preserved, so that it is not easy to decipher and interpret their inscrip-
tions, as well as to determine their definitive association with Michael. This matter was
recently analyzed e.g. by T. T o A 0 p 0 B, Baazapus npes emopama u mpemama wemsspm
na X sex: noaumunecxa ucmopus, Codust 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis], p. 86-88;
b. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, [lewamume na Muxaua bazamyp xaneupmxmut u Hoan bazamyp
xaneuwpmxmun (?). Ilpobuemu na pasuumanemo u ampubyyusma, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm
bvazapur u “Opyeume”. Cooprux 6 4ecm na 60-200umnurnama wa npodp. Aun Iemsp Anzeros,
eds. A.Huxoaos [[H Huxoaos, Co(l)mﬂ 2013, p. 127-135; M. HopAaH 0B,
Kopnyc..., p. 140-143. The latter author, despite the stated reservations, concluded
(p- 143) that they most likely belonged to the baghatur and heir to the throne — kanar-
tikin (Poyertoup xave npTy Burvog) — and not to the bagharur of the heir to the throne
or to the baghatur of khan ‘Irtchithuin’

+ We do not know the name of his mother or the date of his birth. He must have
been born after 893, and perhaps prior to 907 (I. Te o p r u e B, [lpespamem..., p. 429).
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Byzantine custom in this matter*’. He also designated Peter, his son by
his second wife, as the heir. Since at the moment of his father’s death
Peter was very young*” and relatively inexperienced, he was entrusted to
the care of George Sursuvul, Symeon’s brother-in-law and collaborator.
From the Byzantine perspective, John and Benjamin (Bayan) — the other
two sons of Symeon — took no part in this contest for their father’s power.

As regards the order in which Symeon’s sons entered the world, the
account only provides us with a sufficient basis to state that Michael was
the firstborn son of the Bulgarian ruler. It does not offer any indication
as to the order of seniority among the remaining three sons. One might
only speculate that John — since he was mentioned first — was older than
Benjamin. Whether Peter was older or younger than his brothers, or
whether he was born between them, is impossible to determine. The
account in question does not rule out the possibility that the other three
sons were full brothers rather than half-brothers. The Byzantine author, as
we emphasized above, only stated that Michael’s mother was the first wife
of Symeon, and Peter’s — the second. Unlike Michael, John and Benjamin
are unambiguously described as Peter’s brothers, which might suggest that
Michael’s relation to Peter differed from that of the other two. Nonetheless,
one should probably not ascribe particular significance to this. Besides,
it should be borne in mind that, having eliminated Michael, Symeon could
designate any of his sons as his successor, regardless of his age.

# We do not know when this happened. It has been suggested that this event was
associated with the supposed disagreement between Symeon and his eldest son, caused
by another escalation of the conflict with Byzantium in 924-925 (or rather in 923-924,).
The available source material does not, however, allow the verification of this conjec-
ture. On this subject seeeg:[l.Teoprues, Tumaama..., p-1o—1; [1.ITaBaoB,
bpamsama..., p. 2; T. To a0 p o8B, Baszapus..., p. 88—100. As regards the monastery
in which he lived, it may have been the one in Ravna, which had strong ties to the ruling
dynasty. It was located relatively close to Pliska (specifically, 25 km to the south-east).
On this monastery see: B. Hu x 0 a 0 B a, Monauecmso, manacmupu u manacmupcn
Hcusom 6 cpednosexosna boazapus, vol. I, Manacmupume, Codus 2010, p. 188-255.

# There are no sources to answer the question of when Peter was born. Given the
fact that in 927 he was still unmarried, but on the other hand old enough to get married
and seize power (formally he was allowed to do this at the age of 16), he must have been
born in the early 910s at the latest. P. G e o r g i e v (ITpespamaom..., p. 429) believes that
he was born in 911.
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The passage under examination closes with the surprising statement
that John and Benjamin continued to wear Bulgarian dress. It is com-
monly thought that it was an expression of their attachment to the Proto-
Bulgar tradition*". If we accept this information at face value — as Kirit
Marinow recently suggested — we could consider it as the reason for which
the two sons got stripped of their power by their father: by cultivating
the Old Bulgarian tradition, they would have opposed Symeon’s efforts
to shape Bulgaria after the Byzantine model, even if they shared their
father’s vision of fighting the southern neighbor. The younger Peter may
have been more enamored with Byzantine culture, so dear to his father.
However, according to this scholar, we such an assumption is highly hypo-
thetical — whereas, in fact, it seems that a far more prosaic explanation for
the passage is at hand. It may be that the Byzantine authors, who favored
Peter, intended to discredit his brothers by pointing out their barbarity.
In this manner, they could justify the fact that he came to power instead
of his brothers*. Moreover, it cannot be ruled out that we simply do
not understand the nature of this passage, which may be of idiomatic
or proverbial nature.

It follows from the above considerations that John was most likely the
second or third son of Symeon. After Michael was removed from the line
of succession, he was not designated as his father’s heir any longer. While
the opinion that Symeon did appoint him as his successor (kanartikin) is
present in the scholarship on the subject, it should be stated outright that
the basis for such a hypothesis is fairly shaky’®. Another view, advanced

# It is also associated with the account of Liudprand of Cremona (Liudprand
of Cremona,Retribution, 111, 29), which mentions that Bayan was supposedly a user
of magic and could turn himself into a wolf.

#M.J. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoteczesistwo

— gospodarka — kultura. 866—971, Warszawa 2015, p. 152, fn. 13.

K. ITonkoHcTanTuHOB, Enucpagpcxu beaencku sa Hean, Llap Cumeonosusm
cun, “Boarapure B Ceseproto Ipuaepaomopue” 3, 1994, p. 72—73. This is to be seen
from the sphragistic material, i.e. the seals associated with John (1. Mo PAaHOB,
Kopnyc...,p.135-139; [L.Teoprues, Tumaama..., p- 9sqq). Secalso: IL.Teo prues,
IIpespamom..., p. 432—433. He may have held the dignity of kanartikin as catly as 926,
and was previously titled boilatarkan, as was usually the case with the ruler’s second son.
The question of the reliability of the sigillographic sources related to John has been
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by Todor Todorov, holds that John may have been appointed heir to Peter.
Based on the same sphragistic material as the aforementioned hypothesis,
the claim is likewise rather doubtful.

3. Peace Negotiations

The first and most important task faced by Peter after his rise to power
was to establish peace with Byzantium. However, he and George Sursuvul,
his guardian and adviser, did not decide to enter (continue?) the peace
talks right away. Quite on the contrary, they renewed hostilities against
Byzantium, with the purpose of strengthening their negotiating position
during the future peace talks”. Both sides of the conflict soon realized that
the cost of continuing the war would be too high. Peter, taking advantage
of his first victories, sent monk Kalokir** to present Romanos I Lekapenos
with the proposal of opening peace negotiations”; the emperor accepted

analyzed by Bistra Nikolova (B. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, [lexamume..., p. 127-135). The author
points out the uncertainty of their readings as well as their very association with John.
She concludes, as do the present authors, that the sigilla associated with John should
instead be linked with some dignitary by the same name from the 9™ or 10" century.

s In the summer, perhaps at the beginning of August, Bulgarian forces entered eastern
Thrace. Cf. Continuator of Theophanes, VL, 22,p. 412; T. Topopos,
boaeapus..., p. 123.

*Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 22,p. 412;John Skylitzes,
p- 228. It is quite remarkable that his mission was to be carried out in secret; this may
suggest that Peter and George were wary of how their troops might react to their plan.
Kalokir carried a chrysobull, presumably containing the conditions upon which Bulgaria
was prepared to conclude peace. On Kalokir’s mission see: T. To A 0 p 0 B, Boaeapus...,
p- 123; I1. A ure a o B, dyxosnuyu-duniomamn 6 cpednosexosna Boazapus, “Studia
Balcanica” 27, 2009, p. 145.

% According to Byzantine chroniclers, one of the reasons which led the Bulgarian
authorities to embrace a conciliatory approach towards Byzantium in 927 was the dan-
ger of invasion from Bulgaria’s neighbors — the Croats, Turks (Hungarians) and others
(Symeon Logothete136.46-47;Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 22,
p-412;John Skylitzes,p.222). However, according to Marinow, these opinions do
not bear scrutiny. The essential argument against them lies in the anti-Byzantine military
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the offer**. There is no reason to doubt that the peace talks were initiated
by the Bulgarian ruler; nor should we call into question that his move
was well-prepared and carefully thought out”. The Bulgarian society was
exhausted by the long period of wars waged by his father — the sources
record a severe famine suffered by the people and the threat posed by
the country’s neighbors*. Peter knew he was left with no other option
but to make peace — his father, who had not escalated the conflict with
Byzantium for a few years, must have made him understand the need to end
the war — but wanted its terms to be as favorable as possible for Bulgaria.
As a way of suggesting his readiness to renew the war on a large scale,

operation itself: it could not have taken place if Bulgaria’s other borders had not been
secure. More to the point, the information about the simultaneous invasion by Bulgaria’s
neighbors would suggest the existence of a coalition created, in all probability, by the
Byzantines, from whom the Bulgarians should also fear hostile actions. The existence
of any agreement with the empire seems to be at odds with the Hungarians’ rejection
of the Byzantine proposal to form an alliance with the Pechenegs, which happened
in the same year (G. M o rav c s i k, Byzantium and the Magyars, Budapest 1970, p. 54.).
Perhaps the only real move which the Byzantines did make was to spread rumors inside
the Bulgarian court regarding Byzantium’s military action against Bulgaria. Based on
this interpretation, the Bulgarian operation against Byzantium could be interpreted
in terms of a reaction to the news of the formation of an anti-Bulgarian coalition, that
is, a demonstration of force and a proof that Symeon’s ancestor was not afraid
of Byzantium’s intrigues. However, the Byzantine authorities” swift assent to the
peace proposal, coupled with the absence of any anti-Bulgarian action by Bulgaria’s
neighbors both in that year and in the years that followed, prove that Bulgaria was not
facing any external threat (I/I. boxuasos, B.Twsenres, Hemopus..., p. 272—273;
X. Aumurp o, boazapo-yueapcku omuomenus npes cpednosexosuemo, Codust 1998,
p- 71-72; T. To o 0 p 0 B, baacapus..., p. 119 M.J. Lesz ka,K.Marinow, Carstwo
bulgarskie..., p. 155156, 167).

*Continuator of Theophanes, VL, 22,p. 412.

s However, it should be noted that this view is not universally accepted. Pavlov
(IT. ITa B A 0 B, Bexam..., p. 16—17), for example, claims that the relevant sources are
tendentious, blowing things out of proportion. Thus, the theory holds that it was
the Bulgarians who positively responded to the peace proposals put forward by the
Byzantines. However, Pavlov seems to be going too far in his interpretation of the events.

¢ Assuming that the sources do not draw on the topos referring to the circum-
stances of the peace concluded by khan Boris in the 860s, connected with his baptism
(MJ.Leszka,K.Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 155, fn. 26). Cf. the reservations
of U.Boxuaos, B.Two3eaes, Hemopus..., p. 272—273; I1. I1a B A 0 B, Bexam...,

p-16-17.
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he decided to launch an attack upon Byzantine territory. The action
he took was intended to force the Byzantines into concessions; besides,
Peter may have wanted to strengthen his position within his own country,
especially in view of the possible opposition from his brothers, whom he
had removed from power. The conclusion of peace with Byzantium would
have given him more freedom of action in Bulgaria, in addition to enabling
him to secure Byzantine military support””. Romanos I Lekapenos, too,
neither wanted to nor was able to continue this long war and was prepared
to make the concessions that he had refused when dealing with Peter’s
father. It was certainly easier for the Byzantines to make peace with Peter
than with Symeon, from whom they had suffered numerous defeats:
Peter was a blank slate for them. It is hardly surprising that the author
of the oration On the Treaty with the Bulgarians claimed that God had
removed Symeon and replaced him with Peter to enable the latter to
establish peace. In this way, Peter became a tool in God’s hands*".

In response to Peter’s peace proposal, Romanos I Lekapenos sent
two envoys, monk Theodosios Abukes and court priest Constantine
of Rhodes, to Mesembria, where peace talks were to be held. It was agreed
that the final settlement would be negotiated in Constantinople. The
Bulgarian delegation headed by George Sursuvul arrived in the Byzantine
capital®; the envoys negotiated the preliminary terms of the prospective
peace and informed Peter of the decisions taken during their negotiations.

“MJ. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bugarskie..., p. 15s.

* On the Treaty with the Bulgarians, 7, p. 264.159-162; 276.362-278.382;
RJ.H.Jenkins, The Peace with Bulgaria (927) Celebrated by Theodore Daphnopates,
lin:] Polychronion. Festschrift F. Délger, ed. P. W ir t h, Heidelberg 1966, p. 293, 297.

»Symeon Logothete,136.46-47;Continuator of Theophanes,
VL 22, p. 412;John Skylitzes, p. 222. The Bulgarian delegation also included
Symeon, kalutarkan and sampsis (xovhov Tepravds, kohov Tepkdvog), who may have
been husband of Symeon I the Great’s sister, Anna; Stephen the Bulgarian (probably
kauchan), perhaps a nephew of the late tsar; as well as three dignitaries whose names
remain unknown, namely the kron (xpévoc), magotin (uoyotivog) and minik (uyucdc).
On the Bulgarian delegation see: BY. 3 s aTa p c x u, Homopus..., p. 523—524. It should
be stressed that the delegation consisted of men who were Peter’s close collaborators,
comprising the ruler’s council (known as the great boyars). On the course of the peace
negotiations see: J. S h e p a r d, A marriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria,
(in:] The Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium,
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It follows, then, that the sequence of events from Maria Lekapene’s
life best illuminated by the sources comes from the period during which
she became married (October 8%, 927). The matrimonial knot was to
guarantee the peace concluded several days earlier between the empire and
Bulgaria. Interestingly, as correctly observed by Jonathan Shepard, Maria
was the only 10™-century Byzantine woman of high status who married
a foreign ruler, and whose marriage was not only noted by the native his-
toriographers, but also described by them in detail®. In comparison, the
marriage of Anna Porphyrogennete (nota bene, the daughter of Maria’s
cousin — Romanos II) to Kievan prince Vladimir I is only mentioned by
John Skylitzes in his chronicle in passing, where the author states that
emperor Basil II made the ruler of Rus his brother-in-law in order to
secure his military support®.

Therefore, we get to know Maria at a time when she is being presented
to the Bulgarian envoys as a potential wife for their ruler. The anonymous
Continuator of George the Monk - as well as other Byzantine writers
following in his footsteps — noted that Christopher’s daughter filled
George Sursuvul and his companions with delight®. This statement,
however, should not be used to draw far-reaching conclusions concerning
her appearance or other qualities. Quite simply, it seems, it would have
been inappropriate for foreign guests to display any other emotions during
a meeting with an imperial descendant and relative, who was soon to
become their own ruler. We could hardly expect the Byzantine authors
to characterize Maria in a negative manner.

Interestingly, the mission of bringing Peter to Constantinople was
entrusted to Maria’s maternal grandfather — the aforementioned Niketas

ed. A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 1228qq; 1. B o sx u A 0 B, B.T'10 3 € a ¢ B, Hemopus...,
p-273-274; T. To Ao 0 p 0 B, Baszapus..., p. 123-13 4.

].Shepard, 4marriage..., p. 127.

“John Skylitzes, p.336.Cf.John Zonaras, XVIL 7, p. ss3. The chron-
icler also mentions the marriage of Anna and Vladimir I as well as the death of the
Porphyrogennete in another part of his narrative: John Skylitzes, p.367.

“Continuator of George the Monk, p.gos;Symeon Logothete,
136,48,p.327:Leco Grammatikos, p.316;Continuator of Theophanes,
VL 22,p.413.John Skylitzes(p.223), contrary to the earlier chroniclers, directly
stated that Maria was indeed exceptionally beautiful.
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Magistros“. Our heroine was not present for her fiancé’s ceremonious
welcome in the Byzantine capital (which took place in the northern part
of the city, Blachernai); neither did she take part in the peace negotiations.

4. Peace Treaty

Once it was given its final form, the peace treaty was signed. What
were its provisions? Unfortunately, the text of the agreement itself is not
extant; for this reason, we must rely on its approximate reconstruction®*.
The only thing we know for certain is that it provided for the marriage
between the Bulgarian monarch and Maria, daughter of Christopher,
Romanos I Lekapenos’s son and co-ruler. It is also likely that the Byzantines
would have recognized Peter’s right to bear the title of basilens (Emperor
of the Bulgarians)®. Both sides agreed on the exchange of war prisoners

“Continuator of George the Monk, p.gos;Symeon Logothete,
136,48,p.327; Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 22,p. 4135.
¢+ The terms of the Bulgarian-Byzantine agreement of 927 are analyzed by:
S.Penkov, Bulgaro-Byzantine Treaties during the Early Middle Ages, “Palacobulgarica”
5.3, 1981, p. 48—49; B.A. Hu x 0 a a e B, Swauenue doz080pa 927 2. 6 ucmopuu boszapo-su-
sanmutickux omuomenut, (in:] Ilpobuemos ucmopun anmusnocmu u cpednux 6exos, ed.
IOM. Canp sk uH, Mocksa 1982, p. 89—105; JV.A. Fine, T/aeEarly..., p- 160162,
214-216; E. Alek sandrov, The International Treaties of Medieval Bulgaria (Legal
Aspects), “Bulgarian Historical Review” 17.4, 1989, p. 41, 42, 44, 48; T. Topop o,
Beazapus..., p. 127-133; S. Pirivatrid, Some Notes on the Byzantine-Bulgarian Peace
Treaty of 927, “Byzantinoslovaca” 2, 2008, p. 40—49; C. 3B e 3 A 0 B, Jozosopzm om
927 200una mencdy boazapus u Busanmus, “History. Bulgarian Journal of Historical
Education” 23.3, 2015, p. 264—277.
¢ Bagthedg Bovkydpwv/Bovhyapiog — cf. I. B ax a a o B, Cpednosexosuusm 6oazap-
cxu saademen. Tumyaramypa u uncuenun, *Codus 1995, p. 169—172; . Aranacos,
Hucuenuume na cpednosexosnume bsazapcku éaademenn. Kopouu, cxunmpu, cpepu, ops-
eus, Kocmwomu, nakumu, Ilaesen 1999, p. 96-99; A. Hu x o A o B, [loaumuuecka...,
p- 2345 T. To a 0 p 0 B, Baademenckusm cmamym u mumaia wa yap Iemsp I caed
OKIMOMEBPY 927 2.: NUCMEHN CBedeHns U cPpazucmudnn dannn (CpaGHUMENEH aNAIU3),
lin:] FObuaneen cbopuux. Cmo 200unu om poxycoenuemo na 0-p Bacus Xaparanos (1907~
2007), Iymen 2008, p. 93—108.
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— in particular, the Byzantine captives were to be allowed to return home®®.
The treaty must have addressed the issue of the border between the two
states, although scholars are not in agreement as to how this issue was
resolved. Most subscribe to the view that the border was redrawn along the
same line that had separated the two states before 913, which means that
the empire regained the lands it had lost as a result of the defeats following
the battle of Anchialos in 9177, It can also be assumed that the agreement
contained provisions regarding the tribute to be paid to the Bulgarians
(a point traditionally addressed in Bulgarian-Byzantine treaties)®,
principles regulating trade relations between the two countries®, as well

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennectos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 74 (159-160): s0 many Christian prisoners were ransomed (transl. p- 7s).
Such a provision is alluded to in the oration Oz the Treaty with the Bulgarians, s, p. 260.
105—110. See also: T. To a0 p o B, baazapus...,p.128,139; M.J. Lesz ka,K.Marinow,
Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 15s.

¢ The issue is discussed in detail by Petar Koledarov (IT. Ko ae aap o B, [Toau-
musecka 2eozpagus na cpednosexosnama beazapcka dspycasa, vol. I, Om 681 do 1018 2.,
Codus 1979, p. so—s1). A different opinion is expressed by Plamen Pavlov (IT.ITas a0 B,
Bexzm..., p. 20), according to whom the Bulgarians returned to the Byzantines only
those territories that formed something of a temporary military zone (for example, the
fortress of Viza), while the empire preserved the areas extending from the Strandzha
mountains in the east to Ras (today’s Novi Pazar in Serbia) in the west, including such
centers as Vodena, Moglena, Kastoria and others; Byzantium also retained parts of the
so-called Thessalonike Plain, northern Epiros, as well as today’s Albania and Kosovo. See
also: T.Toao p o B, baazapus..., p. 127-128; MJ. Lesz ka,K.Marinow, Carstwo
budgarskie..., p. 155, fn. 33.

¢ A hint of such an obligation is to be found in a passage from the work by Leo
the Deacon, where the author mentions that the Bulgarians called for Nikephoros IT
Phokas to pay the customary tribute (IV, s; transl. p. 109). Some scholars (S.Runciman,
The Emperor Romanus..., p. 99; J.AV. Fine, The Early..., p. 181) claimed that under
the 927 treaty, Byzantium, instead of paying an annual tribute, agreed to transfer
a certain amount of money for Maria, Peter’s wife, each year. It seems that Todorov
(T. ToaopoB, beseapus..., p. 129-130) is right in claiming that until Maria’s death,
the Byzantines’ commitment to pay her a certain amount of money existed side by side
with their obligation regarding the annual tribute.

¢ There is no overt evidence to confirm that trade issues were dealt with in the
agreement in question, but bearing in mind the fact that these issues were under dispute
at the beginning of Symeon’s reign, and that they were also the reason for the outbreak
of the war of 894-896 to some extent, their omission from the treaty would be unex-
pected. Cf. T. To A 0 p 0 B, Baazapus..., p. 130—131.
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as Bulgaria’s (and perhaps also Byzantium’s) obligation to provide the
ally with military assistance”.

In addition, the 927 treaty is believed to have covered a number of
religious issues. The Bulgarian church was granted full autonomy and
the archbishop who stood at its head was given the right to bear the
title of patriarch.

No source containing the information about the autocephaly of
the Bulgarian church and the elevation of the Bulgarian archbishop to the
position of patriarch (we mean here the List of Bulgarian archbishops™,

7 A.CtouwmeH 0B, Ken dozosopa mencdy beazapus u Busanmus om 927 2., “Bexose”
17.6, 1988, p. 19—22. According to this author, the existence of the military alliance is
attested to by the Bulgarians’ participation in the campaigns carried out by the Byzantines
against the Arabs in the years 954—955 and 958. Doubts as to the Bulgarians’ partici-
pation in these campaigns have been raised by Todorov (T. To A 0 p o B, Baseapus...,
p- 131-132). The fact mentioned in support of the existence of the alliance is that
Nikephoros II Phokas called for the Bulgarians to stop the Hungarian invasions of the
lands of the empire (John Zonaras, XVI, 27, 14-1s, p. 513). This argument, too, is
open to debate, cf. T. To a 0 p 0 B, baazapus..., p. 132. Although the arguments in favor
of the view that the 927 treaty involved provisions regarding military assistance are
insecure, the inclusion of this issue in the treaty cannot be entirely excluded.

7 List of Bulgarian Archbishops, p. 102,18~23: [...] Damian, in Dorostolon, the present
Dristra. During bis reign Bulgaria was honoured with autocephaly [or attained autocephaly

— M.J.L.] and the Byzantine Senate, following Romanos Lekapenos’ orders, granted him
the title of patriarch. He was then deposed by Jobn Tzimiskes. For more on the source
see: W. Sw o b o da, Bulgaria a patriarchat konstantynopolitaiiski w latach 870-1018,
lin:] Z polskich studidw slawistycznych, vol. 1V, Historia, Warszawa 1972, p. 57-58;
B.TenxoBa-3aumosa,Jwkanios cnucsk, “Palacobulgarica” 24.3, 2000, p. 21-49;
. b o x u A 0 B, boazapckama apxuenuckonus XI-XII 6. Cnucsksm na bsazapcku-
me apxuenuckon, Co(l)uﬂ 2011, p. 93—IOL On Damian cf.: W. Swob oda, Damian,
(in:] Stownik starozytnosci stowianskich. Encyklopedyczny zarys kultury Stowian od czaséw
najdawniejszych do schytku XII w., vol. VIII, eds. A. Gasiorowski, G.Labuda,
A. Wedzki, Wroclaw 1991, p. 13-14; LI. A ut a B p u u, Xpucmuancmso 6 Boszapun
927-1018 22., [in:] Xpucmuarncmao 6 cmparnax 60cmounoi, 1020-80CIMOLHOLL U YEHIMPANLHOT
Esponvs na nopoze smopozo muicsuesemus, ed. B.H. @ a o p 51, Mocksa 2002, p. 141-142;
I. At awnaco s, Xpucmusnckusm Aypocmopym-Apscmsp. dopocmosckama enapxus
npes xocuama awmuirocmn u Cpednosexosuemo IV-XIV 6. Hemopus, apxeorozus, xya-
mypa u uskycmso, Bapua 2007, p. 158—160; i dem, 1Tspsama bsazapcka nampuapusecka
kagedpa 6 Apscmap u nampuapx Aamsn, [in:] Hscredsanus no beazapcka cpednosexos-
#na apxeonozns. Cooprux 6 wecm na npod. Pauso Pames, ed. T1. Te o pru e B, Beanko
TbpHOBO 2007, p. 179-196. Cf. also S. Angelova, G.Prinzin g, Dasmutmassliche



52 Maria Lekapene, Empress of the Bulgarians...

Michael of Devol’s Gloss to the Synopsis of Histories by John Skylitzes” as
well as the text On Justiniana Prima’s canonical position™) links these facts
with the treaty of 927. The three sources mentioned above connect the
autocephaly with emperor Romanos I Lekapenos (920-944). In the last
text, the issue is placed in the context of an agreement to which Peter
was to be a party. The conferment of the title of patriarch on the arch-
bishop of Bulgaria is referred to only in the List of Bulgarian Archbishops,
where it is linked with the autocephaly. Thus, these religious issues can
be assumed to have been dealt with in a peace treaty signed during the
reigns of Peter and Romanos I Lekapenos. It so happens that the 927
treaty is the only such document that we know of. According to some
scholars, this is at odds with the information to be found in the so-called

Grab des Patviarchen Damian: zu einem archiologischen Fund in Dristra/Silistria, [in:]
Cpednosexosna xpucmusucka Espona. Hzmox u sanad. Lleunocmu, mpaduyun, 06ugysane,
eds.B.Tio3eaeB, AAMuarenosa, Co(l)ﬂﬂ 2002, p. 726—730.

John Skylitzes, p.36s, 8—11. Michael of Devol writes that emperor Basil IT
confirmed the autocephaly of the Bulgarian bishopric, which it had enjoyed already
during the reign of the old Romanos (I Lekapenos). This information was recorded at the
beginning of the 12™ century. On the notes which bishop Michael of Devol added to
John Skylitzes’s work see: J. F e r 1 u g a, John Scylitzes and Michael of Devol, [in:] id e m,
Byzantium on the Balkans. Studies on the Byzantine Administration and the Southern
Slavs from the VII" to the XII" Centuries, Amsterdam 1976, p. 337-34.4-

7 Cf. On Justiniana Prima’s canonical position, p. 279, 37—42. The source states that
the Bulgarian Church was autocephalous and that the privileges it enjoyed were not
derived only from Basil IT and Romanos I Lekapenos, dating back to the period during
which the agreement with tsar Peter was signed. They also had their origin in the old
laws. On the source see: G. P rin zin g, Entstehung und Rezeption der Justiniana Prima-
Theorie im Mittelalter, “Byzantinobulgarica” 5, 1978, p. 269-278; T. Kpbcranos,
Henancku beaescxn 3a translatio na Justiniana Prima ¢ 6sacapckama yspxea npedu 1018 2.,

“Ilymencku Yausepcurer Ennckon Koncrantun Ipecaascxn. Tpyaose na Kareapure

10 UCTOPUA U 6orocaosue” 6, 2004, p- 80-84;1i d e m, Tumanme €K3aPX U nAMmPpuapx
6 6azapckama mpaduyus om 1X do XIX 6. Cs. Hoan Exsapx om Pum u nampuapx na 6.1-
aapcxume semu, [in:] Asprcasa & Llspxsa — Lspxea & Aspcasa 6 bsazapckama ucmopus.
Cboprux no cayaii 135-200umnunama om y4pedssaremo na beazapcxama exsapxus, eds.
ITanes I.Baxaaos WM. Toaes, Codus 2006, p. 79—80. The source claims that
the Bulgarian Church inherited Justiniana Prima’s church laws. The issue of Justiniana
Prima’s archbishopric established during the reign of Justinian I was recently discussed
by: S. Turlej, Justiniana Prima: An Underestimated Aspect of Justinian’s Church
Policy, Krakdw 2016.
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Benesevic's Taktikon, a source contemporary with Romanos I Lekapenos’s
reign but variously dated - either to 921/927 or to 934/94 4. In this source,
the head of the Bulgarian Church is referred to as Bulgaria’s archbishop
(épyemioromog Bovkyaplag)™. Thus, it appears that dating the Taktikon to
934/944 — as per its publisher Nicolas Oikonomides — would be tanta-
mount to excluding 927 as the date of Constantinople’s recognition of the
Bulgarian archbishop as patriarch”. However, other scholars claim that
the Taktikon’s characterization of the issue in question may be inaccurate,
and it seems that they are closer to the truth®.

As should be apparent from the discussion above, the sources we
have at our disposal do not allow us to state categorically that the ques-
tions of autocephaly and the title of patriarch were dealt with in the 927
peace negotiations. Still, given everything we know about the Byzantine-
Bulgarian relations during the reign of Romanos I Lekapenos, it is logical
to assume that this was actually the case. What can be said based on the
surviving sources is that the issues were covered by an agreement signed
by Peter and Romanos I Lekapenos, that is, in the period between 927
and 944. The point is that, as we mentioned above, we do not know
of any other arrangement made by these two rulers save for the 927 trea-
ty. Lately, Todor Todorov put forth the idea that the events in question
may have taken place soon after Theophylaktos Lekapenos’s rise to the
position of patriarch of Constantinople (933)””. Todorov links these facts
with the presence of papal envoys in Constantinople and Maria’s visit to
Romanos I Lekapenos’s court. To the Bulgarian scholar, the Bulgarian
archbishop’s receiving the right to bear the title of patriarch was the last

7 Benesevid’s Taktikon, p. 245, 17.

7 Cf. B. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Yomposicmeso u ynpasaenue na 6sazapcxama npasociasna
yopxea (IX-XIV 6.), Codus 2017, p. 49.

N.Oikonomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IX* er X siécles,
Paris 1972, p. 237-238. Cf. 1. B 05k u A 0 B, Bouszapckama apxenuckonus..., p. 40;
. Atanaco s, Xpucmusncxusm Aypocmopym-Apscmasp..., p. 150-154). See also:
B.TesnkoBa-3aumosa, [lpessemanemo na Ilpecras 6 971 2. u npobaemume na
bsazapcxama yopxsa, [in:] 1100 200unu Beanxu Ipecaas, vol. 1, ed. T. To 1 ¢ B, Illymen
1995, p. 178; S. Pirivatrid, Some Notes..., p. 44—4s.

77T.To a0 p oB, boacapus..., p. 213-214.
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wedding gift for the couple ruling in Preslav’. This is an interesting hypoth-
esis, but underlying it is the controversial view, to be found in Bulgarian
scholarly literature, according to which the Bulgarians were planning
to seize control of Constantinople and build a Slav-Greek empire; this
plan was known as the ‘great idea’ of 10™-century Bulgaria”. According
to Todorov, the project was championed by Symeon I and abandoned
by Peter in 931, after the death of Christopher — Peter’s father-in-law as
well as Romanos I Lekapenos’s son and co-ruler. This fact meant that
neither Peter nor his sons, whom he had by Maria, could lay claim to
Christopher’s power. Without engaging in a polemic with this view, it is
worth noting that to accept it is to make Peter fully responsible for the
elevation of the Bulgarian archbishop to the position of patriarch against
the intention of his father, Symeon.

Furthermore, Todorov recently formulated an interesting view con-
cerning the Byzantine-Bulgarian negotiations held in Constantinople
in October 927. The scholar is of the opinion that two distinct doc-
uments were signed during that time: the peace treaty, resolving the
political conflicts between the empire and Bulgaria, as well as a distinct
marriage arrangement. What issues were addressed in the latter? Todorov
is inclined to believe that the provisions regarding the marriage intro-
duced a fundamental change in the status of the Bulgarian ruler in rela-
tion to the emperors in Constantinople and determined the rank of the
envoys sent to the Bosporos from Preslav. In addition, the document
may have resolved the issue of Maria Lekapene’s dowry, which was given
the form of an annual financial subsidy to be paid by Constantinople to
the Bulgarian tsaritsa throughout her life®.

78 Ibidem, p. 215. Papal legates were present in the city in connection with their
participation in the elevation of Theophylaktos Lekapenos to the patriarchal throne,
but they may have also brought Rome’s consent to the change in the status of the
Bulgarian bishop.

7 For a polemic with this view cf.: M.J. Leszk a, Symeon..., p. 236-247.

$T.Toaop oB, beazapus..., p. 133.



Chapter III. The Year 927 55

5. Wedding

On the day of her marriage — October 8%, 927 — Maria Lekapene
proceeded to the church in the Monastery of the Holy Mother of the
Life-Giving Spring, located beyond the Theodosian walls, accompanied
by protovestiarios Theophanes, patriarch of Constantinople Stephen II,
as well as numerous state dignitaries and courtiers®. Interestingly, the
church chosen may have reminded the Byzantines and the Bulgarians
of their earlier, troubled relations: after all, the temple had been set on fire
on Symeon’s orders, and it was in its vicinity that the peace negotiations
between this ruler and Romanos I had taken place in 923*. Furthermore,
it was Maria’s grandfather who ordered the rebuilding of the ravaged
church®. The marriage ceremony between the church’s restorer and
Symeon’s son, then, may have had a clear propaganda significance. It
suggested that Romanos I Lekapenos was the one who managed to neu-
tralize the Bulgarian threat and perhaps — to some extent — repair the
damage the Bulgarians had inflicted on the empire’s lands in the past™.

The Byzantine chroniclers agree that the rite of the sacrament of mar-
riage was personally performed by patriarch Stephen II. He blessed Maria
and Peter and put the marriage crowns on their heads (this is sometimes

“Continuator of George the Monk, p.gos;Symeon Logothete,
136,49,p.327-328; Leo Grammatikos, p.317; Pseudo-Symeon Magistros,
34,p.741;Continuator of Theophanes, VI,23,p.414;John Skylitzes,
p- 223.

“Continuator of George the Monk, p. 893-894; Symeon
Logothete, 136, 31, p. 321—312;Pseudo—$ymeon Magistros, 29, p. 736;
Leo Grammatikos,p.31; Continuator of Theophanes, VL, 1,
p- 406; John Skylitzes, p.219; John Zonaras, XVI, 18, p. 470—471.
Cf. M. Leszka, Wizerunek wladcéw pierwszego parstwa bulgarskiego w bizantyrn-
skich #rédiach pisanych (VIII-pierwsza potowa XII w.), £6d% 2003, p. 118; id e m,
Symeon..., p.207;1d em, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 157.

% A.K o m p a, Konstantynopolitaiskie zabytki w Stambule, [in:) Z badan nad wcze-
snobizantynskim Konstantynopolem, eds. MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow,A. Kompa,
E6dz 2011 [= “Acta Universitatis Lodziensis. Folia historica” 87], p. 167.

J.Shepard, 4 marriage..., p. 129.
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interpreted in historiography as the crowning ceremony of the newly-
wed couple)®. The ceremony was witnessed by George Sursuvul and
protovestiarios Theophanes. A wedding feast followed, after which Maria
returned to the palace accompanied by Theophanes®.

On the third day after the wedding, Romanos I Lekapenos organized
another reception, which took place on a magnificently decorated ship
anchored off the Pege coast. The anonymous Continuator of George
the Monk stresses that the emperor feasted at the same table as Peter,
his son-in-law Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos and his own son,
Christopher. The participating Bulgarians are reported to have asked
Romanos I for a favor: if we are to believe the chronicler, they wanted
the father of their new tsaritsa proclaimed second co-ruler of the empire.
The emperor readily agreed to elevate the status of his eldest son (likely
having suggested the request to his guests himself, during the earlier talks),
thus reducing Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos to the third position
among the empire’s rulers””. We do not know whether Maria was present
at this reception. Considering the requirements of the Byzantine court

% B. 103 e aeB, Snavenuemo na 6paxa na yap lemsp (927-969) ¢ pomeiixama
Mapus-Hpuna Aaxanuna (911-962), [in:] Kyamypruume mexcmose na munairomo
— Hocumenn, cumoa, udeu, vol. 1, Texcrnoseme na ucmopusima, ucmopus na mexcmoseme.
Mamepuaru om FObureiinama mencdynapodna xoudeperyus 8 wecm na 60-200umnunama
#a npodp. 0.u.n. Kasumup Ionxorncmanmunos, Beauxo Topnoso, 29—31 okmomepu 2003 2.,
Codus 2005, p. 29; T. To o 0 p 0 B, baazapus..., p. 169—173.

