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Peace

1. 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 advisor, 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

* In the summer, perhaps at the beginning of August, Bulgarian forces entered eastern
Thrace. Cf.Continuator of Theophanes,p.412;T.Toao p 0B, berzapus
npes emopama u mpemama wemsspm na X sex: nosumusecka ucmopus, Codust 2006
[unpublished PhD thesis], p. 123.

*Continuator of Theophanes,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, which must have contained the conditions upon which Bulgaria
was prepared to conclude peace. On Kalokir’s mission see: T. To A 0 p o B, baszapus...,
p-123; 1L Anreso B,Ayxoeuuqu-ﬁun/w/wﬂmu 8 cpeﬁﬂogemsﬂﬂ boazapus, SB 27,2009,

p- 145.
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with the proposal of opening peace negotiations’; the emperor accepted
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 — sources record a severe fam-
ine suffered by the people and the threat posed by the country’s neighbors®.

* 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 Logothete, 136.46-47; Continuator of Theophanes,
p-412;John Skylitzes,p.222). However these opinions do not bear scrutiny. The
essential argument against them lies in the anti-Byzantine military 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-Moravcsik, 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, in terms of a demon-
stration 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.Twseaes, Hemopus na CpfaHUBC’KMSHﬂ boazapus VII-XIV 6.,
Codust 2006, pp. 272-273; X. A u M u T p 0 B, Bonzapo-yneapcxu ommuoumenus npes cped-
HoBeK0B8UENO, Co&l)m{ 1998, pp. 71-72; T.Toao po B,Emmpu}z..., p-119;M.J.Lesz ka,
K. Marinow, Carstwo bulgarskie. Polityka — spoleczeststwo — gospodarka — kultura,
866—971, Warszawa 201s, pp. 155—156, 167).

*Continuator of Theophanes,p. 412.

s However, it should be noted that this view is not universally accepted. Plamen
Pavlov (H. ITaBaoB, Bexem na yap CﬂM_)/u./l, Conl)m[ 2014, pp. 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
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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 the most favorable for Bulgaria. As a way of suggesting
his readiness to renew the war on a large scale, 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 his
father, 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, the monk Theodosios Abukes and the 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’;

(M.J. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo..., p. 155, fn. 26). Cf. the reservations of V1. Boxuaos,
B. Iioseaes, Hemopus..., pp. 272—273; I'. ITaaos, Bexasm..., pp- 16-17.

"M.J. Leszka, K. Marinow, Carstwo..., p- 155.

8 On the Treaty with the Bulgarians, 7, p. 264.159-177; 16—17, pp. 276.362—-278.390;
RJ.H.Jenkins, The Peace with Bulgaria (927) Celebrated by Theodore Daphnopates,
[in:] Polychronion. Festschrift F. Délger, ed. P. W ir t h, Heidelberg 1966, pp. 293, 297;
K.Marin ow, Not David but Salomon: Tsar Peter I (927—969) according to the Oration

‘On the Treaty with the Bulgarians’ (in press).

*Symeon Logothete,136.46-47;Continuator of Theophanes,
p-412;John Skylitzes, p.222. The Bulgarian delegation also included Symeon,
kalutarkan and sampsis (xovhod Tepravés, kahod Teprdvog), who may have been husband
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the envoys negotiated the preliminary terms of the prospective
peace and informed Peter of the decisions taken during their negoti-

ations.

2. 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 recon-
struction®. 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 Symeon I the Great’s sister, Anna; Stephen the Bulgarian (probably £avkban), perhaps
a nephew of the late tsar; as well as three dignitaries whose names remain unknown,
namely the kron (xpévoc), magotin (uoyotivog) and minik (wvucés). On the Bulgarian
delegation see: BH. 3 aatap c x u, Hemopus..., pp. 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 bolyars). On the course of the peace negotiations
see: . Shep ard, 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. 1225qq; . Boxxua o, B.T'10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Hemopus...,
pp- 2732745 T. To s 0 p 0 B, baazapus..., pp. 123—134.

** The terms of the Bulgarian-Byzantine agreement of 927 are analyzed by:
S. Penkov, Bulgaro-Byzantine Treaties during the Early Middle Ages, Pbg 5.3, 1981,
pp- 48-49; B.A. Hu ko a ae B, Snauenue dozosopa 927 2. 6 ucmopun orzapo-eusan-
musickux omuomenul, [in:] Ilpobuemo: ucmopun anmuyunocmu u cpednux 6exos, ed.
IOM. Canp stk uH, Mocksa 1982, pp. 89—105; JV.A. Fine, The Early Medieval
Balkans: a Critical Survey from the Sixth to the Late Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983,
pp- 160-162, 214—216; E. Alek sandrov, The International Treaties of Medieval
Bulgaria (Legal Aspects), BHR 17.4, 1989, pp. 41, 42, 44, 48; T. To a 0 p 0 B, Beazapus...,
pp-127-133; S. Pirivatrid, Some Notes on the Byzantine-Bulgarian Peace Treaty of 927,
Bslov 2, 2008, pp. 40—49; C. 3 B ¢ 3 A 0 B, doz0s0psm om 927 200una mexncdy boazapus
u Busanmus, HBJHE 23.3, 2015, pp. 264—277.

