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The Internal Situation

1. Fighting Internal Opposition
L.1. John’s Plot

Peter, soon after concluding peace with Byzantium and arriving
with Maria in Preslav, found himself faced with a plot headed by his
brother John. This event likely happened in 928'. John’s goal was to
remove Peter from the Bulgarian throne, and its takeover.

The fundamental source of information about this endeavour is the
Byzantine text discussed herein. It states the following:

'Based on the sources at our disposal, it is not possible to precisely date this event.
The Byzantine authors placed it in their narratives between the conclusion of peace
with Byzantium (October 927) and Michael’s rebellion. The latter is traditionally dated
to 928, on the assumption that it was a rapid reaction to the conclusion of peace with
Byzantium. It cannot be ruled out, however, that the plot happened later, in 929 or
even in 930. It had to have happened before Michael’s rebellion, but this is dated only
vaguely to 930 (without indicating even the time of year). Assuming that the rebellion
started as a consequence of the discovery of John’s plot, it is possible that it happened
shortly after that event.
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An attack on Peter the Bulgarian was attempted by John, along with other
dignitaries of Symeon (peyiotdvey Zvpedv). When this was revealed,
John was flogged and locked in prison, and the others were subjected

to unprecedented tortures.*

This relation is used to describe John’s actions as an expression of dis-
agreement with Peter’s peaceful policy towards Byzantium. This is sup-
posedly seen from the statement that John was supported by Symeon’s
notables, seen as the anti-Byzantine ‘war party. Such nature of John’s
actions would have also been indicated by the fact that both he and
Benjamin (Bayan), as is mentioned, s#i// wore Bulgarian dress.

In our view, the Byzantine relation should be approached with consid-
erable caution. The anonymous author, as well as other Byzantine sources,
does not after all mention any reasons for the attempted coup, and only
state that such an event took place. Who were these Bulgarian notables
described as ‘Symeon’s dignitaries?” Does this appellation alone really
allow seeing them as the representatives of the ‘war party?” We cannot
have certainty here.

On the one hand, one might somewhat mischievously say that at the
time when the rebellion was stirring, all of the Bulgarian notables could
have been described as ‘Symeon’s” Peter had not been ruling for long
enough to build support that would have been his own. Whatever back-
ing he had was inherited from his father, and thus Peter’s environment
necessarily included ‘dignitaries of Symeon, with George Sursuvul
in the lead. It is also worth noting, as I mentioned, that in the final years
of Symeon’s reign his policy was not aimed at direct military confron-
tation with Byzantium, and undoubtedly at least some of his collabora-
tors did not share the anti-Byzantine sentiment*. On the other hand, it

*Continuator of Theophanes,p. 419;cf. Symeon Magister,
136.60;John Skylitzes,p.22s.

*Continuator of Theophanes,p.412;Symeon Magister136.45;
John Skylitzes,p.22s.

*MJ.Leszka, Symeon I Wielki a Bizancjum. Z dziejéw stosunkdw bulgarsko-bizan-
tyttskich w latach §93—927, £8dz 2013, p. 208-214.
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seems likely that for the Byzantine author, writing with a hindsight that
unambiguously presented Symeon as an enemy of Byzantium, the phrase
‘dignitaries of Symeon’ referred to those who were hostile towards the
Empire. Furthermore, from the Byzantine author’s perspective the fact
that ‘dignitaries of Symeon’ were active meant that there have been, after
all, some ‘dignitaries of Peter; in whose favour the former have lost their
previous positions, which they did not want to accept. The line dividing
the two groups was not necessarily dictated by their attitudes towards
Byzantium, but also by Symeon’s decision regarding succession, as a result
of which George Sursuvul and his associates became more significant.

W also have no basis for quantifying the size of this group. The term
‘dignitaries of Symeon’ may have equally well meant a narrow group
of Symeon’s close collaborators, for some reason set aside by Peter, as
well as a more numerous group of magnates who, for various reasons,
did not support the new ruler’.