%Continuator of George the Monk, p. 905-906; Symeon
Logothete, 136, 49, p. 327-328; Leo Grammatikos, p.317; Pseudo-
-Symeon Magistros,34, p.745; Continuator of Theophanes, VI,
23,p. 414;John Skylitzes, p.223.

?Continuator of George the Monk, p. 906; Symeon
Logothete, 136, 49-50, p. 328; Leo Grammatikos, p. 317; Pseudo-
-Symeon Magistros,34,p.741; Continuator of Theophanes, VI,
23,p.414;John Skylitzes, p.223-224;John Zonaras, XVI, 19, p. 474—47s.
Ct.J. Shepard, 4 marriage..., p. 132; T. To p 0 p 0 B, Koucmanmun Bazpenopodun
u dunacmuunusm Opax mexcdy eaademencxume domose na Ilpecias u Koncmanmunonon
om 927 2., “TIpecaaBcka KHIDKOBHA 1IKOA” 7, 2003, p. 396; [L. ITaB A 0 B, [0dunu na
mup u pamun beou” (927-1018), [in:] . Aranacos, B.Baukosa, ILl.ITaBaoB,
boazapcka naynonarna ucmopus, vol. I1I, 1Izpso 65/12apac0 yapcmeo ( 680-1018), Beanuxo
TspHOBO 2015, p. 412.
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etiquette, we may assume that she was elsewhere at the time, in the quarters
reserved exclusively for ladies — celebrating her marriage in the company of
her mother Sophia, aunt Helena and other female relatives and high-rank-
ing women.

Once all the wedding-related events were over, the newlyweds depart-
ed for Bulgaria. Christopher, Sophia and prorovestiarios Theophanes
accompanied them to the Hebdomon, where the imperial couple ate
their final meal with their daughter and son-in-law. Afterwards came
the time for the sorrowful parting: Maria’s tearful parents hugged her,
bade farewell to Peter, and returned to the city. The newlyweds, in turn,
made their way to Preslav. As mentioned by the Continuator of George
the Monk, Maria brought with her innumerable riches™; besides, she was
likely accompanied by several trusted people who would advise and assist
her in the new environment®.

®*Continuator of George the Monk, p. 906-907; Symeon
Logothete, 136, 51, p. 328-329; Leo Grammatikos, p- 317; Con-
tinuator of Theophanes, VI,23,p. 414—415;John Skylitzes, p.224.
% M.]. Leszka, Wizerunek..., p-125;B.Tioseaes, Suaqenuemo..., p- 29.






IV

Zofia A. Brzozowska

The Marriage with the Bulgarian

Ruler - Honor or Degradation?

Curiously, in the account of the authors contemporary to the events
of 927, there is a unique passage related to Maria’s farewells with her par-
ents. The Byzantine chroniclers attempt to describe Maria’s internal expe-
riences and present her personal views on her marriage with the Bulgarian
ruler, discussing her mixed feelings during the journey to her new country.
Maria was sad to be separated from her mother, father, relatives and the
palace in Constantinople, which she by then considered her family home.
At the same time, however, she was filled with joy — not only because
she had married a man of imperial status, but also because she had been
proclaimed a Bulgarian ruler herself'.

The titulature and status of Peter’s wife at the Preslav court will be
discussed in detail in a later part of this monograph. At this point, how-
ever, it is interesting to point out a different circumstance. According to
the Byzantine sources, Maria was far from perceiving her marriage with
the Bulgarian monarch as a misalliance unacceptable for a woman of her
standing, nor did she see it as dictated by the need of reaching a com-
promise. Moreover, she did not consider Symeon’s son a barbarian, and

"Continuator of George the Monk, p. 906-907; Symeon
Logothete,136,51,p.329;Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 23, p. 415.



60 Maria Lekapene, Empress of the Bulgarians...

departing for Bulgaria by no means filled her with dread. It is useful to
compare the passage under discussion with the narrative about another
‘female experience, associated with an analogous situation from the 10
century — Anna Porphyrogennete’s attitude towards her prospective mar-
riage with Vladimir I, as portrayed in the Old Rus’ historiographical
text known as the Russian Primary Chronicle. The text as we know it
today was redacted in the 11103, i.c. at a time when, in Rus), Svyatoslav’s
son was considered worthy of comparison with Constantine I the Great
— a thoroughly Christian ruler. Thus, the source informs us that the sister
of Basil IT and Constantine VIII was most reluctant to wed the Kievan
ruler, arguing that such marriage meant a fate little better than captivity,
or perhaps even death. According to the anonymous author, Anna’s two
brothers pleaded with her to act according to their will, and even had to
force her to board the ship that was to take her to Cherson. Much like
our protagonist, the Porphyrogennete parted with her close ones in tears,
but her emotions were quite different from Maria’s conflicting feelings®.
Interestingly, none of the extant sources mention Peter’s view of Maria
and the marriage arranged by George Sursuvul. In other words: how
prestigious, honorable and politically advantageous was it for the young
Bulgarian tsar to tie the knot with a woman from the Lekapenos family,
who did not carry the title of porphyrogennete and was not even a daughter
of the emperor (who, incidentally, was neither ‘born in the purple’ nor
the sole ruler)?

* Russian Primary Chronicle, AM 6496, p. 111-112: WHA 2Ke NE XOTALIE HTH. AKO
R MOAOH"k PE' HAY. AVUH Bkl MH CAE OVMPETH. H RCTA €H BPAThA. €AA KAKO WEPATHTE
Bk ToBOK gYCKYIO SEMAI0 B NOKAANLE. f MPEULCKYIO SEMAIO HSEARHWE © AKTHIA
PATH. RHAHIIH AH KOABKO 344 cTRopHIIA Pych TpeKoM . H HKINK ALpe NE HAELIH TO 3KE
HAMYT B CTROPHTH HAM'B. H WARA K NPINY AHLLIA. WHA 2KE cRA'KIIN B KYBAGY. LRAORARLIK
OVIKHKH CROA. 'k MAAYEM'B MOHAE Upech MOPE. H NPHAE ks Ropeynwo (Anna, however,
departed with reluctance. It is as if  were setting out into captivity), she lamented; “better
were it for me to die at home. But her brothers protested, “Through your agency God turns
the land of Rus’ to repentance, and you will relieve Greece from the danger of grievous war.
Do you not see how much harm the Russes have already brought upon the Greeks? If you
do not set out, they may bring on us the same misfortunes’ It was thus that they overcame
her hesitation only with great difficulty. The Princess embarked upon a ship, and after
tearfully embracing her kinfolk, she set forth across the sea and arrived at Kherson — transl.
SH.Cross,OP.Sherbowitz-Wetzor, p. 12-113).
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The chroniclers from the so-called circle of Symeon Logothete,
who had personal ties to the court of Romanos I, and other writers
well-disposed towards this ruler (e.g. Arethas of Caesarea or Theodore
Daphnopates, considered the author of Oz the Treaty with the Bulgarians)
present the agreement of 927 — whose stability was, after all, guaranteed by
the marriage of Maria and Peter — as a substantial diplomatic achievement
of the Lekapenos emperor, ensuring the long-desired peace on the north-
ern border of Byzantium and neutralizing the Bulgarian threat for along
time’. Traces of this approach — no doubt propagandist to some extent

— are also visible in the account of Constantine VII, although he was fully
open about his aversion towards the Lekapenoi and their policies*. Even
in the Bulgarian Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, we find the statement that
Peter lived in cordial friendship with the Byzantine emperor, ensuring
prosperity for his subjects for many years’.

3].Shepard, Amarriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:] The
Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium,
ed. A. Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 130-131; A. Hu x 0 A 0 B, [Toaumuuecka mucon
6 pannocpednosexosna boazapus (cpedama na IX-xpas na X 6.), Codust 2006, p. 237-238;
A.Brzéstkowska, Kroniki z kregu Symeona Logotety, [in:] Testimonia najdawniej-
szych dziejéw Stowian. Seria grecka, vol. V, Pisarze z X wicku,ed. A.Brzéstkowska,
Warszawa 2009, p. 64; K. Marin ow, In the Shackles of the Evil One. The Portrayal
of Tiar Symeon I the Great (893—927) in the Oration On the treaty with the Bulgarians,
“Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research Centre for the History and
Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe” 1, 2011, p. 1571905 id e m,
Peace in the House of Jacob. A Few Remarks on the Ideology of Two Biblical Themes in the
Oration On the Treaty with the Bulgarians, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 3, 2012, p. 85-93;
MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo buigarskie. Polityka — spoteczerstwo — gospodarka
— kultura. 866—971, Warszawa 2015, p- 160-162.

*Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 74. CE. T. To a 0 p o B, Koucmanmun Bazpenopodun u dunacmuunusm
bpax mencdy saademenckume domose wa Ilpecias u Kowcmanmurnononr om 927 2.,

“I'lpecaaBcka KHIDKOBHA IIKOAR” 7, 2003, P. 395.

s Tale of the Prophet Isaiab, p. 17: Tor*a 80 Bk ANH H aRT cTro [le"pa (pa Bakragh-
CKAP® BbI° H3LWEKIATA ® RCEro. cHRYL NUIENHLA H MACAO H MEAA K H MARKA W BHHA,
H © RCero AApoRANTA Bikia BoRWIE M KMI'RWIE. W NE B'R WeksAKNTE HH W po™s. Hiu B
CHTOCTl H3LWBHALCRO M RCEro A0 H3BOAENTA BkTa (12 the days and years of St. Peter,
the tsar of the Bulgarians, there was plenty of everything, that is to say, of wheat and
butter, honey, milk and wine, the land was overflowing with every gift of God, there was
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Liudprand of Cremona’s remark on Maria’s adopting her new name
upon entering marriage should most likely be considered in the context
of this ‘pacifist’ propaganda of the Byzantine court. After all, what we
find in the Antapodosis is an exaggeration of the idea expressed in all
of the above-mentioned texts: that Romanos I achieved the neutralization
of Symeon’s expansionist, anti-Byzantine plans, as well as the creation
of a firm association between the Bulgarians and the empire, through
signing a peace treaty advantageous for Constantinople. The originality
of Liudprand’s approach lies in his particular underscoring of Maria’s
role in this process: her marriage, according to the bishop of Cremona,
became the foundation of a long-lasting friendship between Byzantium
and Bulgaria. Therefore, according to the western diplomat, naming
young Maria with an appellation meaning ‘peace’ was dictated by the
desire to underline her special status as a custodes pacis°®.

It is worth noting that the ideological meaning of names of empress-
es was occasionally used by them for propaganda purposes. Irene, for
instance, masterfully used this aspect of her name by establishing an
iconographic program of coins bearing her image, or by changing the
name of Veria (a border town located in a previously troubled area) to
Eirenopolis (‘City of Irene’ / ‘City of Peace’) in 784”. On the other hand,
it should be borne in mind that no source except for Liudprand’s account
contains the information about Maria Lekapene changing her name to
Irene. If such an act indeed took place, it ought to be treated as strictly

no dearth of anything but by the will of God everything was in abundance and ro satiety).
Cf.MJ. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 162.

‘Liudprand of Cremona,Remribution,111,38,p.86.C£.S.Georgicva,
The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria, “Byzantinobulgarica” 9,1995,p.166; ].Shepard,
A marriage..., p. 126; B.T'10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Snauenuemo na Gpaxa na yap Iemsp (927-969)
¢ pometixama Mapus-Hpuna Aaxanuna (911-9062), [in:] Kyamypuume mexcmose na
MUHANOMO — HOCUMEAH, CUMBOAL, uden, vol. I, Texcmoseme na ucmopusma, ucmopus
na mexcmoseme. Mamepuau om FObureinama mendynapodna xoudepenyus 8 wecm na
60-200UumHUnAMA HA npogp. 0.u.H. Kasumup Honkoncmanmunos, Beauko Topnoso, 29—31
oxmomspu 2003 2., Codust 2005, p. 30; A. Hu x 0 A 0 B, [losumuuecka mucsa..., p. 23 4.

7. Herrin, Women in Purple. Rulers of Medieval Byzantium, London 2002, p. 81;
K.Ko tsis, Defining Female Authority in Eighth-Century Byzantium: the Numismatic
Images of the Empress Irene (797—-802), “Journal of Late Antiquity” 5.1, 2012, p. 199—200.
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symbolic. Had Peter’s wife decided to formally change her name, the
official sigilla used in Bulgaria in the years 927-945 would have borne
the name of Irene, whereas, on surviving artifacts of this kind, we invari-
ably find the name Maria®.

However, let us return to the issue of what political benefits and
prestige Peter may have gained through marrying a representative of the
Lekapenos family. The consequences of the peace treaty of 927, including
the unquestionable elevation of the Slavic ruler’s status in the interna-
tional arena (associated with Byzantium’s recognition of his right to the
title of emperor/tsar of the Bulgarians), are discussed elsewhere in this
monograph. Here, on the other hand, we shall deal with a few questions
of another kind, such as: Did Peter consider the opportunity to marry
Maria an honor? Was this view shared by those around him, as well as
by other contemporary European rulers?

Both of the above questions should, in fact, be answered in the positive.
There can be no doubt that Maria and Peter’s marriage was an unprece-
dented event — never before had such a high-ranking Byzantine woman,
daughter and granddaughter of emperors, been married to a foreign
monarch, ruling a people that had only become Christian some sixty
years carlier. The momentousness of this act was hardly diminished by
the fact that the young tsar’s fiancée was not ‘born in the purple®’’ The
Byzantine-Bulgarian marriage was likely the talk of European courts,

8].Shepard, dmarriage..., p. 141-143; . ATaua c o B, Hucuenuume na cpedro-
sexosHume beazapcku saadement. Koponu, ckunmpu, cepu, opeoncus, Kocmmuoms, Haxumi,
ITaeBen 1999, p. 98—99; M. Mo p A aH o B, Kopnyc na newamume na Cpednosexosna
boaeapus, Codus 2001, p. s8—60; B. I'io 3 ¢ A ¢ B, Snauenuemo na 5])47@1..., p- 275
N.Bboxuasos,B.T'03eaces, Homopus na CP€3H08€7€08Hﬂ boaeapus. VII-XIV s.,
Co¢ust 2006, p. 275—276; T. T 0 A 0 p 0 B, baszapus npes emopama u mpemama 4emsspm
Ha X eex: noaumuunecxa ucmopus, Copus 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis], p. 156-159;
idem, Brademencxusm cmamym u mumaa na yap Iemasp I cred okmomspu 927 2.:
nucmenu ceedenns u cpazucmuunu dannu (cpasnumenen anaius), [in:] FObureen coop-
nux. Cmo 200unu om pomﬁeﬂuema Ha a-p Bacusr Xaparanos (1907-2007), Hlymen 2008,
p. 99-101; C. I'e 0 pru e B a, XKernama 8 bsazapckomo cpeﬁﬂosexosue, ITaoBaMB 2011,
p-313-315s M.J. Leszka, K. Marin ow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 159-160.

°S.Georgieva, The Byzantine Princesses..., p. 167; B.T'10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Snauenunemo

Ha bpaxa..., p.30; MJ. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 158.
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becoming a source of inspiration for rulers of other countries to aim
for similar arrangements.

This assertion is confirmed by two sources: chapter 13 of the treatise
On the Governance of the Empire by Constantine VII and the account by
Liudprand of Cremona. The former work, written before 952, includes
aseries of specific arguments with which a basilens — Romanos I, to whom
the work is dedicated, and his successors — should reject claims of foreign
rulers who, referring to what happened in 927, should wish to arrange
a marriage with a woman from the imperial family (either for themselves
or for one of their sons). The Porphyrogennetos advised that, during such
negotiations, Romanos I should be presented as a simpleton, who not only
lacked the knowledge about the most basic customs of the empire, but
in fact knowingly disregarded them. Moreover, he ignored the law of the
Church and the prohibition of Constantine I the Great, who supposedly
strictly forbade his sons to enter into marriage with representatives of any
of the foreign peoples, to the exception of the Franks. Constantine VII
also advised emphasizing the low position of Christopher Lekapenos,
who was — according to him — merely the third in the hierarchy of the
rulers, thus lacking any actual power™.

©Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 70-74. CL.T. Aurtaspuun, Koncmanmun Eazpﬂﬂapoaﬂwﬂ 0 Boazapun
u boseapax, [in:] Cﬁopﬂuk 8 wecm Ha ﬂxﬂﬁ.,&luﬁtumzp Anzenos,ed. B.B e s x 0B, Codus
1994, p. 30-37; J. He rrin, Theophano. Considerations on the Education of a Byzantine
Princess, [in:] The Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first
millenninm,ed. A.D avids, Cambridge 1995, p. 68 [=]. H e r ri n, Unrivalled Influence.
Women and Empire in Byzantium, Princeton 2013, p. 242];S.Geor gieva, The
Byzantine Princesses..., p.167; T. To p 0 p 0 B, Koncmanmun bazpenopodnu..., p.391-397;
B.T10 3 ¢ a e B, Snauenuemo na bpaxa..., p.30-31 A. Par o 1, “Trzeba, abys tymi oto stowa-
mi odparti to niedorzeczne zgdanie” — wokdt De administrando imperio Konstantyna VII,
[in:] Causa creandi. O pragmatyce Zrédia historycznego,eds. S.Rosik, P. Wiszewski,
Wroctaw 2005, p. 345-361; M.J. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie...,
p-158; I1. ITa B A 0 B, [00unu na mup u “pamuu 6edn” (927-1018), [in:] . ATanacos,
B.Baukosa, Il ITaBaos, bascapcxa nayuonasrna ucmopus, vol. I11, 1Tzpso 65.1-
2apcKo yapcmeo (680-1018), Beanxo TrpHoBO 2015, p. 4115 C. 3 B € 3 A 0 B, Jocosopsm
om 927 200una mencdy beazapus u Busanmus, “History. Bulgarian Journal of Historical
Education” 23.3, 2015, p. 268; i d e m, Baazapo-susanmutickume omrouenus npu yap

Iemsp I, Codus 2016, p. 17-18.
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In this part of the narrative, Porphyrogennetos undoubtedly vented
his personal antipathy and resentment”. On the other hand, it is also
clear from his reasoning that, during his reign, the tendency among for-
eign rulers to seek dynastic marriages with Constantinople had indeed
increased; the 927 arrangement served as a pivotal precedent here. Reading
chapter 13 of the treatise On the Governance of the Empire, one might even
conclude that the rulers of the northern peoples, among them the Rus’
and the Khazars, sought concessions on three specific points from the
emperors: they wished to be sent imperial regalia, have the Byzantines
disclose the secret formula for ‘Greek fire; and have them agree to a mar-
riage between a Byzantine woman of high status with a representative
of their own house™.

Having died in 959, Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos did not
live to see further such marriages, which he considered so abominable:
Theophano only married Otto Il in 972", while Constantine’s own grand-
daughter Anna married Vladimir I in 988/989"*. Some scholars are of

" AW.TTo A b1 B st 1 u b1, Laps Temp s ucmopuyeckos namsmu boszapcxozo cpedre-
sexo6v, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm Goazapun u “dpyeume’. Cooprux 6 vecm na 60-200ums-
HUHAMA Ha NPOP. Jun Lemsp Anzeavs, eds. A .Huxoaos I'LH. Huxoaos, Codus
2013, p. 139.

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 68—74.

% On the political and cultural consequences of this marriage see: I. Sevéenko,
Byzanz und der Westen im 10. Jabrbundert, in:] Kunst im Zeitalter der Kaiserin
Theophanu. Akten des Internationalen Colloquinms veranstaltet vom Schniitgen-Museum,
eds. A.von Euw, P.Schreiner, Kéln 1993, p. 5—30; HK. Schulze, Die
Heiratsurkunde der Kaiserin Theophanu. Die griechische Kaiserin und das romisch-deut-
sche Reich 972—991, Hannover 2007; M. Smorag-R 62y cka, Cesarzowa Teofano
i krdlowa Gertruda. Uwagi o wizerunkach wladezyn w sztuce Sredniowiecznej na marginesie
rozwazan o miniaturach w Kodeksie Gertrudy, [in:] Gertruda Mieszkbwna i jej rekopis,
ed. A.Andrzejuk, Radzymin 2013, p. 129-133.

“A.Popp e Larstwo i Koscidt na Rusi w XI w., Warszawa 1968, p.20,33;1d e m, The
Political Background to the Baptism of Rus’: Byzantine-Russian Relations between 986-989,

“Dumbarton Oaks Papers” 30, 1976, p. 195—244; D.Po p p e, A. P o p p ¢, Dziewoslgby
o Porfirogenetke Anng, [in:] Cultus et cognitio. Studia z dziejow sSredniowiecznej kultury,
eds. SK.Kuczynski etal, Warszawa 1976, p. 451-468; A. P o p p ¢, Rus i Bizancjum
w latach 986-989, “Kwartalnik Historyczny” 8s.1, 1978, p. 3—23; A.JO. Kapnos,
B/mauMup Csamoii, MockBa 2004, p. 198—216; A. Kijas, Chrzest Rusi, Poznat 2006,
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the opinion that, in his last years, the ‘purple-born’ emperor had to counter
the ambitions of another Rus’ ruler — princess Olga, who sought to marry
her son Svyatoslav to one of the emperor’s descendants (either daughter or
granddaughter). Secking consent for such a marriage may have been one
of the goals of her visit to Constantinople (most likely in 957). The Kievan
ruler’s plan was not well received by Constantine VII, however. The
fiasco of the marriage negotiations likely deepened Olga’s dissatisfaction
with the results of her diplomatic mission, stressed by the author of the
Russian Primary Chronicle. The memory of her far-reaching intentions did,
however, survive in the Old Rus’ historiographical tradition. According
to experts on the matter, it may be reflected in the above-mentioned
oldest Kievan chronicle, whose extant form dates back to the early years
of the 12" century: it includes a seemingly completely improbable story
of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos proposing to marry Olga®.

p-13-15; CJ. Hils d ale, Byzantine Art and Diplomacy in an Age of Decline, Cambridge
2014, p. 317.

s Russian Primary Chronicle, AM 6463, p. 61—64: OfAHRHR'hCA UJk pASYMY €A.
BECKAORA K NEH H QEK'h €H. IOAOKHA €CH LPTETH R’k I'pa* ¢ HAMH. WHA e PASY MK
PE' KO UJIO. A3k NMOTAHA €CMb. AA AIIE MA XOUIEWIH KO°TH. TO KOT MA CAM™s. ALIE AH
TO HE KPLIIOCA. H KPTH 10 Uk ¢k NTApXMs [...] W Mo KQLjinsH BOSEA 10 Uk H pEvE
€H XOLIIO TA NOATH cOB'R KEN'K. WHA 2KE PE' KAKO XOUEWIH MA NOATH KP'Th MA cAM'h.
H HAPEKS MA ThIEPRIO. & [B'h] X°EANEXS TOro HE® 34KONA 4 Thi cams RRc". H g
uPs n'pekarkana ma ech Wanra. 0 AacTh €M Aaphl MHOTH 3A4TO H CPERPO. MAROAOKH
H CBCYALI PASAHUNKIA. H ONYCTH 10 HAPEK's 10 Arkiptephto coBk [...] Gn ke Wanra npuae
Ruegry H ngneaa K Hew udh TPedncKuH M. AKS MHOMO AAGHX'S TA. Thi O MALE KO MHK.
AKO ALjIE BOSTKEPALIICA B Pych. MHOTH AAgKI NP"CAK TH YEAAAL. BOCK™s. H CLKPY. H BOH
g nomoyls. WeEyarwH Wakra. H ge' Kk cAoMs. ALjIE Thi PhLH TAKOKE NOCTOHWH O
mene B Tlouannk AKoKe asm B GloAy TO TOrAA TH Addib. H ONYCTH cAbl C'h PEKTBILH
(the Emperor wondered at her intellect. He conversed with bher and remarked that she was
worthy to reign with him in bis city. When Olga heard his words, she replied thar she
was still a pagan, and that if he desired to baptize her, he should perform this function
himself; otherwise, she was unwilling to accept baptism. The Emperor, with the assistance
of the Patriarch, accordingly baptized her [...] After her baptism, the Emperor summoned
Olga and made known to her that he wished her to become his wife. But she replied, ‘How
can you marry me, after yourself baptizing me and calling me your daughter? For among
Christians that is unlawful, as you yourself must know. Then the Emperor said, ‘Olga,
you have outwitted me’ He gave her many gifts of gold, silver, silks, and various vases, and

dismissed her, still calling ber his danghter [ ...] Thus Olga arrived in Kiev, and the Greck
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Neither Romanos II nor his successors heeded the advice laid out in the
treatise On the Governance of the Empire, as can be seen from Liudprand
of Cremona’s account of his diplomatic mission to Constantinople in 968:
his objective was to win Nikephoros II Phokas’s approval for the marriage
between the son of emperor Otto I with a member of the Byzantine
imperial family. The diplomat admitted that, during the negotiations, he
brought up the marriage between the daughter of Christopher Lekapenos
and Bulgarian tsar Peter. The argument, however, was rejected by the
Greek side, as Liudprand was told that Maria’s father was not a porphy-
rogennetos — a remark that could almost have been taken directly from
Constantine VII's work™.

To sum up, Peter could be confident that he was obtaining an honor
that many other monarchs had sought in vain. It was most likely the
desire to boast of his Byzantine wife that led him to consistently include
her image (and in some cases — also her name) on official Bulgarian
seals during the period 927-945. Notably, this was a wholly new prac-
tice in the self-presentation of the Preslav court — none of the female

Emperor sent a message to her, saying, Inasmuch as I bestowed many gifts upon you, you
promised me that on your return to Rus’ you would send me many presents of slaves, wax, and
furs, and despatch soldiery to aid me. Olga made answer to the envoys that if the Emperor
would spend as long a time with her in the Pochayna as she had remained on the Bosporus,
she would grant his request. With these words, she dismissed the envoys — transl. SH. Crossss,
OP.Sherbowitz-Wetzor, p. 82-83). Cf. JP. Arrignon, Les relations inter-
nationales de la Russie Ki¢vienne au milien du X siécle et le baptéme de la princesse Olga,
[in:] Actes des congreés de la Société des historiens médiévistes de [ enseignement supérienr
public. g° congrés, Dijon 1978, p. 172-173; H®. K o T A 51 p, Apesr.ss Pyco u Kues 6 aemo-
nucHbix npedannsx uaezendax, Kues 1986, p. 10s-108; HAA. ITy m x a p e B a, Kenuyuno.
Apesneii Pycu, Mocksa 1989, p. 18; I. A uta B p u H, Busanmus, boreapus, Apesnss
Pycv (IX—#na4anro XII 6.), Canxr-Iletepbypr 2000, p. 198, 211; A.B. Hasapenxo,
Apesnss Pyco na mencdynapodusix nymsx. Mencducyuninnapnoie o4epxu KyisomypHsix,
mopzoswix, nosumuseckux céaseti IX—XII 6., Mocksa 2001, p.302; M.b.CBeppaos,
Aomonzonvckas Pyco. Kuasv u knanceckas saacmo na Pycu VI-nepsoi mpemu XIII ss.,
Canxr-Iletepbypr 2003, p. 204—20s; E Tinn e feld, Zum Stand der Olga—Diskussion,
lin:] Zwischen Polis, Provinz und Peripherie. Beitrige zur byzantinischen Geschichte
und Kultur,eds. LM.Hoffmann, A.Monchizadeh, Wiesbaden 2005, p. 557;
AJO.Kapmos, Kuseuns Orvea, Mocksa 2012, p. 180, 197.

“Liudprand of Cremona, Embassy, 16,p.194.Cf.].Shepard, 4 mar-
riage..., p. 122; B.T'10 3 ¢ A ¢ B, Swauenuemo na bpaxa..., p. 31.
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Bulgarian rulers before Maria (and none after her) were honored in this
manner"’.

What is more, the marriage was not only a source of splendor for Peter,
but also brought tangible political benefits with it. By marrying Maria
in 927, Symeon’s son entered the family that produced four of the five
Roman emperors ruling at the time: Romanos I and his sons Christopher,
Stephen and Constantine. Through his marriage to Maria, Peter also
became closely tied to Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos. In 933, the
list of his politically influential connections was further extended by
Theophylaktos, the new patriarch of Constantinople. Thus, the alliance
with the ambitious ‘Lekapenos clan’ may have appeared to the young
Bulgarian ruler as having a considerable political potential.

Consequently, we should probably agree with those scholars who view
the previously mentioned seals (depicting Peter and Maria) as artifacts
of a commemorative and propagandist nature. The sigilla were creat-
ed to commemorate the peace treaty of 927 as well as to highlight the
significance of this event for the Bulgarian state and its ruler”. It is also
possible that Symeon’s son wanted to use them to show how much he
valued the family connection with Romanos I. One more thing is worth
noting in this connection — the name and depiction of Maria disappear
from Peter’s seals after 945 (at the time when the Lekapenos family
was removed from power and when Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos

7S.Georgieva, The Byzantine Princesses..., p. 167,201 B.T'10 3 ¢ A ¢ B, Suauenuemo
#Ha Gpaxa..., p. 27. Only a few of the later Bulgarian royal women could boast such
a distinction. Irene Palaiologina, wife of John Asen III (1279-1280) used her own scal.
Among women depicted on coins were e.g. Irene Komnene, regent for her son
Michael I Asen (1246-1256); Theodora Palaiologina, wife of two consecutive tsars
— Theodore Svetoslav (1300-1321) and Michael III Shishman (1323-1330); Theodora,
second wife of John Alexander (1331-1371) and Anna, married to John Stratsimir
(1356-1396). . AT a n a c 0 B, Hucuzuuume..., p. 190-192; B. Ut n a 1 o B, baazapckume
yapuyn. Baademenxume wa beazapus om VII do X1V 6., Codust 2008, p. 85-87, 89—90;
C.Teopruesa, Kenama..., p. 320-323, 348, 352—354.
*N.Boxuaros B.Twscaes, Homopus...,.p.276;MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow,
Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 159; 1. L o p A a 1 0 B, Kopnyc na cpednosexosnume bzazapcxu
nexamu, Codust 2016, p. 89.
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began his sole rule)®. One may, therefore, get the impression that both
Maria’s inclusion into the self-presentation scheme of the Bulgarian ruler
in 927 as well as her removal in 945 were dictated by diplomacy and
foreign policy: in both cases, it was a bow to the reigning basileus™.

¥ S.Run ciman, The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and His Reign. A Study of Tenth-
Century Byzantium, Cambridge 1969, p. 229-237; I. AT a na c o B, Hucuznuume...,
p- 100; T. To A 0 p 0 B, Kowcmanmun bazpenopoduu..., p. 396—-397; A.Hukoaos,
Toaumuyecka mucsa..., p. 269—278; T. To A 0 p 0 B, beacapus...,p.159; . Atranacos,
Iewamume na 6sazapcxume saademean om IX-X 6. 6 Apscmep (Cuancmpa), [in:] Om
myka sanousa boazapus. Mamepuaiu on 6mopama Hayuonaina KoHpepenyus no ucmo-
pus, apxeosozus u xyamyper mypusem Tlemysane xom boazapus”, ILlymen 14-16.05. 2010
200una, ed. . 1o p o au o B, lymen 2011, p. 289.

*WU. Mo p aawuos, Kopnyc na nevamume...,p. 63 MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow,
Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 160.






\Y

Zofia A. Brzozowska

Maria Lekapene as a Mother

There is no doubt that Maria fulfilled what medieval people considered
the basic duty of a wife and empress consort — she gave Peter male offspring,
providing him with an heir. Relating the events that occurred at the close
of the 10" century, Byzantine chroniclers (among them John Skylitzes and
John Zonaras) mention two of Maria and her husband’s sons, who reigned
in Bulgaria in succession: first Boris II, then Romanos'. The couple had
at least one more child, however. This is clear from the information includ-
ed in the Continuation of George the Monk, as well as in the Chronicle
of Symeon Logothete, and repeated in the Continuation of Theophanes:
after the death of her father, Maria embarked on her final journey to
Constantinople, taking her three children with her. Interestingly, while the
phrasing in the original Greek versions of these works does not specify
the sex of the tsaritsa’s children (peté maidwy tpiev)?, the 14™-century

‘John Skylitzes,p.2ss,288,297,310,328,329,346; John Zonaras XV,
23, p. 495; XVIL 1, p. 522; XVII, 2, p. 529; XVII, 4, p. 536; XVII, 6, p. 547; XVII, 8,
p- s60.

*Continuator of George the Monk,p.g13; Symeon Logothete,
136,67,p.334;Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 3s,p. 422. A similar wording
is found in the oldest translation of the Continuation of George the Monk into Slavic
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author of the Slavic translation of the Chronicle of Symeon Logothete
altered the source’s information, stating that she arrived in the city on
the Bosporos with her three sons (¢'s TpHMbI ciioRkI)’.

Thus, in the literature on the subject we occasionally encounter the
view that Maria and Peter had a third son aside from the male offspring
noted by the Byzantine sources. He would have been Plenimir, whose
name appears in the laudatory part of the Synodikon of Tsar Boril, directly
after the mention of Peter and before that of Boris and Romanos*. It can-
not be ruled out that Plenimir was the first child of the imperial couple,
who — because of a premature death or poor health — did not play any
significant role in the history of the Bulgarian state. Consequently, he
would not have been noted by the Byzantine chroniclers’.

Ivan Duychev, in an article devoted to this character, drew attention to
another interesting question: while both of Peter and Maria’s sons present
in the Byzantine chronicles bore the names of their great-grandfathers
(Bulgarian prince Boris-Michael and emperor Romanos I Lekapenos), the
couple’s hypothetical firstborn child would have been given the exceed-
ingly rare Slavic name Plenimir®. It may be useful to examine the etymol-
ogy of this anthroponym here. Excluding the possibility of an error on
the part of the scribe who completed the late, 16™-century copy of the
Synodikon of Tsar Boril in which we find the laudation, we could assume
that the name had the shape Ilaknnmngw’. This is a compound consisting
of two Old Church Slavic nouns: nakus (‘captivity, prize of war’) and

(aswell as in the Old Rus’ Hellenic and Roman Chronicle of the second redaction, based
on the latter): ¢ Tponmn pkmen. Continuator of George the Monk
(Slavic), 10, p. 566; Hellenic and Roman Chronicle, p. sor.

’Symeon Logothete (Slavic), p.140.

+ Synodikon of Tsar Boril, p. 149—-150; B. It nart o B, boazapcxume yapuyu.
Buaademenxume na boazapus om VII do X1V s., Coclmﬂ 2008, p.14; MJ. Lesz ka,
K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoleczesnstwo — gospodarka — kultura.
866—971, Warszawa 2015, p. 187.

sW. Ay itu e B, boazapckusm xunss Ilienumup, “MaxkesOHCKH mperaes” 13.1, 1942,
p-19-20; S. G e o r gi e va, The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria, “Byzantinobulgarica”
9, 1995, p. 168-169.

¢W. Ay ita e, Baszapcxusm kngs...,p.20.John Skylitzes (p.346) adds
that Romanos was also called Symeon, in honor of his grandfather.

7 Synodikon of Tsar Boril, p. 149—-150.
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mugs (‘peace’). As we saw earlier, Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos
and the author of On the Treaty with the Bulgarians claim that one of the
consequences of the peace of 927 was the exchange of prisoners, owing to
which many Byzantine soldiers held in Bulgarian captivity could return
to their homeland®. Perhaps this took place at the time (928) during
which the Bulgarian imperial couple’s firstborn entered the world?
Maria Lekapene, aware of the propaganda significance of rulers’ names
(according to Liudprand of Cremona, she became known as Irene in 927),
may have arranged for her eldest child to receive a symbolic name — one
referring to the peace treaty concluded a few months earlier, and to the
accompanying exchange of prisoners of war.

Maria and Peter may also have had one or several daughters. In the histo-
riography, the two girls from the Bulgarian ‘royal family’ (Baathucdy yévoc)
who — according to Leo the Deacon — were sent to Constantinople in 969
as the spouses-to-be of Basil Il and Constantine VIII have occasionally been
considered to have been Maria and her husband’s children’. Similar views
have been expressed concerning the anonymous Bulgarian woman who
became one of the wives of Vladimir I, prince of Rus) and who bore him
two sons (the elder received the rather telling name of Boris-Romanos™).

Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 745 On the Treaty with the Bulgarians, s, p. 260. C£. T. Topop 0B,
Koncmanmun bazpenopoduu u dunacmuunusm bpax mencdy siademeickume 0omose
Ha Ipecaas u Koncmanmunonon om 927 2., “IlpecaaBcka KHIDKOBHA LIKOAR™ 7, 2003,
p-395—396; K. Marinow, In the Shackles of the Evil One. The Portrayal of Tsar
Symeon I the Great (893—927) in the Oration On the treaty with the Bulgarians, “Studia
Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research Centre for the History and Culture
of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe” 1, 2011, p. 178; i d e m, Peace in the
House of Jacob. A Few Remarks on the Ideology of Two Biblical Themes in the Oration
On the Treaty with the Bulgarians, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 3, 2012, p. 85; M.J. Lesz ka,
K.Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 156; C. 3 B ¢ 3 A 0 B, dozosopsm om 927 200una
mencdy beazapus u Busanwmus, “History. Bulgarian Journal of Historical Education” 23.3,
2015, p. 267; 1 d e m, Baazapo-susanmuiickume omnomenus npu yap Iemsp I, Codus
2016, p. 13—14.

