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to the Bulgarian Throne

Peter, the protagonist of our book, came from the family that ruled
Bulgaria from the early ninth century, and whose progenitor was khan
Krum (?802-814)", a great commander and lawgiver, and a conqueror
of the Byzantines. His line also gave rise to several other exceptional,
broad-minded rulers who gave impetus to the dynamic development of the
state they governed. Boris I (852-889)*, Peter’s grandfather, may certainly
be counted among them: accepting baptism in 866, he introduced Bulgaria
into the sphere of Christian civilisation. Similarly Symeon I the Great
(893—927), our protagonist’s father, a political visionary, an excellent
commander, and an educated man with understanding of cultural matters.

" On the subject of this ruler’s reign, see i.a.: PE.Niavis, The Reign of the Byzantine
Emperor Nicephorus I (AD 802-811), Athens 1987; P. So phoulis, Byzantium and
Bulgaria, 775-831, Leiden 2012.

* Vassil Gyuzelev’s work about this Bulgarian ruler remains the classic on the subject
(B.T10 3 ¢ a e B, Knss Bopuc [Topeu. beazapus npes smopama noaosuna na sex, Copust
1969).

3 Symeon was the subject of the works of i.a. V. B 0 x u a 0 B, LJap Cumeon Beanxu
(893-927). 3namuusm sex na Cpednosexosna boazapus, Codusti 1983 M.J. Leszka,
Symeon I Wielki a Bizancjum. Z dziejéw stosunkdw bulgarsko-bizantynskich w latach
893-927, L8dz 2013; Beaeapckusm saamen sex. Cooprux 6 wecm na yap Cumeon Beauxu


https://doi.org/10.18778/8142-115-7.03

2.4 Part 1: The Events

Symeon took the reins of power in 893, in rather particular circum-
stances. His predecessor and elder brother, Vladimir-Rasate, had been
removed from power by his father, Boris-Michael, who only in 889 gave
up the throne in Vladimir’s favour. Vladimir-Rasate’s four-year reign
(889—893)* had not been appreciated by Boris I, most likely because
of the former’s abandonment of his father’s foreign policy, and person-
al incompetence of the young ruler. Boris-Michael deprived Vladimir
of the throne, had him blinded’ and imprisoned, which ended in the
former ruler’s death®. The effectiveness of Boris I’s actions attests that his
position, despite the four-year ‘retirement), had still been strong, which
might suggest that he retained, despite residing in a monastery, certain
attributes of power. A symbolic expression of the exceptional position

(893—-927),ed. B.Trozeaes, I.I. M aues, K. Hen o, [TaoBaus 2015. See also:
X. T peHAauAoB,Lfapusex. BpeMemo na Cumeona. Yemupu uncmanayuu, Iymen 2017.

+ See the recent work on the subject of the reign of Vladimir-Rasate: MJJ. Leszka,
Symeon..., pp. 44—s8 (further bibliography within).

*On the blinding as a penalty towards dethroned rulers or usurpers, see:
I. Baaaumu p o B, Busanmuiicko-Geazapckusm xyimypen 0uanoz 8 6eminnama na
edno naxasanue, Mu 5.3, 1998, pp. 15-19. The scholar noted that blinding had not been
used as a punishment in Bulgaria during the pagan period. The sole case thereof, and
arather peculiar one, that we can find in the sources relates to khan Krum. Menologion of
Basil IT (col. 276) states that he became blind by the will of God, which was supposed
to have been the punishment for the cruel treatment of Manuel, the Archbishop
of Adrianople. According to this relation, the Bulgarian ruler was subsequently stran-
gled. Georgi Vladimirov, collowing in Yurdan Trifonov’s footsteps (FO. Tpu ¢ on 0 B,
Aocmosepen au e pasxasem 3a ocaenssane na bopucosus curn Baadumup, Y11 26, 1927,
pp- 864—890), thinks that there can be no certainty on the matter of Vladimir-
Rasate’s blinding. Even if it did take place, then this type of penalty, likely borrowed
from Byzantium, did not gain popularity in Bulgaria. On blinding as a punishment
in Byzantium: J. H e r r i n, Blinding in Byzantium, [in:] Polypleuros nous. Miscellanea
fiir Peter Schreiner zu seinem 60 Geburtstag,ed. C.S choltz, G.Makris, Miinchen-
Leipzig 2000, pp. 56—-68.