> On the subject of this agreement see also: T. T 0 A 0 p 0 B, Bempemnodunacmuunusm
npobaen 6 Boazapus om xpas na 20-me—unaaromo ua 30-me 200unu na X 6., Vicrop
3, 2008, p. 271. For more information on the subject of John’s possible supporters
see: BH. 3aartapcxu, Homopus na bsazapckama dspicasa npes cpednume sexose,
vol. 1/2, ITspso Goazapcko Llapemso. Om crassnusayusma na dspycasama 0o nadanenmo
na ITspsomo yapemeo (8s2—1018), Codus 1927, p. 536—537; V1. B 0 x u A 0 B, Beazapume
686 Busanmuiickama umnepus, Copus 1995, p. 308; K. [TonkoncrtanTuHOB,
Enuzpagperu beaenckn 3a Hean, Lapcumeonosusm curn, BCI13,1994,p. 73 I1.I1TaBa 0B,
Bpamsma na yap Hemsp u mexuume 3azasopu, Vicr 7.4/5, 1999, p. 2—3. Ichirgu-boila
Mostich, one of the most influential collaborators of Symeon, was to be found among them.
On the subject of Mostich, see C. Ctanues, B.MMsanosa,M.Basxan Il Boes,
Hadnucom na wopeybuss Mocmuy, Copus 1955; ILA. Mopaanos, B.Toseaes,
Yopeyburs Mocmu (kocmuu ocmanku, 06pas, 2pob), [in:] Ipogp. A.u.n. Cmanyo Baxauros
u cpednosexosnama bsazapcxa kysmypa,ed. K. ITonkouncrautunosb.Bopucos,
P. KocroBa, Beauxo T’prOBO 2005, p. 211-215; B. I'to 3 e a e B, Kasxanume
u waupey bouaume na bpazapcxomo xancmeo-yapcmaso, IlaoBaus 2007, according to
index; Y. A asap o, Mocmux, [in:] I;I.AHAPCCB, U. Aasapos,ILITaBaos,
Koii xoii e 6 cpednosexosna Boazapus, *Codust 2012, p. 503—504. The hypothesis
about Mostich’s participation was put forward by, e.g. K. [TonkoncTanTuHOB,
Enuzpagcxit...., p. 73. This hypothesis has no basis in the sources. It is also worth not-
ing that according to Gyuzelev Mostich and George Sursuvul are one and the same
person.
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Based on the analysed text, the actions taken by John appear to have
been a court plot that was defused through its discovery®. From time to
time, however, attempts are made to paint a different picture of John’s
plot as a more serious undertaking that reached beyond the capital
city of Preslav. Four inscriptions, or rather their fragments, of which
one was found in Preslav, one in Ravna and two in Murfatlar, consti-
tute the source base for this view. These inscriptions, according to i.a.
Kazimir Popkonstantinov, ought to be associated with John’s coup. The
most critical for the re-interpretation of John’s coup is the inscription
found in an old rock church of a monastery by Murfatlar. It is written,
like the other three, in Slavic script and is read as: HRAH AP This
is taken as indicating that John was proclaimed ruler of Bulgaria, and
that he had supporters in, i.a., northern Dobrudzha’. It is not certain,
however, that this inscription refers to John the son of Symeon. Other
people who may have been meant here include John Tzymiskes, the
Byzantine emperor. As such, both the question of John being pro-
claimed tsar and attempts to view his coup as something more than
a local Preslavian undertaking have to be shelved unless other sources
can be found.

John’s plot was discovered, and both he himself and its other partic-
ipants were punished. Peter treated his brother mercifully (John was
flogged, imprisoned and probably forced to become a monk), and dealt

more harshly with his supporters®.

¢ One might conclude that the plot had no repercussions beyond the capital.
Byzantine authors would likely have mentioned it, had that been the case, as they
did regarding Michael’s rebellion against Peter in 930, which happened outside of
the capital (Continuator of Theophanes,p. 420;John Skylitzes,
p- 226).

"K.ITonkoHucTaHTHHOB, Enuepagpcxu..., p. 73—74; I1.I1a B A 0 B, Bexzm na
yap Camyus, Codusi 2014, p. 20—21; i d e m, [00unu na mup u “‘pamuu 6edu” (927-1018),
[in:] . Atanacos, B.Bauxosa, Il ITaBaoB, botzapcka nayuonaina ucmo-
pus, vol. 111, ITepso Goazapcxo yapemso (680—1018), Beanko TrpHOBO 2015, p. 418.
Ct. T. T o a 0 p 0 B, Bempemnodunacmuunusm..., p. 269—270.

*Continuator of Theophanes,p. 419;cf. Symeon Logothete,
136.60;John Skylitzes,p.22s.
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L.L.1. John’s Fate after the Plot

Sometime after the plot had been dealt with, John® left Bulgaria for
Constantinople. According to Byzantine sources, he was supposedly
transported by the Byzantine envoy John the rector without Peter’s
knowledge™. In the empire’s capital, John broke monastic vows, mar-
rying a certain Armenian, and receiving wealth from the emperor.
Romanos Lekapenos imparted exceptional significance to the wedding
of Symeon’s son, as it was witnessed by Christopher, the son and co-em-
peror of Romanos as well as Peter’s father-in-law, and by the aforemen-
tioned John the rector™.