°Leo the Deacon,V,s, p- 79; Y. ,A,yﬂ d e B, boaeapckusm xuas..., p. 18;
B. M rnaro B, baseapckume yapuyu..., p. 14.

*° Russian Primary Chronicle, AM 6488, p. 81: ® Roarapsinn Eopnea n T'akga
(by a Bulgarian woman, Boris and Gleb — transl. SH. Cross, O.P.Sherbowitz-
Wetzor, p.94). A.A. Mo avau oB, Baadumup Monomax u 2o umena. K usyuenuso
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Both of these hypotheses, however, have to be rejected for chronological
reasons. Rather, the princesses mentioned above may have been Maria’s
granddaughters and Boris II’s daughters: born ca. 960, they may have
been considered of appropriate age to become the fiancées of the sons
of Romanos II and Theophano". Similarly, even if we were to assume
that Vladimir’s Bulgarian wife was a very late child of Maria, it would be
difficult to accept that she was the mother of prince Gleb-David, most
likely still a teenager in the year of his death (1015). The woman in question
— if we were to acknowledge the hypothesis of her Preslav origin in the
first place — may have been a granddaughter of the Bulgarian tsaritsa

(e.g. a child of Boris II, or of one of her daughters)™.

kugcecxozo umentuxa Propuxosuyer; X—XII ss., “CnraBsinoBepcHHE” 2004, 2, p. 81—83;
AD. Aursuna, OBb. Yenencxuil, Bubop umenu y pycckux xnsseii 8 X—XV1I se.
Aunacmunecxas ucmopus cx6o3v npusmy anmpononumuxu, Mocksa 2006, p. 477-478.

"S.Georgieva, T}JeByzantineprincesses..., p-169;G. Atanasov, Oz the Origin,
Function and the Owner of the Adornments of the Preslav Treasure from the 10" century,

“Archacologia Bulgarica” 3.3, 1999, p. 91; i d e m, Hucuenuume na cpednosexosnume 6o1-
2apcxu saademenn. Koporun, cxunmpu, cepu, opencus, kocmmomu, naxumu, [1aeBeH 1999,
p-234—235; M.J. Leszka, K. Marin ow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 190.

2 Based on anthroponomical material, certain contemporary Russian historians
are inclined to consider the mother of Boris-Romanos and Gleb-David to have been
adescendant of the Bulgarian royal family, albeit without specifying their exact relation
to Maria Lekapene and Peter (A.A. MoauaHOB, B/L/,zﬁzmup Monomax..., p. 81-83;
AQ. Autsuna O.B. Yenenckuil, Bubop umenu..., p. 477—488). The literature
on the subject, however, features several other views on her origins. Among other things,
it has been assumed that she came from Volga Bulgaria (E.B. ITu e 4 0 B, [enearoens
9pe€ﬂepycc7cux xunasei IX—navara XI 6., Mocksa 2001, p. 202—204; B. ruaTos,
Boazapcxume yapuyu..., p. 109). An interesting point of view has also been put forth by
Polish scholar Andrzej Poppe. He argues that the Bulgarian woman mentioned in the
Russian Primary Chronicle is in fact the Byzantine Anna, and that the term used there
should be considered not so much an ethnonym as a sobriquet. It would have been
given to the ‘purple-born’ imperial daughter in Constantinople or in Rus’ due to her
connections to the court in Preslav — after all, tsaritsa Maria Lekapene was her aunt
(A.Poppe, Lanaissance du culte de Boris et Gleb, “Cahiers de civilisation médiévale”
24,1981, p. 2951 d e m, Walka o spuscizng po Wiodzimierzu Wielkim 1015—1019, “Kwartal-
nik Historyczny” 102.3/4, 1995, p. 6-10). This view is shared by Ukrainian researcher
Nadezhda Nikitenko (H-H. Hu x u T e 1 x 0, Cogpuss Kuescxas u ee cosdamenn. Tatimo:
ucmopun, Kameneu-IToaoabckuii 2014, p. 106-107). A different opinion is presented
e.g. by Aleksandr Nazarenko (A.B. Has a p e n x o, Apesnss Pyco na mencoynapodnsix
nymasx. Mexcoucyuniunapnoie 04epu KysomypHvLx, MmOP2OBHLX, NOAUMULECKUX (BI3€TH
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Georgi Atanasov theorizes that the small diadem found in the so-called
‘Preslav treasure’ (which contained the imperial family’s jewelry, hidden
during the war of 969—971) may have belonged to one of the daughters
of Maria Lekapene. The Bulgarian scholar is of the opinion that the girl
accompanied her mother on one of her journeys to Constantinople, and
that the diadem was an exquisite gift from her Byzantine relatives” — one
of the many treasures that the tsaritsa, according to the aforementioned
chroniclers, received from Romanos I Lekapenos™.

In the literature on the subject, there have been occasional attempts
to establish the time at which Maria’s two sons (as well as the third,
unnamed child) were born, based on the above-mentioned accounts in
the Byzantine sources. After all, the anonymous Continuator of George
the Monk and the authors dependent on him state that when the Bulgarian
tsaritsa arrived in Constantinople for the final time, her father was no
longer among the living”. Considering that Christopher Lekapenos died
in August 931, one should assume that Maria’s visit took place in the
autumn of that year at the earliest. Numerous scholars tend to use this
date to argue that the relations between the empire and Bulgaria became
cooler in the later period, so that Maria stopped visiting her relatives™.

IX-XII 66., Mocksa 2001, p. 449). Finally, one should mention the rather controversial
suppositions of certain Bulgarian historians that Boris-Romanos and Gleb-David were
Vladimir and Anna’s children, but that Anna, contrary to the testimony of Byzantine and
Old Rus’ chroniclers, was the daughter or perhaps granddaughter of Maria Lekapene
and Peter (in the latter case, she would have been Boris IT’s daughter); 1. Ao 6 p e s,
Dboacapume 3a pyckus napod, dspicasa u kyimypa, Codus 2011, p. 562—576.
5G.Atanasov, On the Origin..., p. 91-92; 1 d e m, Hucuenuume..., p- 23s.

“Continuator of George the Monk,p.g13; Symeon Logothete,
136,67,p.334; Continuator of Theophanes, VI35, p. 422.

sContinuator of George the Monk,p.o13; Symeon Logothete,
136,67,p.334; Continuator of Theophanes, VI35, p. 422.

LA y i1 4 e B, boszapcxuam kuas..., p.19; I. At aua c o B, Hucuenuume..., p. 99;
A.Hux o a0 B, [losumuyecka mucea 6 paunocpednosexosna boazapus (cpedama wa IX~
xpasnaXe.), Copus 2006, p.244; T. To a0 p 0 B, Boszapus npes mopama u mpemama
vemespm na X sex: noaumunecxa ucmopus, Codus 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis],
p- 1595 i d e m, Baademencxusim cmamym u mumaa na yap Iemsp I cred oxmomepu 927 2.:
nucmenu ceedenns u cpazucmuunu dannu (cpasuumenen anaius), [in:] FObureen coop-
nux. Cmo 200unu om poxcoennemo na 0-p Bacua Xapararos (1907—2007), lymen 2008,
p-1o; I ATaHacoB, [levamume na 5Mzapﬁcume saademenn om IX-X 6. 6 ,zlpbfmzp
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Fig. 5. Diadem and jewelry that belonged to a Bulgarian tsarevna (daughter
of Maria Lekapene?) from the so-called ‘Preslav treasure], Byzantium, mid-1o®
century. Drawing (after G. Atanasov & G. Zhckov): E. Mysliniska-Brzozowska

It should be pointed out, however, that the relevant sources do not suggest
that Maria’s final visit to the Byzantine capital took place immediately
after her father’s death. According to the chroniclers, the official reason
for the Bulgarian tsaritsa’s journey was the wish to visit her grandfather
— therefore, all that we can conclude is that it took place prior to 944, when
Romanos I Lekapenos was deposed”. Accordingly, the imperial couple’s
three children could have been born at any time between 928 and 944.

(Cuaucmpa), [in:] Om myxa sanousa Boazapus. Mamepuanu om 6mopama nayuonaina
KOHMEPEeHYIS 10 UCIMOPUL, Apxeos02US U Kyamyper mypusem TIsmysane kom boieapus’,
Ilymen 14—-16.05. 2010 200una,ed. . Mo p Aanos, Hymen 2011, p. 289.

7 W. Ayitdes, beazapckusm xnss..., p.19; S. Georgieva, The Byzantine
Princesses..., p. 168.
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Maria, like many other medieval royal consorts, most likely wanted
to fulfil her duty as soon as possible. At the time of Christopher’s death,
therefore, she could easily have been a mother of three already. It is diffi-
cult to say, however, whether she would have decided to take them on the
rather long and exhausting journey as early as 931. They would have been
between one and three years old at the time; it is doubtful that a respon-
sible mother would have exposed an infant to hardships that could result
in serious health issues. Rather, we should assume that Maria’s final visit
to Constantinople took place in 933/934, when her children were at the
ages of three to six™.

On the other hand, it cannot be completely ruled out that Boris and
Romanos were born considerably later than is commonly thought®. It
should be borne in mind that Leo the Deacon, relating the events of 971,
clearly mentions that Boris was a father of two infant children at the
time™. Had he been born soon after his parents’ wedding in 927, one
would expect that in the 970s his children would have been fully grown.

In summary, the existing source material does not unequivocally settle
the question of how many children Peter and Maria had; the exact time
of their birth likewise remains uncertain. In all likelihood, the imperial
couple had three sons (Plenimir, Boris and Romanos) and several daugh-
ters, whose names we do not know.

* The remark about Maria’s visits to Constantinople was placed by the Continu-
ator of George the Monk (and, following him, by Symeon Logothete and the Con-
tinuator of Theophanes) between the information on Theophylaktos Lekapenos’s
elevation to the patriarchal see of Constantinople (February 933) and the note on the
marriage of his brother Stephen as well as on the first raid by the Hungarians (April 934).
Continuator of George the Monk,p.913;Symeon Logothete,
136,67,p.334; Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 35, p. 422.

¥ It is possible that they were not among the children taken by Maria to
Constantinople in 933/934 at all. Conversely, she may have been accompanied by
her daughters, the prematurely deceased Plenimir, or another son who died before
reaching adulthood.

*Leo the Deacon, VIIL 6, p. 136.
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On the Bulgarian Throne
at Peter’s Side

M aria Lekapene was Bulgarian tsaritsa from October 927 until her
death, most likely in the early 960s. Thus, she would have been on the
Preslav throne for about thirty-five years. In order to gain a better under-
standing of the circumstances in which Maria came to rule Bulgaria, it is
necessary to devote some space to a discussion of her husband’s political
activity. Shortly after signing the peace treaty with Byzantium and arriving
in Preslav with Maria, Peter found himself confronted with a plot led by
his brother John. However, the conspiracy, which probably developed
in 928', never reached the stage of actually removing the tsar from power
— the intrigue was uncovered, while the leader as well as those who joined

"It is not possible to date this event precisely based on the sources at our disposal.
The Byzantine authors place it in their narratives between the conclusion of peace with
Byzantium (October 927) and Michael’s rebellion. John’s plot has been traditionally
dated to 928, on the assumption that it was a rapid reaction to the conclusion of peace
with the empire. It cannot be ruled out, however, that the plot happened later, in 929
or even in 930. It must have taken place before Michael’s insurgency, which, however is
only vaguely dated to 930 (without indicating even the time of year). Assuming that the
rebellion was a consequence of the discovery of John’s plot, it is possible that it broke
out shortly after the latter event.
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him in plotting against Peter were punished’. The ruler treated his broth-
er John mercifully (he was flogged, imprisoned and probably forced to
become a monk), but he dealt more harshly with his supporters’.

Sometime after the plot had been thwarted, John* left Bulgaria for
Constantinople. According to Byzantine sources, he was supposedly
evacuated by Byzantine envoy John the Rhaiktor without Peter’s knowl-
edge’. In the empire’s capital, John broke his monastic vows, marrying
a certain Armenian, and received considerable wealth from the emperor.
Romanos I Lekapenos imparted exceptional significance to the wedding
of Symeon’s son, as it was witnessed by Christopher (son and co-emperor
of Romanos I and Peter’s father-in-law) as well as by the aforementioned
John the Rhaiktor®.

It is, however, hardly credible that John, until recently a pretender to
the throne, left for Constantinople without Peter’s approval’. Perhaps,
in fact, the latter did not want him in Bulgaria, where he would have
posed a potential threat to his rule. On the other hand, his potential
execution, blinding or long-term imprisonment in Bulgaria would have

* The plot seems to have had no repercussions outside of the capital. Else, the
Byzantine authors would have probably mentioned it, just as they wrote about
Michael, who started his revolt against Peter outside of the capital (Continuator
of Theophanes,p.420;John Skylitzes, p.226).

Continuator of Theophanes,p.419.Cf. Symeon Logothete,
136.60; John Skylitzes,p.22s.

+It is possible that until that time, he had been imprisoned in Preslav in one of the
towers located by the eastern part of the inner walls. K. [TonkoncrtanTunos,
Enuzpagcxn besencku 3a Hean, Llap Cumeonosusm cun, “barapure 8 CeBepHoro
ITpugepromopue” 3,1994, p. 75.

sSymeon Logothete, 136.60;Continuator of Theophanes,
p-419;John Skylitzes,p.22s.

‘Symeon Logothete, 136.60;Continuator of Theophanes,
p-419;John Skylitzes,p.22s.

7 Similarly I'T.ITa B a o B, Bpamsma na yap Iemzsp u mexnume sazasopu, “Vcropus”
7.4/5,1999, p. 43 A. Cum e o H 0 B a, [I[puxu xom ucmopusma na masinama 0unio-
MAYUS, PAZYSHABAHEMO 1 KOHIMPAPAIYIHABAHEMO 8 CPednosexosHus césm, [in:] Tanzpa.
Cboprux 6 wecm na 70. 200umnunama na Axad. Bacua osenes, eds. M. K alimakaBoBa
et al., CO(I)I/IH 2006, p. 504—506; I1. ITaB A 0 B, Bexom na yap Camyuﬂ, COCl)I/Iﬂ 2014,
p- 21 M.J. L e sz ka, Spisek Jana przeciw carowi Piotrowi (928) — raz jeszcze, “Balcanica
Posnaniensia” 23, 2016, p. 1L
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created the risk of a new rebellion by his supporters. Abroad, without
the support of Bulgarian dignitaries, John was far less dangerous. Besides,
his inclusion into the Byzantine aristocracy may have compromised the
erstwhile pretender to the Bulgarian crown in the eyes of his support-
ers, assuming that he had indeed championed anti-Byzantine policies.
Romanos I Lekapenos’s attitude towards him may be explained by the
fact that John was, after all, the brother of Christopher’s son-in-law, which
would also be a likely reason for the co-emperor’s presence at John’s wed-
ding. Additionally, the emperor was thus able to secure the stability of the
freshly concluded peace with his northern neighbor®. Some scholars,
however, take the Byzantine authors’ account at face value; according-
ly, John would have become a kind of a specter, a menace haunting the
Bulgarian ruler®. Even if this were so, John was never actively used in this
role; in fact, we know nothing about his later fate. One could say that
dispatching John to Byzantium removed him from the picture.

It is possible that the failure of John’s plot spurred Michael,
Symeon I the Great’s firstborn son (who had remained in a monas-
tery at the beginning of Peter’s reign), into action. He probably moved
against Peter in 930"°. Our information about this event comes from two

SMJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoteczerstwo — gospo-
darka — kultura. §66—971, Warszawa 2015, p. 153.

*E.g. JV.A.Fin e, The Early Medieval Balkans: a Critical Survey from the Sixth to the
Late Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983, p.162; 1. B oxxnua o 8,B.T10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Hemopus
#na cpednosexosna boazapus. VII-XIV 6., Codust 2006, p. 278. CE. MJ. Leszka,
K. Marinow, Carstwo buigarskie. Polityka — spoteczeristwo — gospodarka — kultu-
va. 866—971, Warszawa 2015, p. 153; I1. ITa B A 0 B, Bpamama..., p. s. This hypothesis,
however, cannot be verified. It is often forgotten in this context that Peter’s wife was
Christopher’s daughter: it is difficult to imagine that her father, potentially Romanos’s
heir, would have wanted to move against her husband. Still, needless to say, one cannot
rule out the possibility entirely.

* The date is approximate: neither of the sources informs us when it happened.
Since both in the Continuation of Theophanes and in the Chronicle of John Skylitzes
it precedes events from March 931 (the misfortunes that befell Constantinople

-Continuator of Theophanes, V,30,p. 420; Symeon Logothete,
136, 61. Cf. John Skylitzes, p. 226, where the same episode is related without
aspecified date), it is commonly accepted that it happened in 930 (BM.3aatapcky,
Hemopus na 6sazapckama dsprcasa npes cpednume sexose, vol. 1/2, ITepso bsazapcko
Llapcmso. Om crassuusayusma na dspycasama o nadanemo na ITopsomo yapcmeo
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Byzantine sources — the Continuation of Theophanes and John Skylitzes",
generally in agreement as regards their account of the course of the rebel-
lion. They only differ in some details, primarily concerning the terms
used to refer to Michael’s supporters and the initial territory they passed
through during their flight after Michael’s death. In the Continuation
of Theophanes, his supporters are referred to as Scythians, whereas John
Skylitzes calls them Bulgarians™. The Continuation of Theophanes indi-
cates Maxétidog as the first Byzantine territory they crossed, while the
land mentioned in this context by John Skylitzes is Moxndoviag®.

(852—1018), Codus 1927, p. 840). Regarding the terminus post quem, the problem is
more serious, since we only have the information that Michael’s rebellion followed
John’s plot; the latter, as mentioned previously, can only be dated approximately (most
commonly to 928).

“Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 29, p. 420: However also the monk
Michacel, brother of Peter, attempting with all strength to gain power over the Bulgarians,
started a rebellion in a certain Bulgarian fortress. To him flocked Scythians, who refused to
obey Peter’s rule. After bis [Michael's] death, they attacked Roman territories, that is they
went from Maketidos through Strymon to Hellas, entered Nikopolis and there plundered
everything. John Skylitzes, p. 226 (transl. . Wortley, p. 248 — including
the change in the translation of the word cafPaticavteg): Now Michael, Peter’s other
brother, aspired to become ruler of the Bulgars. He occupied a powerful fortress and greatly
agited the Bulgars lands. Many flocked to his banner but, when he died shortly after, these
peaple, for fear of Peter’s wrath, entered Roman territory. They reached Nikopolis by way
of Macedonia, Strymon and Helladikon theme, laying waste everything that came to hand,
and there, finally, settled (ol Téhog év oty auPBatioavtes). In due course and after a num-
ber of reverse, they became Roman subjects.

2 This issue has been dealt with in the scholarship. It seems advisable to agree with
the assumption that the author of the fourth book of the Continuation of Theophanes
used the name ‘Scythians’ to refer to Bulgarians; the source shows a tendency to use
archaic names. Cf. MLJ. L e s z k a, Bunt Michata przeciw carowi Piotrowi (?930), “Slavia
Antiqua” 58, 2017 (in press).

3 V.I. Zlatarski (B.M. 3aaTap cx u, Homopus..., p. 838) thought that Maketidos
referred to the territories of historical Macedonia (most likely between the Strymon/
Struma and the Nestos/Mesta), while Michael’s rebellion took place in the region
of Struma (Crmpymckama o6aacms). This idea found relatively wide acceptance in the later
scholarly literature; nowadays it is thought, albeit sometimes with a degree of caution,
that the areas where Michael’s insurgency broke out were in what is now south-western
Bulgaria (I_I. My radaues, Uomopus na 55/Lzapcicu}z ﬂapat) (681-1323), Co(l)uﬂ 1986,
p. 205 JLAV.Fine, Early..., p. 162; I1. I1a B a 0 B, Bpamsama..., p. 5). On the other
hand, those scholars who rely on John Skylitzes (Byzantine Macedonia) in dealing
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It would seem that, based on the available sources, one may formulate
a general hypothesis that Michael’s revolt had a local character, and that
its supporters mostly included the inhabitants of the captured fortress as
well as the nearby populace. Contrary to the opinion of certain scholars™,
no large-scale military activity (if any at all) took place during the insur-
gency. It cannot be ruled out that the only fortress captured by Michael
fell into his hands not as a result of fighting, but due to a betrayal arranged
through some earlier agreements. Furthermore, Michael’s supporters left
Bulgarian territory not as a result of action on the part of Peter’s army
but, as the sources inform us®, out of fear of it.

One might wonder whether Michael’s uprising really did constitute
a more serious threat to Peter’s reign than John’s plot, as some scholars
contend™. Considering specific actions (the taking of a fortress), this was
indeed the case. Nonetheless, it would seem that if John’s plot — involving
the Bulgarian elites and active in the very heart of the country — had ever
entered its active phase, it would have had a better chance of success than
Michael’s local rebellion, which would have likely been quelled by forces
loyal to Peter without much difficulty.

It does not appear that Michaels revolt was inspired by the Byzantines,
working to destabilize the situation in Bulgaria and thus weaken its posi-
tion relative to their own. The clearest indication that this was not the
case lies in the fact that while Michael’'s supporters sought refuge within

with the issue of where Michael started his rebellion against Peter claim that the area
in question was the Bulgarian part of Thrace or the vicinity of Bulgaria’s main cities:
Preslav and Pliska (T. T o a o p o B, Bempemnodunacmuunusm npobrem 6 boazapus
0m Kpas Ha 20-me—navaiomo na 30-me 200unu Ha X 6., “Vicropuxun” 3, 2008, p. 275.
CLIL.Koaeaapos, ap [lemsp I, “Boenno-ucropudecku c6opaux” s1, 1982, p. 199;
X. Aumurp o s, Hemopus na Maxedonus, Codust 2004, p. 60). On the Byzantines’
view of the territorial extent of Macedonia cf.: IT. Koaeap o B, Maxedonus,
[in:] Kupu/m—Mempauesma enyuxionens, vol.II,ed. IT. Aunekos, Cocl)ym 1995,
p- 592—593; T.E. Gre go ry, Macedonia, [in:] Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, ed.
A.P.Kazhdan, New York-Oxford 1991, p. 1261-1262). Based on the sources at our
disposal, the issue of where Michael initiated the rebellion cannot be resolved definitively.

“T.T 0 Ao p o B, Bempeusnodunacmusrusm..., p. 274.

sContinuator of Theophanes, VI, 29, p. 420;John Skylitzes,
p- 226.

“T. T o Ao p 0B, Bempemnodunacmusnnusm..., p. 274.
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the empire, they were hardly welcomed there with open arms; as a matter
of fact, their march towards Nikopolis resembled a looting raid. The
Byzantines were only able to enforce their dominion over them with
the use of military might. Had the rebels been in prior communication
with the empire, one might expect that they would have been supported
during their flight by the Byzantines, who would have peacefully settled
them in the indicated territory.

Thus, Michael’s rebellion ended in failure; his sudden death'” made
it pointless for his supporters to continue the action against Peter. This
clearly indicates that the initiative undertaken by Symeon’s oldest son
reflected the struggle (strictly speaking, the last manifestation thereof)
for power within the ruling house. Peter emerged victorious from this
rivalry; from that moment onwards, his position in the Bulgarian state
remained unthreatened.

Again, it is worth noting that Romanos I Lekapenos did not side with
Peter’s opponents. He remained loyal to his granddaughter’s husband,
thus making it more difficult for her to adjust to the life at the Bulgarian
court, which — at least at the beginning — was quite foreign to her.

It is quite remarkable that once Michael’s attempt failed, Peter virtually
disappeared from the Byzantine sources for a period of over thirty years.
As a consequence, our knowledge of his rule at the time when Maria was
by his side is very limited (which, in fact, also holds true for the later
period); what we do know mainly concerns religious issues, the Bogomil
heresy being regarded as the most important among them™. Although the

7 The fact that this happened at a moment advantageous from Peter’s perspective,
and that Michael was still a relatively young man, does raise suspicion. However, in view
of the fact that the Byzantine authors — for whom it must have been just as evident that
Michael’s death was a boon for Peter — cast no aspersions regarding this matter, we shall
refrain from any speculations here.

* On Bogomilism see e.g.: D. Obolensky, The Bogomils, Cambridge 1948;
A. Aureaos, Bozomuscmsomo 6 Boazapus, Codust 1961; S. Runciman, The
Medieval Manichee. A Study of the Dualist Heresy, Cambridge 1982; S. Bylina,
Bogomilizm w sredniowiecznej Bulgarii. Uwarunkowania spoleczne, polityczne i kulturalne,

“Balcanica Posnaniensia” 2, 1985, p. 133-145; A. AH T ¢ A 0 B, Bozomuacmeso, Codpusi 1993;
Y. Stoyanov, The Other God. Dualist Religions from Antiquity to the Cathar Heresy,
New Haven 2000, p. 125-166; G. M in ¢ z ¢ w, Remarks on the Letter of the Patviarch
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heresy unquestionably deserves attention, its significance has been blown
out of proportion by scholars. Its emergence is usually linked with Peter’s
reign, although in fact it can be traced back to Symeon’s times. We are able
to determine neither its social base nor the measures which were taken
against it, inspired by both secular and church authorities. The fact that
Peter turned to Theophylaktos Lekapenos, patriarch of Constantinople
and Maria’s uncle”, for help and counsel, indicates that he took note of it
and considered it a threat. Nevertheless, it must be noted that this deeply
religious ruler, driven by the commitment to the idea of the purity of the
religion adhered to by his subjects, may have dealt with the movement
in a manner incommensurate with its actual strength and size**. It should
also be kept in mind that Bogomil views — those regarding theology as
well as those expressing criticism of the existing social order — must have
been an issue of concern for the ruler even if they were not shared and
perpetrated by a significant number of people.

Theophylact to Tsar Peter in the Context of Certain Byzantine and Slavic Anti-heretic
Texts, “Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research Centre for the History
and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe” 3, 2013, p. 113-130;
id e m, Stowiarskie teksty antyberetyckie jako Zrédio do poznania herezji dualistycznych
na Batkanach, [in:] Sredniowieczne herezje dualistyczne na Batkanach. Zrodia stowianskie,
eds. G.Minczew,M.Skowronek, JM. Wolski, £édz 2015, p. 13-57.

v Letter of the Patriarch Theophylact to Tsar Peter. The letter was recently analyzed
by: G.Min czew, Remarks on the Letter... (the work includes a bibliography of this
issue).

* It must not be forgotten that according to the Byzantine doctrine of power, the
ruler was obliged to ensure the purity of his subjects’ faith as fundamental to their salva-
tion. This principle became instilled in Bulgaria right after its conversion to Christianity.
Interestingly, Peter was reminded of it in a letter that he received from the patriarch
of Constantinople: 4 faithful and God-loving soul is such a great treasure — our spiritual
son, the best and the most notable of our relatives — especially if it is the soul of the ruler
and leader which, as Yours, can love and worship what is good and beneficial. By leading
a prudent life and by behaving well, it not only secures good for itself but, surrounding
everyone under its authority with great care, gives them everything that is important and
that concerns their salvation. Can there be anything more important and more beneficial
than the uncorrupted and sincere faith and the healthy concept of divinity thanks to which
we worship one God, the purest and holiest God, with clear consciousness? And that is the
most important element of our salvation (Letter of the Patriarch Theophylact to Tsar Peter,
p-311). See also: A. Hu x 0 a o B, [loaumuuecka mucoa 6 paunocpednosexosna boazapus
(cpedama na IX—xpas na X s.), Codus 2006, p. 245-269.
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The need to return to the ideals of the first Christians and to estab-
lish an intimate relationship with God was reflected in the development
of the monastic movement, especially in its eremitic version™. Although
one could hardly claim any detailed knowledge of the issue, Peter’s ties to
monasticism were clearly very strong. Bearing witness to this is his accep-
tance of the Little Schema shortly before his death, as well as the fact that
his cult as a saint flourished mainly in connection with his monastic activ-
ity**. Peter is known to have held monks in high regard, especially John
of Rila, Bulgaria’s most famous saint, an anchorite and the founder of the
monastic community that gave rise to the celebrated Rila Monastery®.
Thoroughly impressed by John’s holiness*, the ruler — according to his

* For more on Bulgarian monasticism in the century in question see: B. Hu x o-
A 0 B a, MoHamecmso, Mmanacmupu u MaHACIMUPCKL Husom 8 cpednosexosna beizapus,
vol. I, Manacmupume, Codus 2010, p. 41-270.

 On this issue see: V. B u a 51 p ¢ x u, Ioxposumenn na Llapcmso. Cs. Llap Temzsp
u 8. [1apacxesa-Ilemxa, Codus 2004, p. 21-24; id e m, M. WNosuesa, 32 damama
#na ycnenuemo na yap Iemsp u 3a xyima xom uezo, [in:] Tanepa. Coopuux 6 wecm na
70-200umnunama na axad. Bacua Iosenes, eds. M. Katimaxasosa ctal, Codus
2006, p. 543-557; A. e m M e A 5x u ¢ B, Kyamom xom Geazapcku yap Iemsp I (927969 ):
monamecxu uiu dspycasen?, [in:] 5. International Hilandar Conference, §—14 September
2001, Raska, Jugoslavija. Love of learning and devotion to God in orthodox monasteries,
Beograd—Columbus 2006, p. 245-257; B. Hux 0 A 0 B a, Lap Ilemsp u xapaxmepom
#a nezo6us xyam, “Palacobulgarica” 33.2, 2009, p. 63-77; e ad e m, Monamecmso...,
vol. I, Mownacume, Co(l)m{ 2010, p. 826-843; M. KaiimakamoBa, Kyamem xom
yap Temzp (927-969) u dsuncengume uden na bpazapcxume 0c60600umentiss 66cmans
cpengy susanmuiickama eaacm npes XI-XII 6., “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 4/s, 2013/2014,
p- 417-438; A. Qe M e A x u e B, Kyumoseme na bsazapcxume ceemyu npes IX-XII g.
Asmopegﬁepam, ITaoBAMB 2016, p. 13-15.

* John was born around 876. We have no certain information about his origin
and the reasons for which he decided to settle in the Rila Mountains to live the life
of a hermit — one that gave him the fame and reputation which he did not seck.
In any case, he founded the community and became its first hegumen. He died as
a hermit; in all probability, his life came to an end in 946. For more on John of Rilas life
see: M. Ay it 4 e B, Pusckusam ceemey, u nezoéama obumen, Cocl)m{ 1947; L. Dobrev,
Sv. Ivan Rilski, vol. 1, Linz 2007; B. Hux 0 A 0 B a, Monawmecmeo..., p. 790-815s;
W. Anapees, Hean Puscku, [in:]idem, M. Aasapos, I ITasaos, Koi xoii
e 6 cpednosexosna boazapus, Codust 2012, p. 270—275.

* V. Ayiidaes, Puackusm..., p. 123sqq; Ziemscy aniolowie, niebianscy ludzie.

Anachoreci w bulgarskiej literaturze i kulturze, ed. G. Min ¢ z e w, Bialystok 2002,
p-19. CE. B. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Monausecmeo..., p. 274—28s; 626—628, 790-81s.
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hagiographers — went to a lot of trouble trying, unsuccessfully, to secure
a meeting with the holy hermit; after the latter’s death, he saw to it that
his remains were transferred from his hermitage in Rila to Sofia™.
There is no doubt that Peter took care of the Church and provided
material support to it. However, we are not able to adduce any details
regarding this aspect of his activity. It cannot be ruled out that scholars
such as Plamen Pavlov*® are right in claiming that Peter was not easily
influenced by the clergy, as well as that his policy towards the Church
was rational and consistent with the interests of his state. He sought, for
example, to hinder the Church from excessively increasing its holdings
— an approach modeled on the policy used by Byzantine emperors.
Peter’s reign is often described as a period of a deteriorating economy
and a resulting impoverishment of the masses of the Bulgarian society,
especially the peasants. However, the picture is based not on reliable sourc-
es but on arbitrary assumptions, arising from the interpretation of the
growth of the Bogomil movement as a reaction to the material deprivation
of the Bulgarian society. Without engaging in a detailed polemic with
this view, it is worth noting that there is historical evidence to suggest that
Bulgaria’s economic situation was not as poor as usually described. This
is borne out by the fact that the Bulgarian lands became a tasty morsel
for Svyatoslav I, prince of Kievan Rus, who not only displayed much
zeal in plundering them but, as some scholars believe, was even going to
settle there. We may point to the well-known description of Pereyaslavets
on the Danube, reportedly uttered by the prince - a picture quite at odds
with the notion of Bulgaria’s economic decline:

HE AOBO MH €cTh B KHerk BuITH. XOUK 2KHTH ¢ HEpEﬂC/\ABLI'M B A\"NAH.

AKO TO €CTh CEPEAA B BEMAH MOEH. AKO TV ECA RZFL\H CXOAATCA.

* Naturally, detailed information to be found in hagiographic accounts must be treated
with caution. Then again, there seems to be nothing surprising about the notion of a pious
ruler willing to meet a hermit. Doubts have been raised as to whether Peter had a hand
in transferring John’s remains to Sofia; the problem has been analyzed by: . Ayitues,
Puacknsm..., passim. CE. A. e m M e A x u e B, 3a 8pememo na npenacsme wa momume
#a c8. Hoann Puacku om Pusa 6 Cpedey, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 6, 2015, p. 79-89.

*I1.T1aB A 0B, Bexem..., p. 55—57.
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W Tpeks 34410 NAROAOKH. BHNA [H] wROLIERE posnoanuniia. H-I[Texm
e H3 Porh cpeEPO H KOMONH. H3 PYCH e cKOpA H ROCK™s MEA™S.

H YEAAN,.

I do not care to remain in Kiev, but should prefer to live in Pereyaslavets
on the Danube, since that is the centre of my realm, where all riches
are concentrated; gold, silks, wine, and various fruits from Greece, sil-
ver and horses from Hungary and Bohemia, and from Rus’ furs, wax,

2
honey, and slaves 7,

This description, not to move too far away from the letter of the source,
can be treated at least as evidence proving that trade in the Bulgarian
territories was not in decline. The problem is, however, that scholars
analyzing the source recently raised doubts as to the account’s reliability.
In their opinion, as far as Svyatoslav’s expeditions are concerned, the
account confuses Pereyaslavets with Veliki Preslav. In reality, the source
needs to be regarded as reflecting the role of the first city as a trading
center in the 11™ and 12* centuries; the description of the emporium’s
central location and the goods that flowed into it from all directions
is based on biblical accounts regarding the significance and wealth of
Tyre and Jerusalem®.

¥ Russian Primary Chronicle, AM 6477, p. 68 (transl. SH. Cross, O.P.Sher-
bowitz-Wetzor, p. 86). Cf. A. Kijas, Stosunki rusko-bulgarskie do XV w. ze
szezegdlnym wwzglednieniem stosunkdw kulturalnych, “Balcanica Posnaniensia” 2, 198s,
p- 1155 M. Pae B, Ipecras uan Iepescaasey na Aynae? (Ilpedsapumenvupie samevanns
06 00rom u3 sosmoncrvix ucmounuxos IIBA u ezo mpancgopmayun), “Hayxosi sammc-
KU 3 yKpaiHcbKoi icTopii: 36ipHUK HayKoBUX cTaTeit” 20, 2008, p. 37—40. See also:
J.Banaszkiewicz, Jednosé porzqdku przestrzennego, spolecznego i tradycji poczqt-
kéw ludu. (Uwagi o urzqdzenin wspdlnoty plemienno-paristwowej u Stowian), “Przeglad
Historyczny” 77, 1986, p. 448-449.

® . AanuaeBckuil, [106ecmp 8pementvix Aem: 2EpMEHEETNULECKIE OCHOBDL U3)-
YeHUL Aemonucrblx mecmos, Mocksa 2004, p. 163—-167; B. P sy x a, Dow crasy nepesa
Ilepescaas?, “Haykosi sanucku 3 yKpalHcbKo] icTopii: 36ipHHK HayKOBHX cTaTeil 16,
2005, p. 129-134; M. Pa e B, [Tepescaasey na Aynas — mum u desicmsumentocm 8 peuma
Ha kns3 Cesmocaas 8 [Tosecmy spemennvix sem, “Toanmnuk Ha Couiickust YHUBepCUTET.
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The account found in the Zale of the Prophet Isaiab testifies to the fact
that, despite the skeptical remarks regarding the previous passage, Peter’s
reign was indeed remembered as a period of prosperity — or at least that
people chose to remember it that way. In the Zile, we read:

" - A m ~ o ¢ o

Tor*a 88O R ANH H AR crro TIe"pa (lpA BALIAPhCKA™ EhI° H3LWELIATA
W Reero. cHRYL MUWENHLA H MACAO H MEAA K H MA'KKA H RHNA, H ®
RBCEMO AAJORANTA RiKia RgRUIE H KHIKILE. M HE KK WCKBAKNTE HH W 110"k,

Hi Bk cHTOCTE HSKWEHAKCRO ® BCEro A0 H3ROAENTA BaKia

In the days and years of St. Peter, the tsar of the Bulgarians, there was
plenty of everything, that is to say, of wheat and butter, honey, milk and
wine, the land was overflowing with every gift of God, there was no
dearth of anything but by the will of God everything was in abundance

. 2
and to satiety™.