" More on this event see in Part One, chapter IV, point 2 of the book.
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of basileus (emperor of the Bulgarians)™. Both sides agreed on the
exchange of war prisoners — 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 sepa-
rated 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 917'*. It can also be assumed that the agreement con-
tained provisions regarding the tribute to be paid to the Bulgarians
(a point traditionally addressed in Bulgarian-Byzantine treaties)®,

= Bagiheds Bovkydpwy/Bovkyapiog — cf. T. B ax a a o B, Cpednosexosnusm Geazap-
cxu aademen. Tumyaamypa u uncuenuu, *Codus 199s, pp. 169-172; [. Atanacos,
Hucuznuume na cpednosexosnume bsazapcxu saademenu. Koponn, ckunmpu, cepu, ops-
Heus, kocmomu, naxum, I1aeBer 1999, pp. 96-99; A. Hu x 0 A 0 B, [loaumuuecka mucon
8 pﬂﬂuocpeﬁﬂasemsﬂﬂ boazapus ( cpeﬁﬂmﬂ #a IX—xpas na X 6. ) Cocl)ml 2006, p. 234;
T. To a0 p o B, Buademeackusm cmamym u mumaa na yap Iemsp I caed oxmomspu
027 2. nucmenn ceedenns u cpazucmusrn dannu (cpasrumenen anaius), [in:] FObureen
cboprux. Cmo 200unu om poxcoennemo na 0-p Bacus Xaparanos (1907—2007), llymen
2008, pp. 93—108.

5Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, 13, p. 74 (159-160): s0 many Christian prisoners were ransomed (transl. p. 75). Such
aprovision is alluded to in the oration Oz the Treaty with the Bulgarians, s, p. 260.105-110.
See also: T. Toao p o B, baazapuas..., pp. 128, 139; M.J. Lesz ka,K.Marinow,
Carstwo..., p. 155; K. M arin ow, Busaumuiickama umnepcka udes u npemenyuume
#a yap Cumeon cnoped crosomo “3a mupa ¢ bsazapume” KMC 25, 2016, p. 347, fn. 25.

" The issue is discussed in detail by Petar Koledarov (IT. Koaecaapos,
Tosumunecxa 2eozpadus na cpednosexosnama beazapcka dspycasa, vol. I, Om 681 do
1018 2., Codust 1979, pp. so—s1). A different opinion is expressed by Plamen Pavlov
(IT. ITaB A 0 B, Bexam..., 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 Vize), 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. To 4 0 p 0 B, Baazapus..., pp. 127-128; M.J. Leszk a,
K.Marinow, Carstwo..., 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,
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principles regulating trade relations between the two countries™® as well
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®.

Furthermore, Todor Todorov recently formulated an interesting view
concerning the Byzantine-Bulgarian negotiations held in Constantinople
in October 927. The scholar is of the opinion that two distinct documents
were signed during that time: the peace treaty, resolving the political
conflicts between the Empire and Bulgaria, as well as a distinct mar-
riage arrangement. What issues were addressed in the latter? Todorov is
inclined to believe that the provisions regarding the marriage introduced
a fundamental change in the status of the Bulgarian ruler in relation to

The Emperor...,p.99; . 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 Todor Todorov (T. To a0 p 0B,
Boazapus..., pp. 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 obli-
gation 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 responsible for the outbreak of
the war in 894896 to some extent, their omission from the treaty would be unexpected.
Cft. T.Toao p 0 B, baszapus..., pp. 130-131.

7 A. CtouwmeH o8, Kem dozosopa mencdy boazapus u Busawmus om 927 2., Bex
17.6, 1988, pp. 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—9s5 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...,
pp- 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, Baszapus..., 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.

¥ More about this aspect of the peace treaty see in Part Two, chapter VII, point 1

of the book.
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the emperors in Constantinople and determined the rank of the envoys
sent to the Bosphoros 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”.

* kX

Concluding considerations regarding the terms of the treaty of 927,
one may say that the resolutions agreed at the time must have been sat-
isfactory to both sides, as evidenced by the fact that they became the
foundation of a lasting peace.

“T.Toao pos Emmpmz..., p- 133.