It is difficult to believe that John, until recently a pretender to the
throne, travelled to Constantinople without Peter’s approval™. The lat-
ter perhaps did not want him in Bulgaria, where he would have been
a potential threat to his rule. A possible execution, blinding or long-term
imprisonment of the plotter in Bulgaria, created the potential threat
of a new rebellion by John’s supporters. Abroad, without the support
of Bulgarian dignitaries, John was far less dangerous. Besides, his inclu-
sion into the Byzantine aristocracy may have compromised the erstwhile
pretender to Bulgarian crown in the eyes of his supporters, if he really
had been championing anti-Byzantine policies. Romanos Lekapenos’
attitude towards John may be explained by the fact that John was, after
all, the brother of Christopher’s son-in-law, which would likely explain

? It is possible that until that time he was imprisoned in Preslav in one of the
towers located by the eastern part of the inner walls (K. [TonkorcTanTHHOB,
Enuzpagcxu...., p. 75).

©*Symeon Magister,136.60;Continuator of Theophanes,p. 419;
John Skylitzes,p.22s.

“Symeon Magister,136.60;Continuator of Theophanes,p. 419;
John Skylitzes,p.22s.

= Similarly —IL ITaBAoB, bpamama..., p. 4; A. CumMeoHOBA, HJpuxu xom
UCTROPUSING HA MATIHAMA OUNAOMAYUS, PAZY3HABAHEMO U KOHMPAPAZY3HABAHEMO 8 CPed-
Hosexosuus césm, (in:] Tanzpa. Cooprux 6 wecmn na 0. Iodumnama na Axad. Bacua
Trsenes,ed. M. KafimakamoBa etal, Coqm;{ 2006, p. s04—s06; [1.ITaBaoOB,
Bexam..., p. 21.
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the co-emperor’s presence at John’s wedding. Additionally, the emperor
was thusly securing the stability of the freshly concluded peace with
his northern neighbour. Some scholars, however, accept the Byzantine
authors’ story at its face value; accordingly, John would become a kind
of aspectre, a threat hovering over the Bulgarian ruler”. Even if this were
s0, John was never actively used in this role. We know nothing about
his later fate. One could say that sending John to Byzantium removed
him from the picture.

Sending John to Constantinople appears to indicate that the Byz-
antines were not involved in his plot. Following a lengthy war, Byzantium
needed a lasting peace with Bulgaria, and from Constantinopolitan per-
spective, it was Peter, related by marriage with the Lekapenos dynasty,
who guaranteed it. Undermining his position would have threatened
the peace, concluded with difficulty, and thus the Byzantine interests.

1.2. Michael’s Rebellion

It is possible that the failure of John’s plot had spurred Michael,
Symeon I the Great’s firstborn son (who remained in a monastery at
the beginning of Peter’s reign), into action. It was most likely in 930'* that

5 E.g. J.V.A. Fine, The Early Medieval Balkans: a Critical Survey from the Sixth
to the Late Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983, p. 162; . Boxuaos,B.Tiosecaes,
Hemopus na fpeﬁuasemsfm boazapus. VII-XIV 6., Co(l)m[ 2006, p.278; cf.MJ.Leszka,
K. Marinow, Carstwo..., p-1s3; I[LITaBaoB, Epamﬂmﬂ..., p.s;i dem, Iodunu...,
p- 419—421 This hypothesis, however, cannot be positively verified. It is often forgotten
in this context that Peter’s wife was Christopher’s daughter, and it is difficult to imag-
ine that her father, potentially Romanos’ heir, would have wanted to move against her
husband - although of course one cannot rule out the possibility.

* The date is approximate: none of the sources inform us when it happened. Since both
in Continuator of Theophanes and in John Skylitzes it precedes an event from March 931
(misfortunes that befell Constantinople Continuator of Theophanes,p.420;
Symeon Magister,136.61;cf.John Skylitzes, p. 226, which presents the
same events, but without dates), it is accepted it happened in 930 (B.H.3raTapckn,
Hemopus..., p. 840). Regarding the terminus post quem, the problem is more serious,
since we only have the information that Michael’s rebellion happened after John’s plot
which, as previously mentioned, is dated only approximately, most commonly to 928.
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Michael moved against Peter. The information at our disposal about this
event comes from two Byzantine sources: Continuation of Theophanes
and from John Skylitzes. Because of their importance for this topic, we
quote them in full:

Continuator of Theophanes (p. 420):

However also the monk Michael, brother of Peter, attempting with all
strength to gain power over the Bulgarians, started a rebellion in a cer-
tain Bulgarian fortress. To him flocked Scythians, who refused to obey
Peter’s rule. After his [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., p. 218, with minor changes - M.J.L,,
K.M.):

Now Michael, Peter’s other brother, aspired to become ruler of the
Bulgarians. He occupied a powerful fortress and greatly agitated
the Bulgarians lands. Many flocked to his banner but, when he died
shortly after, these people, for fear of Peter’s wrath, entered Roman ter-
ritory. They reached Nikopolis by way of Macedonia, Strymon and
Helladikon theme, laying waste everything that came to hand, and there,
finally, settled (xcal Téhog &v adti} oufPatioavtes). In due course and

after a number of reverses, they became Roman subjects.*

sContinuator of Theophanes,p.420;John Skylitzes,p.226.