* k%

It is worth asking what role Maria came to play in Bulgaria, and what
position she occupied as the wife of tsar Peter in the contemporary power
structures. Significantly, none of the surviving written sources mention
Maria’s activity in public affairs. We find no traces of the tsaritsa’s inde-
pendent actions even in the sphere traditionally assigned to a Christian
empress consort: charitable or foundation activities, or propagating
Christianity (such evidence exists in relation to the Rus’ princesses Olga*

Hayuen nenTsp 3a caaBsHO-BUsaHTHICKH npoydBanus VBan Ayitaes” 95.14, 2006,
p-193—203; MJ. Leszka, K. Marin ow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 166.

» Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, p. 17.

 In the pages of the Russian Primary Chronicle, we primarily find the description
of princess Olga’s efforts at converting her son Svyatoslav. Nonetheless, neither in this
source nor in any other of the Old Rus’ chronicles do we come across any information
concerning her personal initiatives related to Christianization. The liturgy book from
1307 (Apostolos), however, mentions the construction of the first, most likely wooden,
church of St. Sophia (Divine Wisdom) in Kiev during the reign of Olga: B ™ ke
At [11 Maa] crayente ckAThA Gopua Kuere R'w aemo 6460 [952] — On this day
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(11" of May] the dedication of Saint Sophia in Kiev, in year 6460 [952]. Even though
the text of this source still causes some doubts among scholars, some of them are certainly
ready to accept the hypothesis that the wooden church dedicated to Divine Wisdom may
have existed in Kiev long before the princess’s successors initiated the work on the stone
church that exists to this day. A. P o p p e, Pazistwo i Koscidl na Rusi w XI w., Warszawa
1968, p. 43; MIO. b pafiueBCKHUH, Ymsepmaeﬂue Xpucmuancmea na Pycu, Kues
1989, p. 112; ].S. G aj e k, Upoczgtkdw swigrosci Rusi Kijowskiej, [in:] Chrystus zwycigzyl.
Wokdt chrztu Rusi Kijowskiej, eds.].S.Gajek, W.Hryniewicz, Warszawa 1989, p. 96;
I'Koamaxkosa, Hcxycemso Apesueii Pycu. Aomonzonvckuti nepuoﬁ, CaHKT-HeTep6ypr
2007, p. 20; A.JO. K a p m o B, Kngeuns Onvea, Mocksa 2012, p. 223.

The later church tradition also sees Olga as the founder of the original church
of the Divine Wisdom in Kiev, which rather naturally elevated the topic of her efforts
in spreading Christianity throughout Rus’ to a much higher status than in medieval
historiography. Indeed, the preserved hagiographies devoted to her inform us not only
about her attempts to convince Svyatoslav I of the worth of the new faith, but also
of Olga’s forceful fight against paganism as well as her promoting Christianity within
the Rus’ society. The author of the Praise of Olga (a part of the Remembrance and Praise
of Prince of Rus’ Vladimir by Jacob the Monk, from the 11* century) states that upon
her return from Constantinople, the ruler destroyed places of pagan worship (Tgesnipa
B'KcORBCKAA c'bKpBluH). Similar information can also be found in several of the versions
of her vita: Prologue Life of St. Olga (Rus’ redaction, 12"~13" centuries), Prologue Life
of St. Olga (Bulgarian redaction, 12"~13" centuries), Life of St. Olga (so-called ‘Pskov’
version, 1560s) as well as Life of St. Olga included in the Book of Degrees of the Royal
Genealogy (ca.1560); MYO. B p a it u e B c x u it, Vimsepwcdenue..., p.11o; M.Eabun ka,
Od Olgi do Wlodzimierza. Sytuacja religijna na Rusi Kijowskiej w okresie poprzedzajacym
oficjalng chrystianizacjg, [in:] Teologia i kultura duchowa Starej Rusi, eds. J.S. Gajek,
W.Hryniewicz Lublin 1993, p. 44; Z.A.Brzoz owsk a, Swigta ksigina kijowska
Olga. Wybdr tekstow Zrédtowych, L6dz 2014, p. 46—47, 58—59, 86-87, 96-97, 146-147.

Moreover, the hagiographical accounts go one step further, crediting the Kievan
princess not only for an independent attempt at eradicating paganism in Rus) but also
for her foundation activity. Later versions of her life state that in each of the old pagan
cultsites, Olga ordered the raising of crosses, which — as the hagiographer claims — soon
became famous for numerous miracles. Were we to accept this account, we could con-
clude that the Christianization undertaken by the Kievan ruler was indeed a planned
and deeply thought-out enterprise, in which the attachment of the people of Rus’ to
their old ‘holy sites’ was used for fortifying the new faith. Z.A.Brzozowska, Swi;m
ksigzna..., p-86-89,96-97,146-147.

The Church tradition also considers Olga to have been the initiator of the con-
struction of several temples across Rus. As was mentioned above, her name is some-
times associated with the oldest church of St. Sophia (Divine Wisdom) in Kiev. This
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and Anna Porphyrogennete?.

is not the only endeavor ascribed to her, however, for she is also very often linked with
the Trinity Church in Pskov (M.IO. B p ait 4 e B c k u it, Yimsepucdenue..., p. 112—113;
I Ko amaxo B a, Hekycemso Apesneii Pycu..., p. 20; A.JO. K a p n o B, Knseuns Ouvea...,
p- 223). Different versions of the life of St. Olga, written in the 16" century on the basis
of (among other things) north Russian oral tradition, include an interesting prophetic
clement related to this church: the Kievan princess, standing at the confluence of the
rivers Velikaya and Pskova, supposedly had a vision in which she saw a great and wealthy
city as well as a church of the Holy Trinity in the place of her birth. Interestingly, her
words seem to be a direct reference to the prophecy of St. Andrew, uttered in the
place in which Kiev — the ‘Mother of Rus’ cities’'— was to be built after many centuries:
Ha mecme cem By AeT LEPKRH GRATHIA H HEgASAEAHMBIA TPOHLA, H IPAA BYAETH REAHK
H CAAREN 3£A0 H RCEM HBORHAEN RYAET — [ this place there shall be a church of the holy and
undivided Trinity, the city shall be great and very famous, and shall abound in everything.
Z.A.Brzozowska, Swigta ksigina..., p. 88-89, 9697, 146—-147.

# Princess Anna Porphyrogennete’s contribution to the Christianization of
Kievan Rus), i.e. the founding of many churches, is mentioned in the Chronicle
of Yahya of Antioch (ca. 975-1066); the writer was a Christian (Melkite) writing
in Arabic (Yahya of Antioch,p. 423, A.Popp e, Pasistwo i Koscidl..., p. 33-36;
AB.Hasapenxo, dpesnss Pyco na mencdynapodusix nymsx. Mexcducyuniunaptoie
oUepKU KYAbMYPHBIX, MmOP208biX, nosumuyeckux ceaseti IX—XII 66., Mocksa 2001, p. 445;
AJO. K apnos, Bradumup Ceamoii, Mocksa 2004, p. 283, 402). According to Arab
historian Aba Shudja al-Riadhrawari (1045-1095), princess Anna played a key role
in Vladimir’s conversion — her refusal to marry an infidel supposedly persuaded the
prince to accept baptism (Radhrawari p. 18-119; A. Po p p e, Przyjecie chrze-
Scijaristwa na Rusi w opiniach XI w., [in:] Teologia i kultura duchowa Starej Rusi, eds.
JS.Gajek, W.Hryniewicz, Lublin 1993, p. 94; A.JO. Ka p 1 0 B, Baadumup
Ceamoii..., p. 219).

Anna Porphyrogennete’s influence on Vladimir’s conversion and the Christianization
of Rus’ is also mentioned by East Slavic authors (e.g. in the Russian Primary Chronicle).
The role of the mulier suadens, however, is filled in Old Rus’ literature not by her, but by
Vladimir’s grandmother — Olga (M. H o m z a, The Role of Saint Ludmila, Doubravka,
Saint Olga and Adelaide in the Conversions of their Countries (The Problem of Mulieres
Suadentes, Persuading Women), [in:] Early Christianity in Central and East Europe,
ed.P.Urbanczyk, Warszawa 1997, p. 194-196; i d e m, Sz. Ol ga. The Mother of All
Princes and Tsars of Rus, “Byzantinoslavica” 63, 2005, p. 131-141; i d e m, The Role of
the Imitatio Helenae in the Hagiography of Female Rulers until the Late Thirteenth
Centures, |in:] Boazapus, Boazapume u Espona — mum, ucmopus, cespemue, vol. I11,
Beauko T’prOBO 2009, p. 138-140; i d e m, Mulieres suadentes — Persuasive Women.
Female Royal Saints in Medieval East Central and Eastern Europe, Leiden 2017, p. 143
168). Ukrainian scholar Nadezhda Nikitenko notes that the princess’s contribution
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Thus, the common view in older Bulgarian historiography accord-
ing to which the tsaritsa enjoyed an exceptionally high position at the
Preslav court — including real political power and the ensuing possibility
of influencing Peter’s decisions** — could only find confirmation in the
sphragistic material. The latter includes, for example, the aforementioned
lead sigilla from 927-94s, on the reverse of which we find the depiction
of the royal couple (based on the Byzantine model).

The creation of such artifacts can hardly be considered the result
of Maria’s personal ambition and independent efforts, not consulted with
her husband and his advisers. The seal images in question were certainly
not a reflection of the status of Peter’s spouse as an actual co-ruler, as some
researchers think®. As previously mentioned, such items served primarily

to the transplantation of the new religion onto East Slavic ground — along with elements
of Byzantine culture — may have been far greater than currently accepted in the historiog-
raphy. In her publications, Nikitenko examines mechanisms that led to princess Anna
being ‘ousted’ from the Old Rus’ historiographical tradition, while the status of the
propagator of Christianity was transferred to princess Olga (HH. Huxurenxo,
Pyco u Busanmus 6 monymenmanvtrom xomnaexce Copun Kuescroti. Hemopuuecxas
npobaemamuxa, Kues 2004, p. 36-88, 341-352; ¢ ad e m, Kpewgenue Pycu 6 cseme
dannvix Copun Kuescxonr, “Codist Kuibebka: Bisanrist. Pycn. Yipaina” 3, 2013, p. 415-441;
cadem, Copus Kuescrxas u ee cosdamean, Kaveneu-IToaoabckuii 2014, p. 229-241).
The subject of Anna as the mulier suadens in the Old Rus’ tradition was recently taken
up by: G. Pac, Kobiety w dynastii Piastéw. Rola spoleczna piastowskich zon i corek do
poiowy XIT w. — studium pordwnawcze, Torun 2013, p- 42—61L

»B.M.3aaTa p cxu, Hemopua..., p. 535-536; IL. My Ta daues, Hemopus...,
p.201 CL.I. b ak a a o B, Cpednosexosuusm borzapcku saademen. Tumyramypa u uncue-
nun,*Codus 1995, p. 183; B.T'10 3 ¢ A ¢ B, Snavenuemo na 6paxa na yap Iemzp (927-969)
¢ pomedixama Mapus-Hpuna Aaxanuna (911-902), [in:] Kyamypuume mexcmose na
MUHANOMO — HOCUMEA, CUMBOAU, uden, vol. I, Texcmoseme na ucmopusma, ucmopus
na mexcmoseme. Mamepuaru om FOburetinama mexncdynapodua xondepenyus 8 wecm
#a 60-200umnunama ua npod. 0.u.n. Kasumup Ionxorcmanmunos, Beauxo Teproso,
29-31 oxmomepu 2003 2., Codust 2005, p. 27; B. Ut Hat 0 B, Beszapcxume yapuyn.
Buaademerxume na boazapus om VII 0o XIV s., Codust 2008, p. 14.

»S. Georgieva, The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria, “Byzantinobulgarica” o,
1995, p. 168; V1. o p o a1 o B, Kopnyc na newamume na Cpednosexosna Boazapus,
Codusi 2001, p. 59; C.T'e 0 pru ¢ B a, Kenama 6 6o12apckomo cpedrnosexosue, [1aoBans
2011, p. 313—314; AJ. I[Toa st BsH H b i, Laps Tlemp 6 ucmopuyeckoi namsmu
boazapcxozo cpednesexosns, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm boazapun u “Opyeume’. Cooprux
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to commemorate the events of 927. They were also a convenient means
of propaganda, through which the Bulgarian ruler was able to express
his attachment to the Lekapenoi family; finally, they served to legitimize
Peter’s title. In this context, Maria — granddaughter of the Byzantine
emperor — was merely a rather passive vehicle of imperial status; it was
thanks to marrying her that the Bulgarian monarch gained the formal
right to use the title of tsar/emperor’*.

It is worth noting that in the social realities of the 10" century, the
expression of appreciation for the spouse’s lineage — and the desire to
flaunt it to one’s subjects, as well as other courts — was by no means
equivalent to granting her even the slightest degree of tangible political
power. In fact, it did not even guarantee fulfilling elementary obligations
and being respectful towards her. Let us refer once again to the relation-
ship between the prince of Rus’ and Anna Porphyrogennete, described
in the sources in much more detail than that of the Bulgarian royal couple.

8 wecmn na 60-200umnunama ua npop. dun Iemsp Anzeros, eds. A. Huxoaos,
I'H. Huxoaos, Codus 2013, p. 138; I1. ITa B A 0 B, [0dunu na mup u “pamuu bedun”
(927-1018),[in:].ATanacos, B.Baukosa,IlIlas 4o s, bateapcka naynonaina
ucmopu, vol. IT1, 1Izpso 56/12/,zpmc0 yapcmeo ( 680—1018), Beauxo T’prOBO 2015, p. 413;
. U o p aawuos, Kopnyc na cpednosexosrume 6zizapcexu nevamu, Codust 2016, p. 89.

*T.b axaa o B, Japckama npomysreayus wa llemsp u nezosume npuemnnuyu 6 ceem-
AUHAMNA HA OBA2AP0-BUIAHTNUICKUINE OUNAOMAMULECK I OMHOULEHUS. 10 002080pa 0
927 2., “cropuiecku nperaep” 39.6, 1983, p. 36; E Tinnefeld, Byzantinische aus-
wdrtige Heiratspolitik vom 9. zum 12 Jabrhundert, “Byzantinoslavica” s4.1, 1993, p. 23;
I. Bakaaos, Cpednosexosuusm boazapcxu 6aademea..., p. 170; I. Aranacos,
Hucuennume na cpednosexosuume beazapckn éaademenn. Koponn, ckunmpu, cepu,
opewcus, kocmmwomu, Hakumu, Iaesen 1999, p. 96-98; U. Mo p o au o B, Kopnyc na
nevamume...,p.59; 1. boxuaos,B.I'o3enes, Homopus...,p.276; AHuxkoaos,
Tosumuyecka mucoa..., p. 239; T. To A 0 p 0 B, beazapus npes mopama u mpemama
vemespm na X sex: noaumuyecxa ucmopus, Codus 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis],
p- 163; P. B o r o 1, Kniaziowie, krdlowie, carowie... Tytuly i nazwy wladcéw stowiar-
skich we wezesnym sredniowieczu, Katowice 2010, p. 40; C.Teopru e a, Kenama...,
p-314sMJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p.159-160; C.3Be 3 0B,
Aozosopem om 927 200una mencdy Boazapus u Busanmus, “History. Bulgarian Journal
of Historical Education” 23.3, 2015, p. 267-268; i d e m, Baszapo-susanmuiickume omuo-
wenus npu yap Iemsp I, Co(l)m{ 2016, p. 14; ZA.Brzozowska, Rola carycy Marii-
Ireny Lekapeny w recepcji elementdw bizantyiskiego modelu wladzy w pierwszym passtwie
butgarskim, “Vox Patrum” 66, 2016, p. 452.
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Fig. 6. Anna Porphyrogennete accompanied by a zoste patrikia. Wall painting from
the interior of the Church of St. Sophia (Divine Wisdom) in Kiev, first half of 1™
century. Drawing (after EG. Solncev): E. Myélifiska-Brzozowska

Much like Peter, Vladimir I put his wife in the limelight of public life,
making it clear that she was ‘born in the purple’ — daughter and sister
of Constantinopolitan emperors. While no seals of this ruler survive,
whereas the golden and silver coins minted by this him only show the
enthroned prince himself”, it is nonetheless known that princess Anna’s
name was mentioned in official documents (e.g. in the short redaction
of the so-called Church Statute of Prince Viadimir: v crapag as co cgoeto
KiAruner Annow)*; besides, her painted image adorned the Church

SMIL.CoruuxkoBa, .. Conacckuit, Tocaveremue ﬁpegﬂeﬁumx MoHem
Poccun. Coduwiii xamanoz pycckux morem X—XI ee., ACHI/IHI‘paA 1983, p. 60—81, 115-180.
¢ SLH. 111 a i1 o B, Knsoceckue YemasoL 1 YEPKO6L 6 Apeﬁued Pycu XI-XIV 5., Mocksa
1972, p. 115—-127; i d e m, Apesuepyccxue xnsnceckue yemasor XI-XV 66., Mocksa 1976,
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of Divine Wisdom in Kiev?’, and the memory of her imperial origins
survived in later Rus’ historiography.

On the other hand, the ambiguous chronology of the birth of
Vladimir’s sons has allowed certain researchers to speculate that the
Rus’ prince may have moved away from Anna due to her infertility.
Such opinions might be considered exaggerated, although one other
issue is clear — even if the Porphyrogennete remained the sole official
spouse of Vladimir I until her death in 1011/1012, it did not hinder her
husband from pursuing erotic relationships with (numerous) other
women®®,

There is also no evidence in the source material to support the claim,
advanced by certain Bulgarian scholars, that Maria served as a ‘Byzantine
spy’ at the Preslav court®. Such views are based wholly on the aforemen-
tioned enigmatic remark by the Continuator of George the Monk (fur-
ther repeated by Symeon Logothete and the author of the Continuation
of Theophanes) on how the tsaritsa traveled to Constantinople several
times, accompanied by her children, to visit her father and grandfather
— the latter being emperor Romanos I Lekapenos*. It goes without saying
that, during such visits, Maria might have provided her Byzantine relatives
with information about the plans and doings of her husband; however, we
do not have sufficient source material to determine what was discussed
during her sojourns in the Byzantine capital. It should be emphasized
that Maria and her children’s journeys to Constantinople could not
have taken place without Peter’s knowledge and consent. It would have

p- 66. For a summary of the discussion of the authenticity of the Church Statute of Prince
Viadimir and selected works on the subject cf.: G. Podskalsky, Chrzescijarstwo
i literatura teologiczna na Rusi Kijowskiej (988-1237), transl. J. Zy ch o wi ¢ z, Krakéw
2000, p. 270—272.

YHH.Huxurenxko, Pyco u Busanmus..., p.36-88; ¢ a dem, Cogpus Kuescxas...,
p- 751175 ¢ ad e m, Kpewjenne Pycu..., p. 415—441.

*AJO.Kapmos, B/mhmup Csamoii..., p. 287—-288.

»BM.3aar ap cku, Hemopuas..., p. 535—536; IL. My Tadaues, Homopus...,
p-20o1; B.Mruaros, Emzapacume yapuy..., p. 14.

*Continuator of George the Monk,p.9135Symeon Logo-
thete,136,67,p.334;Continuator of Theophanes, VL, 35, p. 422.
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been unlikely for the tsar to be amenable to such undertakings — and
to allow them — had they been detrimental to the Bulgarian reason of
state.

Unfortunately, the paucity of source material renders it impossible
to prove another hypothesis. As we mentioned before, the Byzantine
historians agree that Maria, both in 927 and during her later visits to the
empire’s capital, received innumerable riches from her relatives*. One is
led to wonder whether these goods were not offered for a specific purpose:
after all, with their aid, coupled with a modicum of diplomatic skills,
Maria could have won over many of the people surrounding Peter, thus
gaining some influence over his policies.

A view that needs to be debunked as a historiographical myth con-
cerns the alleged far-reaching Byzantinization of Old Bulgarian culture
during Maria Lekapene’s presence at the court. As correctly pointed
out by Jonathan Shepard, Bulgaria had been drawn into the sphere
of Byzantine civilization much earlier, while the reception of the ele-
ments of Byzantine traditions was a long-lasting process. Thus, in 927, our
heroine arrived in a country whose political and intellectual elites were
already quite familiar with the culture of Eastern Christianity, as well as
with the views on monarchy prevalent in Constantinople**. Suffice it to
say that during the reign of Peter’s father Symeon I the Great — a ruler
educated in Constantinople and undoubtedly fascinated with the Eastern
Roman ideals of imperial power* — several Greek legal compilations

had already been adapted in Bulgaria. These included fragments of the

#Continuator of George the Monk, p. 907, 913; Symeon
Logothete, 136,51, 67, p. 329,334; Continuator of Theophanes, VI,
23,35, P. 415, 422.

#].Shepard, 4 marriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:]
The Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium,
ed. A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 140.

# M.J.L e s z k a, The Monk versus the Philosopher. From the History of the Bulgarian-
Byzantine War 894-896, “Studia Ceranea. Journal of the Waldemar Ceran Research
Centre for the History and Culture of the Mediterranean Area and South-East Europe”
L, 2011, p. 55—57; i d e m, Symeon I Wielki a Bizancjum. Z dziejéw stosunkdw butgarsko-
-bizantynskich w latach 893-927, £6dz 2013, p. 29-3 4.
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Ekloga, Nomokanon of Fifty Titles and Nomokanon of Fourteen Titles**,
as well as deacon Agapetos’s Ekthesis, 72 chapters of advice to emperor
Justinian I the Great (a brief treatise providing a synthetic exposition
of Byzantine ‘imperial theology’), translated into Slavic®.

The fact that, by the year 927, the Preslav court was well-acquainted
with the accomplishments of Byzantine civilization does not, however,
exclude the possibility of Maria’s personal impact on her new milieu.
The tsaritsa most likely attempted to embed in the Bulgarian capital
the customs and elements of court ceremonial that she knew from the
Constantinople palace*’; nevertheless, due to insufficient source materi-
al, we are unable to determine the scope of her influence. Most likely, it
did not extend beyond the walls of the tsar’s seat and the narrow circle
of people directly surrounding her*”. The archacological material (e.g. the
aforementioned ‘Preslav treasure’ as well as the most recent discoveries
of Bulgarian researchers) allows us to conclude that during Maria’s time,
Byzantine models of female fashion became commonplace in Preslav;
in that period, jewelry produced in the workshops of Constantinople
came to be greatly desired by ladies from the highest social circles*.

+T. Bbaxaaos, Cpednosexosuusm boazapcku saademea..., p. 136; K. Maksi-
movich, Byzantine Law in Old Slavonic Translations and the Nomocanon of Metho-
dius, “Byzantinoslavica” 65, 2007, p. 10; T. C a a B 0 B a, FOpuduuecka aumepamypa,
[in:] Hemopus na Geazapckama cpednosexosua aumepamypa, ed. A Muarenosa,
Codust 2008, p. 195-197.

+ A.Hux 0 a 08, Cmapobeizapckusm npesod na “Hsroncenue na noysumennu 21asu
xom umnepamop FOcmununan” om dsxon Aeanum u paseumuemo na udesma 3a docmotin-
cmeomo Ha Osazapcxus eaademen 6 xpas wa IX—navasomo na X 8., “Palacobulgarica”
24.3, 2000, p. 77-8s; 1 d e m, [Toaumunecxa mucsa..., p. 214-230, 250—268.

*J.Shepard, 4 marriage..., p. 140-141; MJ. L e s zk a, Wizerunek wtadcéw
pierwszego parstwa bulgarskiego w bizantynskich Zrédiach pisanych (VIII-pierwsza
potowa XIT w.), £6dz 2003, p. 124-125; i d e m, O6pasem na 6sazapckus yap Bopuc IT
656 eusanmutickume ussopu, “Studia Balcanica” 25, 2006, p. 146.

+ I1.ITa B A 0 B, [0dunu na mup..., p. 416.

# G. Atanasov, Onthe Origin, Function and the Owner of the Adornments of the
Preslav Treasure from the 10" century, “Archacologia Bulgarica” 33,1999, p. 85—92;id e m,
Hucuenuume..., p. 193, 230-235; C. Topoposa-Yanesa, Keuckusm naxum om
enoxama na Ilspsomo bsazapcxo yapemso. VII-XI 6., Codust 2009, p. 26-28.
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Maria Lekapene and the Transter
of the Idea of the Imperial ‘Feminine
in Medieval Bulgaria

In spite of what has been said in the previous chapter, Maria and
Peter’s reign did see a fundamental shift in the manner in which medieval
Bulgarians perceived their tsaritsa and her role within the state. Until 927,
women occupying the throne in Preslav — unlike contemporary Byzantine
empresses — had been almost invisible in the public sphere: they were not
mentioned in official diplomatic correspondence, nor were their images
included on coins or seals. The sole predecessor of our protagonist whose
name survived in historical texts is another Maria, wife of Boris-Michael;
meanwhile, both of Symeon I the Great’s spouses (including Peter’s moth-
er) will forever remain anonymous'. One may, therefore, suppose that
prior to 927, the position of Bulgarian royal consorts had been similar to
the status of wives of kings in the Germanic states of the West during the
58 centuries. No tradition of crowning women existed there, and some

'T. At anacos, Hucuenuume na cpednosexosnume boazapcxu saademen. Koponu,
ckunmpu, cepu, opercus, Kocmomu, Haxkumu, Ilseen 1999, p. 182,184; B.Miruaros,
Dboaeapckume yapuyn. Brademeaxume na beazapus om VII do XIV 6., Codust 2008, p. 9—12.
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political systems (e.g. that of the Vandals) did not recognize the function
of aqueen®. As Magda Hristodulova and Sashka Georgieva rightly observe,
Maria Lekapene should be considered the first medieval Bulgarian female
royal to enter the public sphere’. It is difficult to give an unequivocal reply
to the question of whether this was accomplished thanks to the tsaritsa’s
strength of character and personal determination, or rather through the
efforts of the people accompanying her — the Byzantines who arrived
in Preslav in Maria’s retinue. Peter’s attitude also played a role here, since
he would be expected to care about underlining the high status of his wife:
after all, marrying her gave him the right to use the title of emperor/tsar®.

Whatever the case may be, Maria, unlike her predecessors, was not only
a companion of the Bulgarian tsar at the table and in the bedchamber,
but also a true ruler of the Bulgarians. This elevation in the status of the
Preslav tsaritsa during this era can be associated with the introduction
of the Byzantine view regarding the role of the empress within the state
(the imperial feminine, to use the term introduced into the historiograph-
ical discourse by Judith Herrin) to Old Bulgarian culture’.

*J. Herrin, Women in Purple. Rulers of Medieval Byzantium, London 2002,
p-246-247.

M. Xpucroayaosa, Tumys u pezaruu 6012apcxots 64a0emessiuybl 8 30Xy
cpednesexosvs (VII-XIV 6s.), “Erudes Balkaniques” 1978, 3, p. 142; C.Teopruesa,
Kenama 6 6vazapcxomo cpednosexosue, [1aoBAMB 2011, P. 312, 352.

+*I.baxaaos, apckama npomysreayus na Ilemsp u nezosume npuemnumu 6 céem-
AUHAMA HA OBA2APO-BUSAHMUIICKUINE OUNAOMATNULECK I, OMHOUEHUS (1€0 002080pa O
927 2., “cropuuecku nperaep” 39.6, 1983, p. 36; F. Tinn e feld, Byzantinische aus-
wartige Heiratspolitik vom 9. zum 12 Jabrhundert, “Byzantinoslavica” s4.1, 1993, p. 23;
I b ax a A o B, Cpedrosexosuusm bacapcku saademen. Tumyaamypa u uncuerun, Codus
1995, p. 170; I ATanacos, Hucuenuume..., p-96-98;M1.boxuaros,B.Toseaes,
Hemopus na cpednosexosna beazapus. VII-XIV 6., Codust 2006, p.276; A. Hux o os,
Tosumusecxka mucea 6 pannocpednosexosua beazapus (cpedama na [X-xpas na X 6.),
Codust 2006, p. 239; T. To a 0 p 0 B, boazapus npes emopama u mpemama 4emsspm
na X sex: noaumuyecka ucmopus, Codust 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis], p. 163;
MJ. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoleczeristwo — gospo-
darka — kultura. 866—971, Warszawa 2015, p. 159-160; C. 3 B ¢ 3 A 0 B, Jozosopsm om
927 200una mexncdy boazapus u Busanmus, “History. Bulgarian Journal of Historical
Education” 23.3, 2015, p. 267—268.

sJ.Herrin, The Imperial Feminine in Byzantium, “Past and Present” 169, 2000, p. 5-35
(=). Herrin, Unrivalled Influence: Women and Empire in Byzantium, Princeton 2013, p. 161-193).
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1. Female Authority in Byzantium

1.1. The Byzantine Model of the Empress

According to the English Byzantinologist, the concept of the imperial
feminine comprises three fundamental elements:

The first lies in the Late Antique transition from a Roman to a Christian
society, marked by significant visual changes, which witnesses the intro-
duction of the Virgin as a novel symbol of maternal value into an environ-
ment dominated visually by pagan monuments. It develops in symbiosis
with imperial and civic rites into a powerful new cult. The second strand
springs from the process of adapting Roman imperial structures to accom-
modate the needs of dynasty and claims to rule by inheritance, necessarily
transmitted by women. The third, and perhaps most crucial, element lies
in the development of New Rome, Constantinople, where imperial and
public space, court structures and rituals — not least [...] the existence
of a third sex of eunuchs, whom they could command - allowed ruling

6
women to elaborate new roles".

Two of the three elements mentioned by Judith Herrin — namely the
reproductive and ceremonial functions — were of decisive value for the
status of empresses and the role they played. The empress was, if one
may say so, an indispensable factor without which the functioning of the
imperial court was difficult, if possible at all. This thought was expressed
laconically (though quite categorically) in the Continuation of Theophanes,
in the fragment describing Michael II’s quandary following the death
of his wife, during his contemplation of another marriage. It is articulated
as follows: For it is impossible [...], to live as emperor without a wife, and
to deprive our spouses of a mistress and empress’.

¢J.Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 2412425 see also: e ad e m, The Imperial
Feminine..., p. 3-25.

7Continuator of TheophanesIL24,p.114(transL M.Featherstone,
J.Signes Codoferp.115).
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It should be noted that rulers did, by and large, abide by this rule.
As might be expected, it is possible to point out some who did not adhere
to it (e.g. Basil I1); still, even those would customarily ensure the presence
of a woman with an imperial title (mother, sister or daughter) at their
court. Especially instructive in this context is the case of Leo VI, who
crowned his daughter Anna so that the court would not remain without

an empresss.

The highest title that could be bestowed on an empress was that
of augusta®, harking back to the times of pagan Rome. Empress con-
sorts did not obtain it obligatorily during the wedding; the decision to
grant it fell within the ruler’s competence. Notably, the honorific was
not restricted exclusively for emperors’ wives, although the latter did
constitute the vast majority of women who received it. Thus, for instance,
in 325 Constantine I the Great conferred the title of augusta on Helena, his
mother, and Theodosios I — on his sister, Pulcheria (in 414)™. Tiberios I
Constantine gave the title to his daughter — Constantina (?582)"; finally,
Leo VI granted it to his young daughter Anna, as mentioned above. Empress
consorts would receive the honorific at different moments of their relation-
ship with the ruler. Beside the very beginning of the marriage, which was

¥S.Tougher, The Reign of Leo VI (886—912). Politics and Peaple, Leiden—New York—

Koln 1997, p. 147; L. G arlan d, Byzantine Empresses. Women and Power in Byzantium,
AD 5271204, London-New York 1999, p. 114.

? For more on this issue cf. E. Bensammar, La titulature de [impératrice et sa
signification. Recherches sur les sources byzantines de la fin du VIIF siécle 4 la fin du XII
siécle, “Byzantion” 46,1976, p. 270, 286287 ; B.H i1, Imperial Women in Byzantium
1025-1204. Power, Patronage and Ideology, New York 1999, p. 102-108; L. James,
Empresses and Power in Early Byzantium, Leicester 2001, p. 118—125.

*Helena - AHM Jones,JR.Martindale, J. Morris, The Prosopography
of Later Roman Empire [cetera: PLRE], vol. I, Cambridge 1971, p. 410, s.v. FL. lulia
Helena 3; Pulcheria — J. Martindale, PLRE, vol. II, Cambridge 1980, p. 929,
s.v. Aelia Pulcheria.

“J.Martindale, PLRE, vol. III, Cambridge 1992, p. 338, s.v. Augusta quae
et Constantina (Aelia Constantina) 1; cf. MJ. L e s z k a, Konstantyna, zona cesarza
Maurycjusza, “Przeglad Nauk Historycznych” 1.1, 2002, p. 22-23.
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the most common case, a typical moment of earning this token of dignity
in the early Byzantine period was giving birth to a child (not necessarily
of the male sex)™™. However, it could also happen that an empress consort
would never receive the title. This was the case with Maria of Amnia, wife
of Constantine VI”. It is commonly thought that this state of affairs was
orchestrated by Irene, the emperor’s mother, who wanted to be the only
woman holding the title. This may well be accurate to a certain degree;
nevertheless, it should be noted that such a situation would not have been
possible without the consent of Constantine VI himself. As is well-known,
he happened not to be particularly fond of his empress consort and was
consequently reluctant to strengthen her position™.

The fact that it was the emperor who bestowed the title of augus-
ta unequivocally confirms his superordinate position in relation to the
woman receiving the honor. This observation is also reflected in legal
regulations. In Justinian I's Digest, we read that [t/he emperor is not bound
by statutes. And though the empress is bound by them, nevertheless, emper-
ors give the empress the same privileges as they have themselves®. Several
hundred years later, the tenet was reiterated in the 9"~century collec-
tion of laws known as the Basilika: The emperor is not subject to the law.
The empress is subject to the law until the emperor passes his rights/pre-
rogatives to her’.

In early Byzantium, the name of the empress was often accompanied
by the element Aelia. This phenomenon is observed not only among
empresses from the times of the Theodosian dynasty, but also later, up

“L.Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p.2—3; L.Jam e s, Empresses..., p. 119—122;
of. D.Missiou, Uber die Institutionele Rolle der Byzantinischen Kaiserin, “Jahrbuch
der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik” 32, 1982, p. 489-498.

" Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit. Erste Abteilung (6.41-867) [cetera:
PMBI],vol.lIl, ed. E Winkelmann etal, Berlin-New York 2000, p. 147-149,
sy. Maria (4127).

* On this subject see e.g.: L. G arlan d, Byzantine Empresses...,p. 81,84;]. Herrin,
Women in Purple..., p. 91-96.

s Digest of Justinian, 1, 3, 31: Princeps legibus solutus est: Augusta antem licet legibus
soluta non est, princeps tamen eadem illi privilegia tribuunt, quae ipsi habent (transl.
A.Watson,p. 13).Cf.LJames, Empresses..., p. 72.

6 Basilika, 11, 6, 1.



104 Maria Lekapene, Empress of the Bulgarians...

until Fabia, first wife of Herakleios. The term was derived from the family
of the Aelii, from which Flaccilla, first wife of Theodosios I, happened
to be descended. It was not a title, but rather a form of showing honor
in the form of a connection with previous empresses'”.

According to some scholars, the title of augusta functioned roughly
until the end of the 13™ century; its marginal use, however, is attested until
the end of Byzantium’s existence™. From the 9 century onwards, the
term basilissa comes to be used with reference to empresses, while other
denominations (such as anassa or despoina) start appearing in the sources
as well. These were not titles, however. Rather, they were mere terms used
when speaking of empresses; moreover, they did not necessarily denote
them exclusively”. Female rulers who reigned autonomously, such as
e.g. Irene, presumably employed the title of basileus (emperor)*°.

Empresses possessed certain insignia connected with their position.
They would wear crowns (stemma), often adorned with gemstone pen-
dants (pendilia), and had their own scepters™. They sat on the throne
at the emperor’s side, had a dedicated place in Constantinople’s most dis-
tinguished church — Hagia Sophia, and enjoyed the right to wear imperial
(purple) attire as well as shoes. Empresses’ insignia and clothing can be
seen in the Byzantine mosaics in the Church of San Vitale in Ravenna,
which feature a portrayal of Theodora, wife of Justinian I, along with her
court™. The dress worn by empresses as seen in their official depictions
was of a solemn, ceremonial character. In all likelihood, they would dress
differently on an everyday basis; however, as far as the period under dis-
cussion is concerned, no relevant source material is available.

7 L.James, Empresses..., p. 127-128.

% B. Hill, Imperial Women..., p. 102-104.

9 Ibidem, p. 108—117; L. Ja m e s, Empresses..., p. 125—127.

* L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 87, 260. Cf. R.-J. Lilie, Byzanz unter
Eirene und Konstantine VI (7§0—802). Mit einem Kapitel siber Leon IV (775-780),
Frankfurt am Main 1996, p. 277-279; J. He r r i n, Women in Purple..., p. 101-102.