¢ Such information can be found in Theophylaktos, the Archbishop of Ohrid,
in the Life of Clement (XIX, 60). We read there: affer him [Boris-Michael] the power
went to his son Viadimir, who died after four years — that is, in 893. Nikolay Kochev
(H.Kowues, Hapodunsm csbop 6 ITpecaas npes 893/ 4, (in:] 1100 200unn Beauxu Ipecaas,
ed. T.To e B, vol. L, Llymen 1995 pp. so—s1) thinks that in this passage Theophylaktos
did not speak of Vladimir’s physical demise, but rather of his death to the community
of the faithful. This interpretation however seems a too far-fetched one.
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of Boris-Michael within the state post—889 was the title he was using:
monk and a ruler of Bulgaria (poveyde; i @eod dpywv Bovkyapleg)”. His
role would have therefore fit in the strongly established in Bulgarian
tradition (as some would have it) institution of diarchy®.

Nearly all of the sources at our disposal see Boris-Michael as the sole
cause of Vladimir-Rasate’s downfall, and elevating Symeon to the throne.
There is however a single, most laconic at that, relation which presents the
matter in a different light. In the Miracle of St. George with the Bulgarian
we find this information: yez the blessing of God and of Michael was upon
Symeon, who having deprived his brother of power had taken his throne®. We
are not however able to determine whether this is an expression of a true
causal role of Symeon in his brother’s dethronement. It seems certain
that Symeon knew both Vladimir’s policies, and Boris-Michael’s attitude
towards it rather well, and was not merely a tool in his father’s hands. It
is doubtful that Boris would not have discussed with Symeon that he
would become the ruler of Bulgaria after Vladimir’s removal. Such a move,
after all, was quite exceptional. Firstly, Symeon had been a monk, and to
take the throne he needed to break his vows™. The situation was made
complicated and awkward by the fact that accepting a monastic schema
made secking any lay dignities (not to mention ruling a state) impossi-
ble. Both Boris and Symeon must have been aware of this. In Byzantine
literature, we can find a condemnation of the abandonment of monastic

"U.Ho p AaH o B, Boaeapus npu Bopuc I (852889, t9o7). Ilpunocom na cpazuc-
muxama, [in:] Xpucmusnckama xysmypa 6 cpednosexosna boazapus. Mamepuaru om
HAWUOHAIHA HAYuHA Konpepenyus, LLlymen 2—4 matl 2007 2. no cay4ail 1100 200utn 0m
cnspmma na Cs. Kuss Bopuc-Muxana (ox. §35—907 2.), ed. I1. Te o pru e B, Beanxo
TbpHOBO 2008, pp. 43—44.

* On the functioning of this institution: B. b e u1 ¢ B A u e B, [Topsotz.rzapume. bum
u xyamypa, Codus 1981, pp. 45—50.

o Miracle of St. George with the Bulgarian, p. 143: Ebi EARENHIE EDKTE M MHXAH-
Ae HA cvMewnk. W ngRie cToan chrnagk Bpa. Cf. B. T3 eaes, Knas bopuc...,
pp. 466—467; E. Axckcanap o B, Humponusupanemo ua xuss Cumeon — 893 2.
(Aunsomamusecxonpasnu npobaemu), Pbg 15.3, 1991, p. 13.

‘> A monastic schema was accepted until the end of one’s life. There was no law or
regulation that determined the procedure of abandoning it (M. Criaco B a, Ha xos
dama u npes xoii mecey, ce e nposes npeciasckugm csbop om 893 200una, ITKII 8, 2005,

p- 89, fn. 25).
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life in favour of gaining power in such works as, e.g., Spiritual meadow
by John Moschos, translated into Old Bulgarian near the end of the ninth
or during the early tenth century. Bulgarian readers would have found
in it the following words:

And the Elder had said: Believe me children, when I say that a great glory
and fame [await] those, who forsake the empire and become monks, for
that which is knowable with mind is more worthy of respect than that
what is sensual. It is therefore a great shame and disgrace when a monk

abandons his condition and becomes an emperor.”

It cannot be ruled out that some would have read this as a commentary
on the recent event, and that they would have shared this opinion.