“John Skylitzes, p.226 (transl. J. Wortley, p. 248 with a change in trans-
lation of the word caffaticavtec). John Wortley, the author of the translation, pro-
posed the reading capBaticavtes, derived from oaPPatilw — took a Sabbath rest.
It seems however that John Skylitzes used the word oaBfatilw in the meaning ‘to settle’
‘to find rest’; Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grizitit, besonders des 9.—12. Jahrhunderts,
vol. VIL, ed. E. Trap p, Wien 2011, p. 1518 (‘zur ruhe kommen’; ‘sich niederlassen’).
Cf.B.H.3aartapcku, Hemopus..., p. 837 (ce nacmanuan); John Skylitzes
(Bulg.), p. 257 (ce yemanosuan). See also Testimonia, vol. V1, p. 157 (obchodzili szabat);
John Skylitzes (French) (ils observérent le repos comme pour un sabat). The remark
of Anna Kotlowska that it referred to celebrating Holy Saturday does not appear to be
correct in this context (Zestimonia, vol. V1, p. 156, fn. 79).
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The quoted sources present the rebellion’s progress in a fundamentally
similar manner. They only differ in specifics. The most important differ-
ences are in the names used to described Michael’s supporters, and the
territory which they crossed first during their flight after Michael’s death.
In Continuation of Theophanes his supporters were called ‘Scythians’
(Zx06at), while in John Skylitzes' work — Bulgarians. In Continuation
the first Byzantine territory through which the refugees passed was
called Maxétidog, while in Skylitzes — Maxndoviag. We will discuss these
differences below.

As can be seen from the quoted sources, our knowledge about
Michael’s rebellion is very modest. We do not know where the uprising
began. The only hint that can be drawn in this regard is from informa-
tion about his supporters’ initial flight from Bulgaria; however, here we
encounter a problem. As we mentioned, Continuation of Theophanes
informs that they went through Maketidos, while John Skylitzes, that
through Macedonia. It is not entirely clear which territories the anony-
mous author meant using the name Maketidos, and on what basis John
Skylitzes used the term Macedonia instead. Vassil N. Zlatarski thought
that Maketidos referred to the territories of historical Macedonia (most
likely between Struma and Mesta), and Michael’s rebellion took place
in Cmpymcxama obaacmo [Struma region]™. This idea found a relative-
ly common acceptance in later academic literature and nowadays it is
thought, albeit sometimes with a degree of caution, that the areas where
Michael’s rising was happening were in contemporary south-western
Bulgaria®. Supporters of this idea think that the fortress which became
Michael’s temporary headquarters may have been the central point
of one of the local comitates, e.g. Devol*. Those scholars who take as

7 It needs to be clearly emphasised that this name was used in book VI of Continuation
of Theophanes only once, and in a context that does not allow clarification as to which
area it referred.

“B.H.3aaTapcxu, Homopus..., p. 838.

YIL.MyTaddaues, Hemopus na ﬁmmpmuﬂ fmpoﬁ (681—1323), Co(l)mi 1986, p. 201;
JV.A.Fine, The Early Medieval Balkans. A Critical Survey from the Sixth to the Late
Twelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983, p. 162; IL. ITa B A 0 B, Bpamama..., p. s.

*Seeeg. JV.A. Fine, T/er/,zr/y..., p-162-163;I1.T e o prue B, Tumaama u gyux-
yuume Ha OpA2aPCKUL NPECMOLOHACLEOHUK 1 BEIPOCEIN 34 NPECIROLOHACACOUEINO NPY YAD
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the basis for their considerations about the place of Michael’s rebellion
the account of John Skylitzes (who claimed that the refugees first entered
Macedonia) are in a clear minority. This is mainly due to the fact that book
VI of Continuation of Theophanes was created far earlier than Skylitzes’
account, as well as due to Zlatarski’s authority. We have to keep in mind
that Skylitzes meant Macedonia as it was understood by the Byzantines,
which indicates that one ought to seek the location of the rebellion’s
beginnings either in the Bulgarian part of Thrace, or perhaps even some-
where in the vicinity of Bulgarian main centres — Preslav and Pliska*. The
reliability of the Continuation of Theophanes and John Skylitzes  accounts
has relatively recently been thoroughly examined by Todor Todorov, who
pointed out that while John’s account appears to be the more logical
in terms of the route of the flight of Michael’s supporters (they would
have consistently travelled in the south-westerly direction), one should
nonetheless give primacy to Continuation of Theophanes. According
to Todorov, Skylitzes did not understand the meaning of the name
Maketidos — which does not appear in his work — as used by the author
of the book VI of Continuation, identifying it instead with Macedonia
(in its Byzantine form), since this fitted with his view of the progression
of Michael’s supporters. In turn, the use of the archaic name Maketidos
in Continuation of Theophanes is explained by Todorov as a tendency
— common throughout the entire work, and also seen in book VI - for
employing archaic names. In the passage about Michael we find not only
Maketidos, but also the Scythians making an appearance, and we find
an explanation, reaching into the distant past, of how the city of Niko-
polis got its name*. Although Todorov’s arguments cannot be disregarded,