* L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 2.

> A.M ¢ Clanan, Ritual and Representation of the Byzantine Empress Court at San
Vitale, Ravenna, |in:] Acta XIII Congressus Internationalis Archaelogiae Christianae,
eds. M.Cambi, E.Martin, vol. II, Citta del Vaticano-Split 1998, p. 11-20.
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1.2. The Empress’s Court

The empress had at her disposal a part of the Great Palace (gynaiko-
nitis, gynaeceum), and subsequently — of the Palace of Blachernai. We do
not know precisely which fragments of the palace were her domain. The
latter certainly included the so-called Porphyry (Purple) Chamber, where
imperial children were born, and some of the other chambers were clearly
under full control of empresses and their trusted associates as well”. This
is evident e.g. from the case of Justinian’s wife Theodora, who reportedly
used her part of the palace to shelter Anthimos (bishop of Trebizond,
patriarch of Constantinople, 535-536) for an extended period of time™*;
she is also said to have imprisoned her enemies there”. We may leave
aside the question of whether Justinian was genuinely unaware of this;
but if the authors of the sources depict the matter in this way, then it must
have seemed a credible state of affairs to their audience. Another example
confirming the existence of palace space under complete authority of the
empress is the situation from December 969: the conspirators preparing
to overthrow Nikephoros II Phokas were hidden in empress Theophano's
rooms, from where they proceeded to the emperor’s bedroom?.

The empress had at her disposal her own court (sekreton ton gynaikon,
women’s court)”” and separate financial means. Our knowledge about the
latter is rather scanty. It has been surmised that empresses’ wealth may have
come from several sources. These certainly included property inherited
from their parents — naturally, as long as they were affluent enough (which
also determined the value of the dowry obtained by the bride). Finally,

»].Herrin, Unrivalled Influence..., p. 223-225.

*W.H.C. Frend, The Rise of the Monophysite Movement. Chapters in the History
of Church in Fifth and Sixth Centuries, Cambridge 1972, p. 272; C. F o s s, The Empress
Theodora, “Byzantion” 72, 2002, p. 144; V. M e n z e, Justinian and the Making of the
Syriac Orthodox Church, Oxford 2008, p. 207.

sProkopios,Secret History, 3.

*Leo the Deacon,V,6-7;John Zonaras,p.s17-518.Cf.L.Garland,
Byzantine Empresses..., p. 132; MJ. L e szk a, Rola cesarzowej Teofano w uzurpacjach
Nicefora Fokasa (963) i Jana Taymiskesa (969), [in:] Zamach stanu w dawnych spotecz-
nosciach,ed. A. S ot tysik, Warszawa 2004, p. 233.

7 J.Her rin, Unrivalled Influence..., p. 225-233.
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one should mention wedding gifts received by empresses from their hus-
bands. Even at further stages of the marriage, the basilissa sometimes
continued receiving presents from the emperor, be it in the form of money,
valuables or real estate*. Although a rare case, empresses apparently did
at times make active attempts to enlarge their wealth. Theodora, wife
of Theophilos, is reported to have possessed a fleet of merchant ships,
from which she drew considerable income. Her husband, upon discov-
ering this, decided that such activity was not worthy of an empress and
ordered the ships to be destroyed along with the cargo. Whether or not
these events are authentic is not crucial here; the account clearly reflects
the conviction that it did not befit the basilissa to undertake economic
and commercial endeavors™.

The immediate surrounding of the empress consisted of various ladies
of the court arranged in a hierarchy of social rank, beginning with the
zoste patrikia. Women'’s titles were derived from those of their husbands:
patrikia, protospatharia, spatharia, kandidatissa; they also wore appro-
priate attire, corresponding to their rank. The title of zoste patrikia was
often granted to the empress’s mother; the first woman to receive it
was the mother of empress Theodora, wife of Theophilos®®. It may be
added that empresses who hailed from the provinces of the empire would
bring their families to the imperial court. The female part of the family,
most prominently the mother, would enter the most intimate group
of people surrounding the new empress. The latter had the authority
to shape her own court, although she would largely inherit it from her
predecessor. That enabled her to acquire experienced female courtiers
— koubikoulariai, who could introduce her into the convoluted world
of court ceremonies (which the empress was obliged to attend) and the
general intricacies of courtly life.

#*L.James, Empresses..., p. 70.

» Cf.J. Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 192.

* L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. s; J. Her rin, Unrivalled Influence...
p- 228; cf. H. Kb u e B, Busaumuiickama mumaa nampuxus-socmu (IX-XI 6.).
Ipurocem Ha cpacucmuxama 3a noNvABAHE HA AUCIRATNA HA HOCUIMEAKUINE Ha MUTN-
sama, “Vicropuxun” 4, 2011, p. 191-198.
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Empresses who came from outside the borders of the Byzantine
Empire would arrive in Constantinople with female companions. Some
of the latter would remain at the imperial court permanently, alleviating
the feeling of estrangement that must have haunted the empress at least
in the initial stages of her residence in Byzantium.

The role of the koubikoulariai was not limited to accompanying the
empress in her daily palace life. They were also present at her side when
she left the premises of the Great Palace and participated in various cer-
emonies that took place in the urban spaces of Constantinople, or when
she visited places outside of the palace for other reasons. Koubikoulariai
were no strangers to emperors: sometimes their relationships became
rather close, even intimate. Theodote, second wife of Constantine VI*,
had been a lady-in-waiting of Maria of Amnia, the emperor’s first wife.
Likewise, Zoe Zaoutzaina had been a koubikoularia before she became
the wife of Leo VI**.

It is worth noting that the imperial court was often home not only to the
wife of the reigning emperor, but also to other empresses, usually widows.
Oftentimes, this led to rivalries and clashes. We may adduce the example
of Helena Lekapene (a relative of the protagonist of the book — tsaritsa
Maria), mother of Romanos I1, and her relationship with Theophano, his
wife. According to some sources, Theophano would pressure Romanos to
expel his mother from the palace along with his five sisters. The emperor did
not yield to the demand and the mother remained in the palace, although
she did not live for much longer. It may be that Theophano’s harsh position
was less of a product of her grand ambitions and evil-minded character than
an aftereffect of the ill treatment she received at the hands of Helena while
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos was still alive’. Many more situations
of this sort could be cited, and it was not universally true that the current
wife of the reigning emperor would emerge victorious form them.

#J. Herrin, Unrivalled Influence..., p. 227.

#»S. Tougher, The Reign of Leo VI..., p. s6—s7; M.J. Le sz k a, Zoe, 0 oczach
czarnych jak wegiel, czwarta zona Leona VI Filozofa, [in:] Kobiety i wladza w czasach
dawnych,eds.B.Czwojdrak, A. Kluczek, Katowice 2015, p. 96-97.

% For more on this cf. M.B. Leszka, MJ. Leszka, Bazylisa. Swiat bizantyn-
skich cesarzowych IV-XV w., £6dz 2017, p. 336-337.
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The court of an empress usually also housed girls or women from other
countries, coming to Constantinople as hostages, guests or candidates for
imperial brides. Women of this latter category received particularly devout
care and thorough preparation for their prospective role.

An empress’s environment certainly also included nannies, wet-nurses
and caregivers of the imperial children. Their existence is directly con-
firmed through the tragic incident that cost the life of Constantine, son
of Theophilos and Theodora: he fell into the palace cistern and drowned,
which resulted in the punishment of his caregivers**. When Theophano,
wife of Romanos II, was in labor giving birth to a daughter in 963, and was
subsequently banished from the palace for some time by Nikephoros II
Phokas, her sons Basil II and Constantine VIII were being taken care
of by female custodians®.

Empresses had at their disposal various kinds of female servants — dress-
ers, bath attendants, hairdressers, tailors, cooks, and the like; some of them
were slaves. These personnel guaranteed the empress a high standard
of living.

Another group that formed an important part of an empress’s staff were
eunuchs. Representatives of this ‘third sex’ were close to both the empress
and the emperor and they played a salient role by their side. Not infre-
quently, they enjoyed a particularly high degree of trust and were assigned
important state functions*. A prime example is that of Theoktistos, who
held the position of logothetes tou dromou”, or of Manuel, a magistros®,
both of whom were appointed by Theophilos as regents of Michael III.
They were to support Theodora, the minor emperor’s mother. In the
10™ century, Basil, a relative of the protagonist of the book — tsaritsa
Maria, emerged as a remarkably powerful figure. An illegitimate son

“J.Herrin, Women in Purple..., p- 192.

5 J.Herrin, Unrivalled Influence..., p. 225-226.

3 Recent literature on the role of eunuchs at the imperial court and in Byzantine
society includes: K. Rin g r o s e, The Perfect Servant. Eunuchs and Social Construction
of Gender in Byzantium, Chicago 2003; S. To u g h e r, The Eunuch in Byzantine History
and Society, London 2008.

7 PMBIvol.IV,ed. EWinkelmann etal, Berlin-New York 2001, p. 578—581,
sv. Theoktistos (8050).

# PMB I, vol. 111, p. 136-141, s.v. Manuel (4707).
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of Romanos I Lekapenos, he was made a eunuch and achieved the rank
of parakoimomenos”. The apogee of his career came during the first decade
of the reign of Basil I, during which the parakoimomenos practically ruled
the state. Eunuchs helped manage the empress’s court, playing an influen-
tial part in organizing her daily life and overseeing her possessions; how-
ever, it should be emphasized that they remained her clear subordinates.

How many people in total did the empress’s court number? Answering
this question is by no means easy, if at all possible. The figure would
have been different for each particular stage of the history of Byzantium.
In order to save their readers from a state of complete vagueness, scholars
have tried to produce at least a rough estimate. We know, for example,
that empress Theodora (wife of Justinian I) was accompanied by 4000
people when attending the spa in Pythion*°. Nevertheless, it should be
borne in mind that not all of them belonged to the empress’s court; some
were members of the court of the emperor himself. Based on Constantine
Porphyrogennetos’s Book of Ceremonies, it has been conjectured that the
court may have totaled around 1000 people in the 10 century*'.

1.3. Coronations of Empresses

Before being wed to the emperor, the prospective empress consort was
first crowned. The one to coronate her was the emperor himself, a fact
that clearly marked her new position as the outcome of his decision (as
opposed to divine will, the source of his own status). The crowning of the

¥ W.G. B rokaar, Basil Lecapenus, “Studia bizantina et neohellenica Neerlandica”
3, 1972, p. 199—234; M. o p AaHoB, [levamu na Bacuiuii Aaxanun om boazapus,
lin:] Cpednosexosnusm berzapun u “dpyzume’. Cooprux 6 wecm na 60-200umnunama
Ha npog. dun Temzp Anzenos, eds. A. Huxoaos, LH Huxoaos, Co(l)uﬂ 2013,
p- 159—166; Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit. Zweite Abteilung (867~1025),
vol. Led. E Winkelmann etal, Berlin-Boston 2013, p. $88-598, s.v. Basileios
Lakapenos (20925);

*John Malalas, XVIIL 2s. Cf. L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. s;
J.Herrin, Unrivalled Influence..., p. 222, 23 4.

#Constantine VII Porphyrogennectos, The Book of Ceremonies, 1, 49
(40); L.Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. s; cf. J. He r v i n, Unrivalled Influence...,
p- 221-222.
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empress took place in the palace, not in a church, which is thought to
echo the above-mentioned concept as well**.

The relevant procedures are described in the Book of Ceremonies; in par-
ticular, chapters 40 and 41 of this work are devoted to the coronation
of the empress as well as the wedding ceremony*. Although no names
are mentioned, it is commonly assumed that the actual event described is
the coronation and wedding of Irene, wife of Leo IV**. This is not overly
significant, since other ceremonies of this kind presumably followed
a similar pattern.

Both events took place in the Great Palace complex. The emperor(s)
entered the Augusteus hall, where state officials and senators would gather
arranged by groups, from the magistroi to the stratelatai. At that time, the
patriarch of Constantinople would cross the Palace of Daphne towards
the Church of St. Stephen, where he awaited being summoned by the
emperor. As soon as the signal arrived, he proceeded into the Augusteus,
accompanied by clergy. At that point, the prospective empress was led into
the hall, escorted by her suite and wearing an imperial robe (sticharion) as
well as veil (maphorion). The patriarch commenced the prayer over the
empress’s chlamys, while she held candles, which she handed to the pri-
mikerios or the ostiarios when the prayer was concluded. Next, the emper-
or(s) took off her veil, which was spread around her by the koubikoularioi.
The patriarch took the chlamys and passed it to the ruler(s), who put it on
the augusta. The hierarch proceeded to pray over the crown; after that, he
handed it to the emperor, who placed it on the angusta’s head. The patri-
arch produced the prependoulia, which the emperor attached to the crown.
Following this act, the patriarch, bishops and other clergy withdrew to
the Church of St. Stephen, while the emperor(s) and the augusta assumed
position on their thrones to receive proskynesis and acclamations from
state dignitaries. The latter subsequently left the Augusteus: the patrikioi
went to the Onopous, the consuls to the Triklinos of the 19 Couches, and
the remaining ones to the Tribunal. Meanwhile, female representatives

+B.Hill, Imperial Women..., p. 107.

#Constantine VII Porphyrogennectos, The Book of Ceremonies,
I, 40—41

+L.James, Empresses..., p. 525 cf.J.Herrin, Women in Purp/e..., p- 6o.
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of the state elite would enter the Augusteus, divided into 11 groups. They
would likewise perform proskynesis three times and acclaim the newly
crowned empress. Afterwards, they would proceed to the Golden Hand
Room, where the angusta herself arrived as well; from there, she con-
tinued to the Onopous, where she received bows and acclamation (for
many good years!)® from the patrikioi gathered there. Subsequently, the
empress moved to the Dikionion in order to accept further bows and
acclamations from the senators and the pasrikio. Finally, the procession
reached the terrace of the Tribunal. The senators would gather on both
sides of the stairs descending towards the terrace, while the commanders
of palace guard units (tagmata) gathered on the terrace itself. A cross, scep-
ters, labara and other insignia were placed there. Commanders, factions
and other participants of the ceremony stood in front of the insignia on
display. At that point, the empress emerged accompanied by two digni-
taries (the praipositos and the primikerios) and stationed herself in the
middle of the terrace. The exclamations began: Holy, holy, holy! Glory
to God in the highest and peace on earth!**. The factions would recite
coronation formulae, each of which was to be repeated three times. Their
content was as follows:

Goodwill to Christian people... For God has had mercy on his peo-
ple... This is the great day of the Lord. This is the day of salvation for
the Romans. This day is the joy and glory of the world... On which the
crown of the imperial power has righty been placed on your head. Glory
to God, the ruler of all. Glory to God who has proclaimed you empress.
Glory to God who has crowned your head. Glory to God who has thus
determined... Having crowned you, so-and-so, with his own hand. May
he guard you for a great number of years in the purple... To the glory and

exaltation of the Romans. May God listen to your people®”.

#Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies,
L, 41 (transl. p. 210).

*Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies,
L, 41 (transl. p. 211).

#Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies,
L, 40 (transl. p. 205-206).
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The empress took two candles and bowed down in front of the cross,
while the commanders would bow down to her. The labara, scepters and
all other insignia placed at the terrace were lowered in front of the empress.
This stage — which was also a key part of the emperor’s own coronation
procedure — was the pinnacle of the ceremony. Afterwards, the dignitar-
ies would begin to withdraw, while the empress, having bowed down to
the factions (whose members cheered: may God preserve the augusta!®®),
advanced deeper into the palace, receiving further acclamations from
patrikioi and consuls on her path. In the Augusteus hall, she was greeted
by cries in Latin: welcome, welcome, angusta, welcome, augusta!”. She
moved to the Octagon, where the emperor — her future husband - awaited
her. Together, they continued to the Church of St. Stephen, where the

wedding ceremony took place.
1.4. Imperial Wedding Ceremonies and Festivities

The coronation was followed by the wedding. Before we proceed to
discuss the marriage ceremony as portrayed in the above-mentioned Book
of Ceremonies, we shall present another example — the wedding of Maurice
and Constantina. It was arranged through the efforts of Tiberios II
Constantine, the bride’s father, who nevertheless did not live to see his
plans materialize — he died on August 14™, 582. The wedding ceremo-
ny must have taken place shortly after (but not directly following) his
funeral®®. In view of the status of the bride and groom, the one in charge
of the procedure was John the Faster, patriarch of Constantinople. The
ceremony and the ensuing festivities, all of which took place in the Church
of St. Stephen in the imperial palace, were conducted in an impressive
setting. Church historian Evagrios Scholastikos left the following account:

#Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies,
I, 41 (cransl. p. 212).

#Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies,
L, 41 (cransl. p. 212).

° The problem of dating Constantina and Maurice’s wedding is discussed in:
M.J.Leszka, Konstantyna..., p. 23-24.
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The other presented a robe shot with gold, decorated with purple and
Indian stones, and crowns most precious with their abundance of gold
and the varied splendor of the jewels, and all those numbered among the
offices at court and the armies, who lit the marital candles, magnificently
dressed and with the insignia of their rank, celebrating in song the festival

of the bringing of the bride®".

Participation in the event was not restricted for the bride and groom’s
families and dignitaries — residents of the capital city also joined widely.
Feasts, artistic performances and horse races were organized for them.
The festivities are reported to have lasted seven days®.

The Book of Ceremonies offers more details, at least as far as certain
stages of the wedding and the ensuing reception are concerned”. The
work confirms that the ceremony took place in the Church of St. Stephen,
celebrated by the patriarch of the imperial capital. Following the festive
service, he put wedding crowns (stephanoi) on the bride and groom’s
heads. No further specifics concerning the ceremony are provided in this
source. It is presumed that the patriarch blessed the young couple and
joined their right hands, as well as that the exchange of wedding rings took
place. Following the conclusion of this part of the ceremony, the emperor
and empress proceeded to the marital chamber in the Magnaura Palace.
This was accompanied by acclamations from dignitaries and factions as
well as by what we might nowadays call a wedding music service. After
depositing their imperial crowns in the chamber, the newlyweds made
their way to the Triklinos of the 19 Couches. A festive wedding reception
was held there, with the participation of guests chosen from among the
state elite by the emperor himself.

On the third day after the wedding, a ritual bath took place. Faction
representatives were positioned along the empress’s way to the bath
of St. Christina, which was situated within the Great Palace. Organ sounds
could be heard. First, linen towels, scents and toiletries were brought to

“Evagrios Scholastikos, VI, 1 (transl. p. 290).
*Theophylaktos Simokattes,I, 10. 10-12.
$Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies, 1, 41.
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the bath; next, the empress herself arrived, receiving acclamations on her
way. Her return to the marital chamber was organized in an analogous
fashion. Our source notes that the empress was assisted by three female
members of her suite, carrying pomegranates made of porphyry; the latter
were presumably meant to symbolize fertility**.

The glamorous wedding ceremony, no doubt a major attraction for
both court members and regular citizens of Constantinople, marked the
beginning of the imperial couple’s married life. Besides, it was no doubt
designed to win the subjects’ favor.

1s. Participation in Secular and Religious Ceremonies

One of the important tasks of an empress was to take part in assort-
ed court ceremonies and religious processions”. Empresses participated
in festivities organized at the Hippodrome, audiences for foreign diplomats
as well as receptions for military leaders and dignitaries. The ‘catalogue’
of events of this sort in which a Byzantine empress was expected to engage
in evolved over time. This process is not easy to detect in the sources, all
the more so because the most crucial of them — the Book of Ceremonies

— rarely makes explicit mention of the empress’s involvement in the pro-
ceedings described (coronation, wedding, baptism of children). Although
they generally fail to enhance this picture significantly, other sources
sometimes allow us to get a glimpse of empresses in certain situations
as they appear at their husbands’ sides.

For instance, we have sources with interesting references to the partici-
pation of Theodora (wife of Theophilos) in a number of court ceremonies.
We know that she took part in the solemn welcome of her husband upon
his return from the victorious expedition against the Arabs (831, 837).
When news arrived that the emperor was nearing Constantinople, the

*].Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 268, fn. 20.

s L. James, Empresses..., p. s0—58; E. Malamut, L'impératrice byzantine et le
cérémonial (VIII-XIF siécle), [in:] Le saint, le moine et le paysan: Mélanges d histoire
byzantine offerts 4 Michel Kaplan, eds. O.D elouis,S.Metivier,P.Pages, Paris
2016, p. 329—374.

*]. Herrin, Women in Purple..., p- 199—200.
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whole senate led by the prefect made their way to greet him at the Palace
of Hieria (the site, situated on the Asian bank of the Bosporos, was the
traditional reception point for emperors’ triumphal returns from cam-
paigns in Asia). The meeting occurred near the palace. The senators fell
to the ground, bowing to the emperor in the traditional fashion. Empress
Theodora, however, only greeted him inside the palace. When he got off
his horse, she paid homage to him and kissed him. The emperor remained
in the palace for seven days, awaiting the arrival of Arab prisoners-of-war
who were to be part of the triumph ceremony. He asked for senators’
wives to be invited to the palace, so that they could accompany his wife.
Presumably, the women (including the empress) participated in festive
receptions organized for the emperor and his commanders. The emperor
— in all likelihood accompanied by his wife — left Hieria for the Palace
of St. Mamas, where he tarried for three days, before moving forward
to Blachernai.

The triumph ceremony was organized on a truly grand scale. Entering
the city through the Golden Gate, the emperor proceeded by the Mese,
reaching the Hagia Sophia and the Chalke — the gate of the Great Palace.
Along the way, he received homage from the military and ordinary citizens
gathered nearby. Captives and spoils of war preceded the emperor in the
procession. The ruler would make pauses and deliver speeches; money was
distributed. What apparently distinguished this ceremony from similar
events of this kind is the fact that — as noted in the sources — the emperor
was greeted by the children of Constantinople, who were wearing wreaths
made of flowers. Also included in the festivities was a racing event at the
Hippodrome; Theodora accompanied Theophilos in the imperial box
(kathisma), a fact mentioned in Arab sources”. Conceivably, the eager
emperor participated in the races himself. His feat was greeted by sup-
porters of the factions of the Blues and the Greens with the cry dotyxpt-
Tog daxtiovdpng (welcome, peerless champion!)* — normally restricted for
outstanding victors of chariot racing competitions, such as Porphyrios,

57 Ibidem, p. 200, 288.

#George the Monk, p. 707;J. Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 199;
cf. Al. Cam er o n, Circus Factions. Blues and Grens ar Rome and Byzantium, Oxford
1976, p. 1I1-12.
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the hero of Hippodrome races at the turn of the s and 6™ centuries®”.
It is uncertain whether the empress presented a prize to her victorious
husband, but this cannot be excluded.

Arab sources mention that the empress was present at meetings with
diplomats. Yahya al-Ghazal, a member of the caliph of Cordoba’s mission
to the Byzantine court in the years 839-840, recalls that he would see
Theodora participate in official meetings with Arab emissaries alongside
the emperor, state officials and interpreters. Yahya took notice of the bas-
ilissa’s beauty, even the color of her eyes, purportedly black and beguiling;
he also drew attention to her remarkable attire, which, as argued by one
scholar, may have been designed by Theophilos himself*.

It may be presumed that other empress consorts participated in the
same ceremonies as Theodora. Sources confirm, for example, the involve-
ment of Helena Lekapene, wife of Constantine VII, in meetings with prin-
cess Olga of Kiev, likely in the year 957. First, the empress, accompanied
by her daughter-in-law and a number of ladies-in-waiting, met with Olga
and her suite. Helena sat on the imperial throne, and her daughter-in-law
on a seat positioned at its side. The talks were carried out through the
mediation of the praipositos. Later, a meeting of the emperor with Olga
took place®; Helena accompanied Constantine in this session as well,

» For more on Porphyrios cf.: Al. Cam er o n, Porphyrius the Charioteer, Lon-
don 1973.
“°MaqqariIV, 4.
“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies,
IT, 15. On Olga’s visit in Constantinopole see e.g.: I.I. Aut a8 p u 1, [lymemecmsue
pyecxoti kuseunu Onven 6 Koncmanmunonons. Ilpobrema ncmounuxos, “Busantuiickuit
Bpemennuk” 42, 1981, p. 35-48; O. Pritsak, When and Where was Ol ga Baptized?,
“Harvard Ukrainian Studies” 9, 198s, p. s—24; FE Tinnefeld, Die Russische Fiirstin
Olga bei Konstantin VII. und das Problem der “Purpurgeborenen Kinder”, “Russia
mediaevalis” 6, 1987, p. 30-37; A.B. Hasapenxo, Kozda e xuseuns Oavea
e3duna 6 Koncmanmunonoas?, “Busantuiicknit Bpemennux” 50, 1989, p. 66—84;
J.Featherstone, Olga’s Visit to Constantinople, “Harvard Ukrainian Studies” 14,
1990, p. 2933125 A. P o p p e, Once Again Concerning the Baptism of Olga, Archontissa
of Rus, “Dumbarton Oaks Papers” 46,1992, p.271-277;]. Featherston e, Olga’s Visit
to Constantinople in De Cerimoniis, “Revue des études byzantines” 61,2003, p. 241-251;
E Tinnefeld, Zum Stand der Olga—Diskussion, [in:] Zwischen Polis, Provinz und
Peripherie. Beitriige zur byzantinischen Geschichte und Kultur,eds. LM.Ho ffmann,
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along with their children. Similarly, they attended the reception held
in Olga’s honor together®.

Naturally, it must be borne in mind that empresses acted as leaders
of their own (female) part of the court and it was in this capacity that
they shaped and took part in numerous activities: receptions for wives
and daughters of state dignitaries, audiences for female monarchs (e.g.
Helena Lekapene’s meeting with Olga), wives of foreign envoys, as well as
the envoys themselves. They would receive important figures of the state
and the church who, for various reasons, sought their help and support.

As regards the set of religious ceremonies attended by empresses,
it reflected the rhythm of the liturgical year. For example, the Book
of Ceremonies gives an account of how the empress would - just like the
emperor — meet church dignitaries on Palm Sunday, beginning from
the sakellarios of Hagia Sophia, and receive crosses from them®. On
Easter Monday, we see empress Irene leaving the Church of the Holy
Apostles (presumably at the last stage of a procession visiting various
churches of Constantinople) and entering a golden carriage pulled by
four white horses, led by four patrikioi, including two commanders. The
empress is throwing coins to the crowd gathered at the scene®*. In this
case, Irene enters the role of the emperor, who on that day participated
in a procession beginning at the Great Palace and terminating at the very
same Church of the Holy Apostles. On his path, the ruler visited many
other temples“. We may also mention the Pentecost, when the empress,
situated in the gallery of Hagia Sophia, sends a kiss to the patrikiai, while
the emperor sends the same greeting to the patrikioi in the main nave

of the church®®.

A.Monchizadeh, Wiesbaden 200s, p. s31-567; Z.A. Brzoz ow sk a, Swigta
ksigzna kijowska Olga. Wybdr rédet, E6dz 2014, p. 19-27.

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies, 11, 1.

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies, 1, 10,
65-77.

“Theophanes, AM 6291

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies, 1, s;
[ 10; L.James, Empresses..., p. ss; J. Her rin, Women in Purple..., p. 114-115.

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies, 1, 9.
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1.6. Philanthropy and Donation Activities

Philanthropy and donations were among the basic duties of an empress.
Building new churches or monasteries was seen as an expression of her
piety, as signifying particularly close ties with the patrons of the founda-
tions, and as a confirmation of the exceptional status of the ruling family.
Supporting the poor, the underprivileged, the old and the sick helped
empresses win popularity, which, in turn, must have affected the way the
society viewed their husbands.

With considerable financial assets at their disposal, Byzantine
empresses were able to engage in foundation activities. The list of their
achievements in this area is impressively long. Below, we shall outline the
foundation-related enterprises of several empresses.

It seems fitting to begin the survey with empress Helena, since we are
dealing with yet another sphere in which she became a model for her suc-
cessors. She is reported to have developed her foundation work — needless
to say, based on the financial support of her son — primarily in Palestine,
which she visited following the tragic family events of the year 326 (the
death of her grandson Crispus and her daughter-in-law Fausta). The
foundation of several churches is ascribed to her, including the Church
of the Nativity in Bethlehem as well as the Church of the Holy Sepulcher
and the Chapel of the Ascension in Jerusalem. It appears, however, that
the true figure behind these acts of foundation was her son®”. During her
stay in Palestine, the augusta merely inspected the progress in the con-
struction; but she also made generous donations at that occasion. In the
later tradition, the role of Constantine as the founder was forgotten, with
his mother replacing him in this position.

Pulcheria, sister of Theodosios I and wife of Marcian, was the found-
ress of a number of temples associated with the cult of the Theotokos
in Constantinople. The churches of St. Mary of Blachernai, of the
Hodegetria, and of the Theotokos of Chalkoprateia are all attributed

“].Drijvers, Helena Augusta, the Mother of Constantine the Great and the
Legend of Her Finding of the Cross, Leiden—-New York-Kobenhavn-Kéln 1992, p. 55-72;
H.A.Pohlsander, Helena. Empress and Saint, Chicago 1995, p. 84sqq.
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to her. She is also said to have contributed to the construction of other
temples, namely the churches of St. Lawrence and of Isaiah the Prophet
as well as the chapel of St. Stephen in the Great Palace®.

Theodora was active in this field as well. Besides initiating the building
of the Church of St. Panteleemon in Constantinople and the reconstruc-
tion of the Church of the Holy Apostles, she would institute alms-houses,
hospitals and inns®. She contributed greatly to the rebuilding of Antioch
following the earthquake of 5287°.

Another empress to join the ranks of great foundresses was Irene,
wife of Leo IV”". Her flagship foundation was the Eleutherios Palace,
situated in the part of Constantinople descending towards the Harbor
of Theodosios. The palace was associated with workshops in which silk
was woven; a number of other artisan shops as well as bakeries were located
there too. The palace was the empress’s favorite place of residence. Other
important foundations were the Monastery of the Theotokos on the
Prince Islands (in the Marmara Sea) as well as the one later known as the
Monastery of St. Euphrosyne. Besides, she is reported to have rebuilt
the Church of St. Euphemia as well as the church in the Monastery
of the Holy Mother of the Life-Giving Spring. We shall close this recital
here. Irene was also very active in the sphere of philanthropy, supporting
the sick, the old, and foreigners.

Euphrosyne, second wife of Michael II, is connected in the sources
with two monasteries in Constantinople”®. The first one, situated under
the walls of the capital, was called za Libadeia before being taken over by
Euphrosyne. It had been founded by her grandmother Irene (cf. above),

¢ For more on Pulcheria’s foundations cf.: K.G. Holum, The Theodosian
Empresses. Women and Imperial Dominion in Late Antiquity, Los Angeles 1981, p. 196;
Ch. Angelidi, Pulcheria. La castita al potere (399—c. 455), Milano 1998, p. 120-121;
L.James, Empresses..., p. 153—154; S. Bralewski, Konstantynopolitarskie koscioty,
[in:] Konstantynopol-Nowy Rzym. Miasto i ludzie w okresie wczesnobizantyiskim, eds.
MJ.Leszka, T.Wolinska, Warszawa 2011, p. 140, 142.

¢ L.James, Empresses..., p. 150; C. F o s s, Empress..., p. 148.

*J.Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 158-159.

7 On Irene’s foundations and philanthropy cf.: J. He rrin, Women in Purple...,
p-115; MB.Leszka, M.J. Leszka, Bazylisa..., p. 30s.

™J.Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 158161
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but it had since fallen into ruin and was rebuilt by none other than
Euphrosyne, from whom it took its later designation. The other object
in question was located within the limits of Constantinople, although
not in the city center. It is reported to have been bought from Niketas,
a patrikios, and converted into a female monastery called 2z Gastria.

17. Political Influence of Byzantine Empresses

Women sitting at the side of Byzantine emperors were not formally
entitled to co-rule the state in their own name”. They were able to realize
their potential ambitions in this area — we cannot stipulate that all of them
necessarily had such aspirations — through influencing their husbands.
Again, it should be borne in mind that the empress was subordinate to her
husband from the formal point of view. The effectiveness of any influence
attempt depended on the personalities of the parties involved as well
as on the particularities of their relationship. As long as the wife could
count on her husband’s feelings and trust, as well as his appreciating her
skills (as e.g. in the case of Theodora and Justinian I), the impact may,
of course, have been more substantial. The same was probably true if the
woman was the one with the more independent personality in the rela-
tionship (as e.g. in the case of Eudoxia and Arkadios). These are, needless
to say, mere educated guesses: finding their confirmation in the extant
sources would be a daunting task. The claim that a given decision of the
emperor was made due to the counsel or inspiration of his wife remains
pure speculation.

The position of the empress was entirely different when, for one reason
or another, the emperor was not able to rule personally (as was the case
with Sophia during the illness of Justin II)”*. Even in such cases, how-
ever, it is challenging to assess whether the empress’s decisions were her
own — administered autonomously — or whether she remained under the

7 Cf. e.g.: S.Run ciman, Some Notes on the Role of the Empress, “Eastern Churches
Review” 4, 1972, p. 119-124; L. G arlan d, Byzantine Empresses..., p. L.

7+ Av. Cameron, The Empress Sophia, “Byzantion” 45, 1975, p. 8—15 (esp. 15);
L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 50-s2.
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influence of state dignitaries who, under normal circumstances, supported
the reign of her husband.

It would seem that the situation was altered completely when an
empress became the regent of her minor son(s) after the death of her
husband. It may be suspected that she did have the final say in such cases,
at least if she enjoyed sufficient personal authority and could count on
adequate political support at the court. Nevertheless, it must be pointed
out that her decisions were still issued in the name of the minor basileus,
not in her own. Itis only in those cases in which the woman assumed the
role of the basileus that we are entitled to speak of fully independent, direct
reign. In the times preceding the life of our protagonist Maria Lekapene,
such a situation had occurred all but once: Irene, the widow of Leo IV
and mother of Constantine VI, ruled autonomously from 797 to 8027

Wholly different cases of empresses influencing the course of the
empire’s history arose from situations in which they exercised their right
to participate in the election of a new ruler. This would happen when
the choice of the new emperor was tantamount to selecting a husband for
the empress. It is thought that she had the right to make this decision”.
This was the case with Pulcheria, sister of Theodosios II: following the
latter’s death in 450, she supported the choice of Marcian and subse-
quently became his wife””. Ariadne acted in a similar fashion after the
death of Zeno. She was granted the right to recommend a candidate for
the succession (although, truth be told, this did not happen outright)”*.
It might be expected that an empress’s involvement in securing the throne
for her husband would strengthen her position vis-4-vis the new emperor
and give her hope that he would be susceptible to her influence. Whether

7 On Irene’s independent reign cf. e.g.: L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses...,
p-87-92;J. Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 112-128.

76¢S.Run ciman, Notes..., p-123M.J. Lesz ka, Uzurpacje w cesarstwie bizantyri-
skim w okresie od IV do potowy IX w., £6dz 1999, p. 117-118.

77 On the circumstances of Marcian’s rise to the throne c¢f.: RW. Burgess,
The Accession of Marcian in the Light of Chalcedonian Apologetic and Monaphysite Polemic,

“Byzantinische Zeitschrift” 86/87,1993/1994, p. 47—68.

#K.Twardowska, Cesarzowe bizantynskie 2 pot. Vw. Kobiety a wladza, Krakow

2009, p. 209—217.
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this was indeed the case is a different question. Be that as it may, the
foremost beneficiary of the empress’s actions was her new husband: not
only did he ascend the throne, but he was also able to fortify his position
outright by forging a link with his predecessor’s family.

1.8. Rule from Behind the Throne

One of the areas in which empresses’ influence on their husbands
manifested itself the most clearly was filling posts in state administration.
By distributing positions to relatives or other people dear to them, they
obtained an instrument of manipulating state matters. If they had no
such ambitions, they were at least able to reinforce the influence of their
family and to buy the gratitude of her other protégés.

One of the earliest Byzantine empresses whose doings indicate a high
level of care for her relatives was Athenais-Eudokia, wife of Theodosios I1.
It must have been due to her protection that her brothers, Gessios and
Valerios, obtained their important posts™ (the former became praetori-
an prefect of Illyricum and the latter magister officiorum). Apart from
Athenais-Eudokia’s brothers, a prestigious function was also entrusted
to her uncle Asklepiodotos®, appointed practorian prefect of the East.

It was apparently owing to empress Ariadne’s efforts that Anthemios
(the brother-in-law of Leontia, Ariadne’s sister) became consul under
Anastasios | in s1s. Earlier still, the empress requested for him to be
appointed practorian prefect, but at that time the emperor declined on
‘professional grounds, as we might say today: in his view, Anthemios did
not have the qualifications necessary for this office. The change of opin-
ion must have been either due to Ariadne’s increasingly effective urges or

— which seems more probable — to the fact that the position of the consul
did not require any extraordinary skills".

79 For basic information on Gessios and Valerios cf.: PLRE, vol. II, p. sio,
s.v. Gessius 2; p- 1145, S.v. Valerianus 6.

%¢ On Asklepiodotos cf.: PLRE, vol. 1L, p. 160, s.v. Ascepiodotus 1.