The seizing of power by Symeon caused controversy also because he
was not the eldest, nor even the second eldest of Boris’ sons. It is thought
that the inheritance law regarding the Bulgarian throne involved the two
eldest male offspring of the ruler. The firstborn son was titled kanartikin
(xavapTiketvog), the second — bulias-tarkan (Bovhag Tapxdvog)®. In the
light of this rule, the power should have gone to Gabriel, Boris  second son.
Our knowledge of him is very scarce', therefore finding the reasons for

"John Mosch os(Slavic text), p. 250.9—14: Peue nakni cTaghiys RIJOY HMITE MK
YAAA TAATOARLIOY [AKO REAHKA XRAAA H REAHKA CAARA LTV OTRMEIOVLIR CA H BRIRAKLIOY
MBHHXOY MONE 2KE YKCTHIHLIA CRTh PASYMBHAR YRRKCTRLNKIX (ETeldn TIGTEPS E0TL
Té VONTE T@V lgBT@V). TAKO H REAHK'A cPAMTs IECTH H BEYLCTHE MHHXOY. OCTARAAKLIK
MBHHUILCKKIH YHHK. H BkIRaRI0 UK. Greek text: John Moschos, col. 3020B-C.
On this source testimony: A. H u x 0 A 0 B, [Toaumunecxa mucea 8 pannocpedrnosexosna
boazapus (cpeﬁama Ha IX—xpas na Xs.), Cocl)m{ 2006, p. 121

. Auapees, Hoan Exsapx u nakou 6snpocu 656 6pp3xa ¢ HACIeOUABAHEMO Ha
yapckama saacm 6 cpednosexosua boazapus, TTKI 1, 1995, pp. 309—310. On the titulature
and the rights of the heirs to the throne: I'. Te o p r u ¢ B, Twmaama u dynxyuume na
bBAzapcxus npecmoronaciednux u 6npocsm 3a npecmosonacieduemo npu yap Cumeor
(893—927), A1 48.8/9, 1992, pp. 3-12.

s1.Biliarsky, Word and Power in Mediaeval Bulgaria, Leiden-Boston 2011,
pp- 218-219.

* Of Gabriel, we know only that he was the second son of Boris and Maria. There
have been attempts to identify him with known figures of the time, but these have
not been met with a common agreement. Cf. M. Aua pees, laspua, [in:] idem,



Chapter I. Peter’s Way to the Bulgarian Throne 27

which he did not succeed the eldest of the brothers cannot move beyond
the realm of conjecture. The simplest explanation of the matter would be
that by 893 he was simply no longer alive. Otherwise, potential factors
that could have come to the fore were Symeon’s abilities, appreciated by
Boris, or perhaps a particularly strong bond between the two.

The fact that Symeon had taken power after his brother caused doubts
among his contemporaries. These are attested by a fragment of John the
Exarch’s Hexameron, in which we read that among the Bulgarians the power
passes not only from father to son, but from brother to brother. We know
that this was the case also among the Khazarss. The author from Symeon’s
circle clearly formulated the view about the legality of such transmission
of power. A reference to the Khazars, and also showing in the preceding
passage that this tradition had ancient roots was intended to provide
astronger basis for this statement. John reached for such reasoning because
he clearly could not find examples of such practice in Bulgaria’s history.
Stressing that one could inherit from his brother perhaps resulted not only
from the fact that Vladimir was deprived of power, but also because he
lacked a male heir who could have inherited the throne from his father.

To conclude these brief considerations regarding the seizing of power
by Symeon (the father of the present monograph’s protagonist), one might
say that he became a Bulgarian monarch on the initiative and with active
participation of Boris-Michael, that he acquiesced to it, and maybe even
in part brought it about thanks to his own actions. It does not seem that
the new ruler of Bulgaria was a mere tool in his father’s hands. It must be
remembered that Symeon was at the time nearing thirty years of age, he

N.Aaza pos,ILITaBaros, Koiixoties cpeﬁuaeemeﬂﬂ boazapus, 3Co(l)m{ 2012, p. 129.
From the formal point of view, Vladimir’s son should have become his successor. While
we do not know if he even had one, one might suspect that Rasate, who in 893 was
around forty, already had children of an age appropriate for taking the reins of power.
5John the Exarch, pp. 241.14-245.1 (140a.21-28, 140c.1), 243.21-28.
On this passage: M. Aua pees, Hoan Exsapx..., pp. 313—315; LH. Huxoaos,
Ilpaboacapckama mpaduyus 8 xpucmusnckus 080p #a cpednosexosna boarcapus
(IX-XI 6.). Baademen u npecmononacaedue, [in:] Boz u yap 6 beazapckama ucmopus,
ed. K.Baukosa,[TaoBauB 1996, pp. 125—126; A.H u x o a o B, [loasumuyecka mucsa...,
pp- 121-123. On the subject of succession of power among the Khazars, see: . Dud ek,
Chazarowie. Polityka — kultura — religia, VII-XI w., Warszawa 2016, pp. 278—282.
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knew the situation within the country, and although he was not being
prepared for taking the throne, he must have possessed intellectual qual-
ities that gave hope he would soon gain the appropriate experience and
sophistication that would allow him to master the difficult art of ruling
acountry™. It is not entirely out of the question that Boris-Michael’s deci-
sion to remove Vladimir and elevate Symeon was subsequently confirmed
by an assembly of church and state dignitaries”.