Cumeon, ITT 48.8/91992, p-1i; .boxuaos,B.I'toseaes, Homopus..., p. 278-279;
IT.ITaB A o B, bpamama..., p. 5—6.

*T. T o A0 p o B, Bempewnodunacmuunnsm..., p. 275; c£. I1. Konepap os, Lap
Lemsp 1,BC 51,1979, p.199; X. Aumut p o B, emopus na Maxedonus, Codus 2004,
p- 60. On the extent of the territory of Macedonia as understood by the Byzantines,
see [T. Koaeaapos, Maxedonns, [in:] KME, vol. 11, p. 592-593; TE. Gregory,
Macedonia, [in:] ODB, vol. 11, p. 1261-1262.

2Continuator of Theophanes,p. 420. Nikopolis was to have received
its name to commemorate the victory of Octavian Augustus over Antony and Cleopatra,
the result of which was, as the author of book VI of the Continuation of Theophanes writes,
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they do not, however, allow one to definitively reject Skylitzes” account.
Simply because the name of Maketidos did not make an appearance in his
work, it does not necessarily follow that he did not understand its meaning,
The use of the term Macedonia may have been a conscious move stemming
from knowledge that the author of Continuation of Theophanes used the
appellation Maketidos either incorrectly, incomprehensibly or, which
cannot be ruled out, in an entirely correct manner®. This awareness may
have been a consequence of the fact that John Skylitzes had a wider rela-
tion about this event, the trace of which is inclusion of information that
was not given by the anonymous author of book VI of the Continuation.
The fragment in question states that after Nikopolis was captured, the
refugees: finally, settled. In due course and after a number of reverses, they
became Roman subjects™.

It is noteworthy that the monastery in which Michael resided after
being removed from the line of succession may have possibly been the
one in Ravna. One might expect that he had links with it even at the time
when he was Symeon’s official heir. After all, it is here that six of the seven
known seals that are linked with his name have been found®. It cannot
be ruled out that his father allowed Michael, after replacing him with
another heir and forcing monasticism upon him, to spend his life there.
Considering the geographical location of this monastery, it seems more
logical that he would have sought — and found - support for his rebellion
against Peter in its vicinity, and therefore near Pliska and Preslav and
the lands of Thrace, rather than in south-western Bulgaria.

subjugation of Egypt to Rome. This is an obvious reference to the battle of Actium
in 31 BCE, however this is not mentioned expressis verbis in the Byzantine source.

% Let us repeat once more that the Byzantine author used the name Maketidos only
once. Therefore, there can be no certainty as to how he understood it. One should be
reminded that the suggestion of V.N. Zlatarski is only a hypothesis.

“John Skylitzes, p.221; transl. p. 248.

» B. Hu x o A o B a, [levamume na Muyxaun 5aeﬂmyp KAHCUPTIXINUH U Hoan 6./,zmmyp
xaneupmxmun (?). Ilpobuemu na pasuumaremo u ampubyyusma, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm
bvazapun u “Opyeume”. Coopnux 6 uecm Ha 60-200umnunama na npod. Auwn Ilemsp

Anzenos,ed. A.Huxoaos, ILH Hukoaos, CO(I)I/ISI 2013, p. 127; H.HopAaHOB,
Kopnyc na cpe@ﬂasemsimme 55./124]7[7614 nevamu, ed. I1l. Te o prues, Cocl)nﬂ 2016,

p- 140-143.
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The above considerations force us to treat the question as to which
territories Michael’s rebellion spread as impossible to definitely answer
at this time.