% On Anthemios cf.: PLRE, vol. I1, p. 99, s.v. Procopius Anthemius 9; M.J. Leszk a,
Cesarzowa Ariadna, “Meander” 54,1999, p. 277-278.
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Another empress to pursue an active personnel policy was Theodora,
who both bolstered people she trusted and combatted those she feared or
disdained for some reason®. To the former group belonged e.g. Narses™,
Peter Barsymes and Peter the Patrikios, of whom the first one is par-
ticularly noteworthy. This eunuch, stemming from Armenia, attained
the position of praepositus sacri cubiculi, which was the highest rank
available to those of his standing. It was assigned to the most trusted
individuals, exclusively eunuchs, who in view of their mutilation could
not aspire to the imperial purple. The position offered Narses immediate
access to the emperor at any hour of the day or night. While enjoying
the confidence of Justinian I, he was at the same time a close associate
of Theodora’, sharing her religious sympathies. When it turned out that
he displayed military leadership skills, he was utilized as a counterbalance
for Belisarios and appointed commander in the war against the Goths.
Peter the Patrikios was likewise an eminent figure — imperial ambassa-
dor, magister officiorum, responsible for foreign policy. As regards the
empress’s other allies, we do not know their names; their number must
have been impressive, however, judging by the fact that she was both able
to organize assistance for her protégés and capable of using the palace
dungeons to imprison her enemies. Even the most powerful among the
latter had to be on their guard at all times. One of those to learn it
the hard way was John the Cappadocian®, one of Justinian’s most trusted
counsellors. The empress hatched a most sophisticated intrigue against
John®, as a result of which his career lay in ruins.

 On Theodora’s personnel policy cf.: T. Wolifi sk a, Justynian Wielki, Krakéw
2003, p. 30-31; D. Po t t e, Theodora. Actress, Empress, Saint, Oxford 2015, p. 1215qq.

% On Narses’s career cf.: PLRE, vol. II1, p. 912928, s.v. Narses 1; T. Wolifiska,

Armetiscy wspétpracownicy Justyniana Wielkiego, 11, Wielka kariera eunucha Narsesa,
“Przeglad Nauk Historycznych” 4.1, 2005, p. 29—50.

8 For basic information on John the Cappadocian cf.: PLRE, vol. II1, p. 627-63s,
s.v. loannes 11.

% On Theodora’s relation with John the Cappadocian, as well as her role in his
deposition, cf.: J.A.S. Ev ans, The Age of Justinian. The circumstances of Imperial power,
London-New York 1996, p. 196-197; T. Wo lit sk a, Justynian Wielki, cesarzowa
Teodora i upadek Jana z Kapadocji, “Piotrkowskie Zeszyty Historyczne” 1, 1998, p. 5—29.
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The promotion of family members did not always turn out for the best,
which became a bitter lesson for another Theodora, wife of Theophilos.
Her brother Bardas®, who became a patrikios and held high military posts
during the life of his imperial brother-in-law, contributed (much later, after
the emperor’s death) to the termination of Theodora’s regency®. All the
same, it appears that the empress was not wholly without blame in this
situation: she had been actively minimizing her brother’s influence in favor
of Theoktistos, one of her closest counsellors. She also viewed her other
brother, Petronas® — whom Theophilos made pazrikios — with mistrust.

Empresses would get involved in the sphere of foreign policy. This was
the case e.g. with Theodora, wife of Justinian I. Particularly interesting
in this context is her participation in the plot that culminated in the death
of Amalasuntha, queen of the Ostrogoths®.

Sophia, Theodora’s successor, would take over the responsibility of rul-
ing the empire during the times when her husband Justin II became inca-
pacitated by his condition. This included the sphere of international

8 On Bardas cf.: PMB I, vol.,ed. E Winkelmann etal., Berlin—-New York
1999, p. 261-267, s.v. Bardas (791).
%7 On Bardas’s role in dismissing Theodora from the regency cf.: . He r rin, Women
in Purple..., p. 226-228.
% On Theodora’s relations with Petronas cf.: J. Herrin, Women in Purple...,
p- 215-216; on Petronas’s career cf.: PMB I, vol. 111, p. $64-566., s.v. Petronas (5929).
“Prokopios (On the Wars,V, 4; cf. Secret History, 16) suggests that when she
was imprisoned on the orders of her husband Theodahad, a diplomatic mission from
Constantinople led by Peter the Patrikios was dispatched to him. Peter carried an official
letter from Justinian I, in which the emperor warned the Gothic king that he would
avenge the injustice done to Amalasuntha; but the envoy also received unofficial instruc-
tions from Theodora. The chronicle has the empress tacitly encourage the murder out
of fear of the beautiful and educated competitor, hailing from the royal house of the
Amali. Nevertheless, it is worth remembering that the assassination of Amalasuntha
was in fact beneficial to Justinian I, who intended to reconquer the Italian peninsula
from the Ostrogoths and was short of an excuse to attack their kingdom. He was now
free to step into the role of an avenger of the slain queen, daughter of Theodoric the
Great, who had occupied Italy in accordance with the agreement with Zeno — Justinian’s
predecessor on the imperial throne. On the circumstances of Amalasuntha’s death
cf.: JAS. Evans, The Age of Justinian..., p. 137-138; A.Daniel Frankforter,
Amalasuntha, Procopius and a Woman’s Place, “Journal of Women’s History” 8.2, 1996,

p- 49-54-
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relations; notably, the empress managed to bring about a halt to hostili-
ties on the Persian front. She sent a letter to the Persian ruler Chosroes,

in which she pleaded as follows:

(-..) bewailing her husband’s misfortunes and the state’s lack of a leader,
and saying that he ought not to trample upon a widowed woman, a pros-
trate emperor and a deserted state; for indeed when he had been sick
not only had he obtained comparable treatment, but the best doctors

of all had also been sent to him by the Roman state, and they in fact

dispelled his sickness”®.

In all likelihood, what convinced Chosroes was not so much the above
argumentation as the concomitant promise to pay 45 000 gold coins.
Whatever the case may be, Sophia did secure a three-year armistice in the
struggle with Persia”.

The presence of empresses’ influence is visible in religious policy. Often
quite pious themselves, and with ardent religious convictions of their own,
empresses sought to advise their husbands in this sphere — sometimes
reinforcing the emperors’ existing persuasions and sometimes striving to
force through their own divergent sentiments. For instance, empresses
Dominica’ and Zenonis®® have been considered responsible for their

*Evagrios Scholastikos, V12 (transl. p.271). Cf. L. Garlan d, Byzantine
Empresses..., p. SI.

# On Byzantine-Persian relations during the reign of Justin [T cf.: M. W hitby, The
Successors of Justinian, [in:] The Cambridge Ancient History, vol. X1V, Late Antiquity.
Empire and Successors AD 425—600, eds. Av. Cameron, B. Ward-Perkins,
M. W hitby, Cambridge 2000, p. 91-94.

»* On the allegations against Dominica (wife of Valens) for supporting Arianism
cf.: N. L enski, Failure of Empire. Valens and the Roman State in the Fourth Century
AD, Berkeley-Los Angeles—London 2002, p. 243-244.

» Theodore Anagnostes, a historian of the Church writing relatively soon after the
events, claimed that it was Zenonis who spurred her husband Basiliskos’s turning away
from orthodoxy (Theodore Anagnostes,p.1i2;Theophanes, AMs967).
The scholarly opinion on Zenonis’s actual influence on her husband’s religious policy
is divided; cf.: W.H.C. Frend, The Rise..., p. 169-170; M.J. L e s z k a, Aelia Zenonis,
zona Bazyliskosa, “Meander” 57, 2002, p. 89—90; K. Tward o wska, Cesarzowe...,
p-145—-152; R. K o s it s ki, The Emperor Zeno. Religion and Politics, Cracow 2006, p. 83.
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husbands’ fraternizing with adherents of heresies instead of upholding
orthodox faith. In the former case, the heresy in question was Arianism,
and in the latter - Monophysitism. Nevertheless, it must be emphasized
that their husbands’ decisions to associate themselves with these fractions
of Christianity were primarily motivated by other considerations.

Empresses were viewed by clergy of various ranks, as well as by monks,
as capable of persuading their husbands into reaching decisions favorable
to them. Accordingly, clerics and monks tried to bring various issues to
empresses’ attention — be it personally, through intermediaries, or by
writing letters. Predictably, whether or not their interventions would
turn out successful varied from case to case.

As an example of an empress who exerted considerable influence on
the religious policies of her husband, we may again refer to Theodora,
wife of Justinian I. It is widely known that she supported Monophysitism,
while Justinian embraced a pro-Chalcedonian attitude. The basilens was
well aware of his responsibility to maintain the religious unity of the
empire. He would undertake repressive actions against certain religious
minorities, such as pagans and Nestorians, but at the same time he knew
that a full-blown conflict with the Monophysites inhabiting the eastern
provinces was out of the question, even if he could not — or did not want
to — tolerate them completely. In 533, at the instigation of Theodora, he
entrusted the office of patriarch of Constantinople to Anthimos, whose
views were close to Monophysitism; he made a similar decision with
regard to the patriarchate of Alexandria, for which position he nominated
Theodosios. Softening the stance on Monophysitism hardly produced
the expected results, however. Thus, in 536, Justinian I resolved to topple
Anthimos and to adopt a harsher policy towards the community. The
empress harbored Anthimos in her part of the palace for a number of years;
she also tried to come to the succor of other Monophysite clergy, such as
e.g. Severos of Antioch. Although some sources maintain that she did so
unbeknownst to the emperor, this should be regarded as doubtful. More
convincing is the view that the empress acted with the consent of Justinian,
who was cautious not to fully alienate Monophysite circles. Furthermore,
the empress had her say in the election of the bishop of Rome. She played
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arole in the deposition of Silverius and the appointment of Vigilius — even
though, as eventually became evident, her protégé did not quite live up
to the expectations®™.

Empresses arguably participated in what might today be called social
policy. They engaged in activities aimed at aiding orphans, the old, the
poor and the sick. This was the purpose of their philanthropic endeavors,
as already described above. Some empresses worked towards improving
the situation of those in debt. Empress Sophia, wife of Justin I1, is report-
ed to have procured a settlement between debtors and their creditors®.
The debts in question were — it is generally assumed - to be repaid
by the state. It is difficult to ascertain whether this was an initiative
of hers, for which she recruited Justin II, or whether she merely acted
on his behalf by participating in the negotiations with the creditors.
Irrespective of the exact circumstances, she personally endorsed the
operation.

From the formal point of view, empresses could not undertake legis-
lative activities; legal acts never bore their names. This, of course, by no
means excludes the possibility that they may have played a role in the
process of developing certain legal regulations; admittedly, however,
their influence may usually only be conjectured. Somewhat perversely,
it may be said that such presence may be detectable both in acts of legis-
lation and in acts of non-legislation. To illustrate this latter case, we shall
use the example of Euphemia, reported to have opposed the marriage
of Justinian I and Theodora relying on a law that barred actresses — even
former ones — from marrying senators. Euphemia’s resistance was success-
ful: as long as she was alive, no new regulation was implemented in this
regard’ ¢, While upon this subject, we may remark that Theodora was

#+ On Theodora’s religious activity cf. e.g.: D. Potter, Theodora..., p. 157sqq.

»Theophanes, AM 6o060. Cf. Av. Cameron, Empress..., p. 9-10;
L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 43.

*“Prokopios, Secret History, 9. Cf. M. L e sz k a, Lupicyna—Eufemia — zona
Justyna I, “Meander” 54, 1999, p. 559—-562; D. D au b e, The marriage of Justinian and
Theodora. Legal and Theological Reflections, “Catholic University of America Law Review”
16, 1967, p. 380—399. Cf. E. L o sk a, Sysuacja aktordw i aktorek w rzymskim prawie
matzenskim, “Zeszyty Prawnicze UKSW” 12, 2012, p. 93-99.
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ostensibly responsible for the all-out abolition of the ban on marriages
between senators and women of low birth. We find such a resolution
in one of the amendments (Novellae, 117.6) by emperor Justinian I*7.

1.9. Female Regents

An empress reigning as regent was a fairly common phenomenon
in Byzantine history, arising when an emperor died leaving minor heirs.
A regency led by the imperial mother was established in such situations.
This practice, it was deemed, would enable the empresses to ensure their
son or sons legal right to the throne. A regency council was appoint-
ed to aid the empress; it included the most eminent state dignitaries
as well as — apparently — the patriarch of Constantinople, who was the
second in succession to preside over this body (following the empress).
We know the composition of the regency council that held power in the
name of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos after the death of Alexander:
led by patriarch Nicholas Mystikos, it also comprised 72agistroi Stephen
and John Eladas, as well as John the Rhaiktor, Euthymios, Basilitzes and
Gabrielopoulos®. In this case, as can be seen, the (seemingly) unwritten
rule that the empress mother should preside over the regency was violated.
The position of Zoe Karbonopsina, mother of Constantine VII and fourth
wife of Leo VI, was markedly vulnerable, not least because she was not
recognized as Leo’s lawful spouse by all of the parties involved. In addi-
tion, Alexander, who seized both factual rule and the formal custody
of Constantine VII immediately upon his brother Leo VI’s death, was ill-
-disposed towards Zoe and deprived her of her son’s guardianship. It was
he who installed the above-mentioned regency council before his death.
At the end of the day, however, Zoe did come to preside over the coun-
cil; this happened in 914, following the deposition of the previous chair
Nicholas Mystikos and other members inimical towards the empress”.

97 Novellae, 117.6.

% S.Run ciman, The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and his Reign. A Study of Tenth-
Century Byzantium, Cambridge 1969, p. 47-48; M.J. Leszka, Zoe..., p. 102.

9 On Zoe’s path towards dominating the regency council cf.: S. Run ciman, The
Emperor Romanus..., p. s6; M.J. Leszka, Zoe..., p. 104-105.
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Putting aside other reasons, such as animosities within the council, this
act reflected the robustness of the principle that asserted the mother’s
right to lead the regency. Still, it was not always the empress mother or
the patriarch who chaired the council; it was not uncommon for other
figures (usually relatives of the minor heir) to fulfil this role. During the
minority of Theodosios I, his sister Pulcheria took control of the regen-
cy'®°. What made this situation particularly exceptional was Pulcheria’s
young age at the time.

The empress mother’s tenure as regent did not necessarily only come
to an end once the young emperor reached the age of 16, legally allow-
ing him to assume the throne and embark on autonomous rule. Aware
of the fact that a regency furnished an auspicious setting for ambitious
and popular army leaders to try to seize the throne, empress mothers
sought for (or had others seck for) husbands who would warrant the
retention of their position; this, in turn, would help safeguard their chil-
dren’s imperial right. In a sense, this was the case with Theophano, wife
of Romanos II. It appears that she struck an agreement with Nikephoros,
a celebrated commander hailing from the mighty Phokas family; in accor-
dance with the deal, Nikephoros would marry Theophano and become
the custodian of her sons Basil II and Constantine VIII. Her regency
lasted no longer than five months'™".

In the times preceding the era of our protagonist Maria Lekapene, two
empresses exercised regency powers for a particularly long time: Irene,
widow of Leo IV, and Theodora, widow of Theophilos. The former
ruled in the name of Constantine VI for seven years (780-787) and
proceeded to co-rule with him (787-797); finally, after his deposition, she
reigned independently in the years 797-802. The latter led the regency
for thirteen years (842—-8ss). It appears symbolic that both cases involved
a conflict between mother and son, culminating in a bloodshed. In the
former instance, it was the mother who ultimately unseated her son from

> On Pulcheria’s role during the minority of Theodosios II ¢f.: K.G. Holum,
The Theodosian Empresses..., p. 925qq.

t On Theophano’s regency and the circumstances surrounding her marriage
with Nikephoros II Phokas cf.: L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 128—130;
M.J. Leszka, Rola cesarzowej Teofano..., p. 228—230.
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power, orchestrating his mutilation and premature death™. In the lat-
ter case, the mother lost whatever influence she had had with her son
and was ousted from her position, while Theoktistos, the cornerstone of
her rule, was murdered.

In those cases where the regency lasted for an extended period of time,
the empress mother could hold actual power (though - let us reiterate

— in the name of her son or sons), as opposed to merely lending her name
to decisions made by state dignitaries. This was certainly true of Irene,
who did not limit herself to overseeing the regency and finally attained
independent rule for a certain time.

The success of a regency was measured by whether it led to the impe-
rial son(s) assuming single-handed rule. Most Byzantine empresses, we
may add, did accomplish this goal. Even those who did not do so fought
for their cause with full determination until the very end, knowing that
their failure would mean condemning their sons to death or to a life
in permanent jeopardy. This was the fate of empress Martina and her
sons: stripped of their power, they were maimed and exiled to the island
of Rhodes, left to die in obscurity™.

Empresses had the means to influence state politics; however, they
mostly exercised this power through their husbands or in the name of their
sons. They were only able to assume direct, autonomous control by enter-
ing the role of the basileus themselves (Irene).

Hopefully, this brief review of the role of empresses in the Byzantine
Empire will make it possible to understand what notion of the future
role at her husband’s court Maria Lekapene may have had when leaving
for Preslav, where she was to confront a reality so profoundly different
from the Byzantine model.

°2 On Irene’s relations with Constantine VI cf.: P. S p e ¢ k, Kaiser Konstantin V1.
Die Legitimation einer fremden und der Versuch einer eigenen Herrschaft. Quellenkritische
Darstellung von 25 Jahren byzantinischer Geschichte nach dem ersten Ikonoklasmus, Miinich
1978, p. 251; R.-J. Lilie, Byzanz..., p. 220-277, 305-308; L. Garland, Byzantine
Empresses..., p. 80-87, 93; J. He r rin, Women in Purple..., p. 92—99.

3 For more on Martina’s tragic fate cf.: L. Garlan d, Byzantine Empresses...,
p- 70; MJ. Leszka, Cesarzowa Martyna, zona Herakliusza, “Meander” 58, 2003,

p- 456.
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2. Maria Lekapene, Empress of the Bulgarians
— Titulature, Seals, Insignia

There can be no doubt that Maria’s titulature was modeled on the
appellations used by Constantinopolitan empresses. On the official
seals of the Bulgarian royal couple, produced soon after 927, we find
a Greek inscription in which Maria and Peter are titled Emperors of
the Bulgarians: TTétpog kot Mapieg paathels tav Bovkydpwv'®*. During the
940s, the writing accompanying the images of the couple was modified
somewhat; the most likely reconstruction is ITétpog kel Mapiag v Xpiote
atyovatol Pactheig or [Tétpog xat Maping v Xpote avtoxpdtopes Boothels
Bovkydpwv'®. Thus, the analysis of the sigillographic evidence allows us to
state that Maria used the titles conventionally worn by women reigning

106

in the Byzantine capital: basilissa and augusta™.

4 It should not be considered surprising that Maria and Peter are described here
with the term Baoidels. In Byzantine sphragistics and numismatics, this was the accept-
ed form of referring to two co-rulers, regardless of their sex. For example, on the coins
minted in the years 914-919, Zoe Karbonopsina and her minor son Constantine VII
Porphyrogennetos were titled Baotheic Pupaiwv (A.R.Bellinger,Ph.Grierson,
Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection and in the Whittemore
Collection, vol. 111, Leo II1 to Nicephorus III. 717—1081, Washington 1993, p. 12).

s ].Shepard, 4 marriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:]
The Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium,
ed. A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 142; . At anacos, Hucuznuume..., p. 98-99;
U. Uo paawuos, Kopnyc na nevamume na Cpednosexosna Boazapus, Codus 2001,
p- 58-60; B.T'10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Snauenuemo na bpaxa na yap Iemap (927-969) ¢ pometixa-
ma Mapus-Hpuna Aaxanuna (911-962), [in:] Kyamypuume mexcmose na munaromo

— Hocumenu, cumsoan, udeu, vol. I, Texcmoseme na ucmopusma, ucmopus na mexcmoseme.
Mamepuann om FObunreiinama smencdynapoona xonpepenyus 6 wecm na 60-200umnHuna-
ma na npodp. 0.u.n. Kasumup Ionxorncmanmunos, Beauxo Teproso, 29—31 oxmomspu
2003 2., Coclmsl 200s, p.27; M. boxuaos, B.Tw3seaes, Hmopus..., p. 275-276;
T. ToaopoB, beszapus..., p. 156-159; i d e m, Baademeackusm cmamym u mumaia
Ha yap Tlemap I cred oxmomepu 927 2.: nucmenu ceedenns u cpazucmminy dannu (cpas-
Humenen anaus), [in:] FObuaeen cooprnux. Cmo 200unu om poycdenuemo na 0-p Bacua
Xaparanos (1907-2007), Hlymen 2008, p. 99—101; C.T'e 0 pru e B a, Kenama..., p. 313;
MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 159-160; 1. Mopaanos,
Kopnyc na cpednosexosnume 6pazapcxu newamn, Codus 2016, p. 90—-95.

6 Z.A.Brzozowska, Cesarzowa Bulgardw, Augusta i Bazylisa — Maria-Irena
Lekapena i transfer bizantyrskiej idei kobiety-wiadczyni (imperial feminine) w Srednio-
wiecznej Butgarii, “Slavia Meridionalis” 17, 2017, p. 18.
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We also find some interesting information in the works of Byzantine
chroniclers. The anonymous Continuator of George the Monk, Symeon
Logothete and — dependent on both of them - the Continuator of
Theophanes noted a particularly significant detail: Maria Lekapene, just
after her marriage with Peter, was proclaimed ‘ruler of the Bulgarians’
(8éomowa Bovkydpwv) in Constantinople™”. It is worth nothing that the
term found here — despoina — was, according to numerous researchers,
an appellation used by Byzantine empresses interchangeably with the
titles of augusta and basilissa™®.

The sources mentioned above do not, however, allow us to provide
adefinitive answer to the question of how Maria’s Slavic subjects addressed
her. Given that the tsaritsa does not appear in a single original medieval
Bulgarian text, a scholar studying the titulature of Peter’s wife is forced
to rely on the analysis of Slavic translations of Byzantine chronicles. The
author of the oldest translation of the Continuation of George the Monk,
writing — as mentioned before — at the close of the 10 century or during
the first decades of the 11" century, translated the passage about the title
granted to Maria in 927 with extreme fidelity. The Greek term despoina
is — in accordance with its etymology — rendered as v/adycica, i.e. female
ruler’ (NgHUETACA MOVIKI LI H RAAAKIUHLLA EALIAgOM HAPENA)'.
In another Slavic translation of this chronicle, completed in the Balkans
in the 14™ century, we find a notable semantic shift: the text states outright
that Maria was called carica (tsaritsa, empress) of the Bulgarians (1ipto
NPHNPAKECA MFRIKS H L apHLLA Basragomn Hageueca)™. One can suspect
that the latter term was the most popular appellation used in Preslav
when referring to Peter’s wife. At that time, it most likely took the form

“’Continuator of George the Monk, p.9go7;Symeon Logothete,
136,51, p.329; Continuator of Theophanes, VI, 23,p. 41s.

8 S. Maslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung der byzantinischen Kaiserinnen,
“Byzantinoslavica” 27,1966, p. 310; E. Bensam mar, La titulature..., p. 270, 286-287;
L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 2; B. Hill, Imperial Women..., p. 102-117;
L.James, Empresses..., p. 118—127; Z.A.Brzozows k a, Cesarzowa Bufgam’w..., p-s-

»Continuator of George the Monk (Slavic),7p.s62;A.Hukonaos,
Tosumuuecka mucoa..., p. 134, 236.

uo § ymeon Logo thete (Slavic),p. 137; A. Hu x 0 A 0 B, [loaumuuecka mucea...,

P- 134, 236.
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césarica. In the subsequent centuries, it went through several phonetic
changes (césarica > cesarica > cvsarica 2 carica), acquiring its final form
known from later works: carica™.

The Book of Ceremonies by Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos con-
firms that during the 10™ century, the Bulgarian tsaritsa was listed
in the official diplomatic protocol. The imperial author, who was one of
the eyewitnesses of the ceremonies that accompanied the signing of the
927 peace treaty, admitted that the status of the Preslav monarch had
changed during his reign: he had become a ‘spiritual son’ of the basileus.
Notably, however, the ‘purple-born” author does not mention any alter-
ation in the Bulgarian tsaritsa’s titulature that would have accompanied
this — according to him, both before and after 927 she was to be addressed
by God archontissa of Bulgaria (¢x ©zod dpydvriocon Bovkyapleg)™.

The placing of Maria’s image on the lead seals from the years 927-945
should also be considered a result of transplanting Byzantine traditions
onto Bulgarian soil. Scholars who claim that portraying the ruler’s wife on
an official sigillum was a phenomenon characteristic only of 10™-century
Bulgaria, with no analogue in Byzantine sigillography or numismatics,
are mistaken'”.

" G.Moravscik, Zur Geschichte des Herrschertitels “caesar>yaps”, “Zbornik
Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta” 8, 1963, p. 234; L. Mo sz y a s ki, Staro-cerkiewno-
stowiarnskie apelatywy okreslajgce osoby bedgce u wiadzy, “Balcanica Poznaniensia” 2,
1985, p. 44; I. Baxaaos, Cpednosexosuusm Goazapcxu 6aademed..., p. 155—158;
Z.A.Brzozowska, Geneza tytutu “car” w swietle zabytkdw sredniowiecznego pismien-
nictwa stowiariskiego, “Die Welt der Slaven” 46, 2012, p.36-38; e ad e m, Car i caryca czy
cesarz i cesarzowa Bulgardw? Tytulatura Piotra i Marii-Ireny Lekapeny w sredniowiecznych
tekstach stowiarskich (Jak powinnismy nazywad wiladcow bulgarskich z X stulecia),

“Die Welt der Slaven” 62, 2017, p. 17-26.

“Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies, 11,
47, p- 681-682; M. Xpucrtoayaosa, Tumya.., p. 142; I. baxa a o8, apckama
npomyszayus..., p. 37; i d e m, Cpednosexosnusm boarzapcku 6aademean..., p. 171-172;
T.ToaopoB,beseapus..., p.152; i d e m, Brademenckusm cmamym...,p.9s; P.Boron,
Kniaziowie, krdlowie, carowie... Tytuly i nazwy wiladcow stowiasiskich we wezesnym srednio-
wieczu, Katowice 2010, p. 40—41; MJ. Leszk a, K.Marin ow, Carstwo butgarskie...,
p-206—207.

“T.Aranacos, Hucuenuume...,p. 98,184; 1. To a 0 p 0 B, Bascapus..., p. 162—-163;
id e m, Baademenckusm cmamym..., p. 104.
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The tradition of placing the image and name of female royals on coin-
age had been passed down from the Imperium Romanum to the Byzantine
empire. As attested by Eusebios of Caesarea, after 324 Constantine I the
Great ordered that coins be struck with the image of his mother, Helena,
on the obverse"*. This privilege was shared by his second wife, Fausta,
as well as several other women from the imperial family™.

After an interval of several decades, issues with the empress’s likeness
resurface in 383, during the reign of Flaccilla, wife of Theodosios I. Nearly
all of her successors on the Byzantine throne from the Theodosian dynasty
(Eudoxia, Pulcheria, Athenais-Eudokia) or from Leo I’s family (Verina,
Zenonis, Ariadne) could boast having their portrayals and names on
gold, silver and bronze coins struck on the orders of their husbands or
brothers. Moreover, analogous artifacts were produced in the s century
in the western part of the empire — with images of e.g. Galla Placidia and
Licinia Eudoxia. The majority of the extant artifacts from the 4"—s®
centuries follow the same iconographic model: the empress’s profile bust
on the obverse coupled with an allegorical female figure on the reverse.
Occasionally, we find a full-length depiction of the enthroned empress
on the reverse (Eudoxia, Pulcheria, Athenais-Eudokia). The coins show-
ing Licinia Eudoxia appear to be artistically unique in that they portray
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the empress ez face™. Another detail is more striking, however: none

“Eusebios of Caesarea,IIL 47,p. 97

w5 K.G. Holum, Theodosian Empresses..., p. 32—35; L. Brub ak e r, Memories
of Helena: Patterns in Imperial Female Matronage in the 4" and s* Centuries, [in:] Women,
Men and Eunuchs, ed. L. Jam e s, London-New York 1997, p. s7-59; L. Garland,
Byzantine Empresses..., p. s1; L.Brubaker, H. Tobler, The Gender of Money:
Byzantine Empresses on Coins (324—802), “Gender & History” 12.3, 2000, p. 575-578;
L.James, Empresses..., p. 101-106; K. K o t s i s, Defining Female Authority in Eighth-
Century Byzantium: the Numismatic Images of the Empress Irene (797—802), “Journal
of Late Antiquity” 5.1, 2012, p. 190; Z.A. Brz oz o w sk a, Cesarzowa Bulgaréuw...,
p. 11-12.

u6 S. Maslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 317; K.G. Ho lum, Theodosian
Empresses...., p. 3233, 65—66,109-110, 123, 129-130; L. B ru b a k e r, Memories of Helena....,
p- 60; L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. s;; L.Brubaker, H Tobler, The
Gender of Money..., p. s78—s80; A. I'p a6 ap, Hunepamop 6 susanmutickom ucxyc-
cmee, MockBa 2000, p. 44,205;J. Herrin, The ImperialFeminine..., p-1s;L.James,
Empresses..., p. 101-109; A. M ¢ Clanan, Representations 0fEar/)/ Byzantine Empresses.
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of the objects under discussion — aside from Verina’s coins — include the
male ruler. A representation of the imperial couple, on the reverse, is
in turn characteristic of commemorative issues, celebrating rulers” wed-
dings (e.g. of Licinia Eudoxia and Valentinian III in 437, of Pulcheria
and Marcian in 450, or of Ariadne and Anastasios I in 491"7). The oldest
sigilla depicting the emperor and the empress also come from the 5™
century; the images show e.g. Constantius III and Galla Placidia (from
421) or Theodosios II and Pulcheria (or Athenais-Eudokia), from the
period 408—450"".

With Ariadne’s departure from the empire’s political scene, the practice
of depicting women on coins is abandoned for several decades. No coins
or seals with the image of Euphemia, wife of Justin I, survive. Empress
Theodora, the famous wife of Justinian I the Great, was most likely not
depicted on coinage either; whether she used her own sigéllum is likewise
highly debatable™.

The empress is once again included in the system of the official self-pre-
sentation of the Byzantine court in 565, most likely on the initiative
of empress Sophia, the influential spouse of Justin II. Until 629, nearly
all of her successors on the throne in Constantinople (Ino-Anastasia,

Image and Empire, New York 2002, p. 26-27, 40-41, 90—91; K. Ko tsis, Defining
Female Authority..., p. 189—191; J. Her rin, Late Antique Origins of the Imperial
Feminine : Western and Eastern Empresses Compared, “Byzantinoslavica” 74.1/2, 2016,
p-s—25; Z.A.Brzozowska, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 12.

Y. Ha h n, Moneta Imperii Byzantini: Rekonstruktion des Prigeanfbaues auf
Synoptisch-Tabellarischer Grundlage, vol. 1, Von Anastasius I. bis Justinianus I (491-565),
Vienna1973,p.35 AR.Bellinger,Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins
in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection and in the Whittemore Collection, vol. 1, Anastasius I to
Maurice. 491-602, Washington 1992, p. 4-s; L.Brubaker, H. Tobler, The Gender
0fM0ney..., p- s80-s82; L. Jam es, Empresses..., p. 105, 108—109; A. M ¢ Clanan,
Representations..., p. 27, 69, 90; A. Walk e r, Numismatic and Metrological Parallels
for the Iconography of Early Byzantine Marriage Jewelry. The Question of the Crowned
Bride, “Travaux et Mémoires” 16, 2010, p. 851-853, 861; Z.A. Brzo z o w s k a, Cesarzowa
Budgaréw..., p. 12.

WW.S eibt, M.L.Z arnitz, Das Byzantinische Bleisiegel als Kunstwerk. Katalog
zur Ausstellung, Wien 1997, p.29-31; Z.A. Brz o z o w s k a, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 12.

9 A. M c Clanan, Representations..., p. 144; Z.A. Brzozowska, Cesarzowa
Budgaréw..., p. 12—13.
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Constantina, Leontia and Martina) were depicted on silver and bronze
coins struck on their husbands’ orders. However, a fundamental change
occurred in the canon of coin imagery: contrary to the earlier tradition,
the obverse now commonly includes a depiction of the imperial couple,
full-length, ez face, cither in standing position or enthroned. The emperor
is located on the left side of the composition, his spouse — on the right'*°.
They are sometimes also accompanied by a portrayal of the imperial son
(Maurice, for instance, was shown with Constantina and Theodosios, and
Herakleios — with Martina and Herakleios-Constantine). Nonetheless,
the augusta’s name — with the exception of some of the issues from
the reign of Justin II and Sophia — never appears in the inscription™.
Interestingly, several seals of imperial officials from the period 565-629
have survived; these include images of the imperial couple (Justin II
and Sophia), or of the reigning emperor, his eldest son, and the empress
(Maurice, Constantina and Theodosios, or Herakleios, Martina and
Herakleios-Constantine)™*.

2> When analyzing depictions on coinage and sigilla, we describe them from the
viewer’s perspective, following the system commonly employed in English-language
publications. From the point of view of those depicted on a seal or coin, the directions
would be reversed.

»W. Hahn, Moneta Imperii Byzantini: Rekonstruktion des Prigeanfbaues
auf Synoptisch-Tabellarischer Grundlage, vol. 11, Von Justinus II. bis Phocas (565—
610), Vienna 1975, p. 43—51, 57, 67, 71, 80—82; Ph. Grierson, Byzantine Coins,
London — Berkeley — Los Angeles 1982, p. 44—48, 63—68, 86—88, 106-109, 120-126;
AR.Bellinger,Ph.Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins, vol.1, p.204—207,
220-239, 243-258, 320, 373-375; L. Garlan d, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 50-51, 55,
62; L.Brubaker, H. Tobler, The Gender of Money..., p. s83-587; A.TpaGap,
Hunepamop..., p. 34,38, 44—47; L.Jam e s, Empresses...,p.109-112; AL McClanan,
Representations..., p. 144-146, 158—162; K. Ko tsis, Defining Female Authority...,
p-190-192;P.Gkantzios Drépelova, Byzantine Empresses on Coins in the Early
Byzantine Period (565—610): a Survey of the Problems of Interpretation and Identification,

“Byzantinoslavica” 74.1-2,2016, p. 75-91, Z.A. Br z 0 z o w s k a, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 13.
=N.Oikonomides, 4 Collection of Dated Byzantine Lead Seals, Washington
1986, p. 22-25; L. Jam es, Empresses..., p. 155; A. M c Clan an, Representations...,
p- 161; Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art,
eds. EEMcGeer,].Nesbitt, N.Oikonomides,vol. V, The East (continued),
Washington 2005, p. 79; Z.A. Brz oz o w s k a, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 13.
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During the years 629—780, Byzantine empresses were not depicted on
coinage. There is but one extant seal from this period bearing an empress’s
name: it is the sigillum of Constantine IV and his wife Anastasia, dated
to 679/680"

A breakthrough came with the reign of the empress Irene, who held
regency for her son Constantine VI during the period 780-797 and
subsequently reigned as the sole ruler of the empire (797-802). The
empress had her image, title and name included on both (gold, silver and
bronze) coins and on seals. During the initial period (780-792), she is
depicted on the coins’ obverse together with her son: they are shown en

face, half-length. The figure of Constantine VI is located on the left side
of the composition, and that of Irene — on the right. The empress’s head
is adorned by a diadem. In her left hand, she is holding a scepter topped
with a cross, and in the right (780-790) — an orb. The iconographic
model changes during the period 792—797: the obverse now shows an
image of the basilissa alone, holding a scepter and an orb, while her son’s
portrayal is moved to the reverse. Having removed Constantine VI from
power, Irene made one further modification, ordering her bust to be
depicted on both sides of the coin'*. Several seals of the empress from the
period 797-802 survive as well; the images adorning them conform to
the iconographic program of the coinage from the time of Irene’s autocratic
reign. The empress’s likeness can also be found on the seals of imperial
dignitaries. On artifacts from the years 780-797, she is depicted with
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her son; on later ones (801-802) — alone

= L. James, Empresses..., p. 155; 1. Jo rd an o v, Corpus of Byzantine Seals from
Bulgaria, vol. 111/1, Sofia 2009, p. 82-83; Z.A. Brz o z o w s k a, Cesarzowa Bulgarduw...,
p- 13-14.

+S. M aslev, Diestaatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 322323 Ph. G rie r's o n, Byzantine
Coins..., p. 152-166; AR. Bellinger, Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byz-
antine Coins, vol. 111, p. 337-351; L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 87—88;
L.Brubaker,H. Tobler, The Gender of Money..., p.s87-s90; L.Jam e s, Empresses...,
p. 112—114; J. He r rin, Women in Purple..., p. 76, 100; K. Ko t s i s, Defining Female
Authority..., p. 185-215; Z.A. Brz o z o w s k a, Cesarzowa Bulgaréw..., p. 14.