* % %

I hope that the somewhat wider presentations of the circumstances
in which Symeon I the Great took power will allow the reader to visualise
the fact that Peter’s complicated path to regal power, and the fight to
maintain it — which are going to be discuss below — was not something
unprecedented in the history of contemporary Bulgaria. A reflection
that Symeon’s personal experiences affected his decision regarding the
setting of the matter of succession would also have not been without
basis. The man who in taking the reins of power broke a number of rules
would certainly have found it easier to, e.g., bypass his eldest son when
contemplating succession. Furthermore, Boris-Michael made it clear that
the ruler’s will on the matter was the deciding factor.

It would seem that soon after abandoning the monastic robes and
taking the throne Symeon got married. We do not know the name of his
first wife; we only know that she gave him at least one child — Michael.
After her death, Symeon re-married. His chosen was a sister of George
Sursuvul, his close collaborator”. We do not know her name, either. The

“M.J.Leszka, Symeon..., pp. s8—63.

7 This did not, however, happen during the so-called Council of Preslav, dated to
893/894, which most likely is only an invention. Cf. Ibidem, s. 64—6s.

“Continuator of Theophanes,p. 412; Symeon Logothete,
136.455ct.John Skylitzes, p.22s.

¥ On the subject of George Sursuvul, see: I'l. ITa B a o B, Teopeu Cypcysya,
[in:] 1. Ama pees, M. Aasapos, IL.ITasaoBs, Koz xoi..., pp. 139-143. This
author supposes that George may have been a son of the kavkhan Theodore, and his
successor. Kavkban was the second person in the state after the ruler, his closes advis-
er, and as some scholars think — even his co-ruler. This dignity was for life, and may
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high position of her brother indicates that she came from a powerful family.
It was from this union that Peter was born*°. There is no source information
that would allow us to determine when it happened. Considering that
in 927 Peter was still unmarried, and that in the same year he was able to
marry and take power (formally, he needed to be 16), one should accept
that he was born no later than in the early 910s.

We know practically nothing about Peter’s history until the point
in which he took power after his father in 927. It can be assumed that
Symeon, who was thoroughly educated and displayed wide intellectual
interests*, had taken care to ensure that his son was a well-educated man
and had an understanding of (widely understood) cultural matters.

Peter had three brothers: Michael, John and Benjamin (Bayan), but
the question of seniority among them is not entirely clear. Only a single

have been hereditary. More about the role of a kavkban in the Bulgarian state, i.a.:
. B e o e A uk 0 B, Boennomo u admunucmpamusrnomo ycmpoticmaso na beazapus npes
IX u X 6., Codust 1979, pp. 28—41; LI. CTenman o8, Baacm u asmopumem 8 panro-
fpeﬁﬂasemgﬂﬂ boazapus (VII— cp. IX 3.), Co(l)m{ 1999, pp. 85s-86; B.bemenanes,
Hzpsoﬁmzapacu Hadnucu, Cocl)m{ 1992, pp. 67—-69; B.I'loseaeB, Kasxanume u uaupey
bounume na bsazapcxomo xarncmso-yapcmaso, [1aosaus 2007, pp. si—121; .CraBo B a,
Buaademen u admunucmpanus 8 paunocpednosexosua boaazapus. Quiorozunecku acnexma,
Codust 2010, pp. 10-15.
*Continuator of Theophanes,p.412;Symeon Logothete,
136.455ct.John Skylitzes, p.22s.
*'Thus e.g. Pavel Georgiev (H. I'e o pru e B, IIpespamasm npes 927 2., ITKIII 10, 2008,
p- 429). He thinks this may have occurred in 911. Plamen Pavlov maintains that this
happened ca. 907, since according to him, at the time when Peter was taking the power
he may have been ca. twenty (IT. ITa B A 0 B, [egpes..., p. 140). It would not seem that the
information that in 913 Symeon was accompanied in his expedition to Constantinople
by hissons (vici—Continuator of Theophanes,p.38s)orchildren (maideg
-John Skylitzes,p.200) wasof any help in determining even a hypothetical date
of Peter’s birth. None of the accounts mention the names of Symeon’s progeny, nor
their number. We are also aware that, beside the fact that Michael was Symeon’s eldest
son, the seniority of the others is uncertain. We also do not know whether there was
some age boundary beyond which a child could have participated in such an under-
taking. In a situation where we cannot even be sure whether Peter was accompanying
his father, the accounts of Continuation of Theophanes and of John Skylitzes should
be considered of no value where determining Peter’s age is concerned.
2 On the subject of Symeon’s education, see: M.J. L e sz k a, Symeon..., pp. 29-34.
Cf. X. Tp eHaapuaos, [apusex..., p. 1575qq.
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tradition provides us with a source regarding this matter; it is of Byzantine
provenance. In the Continuation of Theophanes, we read:

Symeon died in Bulgaria; overcome by dementia and ravaged by a heart
attack, he lost his mind and unjustifiably violated the law, putting for-
ward 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

(oTohij Bovkyapucqi).”

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*

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

*+ On the subject of the authorship and source base of the sixth book of the
Continuation of Theophanes see: chapter Sources and Modern Scholarship.

* Apart from narrative sources (Continuator of Theophanes, p. 4125
Symeon Logothete136.45;John Skylitzes,p.225), thesigillographic mate-
rial also confirms that Michael had been designated as heir by Symeon — H1. Uo PAaHOB,
Kopnyc..., pp. 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, Baszapus npes emopama u mpemama wemsspm
na X sex: nosumusecka ucmopus, Codus 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis], pp. 86-88;
b. Hux o a o8 a, [lexamume na Muxaus bazamyp xaneupmxmut u Hoan bazamyp
xaneupmxmun (?). Ilpobuemu na pasuumanemo u ampubyyusma, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm
bvazapur u “Opyzume’”. Cooprux 8 wecm na 60-200umuunama wa npod. Aun Lemsp Anzenos,
ed. AA.Huxosos [LH Hukxoaos, Co(l)m{ 2013, p. 127-135; M. I;IOP,A,aHOB,
Kopnyc..., pp. 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 (Boryertovp xave npTyt Buvog) — and not to the baghatur of the heir to the throne,
nor to the baghatur of khan Irtchithuin’
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— from the line of succession*. To prevent Michael from making poten-
tial claims to the throne, Symeon had him become a monk, following
the 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
I emphasized above, only stated that Michael's mother was the first wife
of Symeon, and Peter’s — the second. Unlike Michael, John and Benjamin

* 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 (I1.Te o p r u e B, [lpespamem..., p. 429).

¥ 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:IL.Teoprues, Tumaama..., pp- 1o—1; L. ITaBA OB,
bBpamama na yap Iemep u mexuume sazasopu, Vicr 7.4/5, 1999, p. 2; T. Topop 0B,
Beazapus..., pp. 88—100. As regards the monastery in which he lived, it may have been
the monastery 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. Hux 0 A 0 B a, Monauecmso, manacmupu 1 Manacmupcx s#uéom 6 cpedHosexosHa
Eb/tzapu}z, vol. I, Manacmupume, CO(l)I/Ii[ 2010, pp. 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 9105 at the latest. Georgiev (IT. T'e o p r u e B, IIpespamaom..., p. 429)
believes that he was born in 911.



32 Part 1: The Events

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.

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 pro-
to-Bulgar tradition™. If we accept this information at face value we could
consider it — as was recently suggested — 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 such an
assumption is highly hypothetical — 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
(Retribution, 111, 29), which mentions that Bayan was supposedly a user of magic and
could turn himself into a wolf.

®MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoteczeristwo — gospo-
darka — kultura. §66—969, Warszawa 2015, p. 152, fn. 13.

"K.ITonkxoHcTaHTHHOB, Enuzpapcku benencru 3a Haan, Lap Cumeonosuam
cun, BCIT 3, 1994, pp. 72—73. This is to be seen from the sphragistic material, i.e. the
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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.