The question of the support of Michael’s rebellion is also far from
resolved. It is thought, for example, that Michael was backed by some
part of the Bulgarian magnates, as well as by members of other social
groups™. This statement, however, lacks a basis in sources. John Skylitzes
writes very generally that Michael was supported by many, without spec-
ifying who they were. Even greater confusion into this matter is intro-
duced by Continuation of Theophanes, in which we read: 70 him flocked
Scythians, who refused to obey Peter’s rule”. Not only does it not clarify
in any way which social groups supported Michael, but also introduces
the ethnonym Zx06at to describe them. This caused a long debate on
the subject of who these Scythians could have been. Assuming that the
name was used to differentiate Michael’s supporters from Bulgarians, and
assuming that his rebellion was happening on Macedonian territories
(in the sense proposed by V.N. Zlatarski), one would see them as the
Bulgarians from the Kouber group®, or even Serbs, who were relocated
to Bulgaria after 924. It would seem that neither the first, nor the
second view is correct. It does seem appropriate to agree with Todorov
that the use of the ethnonym Scythians’ was due to a preference for
archaic language, visible in this passage of Continuation of Theophanes,
and that in this case one ought to give precedence to John Skylitzes’
narrative, where Michael’s supporters are seen simply as Bulgarians®. It is
worth noting that attempts to see these Scythians as ethnically different
from Bulgarians would be at odds with the logic of the argument of the
Continuation of Theophanes anonymous author. He writes, after all, that
Michael wanted to gain power over Bulgarians and that he took control

*“I.boxuaos, B.Tioseaes, Hcmopua..., p. 279.

“Continuator of Theophanes,p. 420.

®B.H.3aarT ap cxu, Hemopuas..., p. 838—839; I1. ITa B A 0 B, Bpamama..., p. s.

» O.B. M B an o Ba, Boccmanue 6 930 2. 8 boazapuu u boseapo-susanmuiickue omno-
wenus, [in:] Curassne u ux cocedu. Mencdynapodusie omnomenns 6 enoxy geodaiusma,
ed.TT.Auraspun Mocksa1989, p.34—44.

*T.T o a0 p o B, Bempemnodunacmuunusm..., p. 277.
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of a particular Bulgarian fortress. In this context it would appear obvious
that those who joined him must have been Bulgarians who renounced
their allegiance to Peter. Had the Byzantine author meant anyone else
than Bulgarians when referring to the Scythians, we could have expect-
ed to find some words of explanation. Let us remember that in book
VI of Continuation of Theophanes this name appears only once, which
means it had not been used in any context other than Bulgarian. One
should note that throughout the entire work known as Continuation
of Theophanes the ethnonym ‘Scythians’ appears only six times®. That for
Byzantine authors of the tenth century it was possible to interchangeably
use the ethnonyms Bulgarians and Scythians can be attested by a passage
from book V of Continuation of Theophanes (Life of Basil), which was
written, it is thought, by Constantine Porphyrogennetos™.

The view that the Byzantine author meant Bulgarians when using
the name Scythians was strengthened by Todorov by referring to
Romanos IIs chrysobull related to the Kolovou monastery. In it, we
find some ZxAdfBot Bovkyapor, who settled on the lands belonging to said
monastery”. Further evidence is found in the document of the patriarch
Nicholas Chrysoberg from April 989, in which we read about another
monastery (100 Opdavod), the lands of which suffered looting during
the raids of t@v éx yertévwy oikotvtwy Bovkydpwv**. Because the mon-
asteries, both located on the Chalkidike Peninsula, are merely 10 km
apart, one may assume the same Bulgarians were involved. Ivan Bozhilov
considered these Bulgarians to have been Michael’s supporters, who after
leaving Bulgaria first settled in Epirus, and subsequently may have been
relocated — or moved of their own volition — to the Chalkidike Peninsula®.
This hypothesis of Bozhilov is accepted by Todorov, which allows him
to strengthen the view (in our opinion correct) that the Scythians

"Continuator of Theophanes,p.11,13, 217,284, 288, 420.

»Continuator of Theophanes,p.216-217.

»E.D 61ger, Ein Fall slavischer Einsiedlung im Hinterland von Thessalonike im 10.
Jabrbundert, SBAW.PHK 1,1952, p. 7; G. S o ulis, On the Slavic settlement in Hierissos
in the tenth century, B 23,1953, p. 67—72; Acts of Iviron, 1, p. 11; 11, 32, 1, 12-13.

* Acts of Lavra, 1, 8, p. 117.11

» W. b ox u A o B, baazapume..., p. 17.
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in Continuation of Theophanes are simply Bulgarians. It needs to be strong-
ly emphasised, however, that Bozhilov’s view is only a hypothesis, although
a plausible one. One might note that the two sources are separated by over
a quarter of a century, and in the case of patriarch Nicholas Chrysoberg,
the text may have been referring to not so much the direct participants
of the rebellion, but to their descendants. Either way, it cannot be ruled
out that the long journey of Michael’s supporters came to a close when
they settled at the end of 950s and beginning of 960s on the Chalkidike
Peninsula, in the vicinity of Hierissos.

It would seem that, based on the current source base, one may formu-
late a general hypothesis that Michael’s rebellion had a local character, and
that its supporters included the inhabitants of the taken fortress and the
nearby populace. Contrary to what some scholars say**, no large scale (if
any at all) military activity took place during the rebellion. It cannot be
ruled out that the only fortress captured by Michael fell into his hands
not as a result of fighting, but as a result of 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*, out of fear of them.