N.Oikonomides, 4 Collection..., p. s2; Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at
Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art,eds.J Nesbitt, N.Oikonomides,
vol. I, Iraly, North of the Balkans, North of the Black Sea, Washington 1991, p. 162;
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Fig. 7. Solidus with an image of empress Irene, Constantinople, 797-802.
Drawing (reconstruction): E. Myéliiska-Brzozowska

Subsequent Byzantine empresses had at their disposal the models devel-
oped during Irene’s reign. The next monarch whose name and image we
find on coins and seals is Theodora of Paphlagonia, wife of Theophilos
and regent from 842 until 856. During her husbandss life, she appeared
on a gold coin only once — on a commemorative issue from the late 830s.
These coins are notable for their original iconography: the obverse shows

Theophilos accompanied by his spouse (on the right) and their eldest

L.James, Empresses..., p. 115; 1. Jo r d an o v, Corpus of Byzantine Seals..., p. 428;
Z.A.Brzozowska, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 14.
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daughter Thecla (on the left), while on the reverse there are the likeness-
es of two of his progeny — Anna and Anastasia. Having taken the reins
of power in 842, Theodora at first made use of the iconographic model
of the issues from the years 792—-797. On the obverse of the coins struck
on her orders, we see the depiction of the basilissa holding a scepter and
an orb, and on the reverse — the image of her two children, Michael III
and Thecla (holding in her right hand the patriarchal cross). Having
restored the worship of icons in 843, Theodora made a further alteration:
she had Christ depicted on the obverse side of her coins, while the reverse
shows her together with her son. Relatively abundant sphragistic material
from the period 842856 has also survived. On sigi/la made after 842 we
find no figure imagery; instead, they only feature a legend mentioning
Michael, Theodora and Thecla, paoieig Popainy. Artifacts created after
843 present Michael III on the obverse and his mother on the reverse.
Remarkably, the personal seal of empress Theodora, dated to 830-842,
also survived to our times — it does not show the basilissa, however, but
her husband™*.

One might get the impression that coins and seals from the 8* and
9™ centuries only depicted empress mothers serving as regents during
their sons’ minority, but never the wives of reigning emperors. However,
as can be seen from the above issue from the 930s, as well as from the
case of Eudokia Ingerina (wife of Basil I), such an impression would
be incorrect. The gold coins issued by Basil I ca. 882 show the images
of three royals: on the obverse, the bust of the emperor, and on the reverse
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— Eudokia Ingerina and her stepson, Constantine™”.

=6 S. M aslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 324; Ph. Griers o n, Byzantine
Coins...,p.175,178; N. Oikonomides, 4 Collection..., p. 57 AR. Bellinger,
Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins, vol. I11, p. 12, 428, 457-465;
L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 102-103; L.Brubaker, H. Tobler, The
Gender of Money..., p.594;]. Herrin, Women in Purple..., p.191; K. K o t s i's, Empress
Theodora: A Holy Mother, [in:] Virtuous or Villainess: The Image of the Royal Mother
form the Early Medieval to the Early Modern Era, eds. C.Fleiner,E.Woodacre,
Basingstoke 2016, p. 11-36; Z.A. Brz 0 z o w s k a, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 14-1s.

7 S. M aslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 317-318; Ph. Grierson, Byz-
antine Coins...,p.179,185; AR.Bellinger,Ph. Griers o n, Catalogue of the Byzantine
Coins,vol. 1L, p. 489—490; Z.A. Brz oz o w s k a, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 15-16.
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Fig. 8. Solidus with an image of empress Theodora of Paphlagonia, Constantinople,
842-843. Drawing (reconstruction): E. Mysliriska-Brzozowska

The most valuable comparative material for the study of Bulgarian
sigillography from the reign of Peter and Maria Lekapene comes from
the coins and seals produced in Byzantium during 914-919, i.c. in the
period of the regency of Zoe Karbonopsina, mother of Constantine VII
Porphyrogennetos. Nearly all of the gold coins and lead sigilla produced
on her orders were made according to one and the same design, with the
obverse portraying Christ or the Mother of God, and the reverse — a like-
ness of the rulers. The busts of the emperor and the empress are depicted
in an almost identical fashion as in Peter and Maria’s seals. Constantine is
on the left side of the composition, with Zoe to the right; they are hold-
ing the patriarchal cross between them, and on some of the artifacts, the
mother’s hand is above that of her son. The images are accompanied by
an inscription identifying them as paaiheic Pwpaiwy. This same depiction
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of Zoe and Constantine can also be found on the obverse of the bronze
coins from 914-919. Much rarer, on the other hand, are artifacts on which
the bust of the young emperor is found on the obverse, while that of his
mother - on the reverse (e.g. the sigillum from 918/919 or the bronze
coins from Cherson)"’.

Consequently, in the light of the above analysis, one may state that
the inclusion of Maria’s image on the seals from 927-945 was a result
of cultural transfer from Byzantium to Bulgaria. It is worth noting that
the depiction of the empress had only disappeared from the coins and
sigillographic material created within the empire a few years before the
signing of the 927 peace treaty, due to the 919 deposition (termination
of regency) of Zoe Karbonopsina, mother of Constantine VII'. Still, the
practice was not discontinued in the later period: towards the end of his
life, Peter could see Byzantine coins and seals with the image of empress
Theophano, as regent for her minor sons”°.

The similarity between the seal images of the Bulgarian royal couple and
the analogous depictions of Zoe and Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos
from 914—919 is striking. One is, therefore, led to conclude that the cre-
ators of the Bulgarian sigi/lum modeled it on the Byzantine artifacts from
914-9197".

Curiously, a dig in Preslav uncovered a lead sigil/um from the 10"—11*
century layer, almost entirely devoid of figural elements, belonging
— according to the inscription — to basilissa Maria (Map¥a Baoiinoa).

28 S. Maslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 325; Ph. Grierson, Byz-
antine Coins..., p. 179-184; AR. Bellinger, Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the
Byzantine Coins,vol. 111, p. s30—-569; L. G arl a n d, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 120—121;
Z.A.Brzozowska, Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 16.

2 S. Maslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 325; Ph. Grierson, Byz-
antine Coins..., p. 179-184; A.R. Bellinger, Ph. Grierson, Catalogue
of the Byzantine Coins, vol. 111, p. 12, s30-569; L. Garlan d, Byzantine Empresses...,
p- 120-121; Z.A.Brzozowska, Cesarzowa Buigﬂrdw..., p- 16.

5 S. Maslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 326; Ph. Griers o n, Byzantine
Coins...,p.184; AR.Bellinger, Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins,
vol. ITL, p. 12; L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 271 Z.A. Brzozowska,
Cesarzowa Bulgardw..., p. 16.

5 ].Shepard, 4 marriage..., p. 143-144; Z.A. Brzozowska, Cesarzowa
Budgaréw..., p. 16-17.
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Some scholars are of the opinion that the artifact could be Maria’s personal
seal, manufactured after 945*. The use of a dedicated sigillum privatum by
the Bulgarian tsaritsa would provide another piece of evidence suggesting

that Byzantine ideas concerning the role of the imperial spouse became

widespread in 10™

10®-11" century seals of Byzantine empresses (e.g. Theodora), of eminent

-century Preslav. Suffice it to say that there are extant

Constantinople ladies (usually titled zosze patrikia)®, and of Rus’ prin-
cesses (e.g. of Maria, daughter of Constantine IX Monomachos), the latter
far from ignorant of the status of women at the palace in Constanti-
nople”*.

Seal depictions are also the sole type of sources based on which one
might attempt to reconstruct the official court dress of the Bulgarian
tsaritsa in the 10™ century, along with her insignia. No such data is avail-
able from archaeological digs, even from the aforementioned ‘Preslav
treasure.” As Georgi Atanasov’s research shows, the diadem found in the
collection could not have belonged to Maria, as it was intended for a very
young woman — one of the daughters or granddaughters of the tsaritsa™.

Since Maria and Peter were depicted on all of the sigi/la holding
the patriarchal cross, we are unable to conclude whether the Bulgarian

»T.Muxatiaosa, [evam na “Mapus Bacuauca” om Ilpecaas, “Hymusmaruxa,
cdparucruka u enurpaduxa’ 3.2, 2007, p. 39—41; 1. To A 0 p 0 B, Baademencxusm cma-
mym..., p.101-102; 1. 1 0 p A a 1 0 B, Kopnyc na cpednosexosnume Goazapcxu newami...,
p- 119-121.

5 S. M aslev, Die staatsrechtliche Stellung..., p. 324; Ph. Grierson, Byzantine
Coins...,p.175,178; N.O ik onomides, 4 Collection...,p. s6-57; AR.Bellinger,
Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins, vol. I11, p. 12, 428, 457-465;
L. Garland, Byzantine Empresses..., p. 102-103; B.C. Illau A p 0 B cx a 51, [Tevamu
MUIMYA08aHHBIX JceHun Busanmuu, “ AHTHYHAS APEBHOCTD U CPEAHHE BEKA 33,2002,
p- 89—101; J. Herrin, Women in Purple..., p. 191; H. Kb u ¢ B, Busanmuiickama
MUMAA..., P. 191-198.

5+ B.A. S 1 u b, Axmoswre nevamu Apesueii Pycu X—XV 8s.,vol. 1, Ievamu X - navasa
XIII 8., MockBa 1970, p. 17-19, 33, 130, 173, 183—184, 210—21; AV. M ai o r o v, Eufrozyna
Halicka. Cérka imperatora bizantyriskiego na Rusi Halicko-Wolyhskiej (ok. 1176/1180—
po1253),ed. D.Dabrowski, transl. R. Sz p ak, Krakéw 2016, p. 79.

5 G. Atanasov, Onthe Origin, Function and the Owner of the Adornments of the
Preslav Treasure from the 10" century, “Archacologia Bulgarica” 3.3,1999, p. 81-94;id e m,
Hucuenuume..., p. 224~243.
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tsaritsa used a scepter and a sphere, i.c. the insignia we find in depictions
of Byzantine empresses of the 8"—9™ centuries. The diadem and robes
worn by Maria as portrayed on the artifact under examination do bear
a marked resemblance to the elements of clothing depicted on seals and
coins of Zoe Karbonopsina (914-919), as well as on a mid-10™ century
ivory tablet showinga full-figure Byzantine imperial couple: Romanos I
and Bertha-Fudokia”®.

The diadem on Maria’s head is a middle Byzantine stemma of the
female type. On many of the seals of Maria and Peter from 927-94s,
we see long, shoulder-length prependoulia (triple pearl pendants), as
well as a richly decorated headband with a cross on top and two conical
pinnacles on each side™. Due to the poor state of preservation of the
seals’ outer parts, it is significantly more challenging for scholars to
ascertain what type of robe the tsaritsa is wearing: a Joros or a chlamys™’.

5¢T. Atanacos, Hucuznuume..., p. 99,186, 256; M.G. P ar an i, The Romanos Ivory
and the New Tokali Kilise: Imperial Costume as a Tool for Dating Byzantine Art, “Cahiers
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57].Shepard, dmarriage..., p.144; T. AT anaco B, Hucuenuume..., p. 185-186;
U Ho p A au o B, Kopnyc na nevamume..., p. s8—s9; M.G. Parani, Reconstructing
the Reality of Image. Byzantine Material Culture and Religious Iconography (11" 15"
Centuries), Leiden — Boston 2003, p. 28—30; T. T 0 A 0 p 0 B, baszapus..., p. 162, 255-256;
id e m, Baademeackusm cmamym..., p. 103; I. At an a c o B, [lewamume na 6oacapcxu-
me eaademean om IX-X 6. 6 Apscmap (Cuaucmpa), [in:] Om myxa sanousa beazapus.
Mamepuaru om 6mopama HayuoHANHA KOHPEPEHYUS 1O UCTMOPUL, APXCOA02US Uk KYATRYPEH
mypusom “Tlomysane kom Boazapus”, Llymern 14~16.05. 2010 200una,ed. I.lopaanos,
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p- 63 Z.A.Brzozowska, Cesarzowa Bulgaréw..., p. 17.
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Both of these, we may note, were a part of the official court attire of
Byzantine empresses™.

3 AR. Bellinger, Ph. Grierson, Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins,
vol. I, p. 122-123; J. Herrin, The Imperial Feminine..., p. 16; M.G. Parani,
The Romanos Ivory..., p. 18; ea dem, Reconstructing..., p. 12—27, 38-39;
M. Smorag-R6zycka, Bizantyisko-ruskie miniatury Kodeksu Gertrudy. O kon-
tekstach ideowych i artystycznych sztuki Rusi Kijowskiej XI w., Krakéw 2003, p. 98-99;
K. Ko tsis, Defining Female Authority..., p. 205-208, 213; Z.A. Brzozowska,
Cesarzowa Bulgaréw..., p. 18.



VIII

Zofia A. Brzozowska
Miroslaw J. Leszka

Towards Eternity

Two Byzantine authors mention Maria’s death in their chronicles:

John Skylitzes and John Zonaras (relying on the former). The account
of interest to us is located in the part of the narrative devoted to the final
stage of emperor Romanos IIs life". Thus, several scholars are inclined
to assume that Peter’s wife died at the same time as Constantine VII
Porphyrogennetos’s son, i.e. in 963°.

Nonetheless, the particulars of the two chroniclers’ narrative need
to be taken into account. They mention Maria’s demise in a somewhat
incidental manner, focusing their attention on something rather different:
Peter’s efforts to renew the peace treaty of 927. The necessity to reconfirm
the provisions of the treaty — by then decades old — was the result of the

‘John Skylitzes,p.2ss; John Zonaras,XVL23,p.495; John Zonaras
(Slavic), p. 146.

*S. Georgieva, The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria, “Byzantinobulgarica” o,
1995, p. 169-170; T. To A 0 p 0 B, Boacapus npes 6mopama u mpemama 1emespm na
X sex: noaumunecka ucmopns, Codust 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis], p. 160;id e m,
Burademencxusm cmamym u mumaia na yap Iemsp I caed oxmomspu 927 2.: nucmenn
ceedenus u cpazucmusnn dannuy (cpasnumener anaius), [in:] FOburcen cbopuux. Cmo
200unn om poxcdennemo na 0-p Bacuar Xaparanos (1907-2007), Illymen 2008, p. 1025
C. 3 B ¢ 3 A 0 B, boacapo-susanmuiickume omrouenus npu yap Iemsp, “Munaso” 2016,

3, p- IS.
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accession of a new emperor in Constantinople, not of the Bulgarian tsarit-
sa’s death’. Hence, the year 963 should be considered a terminus ante quem
of Maria’s death, rather than its specific date. Perhaps, then, those scholars
who argue that Maria departed this life in the early 96os are correct*.
Attempts have been made to link the deterioration of Bulgarian-
Byzantine relations with Maria Lekapene’s death. There can be no doubt
that Peter’s foreign policy, aimed at preserving the country’s possessions
without engaging in armed conflicts, was successful through the mid-960s
— that is, throughout Maria’s stay in the court in Preslav. After decades
of wars waged by Symeon, the Bulgarian empire enjoyed a long period
of peace’. Only after Maria’s death did the relations between the two
countries change, progressing from increased intensity to marked dete-
rioration. It may have been in 963, during Theophano’s regency, that the
927 peace was renewed’. Some scholars have argued that Peter and Maria’s
sons were sent to Constantinople as hostages at that point”. However,

*MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoteczerstwo — gospo-
darka — kultura. §66—971, Warszawa 2015, p. 174.

+].Shepard, Amarriage too far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:] The
Empress Theophano. Byzantium and the West at the turn of the first millennium, ed.
A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 147; C. 3 B ¢ 3 A 0 B, Bocapo-susanmuiickume omuo-
wenus npu yap Lemsp..., p. 155 1 d e m, Beazapo-susanmusickume omnomenus npu yap
Hemsp I, Codust 2016, p. 44—4s.

s For more on the issue of Peter’s foreign policy (mainly with regard to the period
after Maria’s death, however) see: M.J. Leszk a, K. Marin ow, Carstwo bulgarskie...,
p- 167-186.

¢ This can be inferred from John Skylitzes’s relation (p. 255). However, it must be
noted that the Byzantine historian’s account is far from precise, recounting events that
took place over the period of six years in a single sentence. Doubts can also be raised
as to the reasons for renewing the treaty. It seems that this fact should be linked with
Romanos IT’s death, rather than Maria’s. As for the reliability of Skylitzes’s account, or the
lack thereof, see: 1. b osx u 4 0 8, B.T'10 3 ¢ A ¢ B, Hemopus na cpednosexosna boazapus.
VII-XIV 6., Codust 2006, p. 305, fn. 25; p. 307, fn. s1. The fragment in question is likely
to be an interpolation.

"BM. 3aarapcku, Homopus a bsazapckama dspicasa npes cpednume sexose,
vol. 1/2, ITepso 6sazapcxo Lapcmeo. Om crassnusayusma na 0spycasama 00 nadarneno
#a ITepsomo yapcmeo (8s2—1018), Codust 1927, p. 569, 592; Blagoev (H.IT. Baaroes,
Boazapcxusm yap Poman, “Maxeponcku nperaes” 6.3, 1930, p. 19—22), believed that
Peter’s sons did not stay in Constantinople in 963 as hostages: rather, they went to
the city in connection with Romanos II’s death. Pavlov (I1. ITa B A 0 B, Bexam na yap



Chapter VIII. Towards Eternity 147

it must be noted that this view, which is based on John Skylitzes’s account,
should be treated with great caution: Maria and Peter’s sons may have
only appeared in the Byzantine capital later, if at all’.

The Byzantine-Bulgarian peace, signed in 927 and sealed by the mar-
riage of Maria and Peter, was broken in the winter of 965/966 or 966/967°.

CaMyu/z, Co(l)m{ 2014, p. 27—7.8), in turn, argues that Peter’s sons arrived in the Byzantine
capital for educational purposes, just like their grandfather one hundred years carlier.
John Skylitzes (p. 328) provides us with the intriguing information according to which
Romanos was castrated on orders from parakoimomenos Joseph. The latter is identified
as Joseph Bringas, a cornerstone of Theophano’s regency, which implies that the event
in question took place in 963. This information is also doubtful, however. It appears
in the context of the account of Romanos’s escape from Byzantium in the 970s and the
980s. For this reason, some of the scholars who take John’s account at face value date
this event to 971, connecting it with the concerns about the use of Romanos’s children
in the struggle for the imperial throne (let us recall Romanos Lekapenoss grandson!).
An Armenian author called Asochik (p. 185-186) also writes that Romanos was
a eunuch, but he does not mention his name directly.

'John Skylitzes, p.25s. Treating the fragment literally, one is led to believe
that Peter and Maria’s sons arrived in Constantinople shortly before their father’s death.
If this was the case, the event should be dated to 968 rather than 963, as Peter is known
to have died on January 30*, 969.

* The dating of the event is in dispute; some scholars opt for 965/966, while oth-
ers contend that it should be dated to 966/967. It seems that the latter date is more
plausible. Arguments in favor of both options can be found in the following works:
B.M. 3aarapcxu, Homopus..., p. 570, 572, 577-578, fn. 4; HIL. Baaroes,
Kpumuuen nozaed sspxy ussecmusma na Avs Asxon 3a bsazapume, “MaxepoHCKY TIpe-
raep” 6.1, 1930, p. 27-31; S. Run ciman, The History of the First Bulgarian Empire,
London 1930, p. 198—201; PO. K a p b1 1 k 0 B ¢ & u i1, O xporosozuu pyccko-susanmuii-
cxoii sotinst npu Cesmocaase, “Busanruiickuit Bpemennux” s, 1952, p. 138; B.Stokes,
The Background and Chronology of the Balkan Campaigns of Svyatoslav Igorevich,

“The Slavonic and East European Review” 40/94, 1961, p. 44-57; R.Browning,
Byzantium and Bulgaria. A comparative studies across the Early Medieval Frontier, London
1975, p- 70—71; A.H. Caxa p o B, dunsomamus Cesmocaasa, Mocksa 1982, p- 102,
108; JV.A. Fine, The Early Medieval Balkans: a Critical Survey from the Sixth ro the
Late Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983, p. 163, 181-182; C.A. V1 B a 1 0 B, Busaumuiicxo-
bonzapcrue omnomenus 8 966—969 22., “Busantuiickuit Bpemennux” 42, 1981, p. 90;
B. Teunkosa-3aumosa, [ladane na Cesepousmouna bereapus nod susanmuticka
saacm, [in:] Hemopus na Boazapus 6 wemupunadecem moma, vol. 11, ITspsa boazap-
cxa dspwcasa, Codus 1981, p. 389; M. boxuaos, B.I'w s eaes, Honopus..., p. 295,
306, fn. 36; . Bonarek, Preyczyny i cele bulgarskich wypraw Swiatostawa a polityka
Bizancjum w latach szesédziesigtych X w., “Studia Historyczne” 39, 1996, p. 77, fn. 183;
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Peter sent his envoys to Constantinople to demand from the Byzantines
the payment of the annual tribute, which they were required to pay under
the terms of the 9277 peace treaty. It is believed that, in response, the emperor
called the Bulgarians a dirty, wicked and base Scythian tribe, and dubbed
Peter, to whom he referred three times as a slave, an archont wearing and
chewing skins. This must have been a huge insult®. Thus, Nikephoros II
Phokas rejected the Bulgarian demands and instigated Kievan prince
Svyatoslav to invade the Bulgarian lands. By provoking this invasion,
the emperor attempted to neutralize Bulgaria in view of Byzantium’s
conflicts with Otto I and the Arabs. He was concerned about Peter’s
policy, which, geared towards achieving a rapprochement with Otto I and
establishing peaceful relations with Hungary, disregarded the interests
of Byzantium".

Under such circumstances, the so-called deep peace, indelibly linked
with Maria, faded into nothingness.

An interesting aspect of the issue of dating Maria’s death has been
illuminated by Todor Todorov. The scholar draws attention to the fol-
lowing fact: Liudprand of Cremona, who mentioned Symeon I the Great,
Romanos I Lekapenos, Christopher, Maria and Peter in his Antapodosis
(written in the years 958-962), pointed out that the Bulgarian tsar was
the only one still among the living. Perhaps, then, the tsaritsa — like her
father-in-law, grandfather and father — died somewhat earlier than is
commonly assumed, i.e. sometime before the bishop of Cremona started
writing his account™.

K. M arin ow, Hémos comme barriéve militairve. L analyse des écrits bistoriques de Léon
le Diacre et de Jean Skylitzés au sujet de la campagne de guerre des empereurs byzantins
Nicéphore I Phocas en 967 et de Jean I Tzymiscés en 971, “Bulgaria Mediaevalis” 2, 2011,
p- 444—44s, fn.s.

*Leo the Deacon,IV,s. This conclusion is confirmed by the account
of Theophylaktos of Ohrid (Letters, 4—5), writing with disgust about the
Bulgarians. According to the bishop, they stank of goatskin. See also: J. Shepard,

A marriage..., p. 138.

“TI. ITaB A 0B, Bexom..., p. 31. On Svyatoslav’s actions against Bulgaria cf.:
MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie..., p. 176-186 (the work contains
awider bibliography).

»T.ToaopoB, beseapus..., p. 161; i d e m, Brademenckuam cmanym..., p. 103.
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At this point, it is also worth noting that the literature on the subject
features occasional attempts to link Maria’s death with the removal of her
name and images from the official seals of the Bulgarian monarch. If one
were to accept this assumption, one would have to date Maria’s demise
significantly earlier, around 945”. However, it would be rather difficult
to reconcile such dating with John Skylitzes” account.

We do not know anything about the circumstances of Maria’s death.
We can only guess that she ended her life as a lay person, without donning
monastic robes in her later years. It seems that if the tsaritsa had decided to
undertake such transition, it would have been noted by Bulgarian writers,
who devoted their attention primarily to those female royals who ended
their earthly existence in a monastery™.

The fact that Maria showed no interest in living in a monastic commu-
nity may have been one of the reasons why she was almost entirely absent
from the historical memory of medieval Bulgarians. It is worth asking
what other factors determined why Maria, a woman who hailed from an
imperial family and whose marriage to Peter was a point of pride for him
and his subjects, was forgotten during subsequent centuries.

Among the causes of this phenomenon one should indicate primarily
the lack of a native, Old Bulgarian historiographical tradition. After all,
there is not a single extant chronicle from tsar Peter’s times that would
include a description and evaluation of his rule. It should be pointed out
that the memory of the role of princess Anna Porphyrogennete, wife
of Vladimir I, in the process of Christianization of East Slavs survived
in medieval Rus’ writings mainly owing to the account in the Russian
Primary Chronicle (the work that inspired the creators of the subsequent

5].Shepard, 4 marriage..., p. 147; B.T'10 3 e A ¢ B, Snavennemo na bpaxa na yap
Lemap (927-969) c pometixama Mapus-Hpuna Aaxanuna (911-962), [in:] Kyamyprume
TNEKCIMOBE HA MUHALOMO — HOCUMEAtt, cumBon, udew, vol. 1, Texcrmoseme na ucmopusma,
ucmopus na mexcmoseme. Mamepuann om FObuaeiinama mendynapodna xongepen-
Y3 8 wecm Ha 60-200uminunama na npod. d.u.n. Kasumup [onkoncmanmuros, Beanxo
Taproso, 29—31 oxmomepu 2003 2., Codust 200s, p. 27; T. To A0 p o B, boaeapus...,
p-160-161;1i d e m, Brademescxusm CImamym..., p. 102—103.

“I. Hux o A o B, baazapcxu yapuyu om Cpednosexosuemo 8 ‘anzeacku o6pas’,
“Topumnuk Ha Coduiickust ynusepcurer Cs. Kaument Oxpuackn” 93 (12), 2003,

p- 299—303.
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annals). The Old Bulgarian authors, on the other hand, did not create
their own vision of Peter and Maria’s reign, one that would have been
independent of Byzantine chronicles translated into Slavic.

The fact that the sources dedicated to tsar Peter as a saint of the
Bulgarian Church are silent on the subject of Maria may be explained
by the specific character of this ruler’s cult. It has been noted repeatedly
in the literature on the subject that, contrary to many other monarchs
from the sphere of Slavia Orthodoxa, he was worshipped not as the one
responsible for Christianizing his country, but as the saint who deepened
the Christian piety of Bulgarians. For this reason, works devoted to Peter
focus on monastic themes in particular. They highlight the spiritual con-
nection between the ruler and St. John of Rila, as well as his personal
predilection for monastic life and the fact that he accepted the Little
Schema near the end of his life”. There were even frequent efforts, for
example in the Zale of the Prophet Isaiah or in the 13™-century Officium,
to paint the picture of Symeon’s son as a man who lived a semi-ascetic life
and remained unmarried®. In this model, there was simply no room for
awoman or wife, even one of such high birth as Peter’s Byzantine consort

— daughter and granddaughter of Constantinopolitan emperors.

s1.Biliarsky, Saint Jean de Rila et saint tsar Pierre. Les destins des deux cultes
du X° siecle, [in:] Byzantium and the Bulgarians (101§-1185), eds. K. Nikolaou,
K. Tsiknakis, Athens 2008, p. 172-174; id e m, St. Peter (927-969), Tsar of the
Bulgarians, [in:] State and Church. Studies in Medieval Bulgaria and Byzantium, eds.
V.Gjuzelev,K. Petkov, Sofia 2011, p. 187-186; M.J. L e s zk a, Rola cara Piotra
(927-969) w zyciu bulgarskiego Kosciola. Kilka uwag, “Vox Patrum” 66, 2016, p. 435—437.

¢ Tale of the Prophet Isaiab, p. 17; Liturgical text dedicated to St. Peter, p. 392. Cf.
AW.TToasBsauub i, Haps Ilemp 6 ucmopuuecxodi namsmu 50/12.447[7(020 cpeﬁﬂeee—
k061, [in:] Cpednosexosuusm borzapun u “Opyeume”. Cooprux 6 wecm na 60-200umnu-
nama na npop. dun Iemsp Anzenos, eds. A. Huxoaos, ' H Huxoaos, Cous
2013, . 143-145.



Final Remarks

The views of those historians who see in Maria Lekapene an agent
of Constantinople at the Preslav court, as well as an ardent propagator
of Byzantine culture on Bulgarian soil, are clearly exaggerated; they find
no confirmation in the available source material. Firstly, one needs to
remember that Maria was a ruler of a people whose political and intel-
lectual elites were already quite familiar with the cultural achievements
of the Byzantine Empire. Secondly, it would be problematic to consider
her as a person exerting a dominant influence on either the foreign or the
domestic policy of Peter. None of the medieval Bulgarian texts that have
survived to our time include even the slightest mention of the tsaritsa’s
public activities. The message of the Byzantine sources is also enigmatic,
only informing us about the fact that on several occasions, Maria visited
Constantinople with her children to see her relatives.

We are unlikely to ever learn what caliber of person Maria was, how
strong her character was, or what her personal goals and ambitions were.
Apparently, the Byzantine chroniclers only displayed interest in her feel-
ings on one occasion. Near the end of the narrative about the events
of 927, they mention the ambivalent emotions that accompanied young
Maria during the journey to her new homeland: Maria was sad to have
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to part with her parents, relatives and the palace in Constantinople, but
at the same time she was full of joy at the thought that she had not only
married a man of imperial status, but had also been proclaimed a ruler
of the Bulgarians herself. With a considerable dose of good will, one might
interpret the passage as implying that Maria associated her marriage to
Peter not only with hope of life stability, but also with an opportunity
to realize her own political aspirations. In most likelihood, however, the
Byzantine historians attributing these thoughts to her merely wanted to
reassure their readers that no harm was done: while the Byzantine imperial
princess did marry a foreigner, which had not happened in the past, he
was the ruler of a powerful Christian state, so that being his spouse and
a co-ruler of his people was no disgrace for her.

One thing is completely clear: during Maria Lekapene’s reign, the key
elements of the idea of the imperial feminine were assimilated in Bulgaria.
In their descriptions of Peter’s spouse, Greek authors employ all three
titles that were used to denote Byzantine empresses: augusta, basilissa and
despoina. Unfortunately, we are not able to ascertain how Maria’s own
10™-century Slavic subjects addressed her; in all probability, the term
césarica was used at that time. The inclusion of Maria’s image on the seals
made on her husband’s orders in the years 927-945 was a result of the
reception of Byzantine models as well. Likewise, the diadem and the official
court attire of the Preslav tsaritsa were faithful copies of the stezzma and
dress of Constantinopolitan empresses. Sadly, however, the lack of sources
other than the aforementioned sphragistic material does not allow us to
confirm beyond doubt whether Maria indeed wore such clothes.

Another fact is noteworthy. Maria sat on the throne in Preslav for
agrand total of 36 years, during which entire time Bulgaria enjoyed peace-
ful relations with the Byzantine empire. Therefore, it would appear that
even if the granddaughter of Romanos I Lekapenos was not a sufficiently
colorful and strong personality to enter the collective memory of her
Slavic subjects, her lifelong mission — ensuring the stability of the peace
concluded in 927 — was certainly fulfilled!

In fact, it is difficult to establish who Maria really was. Remarks about
her in the sources are exceedingly sparse, and many of those that do exist
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are rather conventional in nature. One may get the impression that she
represented the type of female royal — or even more broadly, woman
— who usually escapes the attention of chroniclers. She probably did not
display exceptional intellectual qualities or political abilities, nor was
she notable for her piety or moral virtues to a degree that would have
elevated her into the ranks of the saints of the Bulgarian Church - in the
way her husband was. On the other hand, she did not commit any deeds
that would have gained her infamy (which would have likely attract-
ed the attention of the relevant authors). One may suppose that Maria
went through her life quietly and without secking fame: for more than
three decades, she was a faithful wife and mother, raising heirs to the
Bulgarian throne. She did what was expected of her, both in private life and
in the public sphere. Her actions, therefore, drew the interest of neither
the medieval Bulgarian historiographers nor the Byzantine chroniclers.
Her case makes one muse on the historic role of an individual who
remained in the shadows (out of their own volition or for independent
reasons), unnoticed and unappreciated by those surrounding her — a ‘sup-
porting actress’ who, ultimately, may have turned out to be irreplaceable.






Appendix

Zofia A. Brzozowska

Maria Lekapene and Peter
in Medieval Rus” Historiography
— fragments of the Hellenic and
‘Roman (hronicle of the second

redaction

The Hellenic and Roman Chronicle is a unique piece of medieval Rus’
historiography. Its anonymous authors embarked upon the remarkable
task of presenting the beginnings of the state of the Rurik dynasty against
the background of universal history. In accordance with the tradition
of Byzantine literature, their account begins with the creation of the
world. This preliminary motive is followed by a detailed summary of Old
Testament events as well as an account of the conquests of Alexander the
Great. Subsequently, much space is devoted to the history of Rome.
The authors outline the circumstances of the rise of the city on the Tiber
and trace its further history, covering all the eras into which it is divided:
the Roman kings, the Republic, the Principate and the Dominate. They
also relate the history of the Christian empire with Constantinople as its
capital. Its beginnings are linked with the reign of Constantine I the Great,
the founder of the city on the Bosporos and the first Roman emperor who
turned toward the new religion. Interestingly, the systematic account of the
history of Byzantium, extending into the reign of Romanos I Lekapenos
(which paralleled that of Igor, prince of Kievan Rus’), contains numerous
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references to the Bulgarian state and those who ruled it. Of particular
note among the latter are Symeon I the Great and his son Peter, married
to Maria Lekapene’.

The authors drew on both older Rus’ historiography and on Byzantine
sources, especially the Chronicle of John Malalas and the Chronicle
of George the Monk, including the latter’s anonymous continuation®.
The Rus’ authors probably had no access to the Greek originals, but relied
on their Slavic translations completed in Bulgaria in the late 10™ or carly
™ century’. Certain sections of the source under discussion contain
obvious borrowings and verbatim excerpts from the Slavic translations
of both chronicles.

The Hellenic and Roman Chronicle survives in two variants. The first
redaction spans four copies: TMIM, Cunoa. co6p., N2 280 (16™ cent.);
I'MIM, co6p. YBaposa, N2 10/1334 (16™ cent.); PHB, co6p. [Toroauna,
Ne 1437 (16™ cent., only containing half of the original text) and BAH,
45.10.6 (15% cent., fragmentary)4.

*O.B. T o p or o B, demonucey, Eanuncxusi u Pumckuis, [in:] Crosaps xuuncnuxos
u xnuxcnocmu Apesueti Pycu (smopas nososuna XIV-XVI1e.),ed. A.C. Auxaues,
vol. 11, ACHl/IHrpaA 1989, p. 18.

> A.C. Auxades, Exiunckuii aemonucey, 8/mopo2o u0a u npasumesbcmeennvle
xpyau Mocxsvr xonya XV 6., “Ipyapt OTaesa APeBHEPYCCKOH AUTEPATYpPBL. 6, 19438,
p- 1045 B.M. K & 0 ¢ ¢, K 8onpocy o npoucxoncdenun Easurcxozo semonucya 8mopozo 6uoa,

“Ipyast OtAera ApeBHEPYCCKOH AUTEPaTypsl” 27, 1972, p. 371-375; O.B. TBoporos,
Apesnepycckue xponozpage, Aenunrpap 1975, p. 141-143; id e m, Ademonucey,
Ennuncxuti u Pumckuii..., p. 18-19; i d e m, Ademonucey, Eanuncxuti u Pumncxuii: mex-
cmonozuseckue npobaesst, “Tpyast OTaeaa ApeBHEPYCCKOM AUTEPATYPBI” 52, 2001, P. 64;
AI.B o6 p o s, Ksonpocy o 8pemenus u mecme cosdanus Aemonucya Ennunckozo u Purcxozo
smopoii pedaxyun, “Tpyast OTAeAa APEBHEPYCCKOH AUTEPATYPBL $5, 2004, p. 86—87;
B.B. K o a e c o B, 3amemuu 0 s3vixe Aemonncya Ennnncrozo u Pusckozo 6mopoii pedaxyun
(K sonpocy o mecme u pemenu cocmasaenns), “Tpyapt OTaeaa ApeBHEPYCCKOIL AUTEpa-
Typsl 55, 2004, p. 91; I. Bu A x y A, dimonuc i xponozpagp. Cmydii 3 domonzorscvxozo
Kuiscorozo simonucanins, Kuis 201s, p. 372.

'H.A.Mew e p ¢ xu it, demounuxu u cocmas dpesners cAa8Ino-pycckoil nepesodnor
nucomennocmu IX—XV 8s., Aenunrpaa 1978, p. 88—89; O.B. T8 o p o r o B, Aemonucey
Ennunckusi u Pumckuii..., p. 18—19; i de m, Aemonucey Earunckusi u Pusmckuii: mexcmo-
Aveudeckue..., p. 64—72.

*B.M. Kaocc, Ksonpocy..., p. 379; O.B. T8 o p or o B, demonucey Eannnckuii
u Pumckuii..., p. 18.
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The second redaction of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle must
have arisen in the first half of the 15™ century’. The account of universal
history, which the original version of the source takes to the year 948,
was enhanced with a list of Byzantine emperors and the years of their
reign, beginning with Nikephoros II Phokas (963-969) and ending with
Manuel IT Palaiologos (1391-1425). This version also contains an account
of the capture of Constantinople by the Crusaders in 1204 (taken most
probably from the Nowgorod First Chronicle) as well as two brief narra-
tives regarding places of worship to be found in the Byzantine capital:
the icon of the Virgin Hodegetria and the robe of the Theotokos kept
in the church in Blachernai®. Since the authors fail to mention the fall
of Constantinople to the Turks in 1453, it can be assumed that the second
redaction of the chronicle was completed before that event’.