Peter had taken power after his father’s death®, at the turn of May and
June of 927. As can be seen from the earlier considerations, it happened
after Michael, Symeon’s firstborn, was deprived of his right to the throne,
which constituted a departure from the practice that was the most com-
mon in Bulgaria®. The available source material is not sufficient to answer
the question as to the reasons for Symeon’s decision. Logical reasoning,
rather than source analysis, leads researchers to the judgement that it was
a consequence of the influence of Peter’s mother, the second wife of the
Bulgarian ruler, and of her brother, George Sursuvul’*. This view can

seals associated with John (M. Mo paanos, Kopnyc..., pp. 135-139; [L. Teoprues,
Tumaama..., p. 9sqq). See also: I'. T'e o p r u e B, [Ipespamamn..., pp. 432—433. He may
have held the dignity of kanartikin as eatly as 926, and was previously titled boilatar-
kan, 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 analyzed by Bistra Nikolova
(b. Hux 0 A 0 B a, [Tevamume..., pp. 127-135). The author points out the uncertainty
of their readings as well as their very association with John. She concludes, as does the
present author, that the sigi/la associated with John should instead be linked with some
dignitary by the same name from the 9 or 10® century.

It is commonly accepted that Symeon died on the 27® of May 927. E.g.:
BH.3aara p c x u, Memopus na 6mmpcmzma %pﬁmm npes cpeﬁﬂume sexose,vol.1/2,
ITspso 6za2apcxo Llapcmso. Om crassnusaynusma na 0spicasama 0o nadanemo na
ITzpsomo yapcmeo (852—1018), Codus 1927, p. 513; S. Run ciman, The History of the
First Bulgﬂriﬂn Empire, London 1930, p-177: 1. boxunaos, [ap Cumeon..., p- 146;
A.Huxo a o8, [oaumuyecka mucea..., p. 151. Nonetheless, it is also possible that it
occurred several days later, at the beginning of June. On this subject, see: M.J. Leszk a,
Symeon..., p. 227.

% On the subject of the takeover of power in Bulgaria, see: .I. AutaBpus,
Ipunyun nacaedcmesennocmu saacmu 6 Busanmun u 6 boszapuu 6 VII-XI ss., [in:]
Curassame u ux cocedu, vol. I, Mocksa 1988, pp-31-33: TH.Huxoaos, Hpaﬁmmpcmma...,
pp- 124-130; T. To A 0 p 0 B, Kem ssnpoca sa npecmononacaeduemo 8 ITspsomo Geazap-
cxo yapemeo, Illp 8, 2000, pp. 202—207; [1.Teoprues, Tumaama..., pp- 10-11;
IT.ITaB Ao B, bpamama..., p. 2.

*E.g. I. baxaa o, Hapckama npomyszayus na Ilemsp u nezosume npuemnuyu
8 CBemAnHAMA HA OBA2APO-BUSAHIMUTICKUINE OUNAOMAMULECKH OMHOUEHIS (1ed 002080pa
om 927 2., II'1 39.6, 1983, p. 35; JV.A. Fin e, The Early Medieval Balkans: a Critical
Survey from the Sixth to the Late Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983, p. 160.
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be modified to state that Sursuvul, taking advantage of Symeon’s illness,
convinced him to transfer power over to Peter, who then became declared
his father’s co-ruler. Pavel Georgiev, the creator of this hypothesis, thinks
that this constituted a form of a coup d etar*. Another view present in the
scholarship would have it that Symeon declared Peter his co-ruler several
years before his death, adopting a traditional Byzantine practice. In this
case, our protagonist would have served in this role since 92.4°¢.

Regardless of the particular circumstances in which Peter had taken
power, the available source material only allows us to state that his eleva-
tion to the throne was done on Symeon’s initiative, or with his permission,
and with depriving at least the eldest of his sons of his right to succession.
This situation constituted a potential threat to the new ruler.

Peter began his reign in Bulgaria at a difficult time, facing the failure
of the campaign in Croatia and an unresolved conflict with Byzantium.

»T1.Teoprues, Ilpespamem..., p. 433; [1. ITaBaos, Bexem na yap Ca/vzyuﬂ,
Codust 2014, pp. 15-16.

*T.ToaopoB, boazapus..., p. 1005 id e m, 3a edno ompancenue na cssrademen-
cxama npaxmuxa 6 ITspsomo 6sazapcxo yapcmeo npes mopama noaosuna na IX — nap-
sume decemuremus na X 6., [in:] boazapus, 6oazapume u Espona — mum, ucmopus,
caspemue, vol. IV, Aoxaadu om Mewcdynapodna xondepenyus 8 namem na npog. d.u.x.
Hap@mf Andpees “Boazapus, sems na bnancenn..”, B. Toprnoso, 29—31 oxmomspu 2009 2.,
ed. I. Aasap o B, Beanxo TppHoBO 2011, pp. 173-181. According to this author, Peter
became his father’s co-ruler after Michael was removed from power.