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

It does not appear that Michael’s rising was inspired by the Byz-
antines, who in this way would have been destabilising situation
in Bulgaria, and thus weakened its position relative to their own. The
clearest indication that this was not the case lies in the fact that while

*T. T o a0 p o B, Bempemnodunacmusnusm..., p. 274,
7Continuator of Theophanes,p.420;John Skylitzes,p.226.
#T.T o a0 p o B, Bempeusnodunacmusnuim..., p. 274.
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Michael’s supporters sought refuge within the Empire, they were not
welcomed there with open arms, and 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 have expected that
they would have been supported by the Byzantines during their flight,
and would have been peacefully settled on the indicated territory.

* % %

Michael’s rebellion failed. His sudden death® made any further action
of his supporters against Peter pointless. This is a clear indication that
the rising of Symeon’s eldest son was solely an expression of the fight for
power within the ruling family. Michael’s death ended the several-year
period of struggles for the Bulgarian throne after Symeon’s death. Peter
emerged victorious, and from that point onward his position in the
Bulgarian state was secured.

2. Characterisation of Domestic Policy

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 peri-
od); what we do know mainly concerns religious issues, the Bogomilist
heresy being regarded as the most important among them*. Although

 That this happened at an advantageous moment, from Peter’s perspective, and
to a man still relatively young, might, and does, raise suspicion. However, the fact that
Byzantine authors, to whom it also must have been obvious that Michael’s death was
a boon for Peter, made no such aspersions makes one refrain from any speculations on
this subject.

+ On Bogomilism see e.g.: D. Obolensky, The Bogomils, Cambridge 1948;

A. A ureao B, bozomurcmeomo 8 boazapus, Copust1961;S.Runciman, The Medieval
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the 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 lay 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

Manichee. A Study of the Dualist Heresy, Cambridge 1982; S. By lin a, Bogomilizm
w Sredniowiecznej Bulgarii. Uwarunkowania spoteczne, polityczne i kulturalne, BP 2, 198s,
p-133-145; A. A Hr e A 0 B, Bozomuacmso, Codusi1993; Y. Stoyan ov, The Other God.
Dualist Religions from Antiquity to the Cathar Heresy, New Haven 2000, p. 125-166;
G.Min czew, Remarks on the Letter of the Patriarch Theophylact to Tsar Peter in the
Context of Certain Byzantine and Slavic Anti-heretic Texts, SCer 3, 2013, p. 113-130;
id e m, Stowiaskie teksty antyberetyckie jako Zrédto do poznania herezji dualistycznych
na Batkanach, [in:] Sredniowieczne herezje dualistyczne na Batkanach. Zrédia stowianskie,
ed. G.Minczew,M.Skowronek,JM. Wolski, Eédz 2015, p. 13-57.

# Letter of the Patriarch Theophylact to Tsar Peter. The letter was recently analyzed
by: G. M in cz e w, Remarks on the Letter... (the work includes the bibliography devoted
to 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 bealthy 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, [Toaumutecka mucoa 6 pannocpednosexosna boizapus
(cpedama na IX — kpas na X 6.), Codus 2006, p. 245-269.
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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.

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*.

4 For more on Bulgarian monasticism in the century in questionsee: b. Hukososa,
Monausecmso, manacmupu u Manacmupcki #usom 6 cpednosexosna bezapus, vol. 1,
Manacmupume, Cocl)m{ 2010, p. 41-270.

++ On this issue see: V. B u a 51 p ¢ x u, Ioxposumenu na Llapcmeo. Cs. Llap Tlemsp
u cs. Ilapacxesa-Ilemxa, CO(I)I/IH 2004, p. 21-24; i dem, M. MoBuesa, 32 damama
na ycnenuemo na yap Iemsp u 3a xyama xom uezo, [in:] Tanzpa. Coopuux 6 wecm na
70-200umnunama na axad. Bacua Toseaes, ed. M. Katimaxasosa ctal, Codus
2006, p. 543-557; A. e M e A x u e B, Kyumaem xom boazapcxn yap Iemzp I (927-969):
Mmonameckuy uan 0spycasen?, [in:] /bybas npema 06pasosarmy u sepa y boza y npasociasnum
manacmupamss, s. Mehynapodua Xurendapcxa xonepenyuja. 360puux usbpanux padosa 1,
Beograd—Columbus 2006, p. 245-257; B. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, LJap Ilemsp u xapaxmepom
Ha He208U8 KYAM, Pbg 33.2,2009,p. 63-77;€a d e m, Monausecmeo..., vol. 11, Monacume,
Codus 2010, p. 826-843; M. Ka it Mmax am o B a, Kyumem xom yap Ilemsp (927—969)
u dsucengume uoen Ha OBAAPCKUIME 0C80000UMENHI BBCINAHUS CPEULY BUSAHIMUICKA-
ma saacm npes XI-XII 6., BMd 4/5, 2013/2014, p. 417-438; A. Hemme px ues,
Ky/lmaeeme Ha 5mmpcxume ceemuyu npes IX—-XII 6. Asmapegﬁepam, ITaoBAUB 2016,
p- 13-1s.