The later 15™ century also yielded a number of copies representing
the second redaction of the text: BAH, 33.8.13 (last third of 15® cent.,
incomplete — missing initial part); PI'B, co6p. ITuckapesa, N 162 (148s,
presently divided into two parts — 1. PHB, Kup.-beaos. cobp., N¢ 1/6
and 2. TIM, Cunop. co6p., N¢ 86); TUM, Uya. cobp., N 51/353 (late
15" cent.); PHB, EIV.g1 (late 15 cent.). Other copies arose even later:
BAH, Apxanr. co6p., C 18 (turn of 15™/16™ cent.); PHB, Co. cobp.,
Ne 1520 (16™ cent., fragmentary); PHB, co6p. OAAIL E33 (16™ cent.);
PT'B, co6p. Eroposa, N° 867 (mid-16" cent.); CI16.T'Y, HB, N¢ 108 (carly
17" cent.); PI'B, Kaayx. cobp. (. 738), N 104 (second quarter of 17" cent.,
fragmentary) and PI'B, co6p. Yuaoasckoro, N¢ 720 (16™ cent., heavily
distorted text)®.

SAL Bob6 p o B, K sonpocy..., p. 89; B.B. Koaecos, Samemxu..., p- 91-92;
TB.AsucumosBa, Xponura leopeus Amapmona 6 3pegﬂep)/fcxux cnuckax X1V -
XV1II 8s., MockBa 2009, p. 31.

¢ A.C. Auxades, Exiunckuii semonucey..., p. 104; BM. Ka o c ¢, K sonpocy...,
p- 375: O.B. TB o p or 0B, dpesuepyccxue xponozpagot..., p. 147; i d e m, Aemonucey
Ennuncrusi w Pumckuii..., p. 18—19; AL B o 6 p o B, K sonpocy..., p. 87.

"B.M. Kaocc, K sonpocy..., p. 375—376; O.B. T o p oro B, dpesnepycckue
xponozpagur..., p. 159; idem, Ademonucey Easunckuii u Pumckui..., p. 18;
T.B. Anucuwmo B a, Xponuxa Ieopeus Amapmoaa..., p. 31.

8 A.C. A uxayes, Essunckuii aemonucey..., p. 102—103; B.M. Kaocc, Ksonpocy...,
p-370; OB.Tso poro B, Aemonucey Eanunckusi u Pumckuil..., p-19;i de m, Aemonucey,
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The parts of the second redaction of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle
devoted to Peter and Maria Lekapene are quite extensive. In the most
representative copy of the source, BAH, 33.8.13 (dated to the last third
of the 15" century), they take six columns of semi-uncial (poluustav) text

— fol. 287d-288d, 290a—290b, 290d. However, an analysis of the fragment
permits us to claim that it constitutes nothing other than a revised version
of the Slavic translation of the relevant passages from the Continuation
of George the Monk, specifically its so-called redaction B.

It would take us too far afield of the main topic to discuss the circum-
stances of how the translation of the Chronicle of George the Monk (as
well as its continuation) was incorporated into Slavic literature. There is
a huge body of scholarly literature dealing with this issue®. Most scholars,
to summarize the long debate, are of the opinion that the translation came
into being in Bulgaria in the late 10® or early 11* century and was quickly
transferred to Rus, where it was further edited™. Some, e.g. Ludmila
Gorina, maintain that the Chronicle of George the Monk (including its
continuation containing the account of the 10™-century events) found
its way into Old Rus’ writings through some Bulgarian historiograph-
ical text that reached Rus’ after 1018". Others, however, argue for the
Rus’ origin of the oldest Slavic translation of the Chronicle of George
the Monk"™.

Ennunckuti u Pusmckuil: mexcmonrozuseckue..., p. 57—645 YO A, P 1 x 0 B, Hosonasidennwiii
ppaemenm Aemonncya Earurickozo u Pusckozo smopoii pedaxuyuu, “Tpyast OTacsa Apes-
HEPYCCKOH AUTEPATYPBI” §5, 2004, P. 72.

? See: O.B. T8 o p o r 0 B, Xpouuxa Ieopzus Amapmona, [in:] Crosaps xnuxcnuxos
u xnuxcrocmu Apesueti Pycu (XI — nepsas nososuna XIV 6.), ed. A.C. Auxaues,
Aenunrpap 1987, p. 469—470;B.MarBeenko, A.lll er o a e Ba, Bpemennux leopeus
Monaxa (Xponuxa Ieopeus Amapmona). Pyccxuii mexcm, xommenmapus, yazament,
MockBa 2000, p. §32-543.

°*H.A. Meumepckuit, domounuku..., p. 78-79; O.B. TB o p or o B, Xponura
leopeus Amapmona..., p. 468—-469.

"AB.To p ¥ H a, boseapcruii xporozpag u ezo cy()bﬁa #a Pycu, Coq)lxm 2005, p. 80-38s.

“B.Marseenko, A. lleroaesna, Bpemennux leopeus Monaxa..., p. 6;
T.B. A nucuwmoBa, Xpouuxa leopeus Anapmoaa..., p. 28.
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The translation survives in a dozen or so copies, representing two
variants of the text. Thus, there are four manuscripts containing the
earlier redaction of the Slavic translation of the chronicle: the oldest
of them is dated to the beginning of the 14™ century (PT'B, Tpounxoe
co6p. D.173/I [MAA], N° 100), while the remaining ones originated in the
14"-16™ centuries. However, copies representing the older redaction of
the translation are of no use for our research, as this variant of the Chronicle
of George the Monk only reaches the year 553”. The later redaction of the
text, textologically dependent on the original one, is likewise known from
roughly a dozen copies (some complete and some fragmentary), dating
from the 15*~17" centuries. The manuscript PI'B, co6p. Yuaoabckoro
(®.310), N2 1289, from the turn of the 15 and 16™ centuries, is considered
the most representative of them all**.

X % %

In the relevant fragments of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle of the
second redaction, the content of the Byzantine source was reproduced
in an unabridged form and without any secondary additions. The dif-
ferences between the text of BAH, 33.8.13 (fol. 287d—288d, 290a—290b,
290d) and that of its copy PT'B, co6p. Yaaoabsckoro (P. 310), N° 1289
(fol. 396-397),399-399), 400) — on which the Slavic translation of the
Continuation of George the Monk (redaction B) is based — are limited
to the stylistic and redactional levels, disregarding changes apparently
caused by the copyist’s misunderstanding of the original:

% O.B. TB o p or o B, dpesuepycckue xponozpagu..., p. 125 i dem, Xponuka leopeus
Amapmona...,p. 469;B.MarBeenxo, A. Il eroa e a, Bpemennux leopeus Monaxa...,
p-8-9; TB.AHucumos a, Xponuxa I"eopzszMapmma..., p- 41-70, 83—88, 124-131,
211-222.

*O.B. T o p or o B, dpesuepyccxue xponozpage..., p. 12;id e m, Xponuxa Ieopeus
Amapmona..., p. 469; TB. AuucuwmoBa, Xpouuxa leopaus Amapmona..., p. 89-123,
131-171, 187-196, 223—257.
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ROHNOK HNA Ig'RKKI nge-
WeAWIA, cTpaX NRKhIH
rpRKoM TROpALIE

(fol. 288a)

NA TPEKKI H3HAOWIA ROH-
Hol H B MAKEAONHIO
MPEHAOLIA, cTPaX HEKo-
TOPhIH MPEKOM TROPALIE

(fol. 396")

BovAiy 0Ty Toaduevol
xate ‘Popaiwv ékotpa-
Tedovay kol £y Maxedovig
xetahapuBdvovaty, $éBov,
6 eixdg, Toig Popaiolg
EUTTOLY|TOVTES

¢k BeRm EOAIAphCKbIM
YHNOMhK

(fol. 288¢)

¢k BeRai EOAAPCKOM ™
YHHOM™

(fol. 397)

méaoy TH CUYKMTR

JKENY OT CROEMO OTEUk-
CTEHA OT dgMENHA CYLIHH
cTpank

(fol. 290a)

HKENOY W CROENO WheTRHA
W dpmennak coyiin
cTpaNk

(fol. 399)

kol yvvalke €k TAG
adTod TaTpidog THG TGOV
" Appevidicwy

The parts of the second redaction of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle
devoted to Peter and Maria Lekapene can be considered a variant of the
relevant fragments from the Continuation of George the Monk, redac-
tion B. Apart from the aforementioned passages with regard to which
the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle diverges from the Slavic translation
of redaction B of the Continuation of George the Monk, the comparison
between the source in question and the Greek text of the Byzantine chron-
icle merely enables us to indicate a few divergences (or terminological
peculiarities) that the authors of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle took
directly from the Slavic translation of the source. The most important
of these divergences are as follows:

e Bulgarian rulers’ titles: in the account of the events taking
place before the signing of the peace treaty in 927, under which
the Byzantines recognized Peter’s right to use his imperial title,
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Bulgarian rulers are referred to as kuass (which corresponds to
Greek édpywv); in the account of the events that followed the treaty
in question, the son of Symeon is referred to using the appellative

pk (Greek Baoiledc).

e The source is, as was the case with all Old Rus’ texts, consistent
in referring to the Byzantines as Greeks (rg-kknt) and not Romans
(Pwpoiot).

e Bulgaria’s neighbors — the author of the Slavic translation of
the Continuation of George the Monk and later the authors of the
Hellenic and Roman Chronicle mention that in 927, Peter’s state
was in danger of being invaded by the Hungarians (yrpw), while
Byzantine historiographers mention the Turks (Todpxot) in this
context.

Text of the source in the Old Russian original

Text according to the copy BAH, 33.8.13, dated to the last third of the 15™ century.
Reprinted from: demonucey Easunckusi u Puncxuii, vol. 1, Texem,ed. O.B. TBoporos,

Canxr-ITerepOypr 1999, p. 497-498, 500, 501

(fol. 287d) Mkeaua maa 27 Aens H HHAHKTA 15 GYMEONs, KNASK BoA-
MAPhCKhIH, HA XOBPATKI MNOARHKE BOHNY. GheTyny BRIBWIY, H NOERIKAEN
BRICTh H, CYIIHH NMOA NHMK BOWhK, 3KAo Herkekue, TRm nencykanow
BOARSNHIO N0 cPh ALY ATK, NOMLIEE BESAKONHORBAR™S Beve. [Iempa, china
CROEMO, MOCTARH KNASEMh, EMOXKE HM'RALIE OT AQVT'KIA EMY CVIHA 2KENKI,
cecpht Teoprua, lI(fol. 288a) nike 1 GrspeyELIAG, MOPYUNHKA TOMO YAAOM S
CBOMM ocTARH. MHXAHAA JKE, CYLPAro OT NPLEKIA JKENKI CROEA, MOCTPHIKE
munxom. Hoan ke n RrknsAamuNL, IIETPoRA BpATA, 0AEHK AL BOAMAPKCKOK
vKpawena BAcTA. Gyyiun oKy s AskinH, VEEAARIE GYMEONORO YMEQTh-
TEHE, — XOBRPATE H YTPkI H NYOUHH, BOEBATH NAUYALIA NA EOAMAPKI H MYOUHH
chERT TRopAKY. ['AaAy HKe BEAHIO ¢ NPYTRI BOAMAPKCKOMY ASKIKY KPRNKO
OAEPKHMY, EOAXY BO €A MN'KX ASKIKK NPHIIECTEHA, BOAXY EO cA NAYE



162 Maria Lekapene, Empress of the Bulgarians...

H rP'RYBKAMO HAHThKA, ChERT YEO CTROPILIE, BOHNOK NA Ig"RKKI NQEWIEA LA,
cTpAX N'RKkIH rp-RKoM TROpALYE.

o cux ke NaKnl VE'EAARLILIE, AKO XOLHET NA NA LAPK BOHNOK HSHTH
Pomans, nocaacra Ilerpw v Teoprun oman wkkoero mnnga, Kaaokypn
HMENVEMA HMENEM, ADMENKANHN'S, SAATOM SANEYATANY IPAMOTY HocA.
HenogEAAwE 3Ke cyliee Bs MPAMOTER, AKO ¢k MIRKKI MHP® AWEA HMETH
H AEHMH CY'Th MHQh CAOIKHTH, O BPAYNVIO CTROPHTH Kynaw. Takoro yeo
MHHXA UApk ¢ AEORHI |(fol. 288b) npHaT®, ARHE NocAa R AOAKH rAare-
Aerkn Apomonk, munxa Meopocka, raaroaema Arykna, n Racnasa Kau-
PHKA POALANHHA, Ad 0 MHPR raaroaaTh ¢ Boaraphl U B Hecemgpkuemhme
roap’k. Hpkaxae 8o Hegpna Nagnuaembs om MDpaka, EO BCEAHELUE Er'0,
n Bguio, WEKkIMX @pakHinan roapkm raaroaemkmn, avuee ke Hecemgpna
HMENVEMO. GE 2KE NPHLIEALLE, H KAKUYHMAA CHH T'AATOAAALLE, H3HAOLIA
KYNHO ¢k GTEPANOM EOArAPHNOM BEQErOM, NOSAAY KE €10 NPHHAE ['eoprum
Gopeyghiaa n Grmeon Kaymopokans n cances v Gvameons, cragknwnnk
BoaAraghemku seman, Th oBYRT Na HKeNHTRY. K cHMKE R'h3ABAENHKS
ero Gredans, n Muns v Kaaromuns. Kpon e Munnks, yTRepAHIWIACA
Ks LapeRH Pomany.

Bupkewn ke Apeps Xpuerodopa uapa, Hmenem Aaghio, H NOREAHKY
AEA UM Bawe. Hanncawa k IIeTgoRH Bckogk Ad NPHHAET, CRIAACHYO
rPAMOTY CTROPIIE O YeTPoeNHH mHpa. Tlocaann ke Huknra marnemp,
cgamT Pomany papw, cpker, npugectH Ilempa paxke n a0 RocranTuna-
rpapa. Boaragnuny veo IleTpoRH ngHWEAWIO, Bs TPHHQY, MAAMOAEMBIH
oafak, naph Pomans Buwep, Baaxepny npunae, n IleTpa K Hemy navipa
RHA'R, H L'RAORA H. BrAd e MEKAH COROK KAKWYHMAA ReC'RAORACTA,
# nanncacta ll(fol. 288c) curaacnaa o MupE H BPAUNYIO KYNIAK NPOMEKH
CHX NPHHMAKIPY H PASYMNY NPARAALIY NPOMEKH MPRKKI H EOArApkI
npororecTHAPKeMb Meodanoms. Bk 8 Atk mEeAua oKTAR(pA) H3HAE
narpuapxk Gredgans kKynno ¢ MeoPanom NPoTORECTHAPKEM, ch Mapkero,
XPHCTOPOPOROK ALEPRIO, H 'k RC'RM BEOAMAPhCKBIM YHHOME E'h LLEPKORK
MpkeraTnia Boropoanua gs ITurun, Aa gaarocaoguTk IleTpa v Maghio,
BPAYNKIA E'RNLLA HA TAABR 60 NOAGKHT, Apyiay ke Meoany nporo-
RecTHAPKI H T'eopruto GogeyEhian.

GRETAKH Ke H MNOrOPASAHUNEH TPANES'R BRIEIIH, H BCRM AAVIIHM
BPAKY CE'RTAY VCTOOENY, H BHHAE NPOTORECTHAPHH KYNINO ¢k (Magher,
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XpHeTodopa 1apa ALIEPKIO, B M'pAA, B 3 AENK EQAKh CTEROPH PoManh
H NHPs cB'BTEAR ¥ NpHMocTA ¥ IIHMHMNATO, YKPACHE™S 3ANONKI WWEAKORKI-
MH. [ TOro NPHMOCTA LLAPERA AOAKA, PEKOMAA APOMONTS, CTOALPY, HAENKE
oEkAA naph Pomans c Merpomns Boarapunomn, Kynno ¢ RocranTunom
3ATEM, H c'h XPHCTOPOPOM, ChINOME CROHM. Boaragom e npro Nemaay
CTROPUIMM, NPEKAE cAARAT XpucTodopa, nomom ke Kocral(fol. 288d)
NTHNA, MOCAVIIA NPEKOCAORHA HX PoMaNs LLAph ERICTh KE EMOKE M)O-
cHwa. H gea exe o Bpay'k cReplinwaca, xoraym xe Mapsn B Boaraghl
WECTEORATH € MVKEMb cROMM c IleTpomk, poAHTEAA €4 M3HAOCTA A0
€rpoma Kynno ¢ Meopanom NPoToReCTHAPHEMK, OBEAARWE TV ¢ TTeTpom.
XOTAYHM KE HM HTH NPOUh, OBREMIIHM ALHEQh H MHOT'BI CAESKI NPO-
ABARWHM, AKO AHLIAKLHMCEA CPBALA CROEMO E'h3AKWEAENATO, H CROEMO
3aTa wkaogagwa. H cnio & gyurk ngepagwa, Bs LLAPCTEHE OBPATHELIECA.
Maghn Ke K EOAMAPhCKhIM QVKAMB NMPEAAN'E, B EOATAphI WECTRVIOLE,
PAAVIOLIHCA KVTIHO H MEYAAVIOLIHCA, SANE JOAHTEAR B'h3AKBAENKIX AHLUA-
OIHCA H LLAPKCKBIX AOMOE™s H OEKIYAH B pOAR EH CYIHY; paAvioliHca,
AKO MPHUTACA MVIKK LLAK H BAAAKIYHUA BOAragom Nageuena. Havipn yio
H BOMATCTRO HOCALH RCAKOE H MPHCTPOH EESk YHCAA.

]

(fol. 290a) TMempa ke ROArapHHA CAOGKHCA YEHTH ero BgaT ero Hoan ¢
HNKIMH BEAMOKAMH Gy meonEMH. ATom BRIBWIHM HMs, HEO HoaNNs Ekem
H SATEOPENTs BRICTh B TEMNHUH, NYOUHH 3KE Bk MYKhI MNOIKI ENAAOLIA.
Guy go B'EeTh nocaa Ilerps k Pomany uagro. Tlocaa naps muuxa Hoana,
HKE B'R NPEKAE PEKTOPR, H BHNY TROPA, AKO H3MENY CTEOPHTH eMy
AEQRHMBIX NABNNHKL, noncTHNE ke Hoanna amn n B KocTanTHns-
rpap BECTH, AKOKE EhIcTh. Rriwer 5o kynno cw Hoanomn B Aopkw,
o MecHmBpHA NPHHAE B KocmanTuns-rpap. H He no mnosk muHWwk-
CKVK CKRIMY OTEEQIh H JKENY MPOCHEK, H CE ABHE AACTh EMY LAPK
AOM, H CEAA, H CTAMNKANHA MHOTA H KENY OT CEOEMO OTEYKCTEHA OT
fdpmenna cyipnn cTpank, BPaKh e CR'ETEAS B KECAPER'R AOMY CTROQH,
Xpuerodopy e uapro Hoany MuHXy, BRIBIWEMY PEKTOPY, AOVKHEWR. Hi
H MuxaHAs MHHX H Tk EPAT IleTPoR™s, s TIPANHEMB XOTA EOArAph-
CKYK BAACTH NPHATH, B'RCTYNH cCAMh B EOATAPKCKKIH T'pAA, H K CEMY
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I(fol. 290b) npnekrowa, om MeTpoRkI RAACTH OTCTYIHWA, CKYPANE, eroxe
Mo KHTEHCKAMO HCTPOREPIKENHA NAHAOWA cHH Bh ['grkukckylo cmpany,
AKO KAWYHTHEA cHMB oT MAKEAHTH cKRo3R GTpnmona Ha Eaapy H Ha
Hukonoann BuuTH, Ty cyipaa Rea naknumH. HHKonoAnn e pekombiu
NOB'KAHBIH [P, HAQEUENL BKICTh 10 HMENH Mo ARMyCTA, NOBKAH 2Ke
Ero YecTHhIH, Ha AnTonna v Kaeonargy norkpy cTrogH, Ervnemekyto
BAACTh MOA PHMAANKI MOAKAONH.

]

(fol. 290d) H ngexkpepeuennars wapa Pomana gHyKa, ena ke Iempa goa-
MAPHNA, MNOTMAKAKI B KOCTANTHN®-Ipas NPHHAE, CROEMO oTLA H AKAA
npueRTHTL. Tpouee e ¢ Tpoum AkTen nguuAe, vae Xpuemodopy, oTuy
en, yaepwito. H muoro Boramemro v ABAA CROEMO RSEMILH, Ch YECThIO
MNOIOK R'h3RPATHCA.

Translation

On May 27", the fifteenth indiction [927], Symeon, prince

of Bulgaria, set out on an armed expedition against the
Croats. The battle that broke out ended in his defeat and those who
served under him were killed. As a result, his heart was struck with an
incurable disease; he died, having committed a crime in vain®”. He desig-
nated his son Peter (whom he had by his second wife, George Sursuvul’s
sister) as prince. George became the guardian of his children. Michael,

 The information that Symeon I the Great died because of a heart attack
caused by a traumatic experience (the defeat that the Bulgarian troops suffered
at the hands of the Croats) appears in redaction B of the Continuation of George
the Monk, the Chronicle of Symeon Logothete and the Continuation of Theophanes.
The latter is based on the first two, although it enriches the account by mentioning
Symeon’s loss of mental capacities: [Symeon], overcome by dementia [...] lost his mind
(Continuator of Theophanes,p. 412).
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whom he had by his first wife, was tonsured a monk. John and Benjamin,
Peter’s brothers, were adorned with Bulgarian robes. The surrounding
nations (Croats, Hungarians and others)*, havinglearned about Symeon’s
death, established an alliance and started a war against the Bulgarians.
Overwhelmed with great hunger due to the locust, the Bulgarian na-
tion was afraid of being invaded by other peoples, especially by the
Greeks. Having reached a decision, the Bulgarians set out to attack
the Greeks, for whom they posed a certain threat".

Subsequently, having learned that emperor Romanos [I Lekapenos]
was planning to attack them, Peter and George secretly dispatched an
Armenian monk by the name of Kalokir'®. The monk carried a document
protected with a golden seal in which they declared that they sought
peace with the Greeks and were ready to conclude a peace treaty and
a marriage agreement. Having received the monk with love, the emper-
or immediately sent a monk named Theodosios, known as Abukes”,
and clergyman Basil of Rhodes™ in a boat called a dromon to negotiate
peace with the Bulgarians in the city of Mesembria. The city had earlier
been called Nebria or Bria, after the name of a Thracian who had settled
there; it had been referred to as ‘the city of certain Thracians. Thus, it

' The Byzantine authors mention the Turks (Totpxot) here. In reality, Bulgaria faced
a threat from the Hungarians.

7 Here, the authors of the second redaction of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle
neglected to mention a significant detail that is recorded in the Byzantine sources as well
as in the Slavic translation of the Continuation of George the Monk, namely the capture
of the theme of Macedonia by the Bulgarian army.

* Kalokir — a monk from Armenia. In 927, he was sent as an envoy to Constantinople.
We have no knowledge of what happened to him later.

¥ Theodosios Abukes — a monk. In 927, he was sent by Romanos I Lekapenos as an
envoy to Peter. This is the only episode from his life that is mentioned in primary sources.

*> Actually, Constantine of Rhodes (about 870/880~after 931) — son of John and
Eudokia, who settled in Lindos on the island of Rhodes. In 908 he found his way to the
court of emperor Leo VI the Wise. After the latter’s death, he remained in the circle
of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos. In 927, along with Theodosios Abukes, he was
sent by Romanos I Lekapenos as an envoy to Bulgaria’s ruler. The anonymous author
of the Continuation of George the Monk, and later the authors of the second redaction
of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle, presumably call him Basil because of the name’s
phonetic similarity to the title which Constantine wore at the time: Baothixdg KAnpucde
(imperial clergyman).
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is better to call it Mesembria®. Upon their arrival, the envoys discussed
the relevant issues and set out with Stephen the Bulgarian®* along the
shore. They were followed by George Sursuvul, kalutarkan and sampsis
Symeon, and Symeon who became a dignitary in the Bulgarian lands by
marriage, and his beloved Stephen, menikos, magotinos, kronos and menikos.
They all appeared before emperor Romanos™.

When they saw emperor Christopher’s daughter Maria, they found her
very attractive and, having first prepared the peace agreement, wrote to
Peter to come as fast as he could. Niketas Magistros, a relative of emper-
or Romanos®*, was sent out to meet Peter on the way and bring him to
Constantinople. When the Bulgarian arrived, emperor Romanos, having
boarded a trireme, i.c. a ship, sailed to Blachernai*, saw Peter coming

* Mesembria — today’s Nesebar. A harbor city on the western coast of the Black Sea,
it was indeed founded by the Thracians, and it was known by the name of Menebria in the
carliest period of its existence. In the 6™ century BC, it was transformed into a Greek
colony inhabited by settlers from Megara. In the 9*~10™ centuries, the Byzantines lost
Mesembria to the Bulgarians a number of times, and vice versa. In 927, it remained
under Bulgarian rule.

* Stephen the Bulgarian, kauchan (?), was Peter’s close relative. Some scholars believe
that he was his cousin, the son of Symeon I the Great’ brother (I'T. ITa B A 0 B, Crean,
[in]Jidem,M. Aasapos,ILITas o s, Koixoii e 6 pednosexosna beazapus, Codust
2012, p. 625), or nephew. He was one of the most influential people in Bulgaria at the time.

» On the composition of the Bulgarian legation see: chapter III. The person
referred to as his beloved Stephen (kusatBaennk s ero Gredanrs) is probably Stephen
the Bulgarian (B.M. 3 a aT a p ¢ x u, Hemopus na 6saz2apckama dspicasa npes cpednume
sexose, vol. 1/2, ITepso beazapexo Llapemso. Om crassnusayusma ua dsprcasama 0o
nadanemo na ITspeomo yapcmso (852—1018), Codust 1927, p. 523, fn. 4). The names of the
posts mentioned here (kalutarkan, xovhov Tepravide, Kohov Tepkdvog, Khay/Kay TogoKa-
N'W; sampsis, TG, CAMBUH; 724g0Lin0s, LoryoTIVOg, KAOTATHN'h; kronos, Kp&VOG, KPONk;
menikos, pnvikés, MuiHK) are of Proto-Bulgar origin. Cf.: T. C A a B o B a, Buademen
u admunucmpayus 8 paunocpednosexosia boazapus. Quaonrozunecxu acnexmu, Codust
2010, p. 81-83, 105~129.

*+ Niketas (about 870-after 946) — magistros, descended from a Slavic family from
the Peloponnesos. He was the father of Sophia, Maria Lekapene’s mother. In 928, for
his involvement in the plot against emperor Romanos I (he was believed to have
encouraged his son-in-law to seize power), he was expelled from Constantinople and
forced to become a monk.

* Blachernai — an area of Constantinople situated in the northwestern part of the
city, on the southern bank of the Golden Horn inlet. Outside of the Theodosian walls,
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his way and kissed him. After discussing the relevant issues, they com-
posed the peace and marriage arrangement to be signed by both parties.
Protovestiarios Theophanes™® skillfully mediated between the Greeks
and the Bulgarians. On October 8, patriarch Stephen®, accompanied
by protovestiarios Theophanes, Christopher’s daughter Maria, and all
Bulgarian dignitaries set out for the Church of the Virgin Mary in Pege®
to bless Peter and Maria and to put wedding wreaths on their heads in the
presence of protovestiarios Theophanes and George Sursuvul.

Once the brilliant, multi-course feast appropriate for an extraordinary
wedding was over, the protovestiarios and Maria, Christopher’s daughter,
returned to the city. On the third day, Romanos organized a wedding

the area became included in the fortification line during the reign of Herakleios. The
church, which appears in a number of sources, was in fact a complex of three buildings
(the Great Church, the Holy Reliquary Chapel and the Holy Bathhouse), founded
by empress Pulcheria. The most precious relic kept in the chapel was the robe of the
Theotokos, brought to Constantinople from the Holy Land in the second half of
the 5™ century. An icon of the Virgin Mary was also kept there. It was believed that the
Blachernai relics and Mary’s image saved the Byzantine capital from foreign invasions
many a time (for instance, in 626 against the Persians and the Avars and in 860 against
the Rus’).

* Theophanes — protovestiarios. After 925, he is also referred to in the sources as
6 matplciog Ozoddvng b mapaduvactedwy. In the years 941-946, he held the office of
parakoimomenos. He enjoyed the trust of Romanos I Lekapenos as his adviser and
had a great impact on the course of the peace negotiations in 927.

*7 Stephen II of Amaseia (died in 928) — patriarch of Constantinople in the years
925—928.

** The account of the second redaction of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle is
corrupt here, probably because of an error committed by a copyist. In the Slavic trans-
lation of the Continuation of George the Monk, this part of the text contains the phrase
ok Bekam Boaapekoms unnoms (PTB, cobp. Yiaoasckoro [®. 310], N2 1289, fol. 397),
which approximates the Greek ndoy ] ovyhijte (with the whole Senate) much more
closely.

*» The church in the Monastery of the Holy Mother of the Life-Giving Spring
(Mo T ®@eotorov Tiig [Tyyfg) — situated in the suburbs of Constantinople, outside
the wall of Theodosios II, south-west of the city. It owes its name to the nearby spring,
giving rise to water with healing powers. The oldest church was erected here in the 6*
century, in the last years of the reign of Justinian I the Great. The church was renovated
and rebuilt a number of times, e.g. by empress Irene (after the 790 earthquake) and
Basil I (after another cataclysm in 869). In September 923, the church was destroyed by
the Bulgarian troops; Romanos I Lekapenos took on the task of rebuilding it.
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ceremony and a lavish feast at the waterside in Pege, which was embel-
lished with silk curtains. An imperial boat called a dromon was moored
at the quay; emperor Romanos, Peter the Bulgarian, [Romanos’s] son-
in-law Constantine’® and [Romanos’s] son Christopher enjoyed their meal
on it. The Bulgarians raised a major objection, calling for Christopher
to be praised first and Constantine second. Emperor Romanos heed-
ed their protests and they obtained what they requested. When all the
matters regarding the wedding were completed, and Maria was to set
out with her husband Peter for Bulgaria, her parents, accompanied by
protovestiarios Theophanes, went to the Hebdomon?, where they had
dinner with her and Peter. As the newly married couple were to leave, the
parents embraced their daughter, shedding torrents of tears as if they were
losing their beloved heart, and kissed their son-in-law. Having entrusted
her in his hands, they returned to the empire. Maria, remaining in the
care of the Bulgarians, went to their country, happy and sad at the same
time, for she had been deprived of her parents, the imperial chambers
and the customs adhered to by her family. However, she rejoiced at hav-
ing married a man who was an emperor and at having been titled ruler
of the Bulgarians. Leaving, she carried all kinds of riches and innumerable
objects with her.

]

Peter’s brother John*” and Symeon’s other dignitaries conspired to kill
Peter. When they were captured, John was flogged and imprisoned while
the rest were subjected to severe torture. Peter informed emperor Roma-

* Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos — Byzantine emperor (913-959).

* The Hebdomon — a suburb of Constantinople, situated south-west of the city, on
the northern coast of the Sea of Marmara. Military units were stationed and trained
here. Besides, the Hebdomon was the site of ceremonies attended by the emperor; he
would greet armies returning from military expeditions there, as well as review units
and receive parades. He would be welcomed there himself by the patriarch, the senate
and the people when returning from campaigns he commanded. The Hebdomon also
witnessed imperial proclamations. Finally, in view of its picturesque location overlooking
the Sea of Marmara, the area served as the emperor’s summer residence.

 On the plot led by John see: chapter VI.
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nos of what had happened. The emperor sent a monk named John*, who
had once been a rhaiktor, under the excuse of arranging the exchange of cap-
tives. In reality, he was to take John and bring him to Constantinople; and
this is what happened. Having boarded a ship with John, he went from
Mesembria to Constantinople. Before long, he renounced his monastic
vows and asked for a wife. The emperor immediately gave him a house,
villages, many riches and a wife coming from Armenia**, [Romanos’]
native country. He also organized a solemn wedding in his co-em-
peror’s house (emperor Christopher and monk John, former rhaiktor,
served as the groomsmen). Monk Michael®’, who was also Peter’s broth-
er, filled with desire to seize power in Bulgaria and took control of one
of Bulgaria’s strongholds. He was joined by Scythians* who had rebelled
against Peter. When Michael died, his supporters found themselves
in Greece, having managed to cross from Maketidos*” through Strymon®*

# John — a monk, former rhaiktor. The oldest source information about him comes
from 921, at which time he was (along with Leo and Potos Argyros) in command of the
imperial troops dispatched by Romanos I Lekapenos to fend off Symeon I the Great’s
army ravaging the vicinities of Constantinople. The clash with the Bulgarians ended
in defeat and John fled the battlefield. In 929, he was one of the envoys sent to Preslav
to exchange captives. The emissaries were entrusted with the task of bringing Peter’s
brother, John, to Constantinople.

* The Byzantine sources, the Slavic translation of the Continuation of George the
Monk and even the copies of the second redaction of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle
refer to the Armeniac theme here.

% On the plot led by Michael see: chapter V1.

% This ethnonym probably refers to the Bulgarians.

7 Maketidos — the term is unclear. It appears in redaction B of the Continunation
of George the Monk, in the Continuation of Theophanes (6md Maxétidoc) as well as in the
Slavic translation of the Continuation of George the Monk (% Maxernpa). A different vari-
ant s to be found in the oldest copies of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle: om MakepnT.
The publisher of the text of the second redaction of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle,
Oleg V. Tvorogov, considers it to be 4 stronghold in Bulgaria, thus drawinga distinction
between Macedonia and the toponym under discussion. The same approach can be
found in Vasily M. Istrin’s edition of the Slavic translation of the Continnation of George
the Monk and in Yakov N. Lyubarsky’s translation of the Continnation of Theophanes
into contemporary Russian. Cf.: chapter VL.

# Strymon — today’s Strymonas/Struma, a river originating in the Vitosha mountain
range near Sofia and discharging into the Thracian Sea.
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to Hellas* and Nikopolis*®, taking possession of everything they encoun-
tered. Nikopolis, called the city of victory, received its name to commem-
orate the victory which honorable Augustus achieved over Antony and
Cleopatra — he subjugated Egypt for the Romans*".

]

Emperor Romanos’s granddaughter, Peter the Bulgarian’s wife, came to
Constantinople on many occasions to visit her father and grandfather.
For the last time, she arrived with three children already after her father
Christopher’s death. Having received many riches from her grandfather,
she returned to Bulgaria with great honors.

» Hellas — by this term, the author probably means Epiros, where Michael’s
supporters settled after reaching Byzantine territory.

+ Nikopolis - a city in Epiros situated on the Ambracian Gulf (Ionian Sea).
Founded by Octavian Augustus after his victory over Mark Antony in 31 BC, in the 930s
it remained under Byzantine rule. A theme of Nikopolis also existed, with Naupaktos
as its capital.

# Here, the author of redaction B of the Continuation of George the Monk, and later
the authors of the Hellenic and Roman Chronicle, refer to the events that took place
in 31 BC, i.c. the Battle of Actium, in which Octavian Augustus’s fleet overpowered the
ships of Cleopatra VII (the last queen of Egypt) allied with Mark Antony. A year later,

Egypt came under Roman rule.
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1. Christ crowning Otto II and Theophano, ivory, Byzantium, ca. 980. Musée
national du Moyen Age, Thermes et hotel de Cluny, Paris. Phot. T. Woliriska
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2. The Church of St. Sophia (Divine Wisdom) in Kiev, first half of 11 century. Phot.
Z.A. Brzozowska

3. Empress Theodora surrounded by ladies of the court. Mosaic from the Church of
San Vitale in Ravenna, s47. Phot. T. Wolinska
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4. Empress Ariadne (?), Italy, end of 5/ beginning of 6™ century. Santa
Maria Antiqua museum, Rome. Phot. T. Wolinska
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5. The column of Constantine I the Great, Istanbul.
Phot. M.J. Leszka

6. Follis with an image of Justin II and Sophia. From the collection of
prof. Ireneusz Milewski
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7. The church of emperor Romanos I Lekapenos in Myrelaion and the early Byzantine
rotunda upon which the palace (later monastery) stood. Phot. A. Kompa

8. The Golden Church, Preslav. Phot. K. Marinow
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9. The throne room, 10 century, Preslav. Phot. K. Marinow

10. Part of the residential complex of Bulgarian rulers, 9"/10™ century, Preslav.
Phot. K. Marinow
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11. The Church of the Assumption of St. John of Rila, 10" century (restored in the
19" century). Phot. M.J. Leszka

12. The Church of St. Sophia (Divine Wisdom), Mesembria (modern-day Nesebar).
Phot. T. Pietras
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