# 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 of which he became the first hegumen. He died as
a hermit; in all probability, his life came to an end in 946. For more on John of Rila’s
life see: K1, A, y ¥4 e B, Pusckusm céeme, u nezoama obumen, CO(I)I/IH 1947;:1.Dobrey,
Sv. Ivan Rilski, vol. 1, Linz 2007; B. Hux 0 A 0 B a, Monausecmso..., p. 790-81s;
H.AHApeeB,HBaHPuﬂcxu, [in:]idem, M. Aasapos,ILITasaos, Koi xoi...,

p- 270-27s.
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Thoroughly impressed by John’s holiness*¢, the ruler — according to his
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:

“U. Ay it es, Puackusm..., p. 1238qq; Ziemscy aniotowie, niebiarscy ludzie. Ana-
choreci w bulgarskiej literaturze i kulturze, ed. G. M in c z e w, Bialystok 2002, p. 19.
Cf. B. Hux 0 A 0 B a, Monausecmeo..., p. 274—28s; 626—628, 790-81s.

# 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
ahand in transferring John’s remains to Sredets (nowadays Sofia); the problem has been
analyzed by: V1. Ay i1 4 e B, Puackusm..., passim. CE. A. D e m M e A x u ¢ B, 3a spememo
Ha npenacsne na momgume na c8. Hoan Puicku om Pura 6 Cpedey, BMd 6, 2015, p. 79-89.

#T1.ITaB A 0B, Bexom..., p. 55—57.
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Ne AEO MK ecTh B KHeR'E BhITH. Xouto skumH ¢ Ilepeacaagun & Aynan.
AKO TO €CTh CEPEAA B SEMAH MOEH. AKO TY RCA BAMAA CXOAATCA.
W I'pekk 34aT0 NAROAOKH. RHHA [H] WRoLERE po3HOAHUNKIA. H-IITex s 2ke

n3 (por cPEEPO H KOMONH. H3 PycH 2KE CKOPA H BOCK™s MEA'B. H HYEAAA.

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, silver
and horses from Hungary and Bohemia, and from Rus’ furs, wax, honey,

and slaves.®

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 eleventh and twelfth 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®.

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

¥ Russian Primary Chronicle, AM 6477, p. 68 (transl.,, p.86). Cf. A. Kija's, Stosunki
rusko-bulgarskie do XV w. ze szczegdlnym nwzglednieniem stosunkdw kulturalnych, BP 2,
198s, p. 115; M. Pae B, [lpecras uau Ilepescrasey na Ayﬂae? (Hpeﬁmpummbnbze 3ame-
Yanus 00 00nom u3 603moxnctvix ucmounuxos I1BA u ez0 mpancpopmayun), H3YISHC
20, 2008, p. 37-40. See also: J. Banaszkiewicz, Jednosé porzadku przestrzennego,
spolecznego i tradycji poczqtkdw ludu. (Uwagi o urzgdzenin wspdlnoty plemienno-par-
stwowej u Stowian), PH 77,1986, p. 448-449.

° V. A aHu A eBCKU I, [108ecmmb BPEMEHHBIX A€IL: 26PMEHEBTMULECKIE OCHOBDL U3)-
YeHus semonucrvix mecmos, Mocksa 2004, p. 163—167; B. P stux a, o crasy nepesa
Lepescaas?, HSYISHC 16, 2005, p. 129-134; M. P a ¢ B, [lepescrasey na Aynas — mum
u deticmeumenrocm 8 peuma na kus3 Cesmocias 6 Ilosecmv spemennvix aem, ICY.
HIICBITHA 95.14,2006, p.193—203; M.J.Leszka, K.Marin o w, Carstwo..., p. 166.
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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:

2 - ar ™ ~ o ¢ .

Tor*a 8RO Rk ANH H AT crro TIe"pa (ipA BALMAPhcKA™ EhI© H3LWELIATA
® Reero. cHpRUL MUWENHLLA H MACAO H MEAA 2K H MARKA H RHNA, H © Reero
AAPORANTA K3KTa RPRINE M KHI'RWIE. H HE B'R WeKBARNTE HH W 11o™s. His

B'R CHTOCTh HSKWEHAKC'RO M RCEro A0 M3ROAENTA RiKia

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

and to satiety’".

s Tale of the Prophet Isaiah, p. 17.



